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Executive Summary 

The Ohio Child Welfare’s University Partnership Program (UPP) was established in 2002 to 

provide Ohio’s Public Children Services Agencies (PCSAs) with educated, trained, and 

experienced child welfare caseworkers. INNOVATIONS in Community Research and Program 

Evaluation (INNOVATIONS) used a mixed methods approach to understand the reach and 

impact of UPP in the 2020-2021 academic year.    

During the year, UPP enrolled a total of 66 students and graduated a total of 53 students from 

the eight participating universities across the state. As of 2021, the program has reached 71 

counties through student participation in internships and 62 counties through student 

employment at agencies for a combined impact in 77 (87.5%) of Ohio’s counties.  

According to supervisor ratings, recent UPP graduates were more competent than recent non-

UPP employees in the areas of: 1) Maintaining confidentiality (4.06 vs. 3.35); 2) Engaging 

clients (3.67 vs. 3.18); 3) Conducting a Safety Assessment (3.17 vs. 2.35); 4) Conducting a Safety 

Plan (3.17 vs. 2.29); 5) Conducting a Family Assessment (3.17 vs.2.29); 6) Conducting a Family 

Case Plan (3.12 vs.2.35); 7) Entering data into SACWIS (3.83 vs.2.59); 8) Thinking critically 

(3.56 vs. 2.88); and 9) Ability to handle stress (3.39 vs. 2.94).   

UPP benefits many stakeholder groups. Students are able to complete required child welfare 

courses and receive practical field experience before graduation, which makes them highly 

sought-after potential child service agency hires. They also receive an incentive payment upon 

gaining employment at a PCSA. For universities, UPP serves as a valuable recruitment and 

retention tool as it is marketed to prospective students as a workforce development program. 

UPP also benefits PCSAs and communities by developing a diverse group of educated, trained, 

and experienced caseworkers ready to serve Ohio’s families.  

Students were very satisfied or satisfied with the program in the areas of 1) Recruitment 

(87.5%); 2) Field Experience (91.1%); 3) Coursework and Instructors (92.7%); 4) Required 

Readings (89.3%); 5) Seminar (94.7%); 6) Campus Coordination (87.5%); 7) Employment 

Assistance (71.5%); and 8) Stipend/Incentive (80.3%). UPP Campus Coordinators 

(Coordinators) also expressed high overall satisfaction with the support that they received in 

their roles but identified opportunities for increased marketing of the program and recruitment 

supports. 

Coordinators and students adapted to the COVID-19 pandemic by being creative and flexible in 

their communications, teaching, and learning. Despite the challenges of the year, university 

instruction maintained high fidelity (94.0%) to Ohio Child Welfare Training Program’s 

(OCWTP) Caseworker Core across the eight universities. 

UPP’s strengths include positive student and Coordinator experiences, supervisor support, a 

progressive outlook with innovative tools for the recruitment and retention of students, a growth 

mindset amongst Coordinators, and an educated and prepared supply of graduates ready for 

employment. Looking forward, opportunities for program improvement include: 1) Promoting 

State-wide PCSA Program Participation; 2) Enhancing Data Systems; 3) Considering Program 

Expansion; 4) Enhancing Recruitment Support; 5) Engaging in a Continuous Quality 

Improvement Process; and 6) Continuing Coordinator Support. 



4 

 

Introduction and Background1 

 
The University Partnership Program (UPP) is part of Ohio’s commitment to 

improving outcomes for children and families by strengthening its child welfare 

workforce. It is a unique and beneficial partnership among the Ohio Department of 

Job and Family Services (ODJFS), eight of Ohio’s public university schools of social 

work, the Ohio University Consortium for Child and Adult Services (OUCCAS), the Public 

Children’s Services Association of Ohio (PCSAO), and Ohio’s 85 Public Children Service 

Agencies (PCSAs).   

The partnership has three primary purposes:   

1. To identify future child welfare professionals and prepare them for entry level 

positions in PCSAs. 

2. To help professionalize the field of Child Welfare; and, 

3. To reduce the time newly hired caseworkers spend in on-the-job training.   

 

Mission and Objectives 

UPP provides public child welfare agencies with a workforce of newly graduated 

individuals who have fieldwork experience and are trained in Ohio’s mandated Core training. 

The intent of the program is to positively affect the recruitment and retention of quality staff and 

to reduce the expenditures of time and money in training new workers. The Partnership 

Committee agreed on the following mission statement to guide its work:  

The mission of the University Partnership Program is to develop creative child welfare 

leaders, policy makers, managers, and direct service practitioners who have capacity for 

critical thinking and to promote best practice and highest quality service to children, 

families, and communities. The program accomplishes this through the coordinated and 

integrated provision of quality social work education and training.  

The objectives include four ways in which the program supports the public child welfare system:  

1. Ensuring, in accordance with Ohio House Bill 448, all newly employed 

caseworkers would have, or achieve within five years of employment, a degree in a job-

related human services field.  

2. Reducing staff turnover in public child welfare agencies. 

 
1 The Introduction and Background were provided in the 2019-2020 UPP evaluation. Since the 2020-
2021 evaluation builds upon the previous evaluation, there were minimal changes to the content. We have 
included it in this report to ensure readers have access to complete information when reading the 
evaluation. 
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3. Maximizing the use of resources for in-service training. 

4. Creating career ladders and ongoing professional development.  

The program was piloted starting in July 2002, with two universities participating. Over the 

next seven years, the number of participating universities grew to the eight that are currently 

participating. 

Methodology, Samples, and Data Sources 

INNOVATIONS conducted a mixed methods evaluation, collecting and analyzing qualitative 

data from key informant interviews, surveys, and focus groups as well as quantitative data from 

the UPP Database, Western Region archival data, and E-Track.  

 

Key Informant Interviews 

During May and June 2021, INNOVATIONS conducted eight, 90-minute key informant 

interviews with UPP Campus Coordinators (Coordinators) representing all participating 

universities (Table 1). Most Coordinators were employed part-time (75%). We also held a 60-

minute key informant interview with Scott Britton, the Assistant Director of PCSAO. These in-

depth, one-on-one interviews were aimed at understanding the impact, operations, and issues 

related to UPP across a variety of topic areas.  

 

Table 1. UPP Campus Coordinator University Affiliation and Employment Status 

University 
Coordinator 

Employment Status 
Cleveland State University  Part-time 
Ohio University Full-time 
The Ohio State University Full-time 
University of Akron Part-time 
University of Cincinnati Part-time 
University of Toledo Part-time 
Wright State University Part-time 
Youngstown State University Part-time 
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Surveys 

During March, April, and May 2021, INNOVATIONS administered electronic surveys to UPP 

students who graduated in 2020 and 2021 and to the supervisors of those students. Students 

and supervisors were emailed flyers containing a REDCap survey link and a QR code and were 

compensated with a $20 Starbucks electronic gift card for participating. The students and 

supervisors were identified from contact information available in the UPP database as well as 

requesting Coordinators to send flyers to these cohorts of students and supervisors. Students 

and supervisors were surveyed on a variety of topics related to student program experience, 

employment preparation, and job performance. Survey data were collected from 55 UPP 

students (Table 2). The student sample was mostly white (83.6%) and non-Hispanic (98.1%), 

and were a mix of graduates (45.4%), Seniors (38.2%) and Master of Social Work students 

(16.4%).   

 

Table 2. UPP Student Survey Respondent Demographics 

Cleveland State University n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 6 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 6 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American -- 
Multiracial -- 
White/Caucasian 6 (100) 

Student Status 
Graduate -- 
Master of Social Work Student 1 (17) 
Senior 5 (83) 

Ohio University n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 9 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 9 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American 1(11) 
Multiracial -- 
White/Caucasian 8 (89) 

Student Status 
Graduate 5 (56) 
Master of Social Work Student -- 
Senior 4 (44) 

The Ohio State University n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 13 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 1 (8) 
Not Hispanic or Latino 12 (92) 

Student Race 
Asian -- 
Black/African American -- 
Multiracial 2 (15) 
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White/Caucasian 11 (85) 

Student Status 
Graduate   6 (46) 
Master of Social Work Student 3 (23) 
Senior 4 (31) 

University of Akron n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 3 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 2 (67) 
Did Not Respond 1 (33) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American 1 (33) 
Multiracial -- 
White/Caucasian 2 (67) 

Student Status 
Graduate -- 
Master of Social Work Student -- 
Senior 3 (100) 

University of Cincinnati n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 11 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 11 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American -- 
Multiracial 1 (9) 
White/Caucasian 10 (91) 

Student Status 
Graduate 8 (73) 
Master of Social Work Student 1 (9) 
Senior 2 (18) 

University of Toledo n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 4 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 4 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American -- 
Multiracial -- 
White/Caucasian 4 (100) 

Student Status 
Graduate  1 (25) 
Master of Social Work Student -- 
Senior 3 (75) 

Wright State University n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 2 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 2 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian 1 (50) 
Black/African American 1 (50) 
Multiracial -- 
White/Caucasian -- 

Student Status 
Graduate  2 (100) 
Master of Social Work Student -- 
Senior -- 
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Youngstown State University n (%) 
Number of students who completed survey: 7 

Student Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino -- 
Not Hispanic or Latino 7 (100) 

Student Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American 1 (14.3) 
Multiracial 1 (14.3) 
White/Caucasian 5 (71.4) 

Student Status 
Graduate  2 (29) 
Master of Social Work Student -- 
Senior 5 (71) 

 

We received survey data from 19 supervisors (Table 3). The supervisor sample was 63.2% White, 

31.6% Black/African American, and 5.3% Multiracial. They were from a mix of major metro 

(36.8%), metro (31.6%), large (21.1%), medium (5.3%), and small (5.3%) counties. And, most 

supervised ongoing units (47.4%), intake and ongoing units (15.8%), or foster 

care/adoption/kinship units (15.8%). 

 

Table 3. UPP Supervisor Survey Respondent Demographics 

Supervisors n (%) 
Number of supervisors who completed survey: 19 

Supervisor 
Ethnicity 

Hispanic or Latino 1 (5.3) 
Not Hispanic or Latino 18 (94.7) 

Supervisor Race 

Asian -- 
Black/African American 6 (31.6) 
Multiracial 1 (5.3) 
White/Caucasian 12 (63.2) 

Agency County 
Size 

Small 1 (5.3) 
Medium-Small -- 
Medium 1 (5.3) 
Large 4 (21.1) 
Metro 6 (31.6) 
Major Metro 7 (36.8) 

Type of Unit 
Supervised 

Intake 2 (10.5) 
Ongoing 9 (47.4) 
Intake & Ongoing 3 (15.8) 
Recovery Services -- 
Training 2 (10.5) 
Foster Care/Adoption/Kinship 3 (15.8) 

 

Focus Groups 

In April 2021, INNOVATIONS offered four virtual focus groups to UPP students who graduated 

in 2020 and 2021 as additional opportunities to collect feedback. Information for accessing the 

focus groups that were held using Microsoft Teams was included in the flyer sent to students 
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containing the survey link and QR code. Since the student survey was compensated and 

designed to be comprehensive by collecting both quantitative and qualitative data, we expected a 

lower focus group turnout than usual. One student participated and gave valuable feedback but 

wished to remain anonymous. Therefore, we did not provide demographic information for this 

participant as their identity might be unintentionally revealed.  

 

UPP Database 

The UPP database is a comprehensive source of UPP student data spanning the time from their 

initial engagement with the program through their employment at an Ohio PCSA. Dating back 

to 2004, the database contains a wide variety of descriptive, event, and outcomes data as well as 

contact information. Notably, the database maintains key demographic records such as race, 

gender, and grade point average.  

 

E-Track 

E-Track is the learning management system for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program 

(OCWTP) and was designed to track OCWTP and Ohio Human Services Training System 

(OHSTS) training needs and completion. E-Track allows OCWTP workers to view individual 

development plans and to search and register for statewide training.  

 

Western Region Archival Data 

Western Regional Training Center Director, Dale Hotaling, and the Western Region supervisors 

maintain records of UPP students including graduation date, hire date, termination date, and 

job titles of students who have been employed in the Western Region dating back to 2004. This 

dataset provided a small sample of data that was used to determine the calendar year turnover 

rates of UPP students in the region. These records rely on the participation of members of this 

group and are exclusive to the UPP students in the Western Region who largely graduate from 

Wright State University. 

Reach and Access 

This year UPP enrolled 66 students and graduated 53 students across eight universities with 
60.4% of graduates employed at an Ohio PCSA and 30.2% of graduates seeking employment or 
pursuing higher education (Table 4). 
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Table 4. UPP Student Enrollments and Graduates 2020-21*  

University 
Name 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Number of 
Students 
Enrolled  

 

Number of 
Students 

Who 
Graduated 

  
 

Number of 
Graduates 
Employed 

n (%) 

Number of 
Graduates 

Seeking 
Employment 

or Pursing 
Higher 

Education  

n (%) 
 

Cleveland State 7 6  3 (50%) 3 (50%) 
Ohio University 10 9 2 (22.2%) 5 (55.6%) 
The Ohio State 
University 

14 12 7 (58.3%) 4 (33.3%) 

University of 
Akron 

5 5 4 (80.0%) 1 (20%) 

University of 
Cincinnati 

6 0 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

University of 
Toledo 

7 7 6 (85.7%) 1 (14.3%) 

Wright State 
University 

11 8 4 (50.0%) 3 (37.5%) 

Youngstown 
State University 

6 6 6 (100%) 0 (0.0%) 

Totals 66 53 32 (60.4%) 17 (32.1%) 
       * As reported in the UPP Database or by the Coordinator as of June 30, 2021 

 
Since 2004, UPP has reached 71 counties through student participation in internships (Figures 1 

and 2) and reached 62 counties through student employment at Ohio agencies (Figures 3 and 4) 

for a combined impact in 77 (87.5%) of Ohio’s counties. Placements and employments for each 

university can be found in Appendix A.  
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Figure 1. Total UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=1,039) 

 

 

Figure 2. Top 15 Counties with UPP Placements 
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Figure 3. Total UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=722) 

 

Figure 4. Top 15 Counties with UPP Employments 

 
 
 
There is a difference in participation rates amongst counties based on their size (Table 5). 
County size categories are taken from the Child Protection Oversight & Evaluation (CPOE) 
report (source: ODJFS). While 100% of large, metro, and major metro counties have hosted at 
least one student intern, and 82.9% of medium-small and medium counties have hosted at least 
one student intern, only 56.0% of small counties have had a student placement. Similarly, only 
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48.0% of small counties have hired an UPP graduate while rates are higher for medium-small 
counties (66.7%), medium counties (65.0%), and metro and major metro counties (100%).  
 
 

Table 5. Number and percentages of counties with at least one placement or 
employment by CPOE size 

 

County 
Size 

# of 
Counties 

# of 
Counties 
with at 
Least 1 
Placement 

% of 
Counties 
with at 
Least 
Placement 

# of 
Counties 
with at Least 
1 
Employment 

% of 
Counties 
with at Least 
1 
Employment 

Small 25 14 56.0% 12 48.0% 
Medium-
Small 

15 13 86.7% 10 66.7% 

Medium 20 16 80.0% 13 65.0% 
Large 15 15 100.0% 14 93.3% 
Metro 10 10 100.0% 10 100.0% 
Major 
Metro 

3 3 100.0% 3 100.0% 

 
 
Small and Rural County Participation 
Coordinators and supervisors were aware of the gap in participation amongst small and rural 
counties. They gave feedback on the reasons for their low participation and made suggestions on 
how to increase engagement with these agencies.  
 
Reasons for Low Participation 
Three Coordinators and two supervisors identified the difficulties as being related to lack of 
capacity within these agencies. This makes it challenging to manage relationships and field 
placements as they do not have personnel available to supervise students. Additionally, there are 
few job openings available due to low turnover and many of these agencies hire from within. 
Finally, students have been hesitant in applying to rural areas after their internships end, often 
due to the lower starting salaries offered.  
 
Regional Training Center (RTC) Support 
One Coordinator identified that there are racial, political, and worker safety issues in rural 

communities and suggested that RTCs might offer support with training related to these issues. 

Another Coordinator indicated that RTCs could be used to help bridge the engagement gaps 

with smaller and rural counties.  

Small/Rural County Engagement and Support 
One Coordinator stated that there are benefits to smaller counties in hosting students even if 
they cannot hire them. They expressed that connecting with the counties to find out their needs, 
explain the benefits, and understand how the Coordinator could support them is important. It is 
important to make sure that counties are aware that the hiring window has been increased from 
six months to one year. One Coordinator stated that there may need to be a designated person in 
place to work with rural counties that understand their needs, challenges, and how they operate. 
One Coordinator stated that rural counties need support from the department and recognition 
for being a part of UPP. ODJFS can also assist rural counties by communicating the child 
welfare philosophy. Some supervisors suggested that a representative should meet with 
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management and human resources to explain the UPP process and the benefits of hosting a UPP 
student.  
 
Student and Supervisor Incentives  
Many students are committed to working where they live because they want to give back to their 
local communities. However, three Coordinators suggested that more students may be 
interested in rural counties if they could subsidize travel and offer an increased stipend for 
employment. In addition, providing stipends to field supervisors in those counties would be 
beneficial. 

Student Outcomes 

Three consensus areas of interest amongst all stakeholders involved in evaluation planning were 

the desire to understand the: 1) Performance; 2) Turnover rates; and 3) Promotion frequency of 

UPP graduates who have secured employment at Ohio PSCAs compared to non-UPP employees. 

UPP students who have graduated and are employed are referred to as “UPP employees”.  

The guiding research questions were: 

1. How do UPP employees perform on the job compared to non-UPP employees? 

2. What is the turnover rate of UPP employees compared to non-UPP employees? 

3. Do UPP employees get promoted more frequently than non-UPP employees? 

 

Question 1: How do UPP employees perform on the job compared to non-UPP 
employees? 
 
INNOVATIONS surveyed supervisors to understand how UPP employees performed on the job 

compared to non-UPP employees. Supervisors rated the skills competency of employees on the 

following Likert scale: 

1 -Poor, no evidence of skill; Not competent 
2-Fair, lacks clear evidence of skill; Limited Competence 
3-Good, some evidence of skill; Emerging Competence 
4-Very Good, clear evidence of skill; Competent 
5-Excellent, ample evidence of skill; Very Competent 

 
According to supervisor ratings (Table 6), recent UPP graduates were more competent than 

recent non-UPP employees in the areas of: 1) Maintaining confidentiality (4.06 vs. 3.35); 2) 

Engaging clients (3.67 vs. 3.18); 3) Conducting a Safety Assessment (3.17 vs. 2.35); 4) 

Conducting a Safety Plan (3.17 vs. 2.29); 5) Conducting a Family Assessment (3.17 vs.2.29); 6) 

Conducting a Family Case Plan (3.12 vs.2.35); 7) Entering data into the Statewide Automated 

Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS) (3.83 vs.2.59); 8) Thinking critically (3.56 vs. 

2.88); and 9) Ability to handle stress (3.39 vs. 2.94).   
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Table 6. Supervisor Ratings of UPP Employee and Non-UPP Employee Skills 

Skill 
UPP Employee 
Average Rating 

Non-UPP Employee 
Average Rating 

Maintaining confidentiality 4.06 3.35 
Engaging clients 3.67 3.18 
Conducting a Safety Assessment 3.17 2.35 
Conducting a Safety Plan 3.17 2.29 
Conducting a Family Assessment 3.17 2.29 
Conducting a Family Case Plan 3.12 2.35 
Entering data into SACWIS 3.83 2.59 
Thinking critically 3.56 2.88 
Ability to handle stress 3.39 2.94 

 

Question 2: What is the turnover rate of UPP employees compared to non-UPP 

employees?  

INNOVATIONS examined turnover rates for a sample of 111 UPP graduates who were first 

employed in the Western Region between 2004 and 2020. These data provided by Dale 

Hotaling and supervisors in the Western Region included student hiring date, termination date, 

county agency, and job title records. Turnover rate is defined as the percentage of employees 

who terminate employment over a period of time. Turnover rates are typically determined and 

compared annually, which was the timeframe we used in this analysis for consistency. 

As an example, the following information and subsequent steps were utilized for calculating the 

Western region’s turnover rate for the year of 2007: 

There were 12 UPP graduates employed in the Western Region on January 1, 2007 (this includes 

all graduates hired since 2004 and still employed on January 1, 2007). The Western region 

PCSAs hired 6 graduates and experienced 2 separations during the rest of the year. On 

December 31, 2007, there were a total of 16 employees (see Appendix B).  

The first step is to calculate the average number of employees in 2007 by adding the total 

number of employees on the first day of the year and the total number of employees on the last 

day and dividing that sum by two. 

2007 average number of employees: (12+16)/2 =14. 

The next step is to calculate the turnover rate for the year by dividing the number of separated 

employees by the average number of employees. 

2007 turnover rate: (2/14) x 100 = 14.3%. 

Calendar year turnover rates for the Western Region are presented in Table 7. Since 2004 was 

the inaugural year and no separations occurred the turnover rate was 0.0%. The average 

turnover rate from 2004 to 2020 was 15.7%. 
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Table 7. Western Region UPP Employee Turnover Rates 2004-2020 

Year Turnover Rate 
2004 0.0% 
2005 22.2% 
2006 25.0% 
2007 14.3% 
2008 33.3% 
2009 11.1% 
2010 8.7% 
2011 8.3% 
2012 25.0% 
2013 14.3% 
2014 17.9% 
2015 14.1% 
2016 14.3% 
2017 23.5% 
2018 5.3% 
2019 11.5% 
2020 18.6% 
Average 15.7% 

 

UPP Employee Turnover in Context and Limitations 
To understand whether UPP employees in the Western Region had less turnover than non-UPP 
students, a review of E-Track for hire date, termination date, county agency, and job title 
records was completed. E-Track does not keep archival data (hire date, county agency, job title, 
etc.) for employees who have separated, and the dates listed for termination are unreliable 
because they correspond with when an agency employee removes data from the system, not 
when the employee actually separated. 
 
The Assistant Director of PCSAO provided consultation and statewide turnover data for state 
fiscal years (SFY) 2017 and 2018 and for calendar years 2019 and 2020. As the data for the state 
were reported by SFY for 2017 and 2018, and hire and separation dates were not available, we 
were unable to determine turnover rates for these calendar years. In addition, two Western 
Region counties, Montgomery and Hardin, had no records of beginning of the year employee 
headcount for 2019 and 2020. And, due to SFY reporting in 2018, we were not able to use end of 
the year data to determine the starting headcount for 2019 or Western Region turnover rates for 
2019 and 2020. Lastly, to our knowledge, there are no other Ohio counties or regions that store 
records of UPP and non-UPP employee data that would allow for determination of turnover 
rates. Therefore, we were unable to obtain a suitable sample of data for non-UPP employees in 
the Western Region or statewide with which to determine and compare turnover rates.  
 
Between 2002 and 2017 national child welfare turnover rates were estimated at 20–40 percent 

(1, 3, 4). While the average turnover rate for the Western Region sample was lower, there are 
limitations in making comparisons between the rates when drawing conclusions. For example, 
there is no information available to determine how national, regional, or state internal and 
external environmental factors (hiring freezes, socio-political disruptions, agency policies, etc.) 
impacted each set of turnover rates. Additionally, considering the Western Region turnover 
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rates in isolation does not allow for comparison to the non-UPP Western Region cohort or to 
statewide UPP and non-UPP cohorts. Furthermore, the reasons for separations (e.g., retirement, 
intra-agency transfer, termination for performance or other cause, or voluntary separation) are 
not available. 
 

Question 3: Do UPP employees get promoted more frequently than non-UPP 

employees? 

INNOVATIONS sought to examine the promotion rates of UPP employees and compare them to 

the promotion rates of non-UPP employees. The promotion rate is the percentage of promotions 

taking place in a group during a specific period of time compared to the total employees that are 

eligible for the promotion. Since determining eligibility for promotion would be difficult without 

understanding each county’s human resources policy, a more liberal approach to examining 

promotion rate using total headcount as a base was applied.  

The UPP database does not track student data after they have graduated and been employed. 

The dataset provided by the Western Region contained notes with title changes for some 

students, but without consistent dates and sometimes without explicit documentation of 

promotion. Table 8 shows 24 promotion events between 2004-2020, however these data 

exclude 1 record of a 2008 promotion without a title, 5 records of supervisor promotions 

without dates, and 2 records of caseworker 3 promotions without dates. 

 

Table 8. Western Region UPP Employee Promotions 2004-2020* 

Year Caseworker 3 Supervisor 
2004 0 0 
2005 0 0 
2006 1 0 
2007 0 0 
2008 0 0 
2009 2 0 
2010 0 0 
2011 0 0 
2012 0 0 
2013 2 0 
2014 4 0 
2015 2 0 
2016 1 0 
2017 5 1 
2018 2 0 
2019 4 0 
2020 0 0 

                * These data exclude 1 record of a 2008  
                promotion with no title, 5 records of supervisor  
                promotions with no date and 2 records of case- 
                worker 3 promotions with no date.  
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Promotion events for non-UPP employees and total agency/region headcount were also 

reviewed. E-Track records for current job titles, former job titles, title change dates, and other 

indicators of promotion were located, but limited information was available. E-Track stores 

“Person Type” that identifies employees as an “OAC Caseworker/Caseworker”, “OAC 

Supervisor/Supervisor”, or “Assessor,” but does not record career level (e.g., Caseworker 1, 2, or 

3) or a date associated with when that title became active. E-Track does not retain archival data 

for employees who have separated and there is no complete headcount data available from any 

source (the PCSAO turnover dataset is missing beginning of the year headcount data for some 

counties). Given these limitations, a determination as to whether UPP employees were 

promoted more frequently than non-UPP employees could not be made.  

Data Collection and Tracking 

The challenge with answering the quantitative research questions posed this year stems from 

incomplete and unavailable data. Through the efforts of those who have developed and 

maintained the UPP database, there is a rich source of data on students starting from their 

initial engagement with the program through their Ohio PCSA employment. Most of the deficits 

are in understanding the characteristics, events, and timelines of UPP graduates after they are 

employed and having access to the same information for the non-UPP population. Ideally, 

demographic variables for all would be included to put performance, turnover, and promotion 

outcomes into context. A list of data fields required to examine performance, turnover, and 

promotion with their availability is presented in Table 9. Note, the absence of data from any 

given source is not a criticism of its function or recordkeeping as no one source was designed to 

be a compendium of all data, it is merely presented to document what is needed.  

 

Table 9. Key data fields and availability by source 

Variables 
UPP 

Database 
E-

Track 

Western 
Region 
Dataset 

PCSAO 
Turnover 
Dataset 

UPP Students   
Date of Hire Yes Partial Partial No 
PCSA Name Yes No Partial Yes 
Current Job Title No Partial Partial No 
Former Job Title No No No No 
Job Title change date No No Partial No 
Date of 
Separation/Transfer 

No Partial Partial No 

Demographics Yes No No No 
Agency headcount No No No Partial 
UPP Student identifier Yes Partial Yes No 

Non-UPP Students*   
Date of Hire N/A Partial No No 
PCSA Name N/A No No Yes 
Current Job Title N/A Partial No No 
Former Job Title N/A No No No 
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Date of 
Separation/Transfer  

N/A No No No 

Demographics N/A No N0 No 
Agency headcount N/A No No Partial 

      *The UPP Database was only intended and designed to track UPP student data. 

 
 
Data Gaps 
The UPP database was designed to contain UPP data only, so there are no records of non-UPP 
students and limited data on students after they graduate. UPP database records are also self-
reported which affects the completeness and accuracy of data. The Western Region dataset is 
also UPP-specific, regional, and collected voluntarily. The PCSAO turnover dataset was not 
created to contain datapoints specific to the analyses in this report. E-Track is a learning 
management system designed to track OCWTP training needs and participation, therefore it 
does not contain all records needed for student outcomes analyses.  
 
There are some additional points that may be helpful in understanding the issues with using 
data from E-Track. Currently, there are three possible ways of identifying UPP graduates in E-
Track: 1) A UPP person type text field for students or graduates; 2) a hierarchy assignment that 
identifies the county/region where a UPP student has interned; and 3) a field indicating UPP 
student or graduate status. There are several disadvantages to the current system design 
according to an E-Track expert. First, the hierarchical assignment disappears when a student is 
hired so that they can no longer be identified as a UPP student. Second, the reliability of E-Track 
data is problematic because it is largely self-reported and incomplete. When agencies submit 
employee information, the UPP history is one of the fields that is not consistently reported. 
Lastly, the data are not entered or updated in a timely manner as end-users do not update their 
own records. When an employee leaves their PCSA, the only data that remains is the date that 
the employee was made inactive in E-Track, but this date does not necessarily correspond to 
their last date of employment. Consequently, available data are limited and only for UPP 
graduates who are currently working in a public agency in Ohio. A comprehensive, automated, 
and complete database with archival records would assist with measuring and reporting UPP 
employee and non-UPP employee outcomes.  

Stakeholder Benefits 

There are several stakeholders who benefit from the University Partnership Program. 
Coordinators identified the stakeholder groups: 1) Universities; 2) Students; and 3) Local 
Communities as beneficiaries. 
 
Universities 
The two major themes that were noted as university benefits were that first, UPP is a valuable 
recruitment tool for universities. Most (75.0%) Coordinators stated that UPP is marketed to 
prospective students which has helped recruit students into their Social Work programs. One 
Coordinator mentioned a gain of 20 new students who committed to their university after she 
connected with them at an enrollment fair. Second, UPP is an effective retention tool for 
universities. Many (87.5%) Coordinators responded that UPP helps retain students by 
incentivizing students to complete their degrees and seek employment at an Ohio PCSA upon 
graduation. One minor theme that emerged is that UPP helps raise the university’s profile in the 
community. Coordinators build relationships with not only surrounding PCSAs but also foster 
professional collaborations with community entities (locally and statewide). One Coordinator 
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gave an example of how a relationship they built helped their university bring in additional 
funding by delivering training to employees of a local mental health board.  
 
Students 
The two major themes related to student benefits were that first, UPP incentivized students to 
complete their degrees and seek employment in the child welfare field. Coordinators 
emphasized that incentives were important to students and play a large part in retaining them in 
the program and after they are employed with a PCSA. Second, Coordinators indicated that 
students like the training they receive as part of the UPP program. The program helps in their 
skill development, confidence, their working knowledge of the areas in child welfare, and 
prepares them for the work. One Coordinator mentioned that students say that UPP is the 
reason they want to go into the child welfare field.   
 
Local Communities 
The consensus theme in benefits to communities was that by hiring UPP students, agencies are 
hiring well-trained and well-prepared students. One Coordinator mentioned that this is 
especially important for rural counties to help them maintain skilled and educated staff. An 
additional noted benefit to communities was that those who engage in child welfare work such 
as lawyers, criminal justice workers, teachers, and nurses, have the opportunity to enroll in 
courses. This helps to increase their knowledge of child abuse and neglect and provides an 
understanding to how the child welfare system works. Communities and families throughout 
Ohio benefit from having a well-trained workforce that has a holistic approach to child welfare.  
 

Costs, Spending, and Billing 

Coordinators provided feedback on the UPP budget, categories of spending, and 

reimbursements. Responses revealed low overall involvement and knowledge of the details 

related to these processes. There were gaps in understanding what expenditures were allowed or 

restricted either by the university or the program. Coordinators were also unsure of how 

universities allocated the funds and billed for the activities performed for administration of the 

program. 

Spending Categories and Billing 
Funding categories that were identified by Coordinators as part of the UPP budget included 

salaries, administrative costs, technology (computers), financial incentives, promotional 

supplies, recruitment, travel for students and faculty, training and events, and other operational 

costs. Most Coordinators (87.5%) indicated that they were not involved in the budget or billing 

process and that other staff within their respective universities handle billing and reporting. 

Two Coordinators indicated that there is concern around the new billing process (not paying 

incentives until a student graduates and secures a job) because there will be a greater lag in 

students receiving their payments. 

Spending Allowances 
Two Coordinators stated that they do not have a clear understanding of the budget and that the 

contract did not clearly state how funds could be spent. A couple of Coordinators also reported 

that they had been able to purchase UPP specific recruitment materials in the past but indicated 

that they are now being advised that the funds cannot be spent for that purpose. They are 

unsure if the restrictions are at the university level or at the department (ODJFS) level.  
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Campus Coordinator Funding 
Two Coordinators expressed that funding for Coordinator functions have not changed since the 
beginning of the program and that smaller universities have less money to support UPP and 
Coordinator salaries. They were concerned that there has not been a cost-of-living increase since 
2002. One Coordinator identified this flat funding as a major problem and indicated that it may 
be a contributor to the variability in student recruitment and retention across the UPP 
programs.  
 
Additional Funding Opportunities 
Coordinators identified areas where additional funding could be spent. These areas included 
recruitment, financial support for students (travel), and field supervisor appreciation gifts. One 
Coordinator suggested that using the funds to expand recruitment within agencies and high 
schools in smaller counties may help fill gaps. Another Coordinator stated that there is a need to 
assist some counties with field supervision and that this additional funding could be used to pay 
someone to do group supervision, which would especially benefit smaller and rural counties.  

Recruitment 

The recruitment of students into UPP is one of the most critical activities that Coordinators 

perform. UPP students, Coordinators and supervisors shared feedback on common practices 

and opportunities for recruiting and enrolling students in UPP. 

UPP Marketing 
Students were asked to identify all the ways that they became aware of UPP. The top three ways 
were “Word of Mouth” (43.6%), “College Advisor” (43.6%), “and “Flyers” (25.5%) (Figure 5). 
 

 

 
UPP Enrollment 
Students were asked to select all their reasons for enrolling in UPP. Most students (89.1%) 
identified an “Existing Interest in Child Welfare”, followed by “Incentive Money” (60.0%), and 
“Employment Opportunity in Public Sector” (47.3%) as their top three reasons (Figure 6).  

25.5%

43.6%

3.6%

14.5%

10.9%

43.6%

9.1%

Flyers Word of
Mouth

Social Media Seminar Orientation College
Advisor

Other

Figure 5: How did you find out about UPP? 
(n = 55)
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UPP Stipend 
Over 90% of current and past UPP students felt that the stipend provided by the program is/was 
adequate (Figure 7). For the students who did not find the stipend adequate, paying for 
additional credits required by the program, having to pay taxes on the stipend, and comparing 
incentives paid by other programs were concerns. 
 

 

60.0%

47.3%

89.1%

16.4%
1.8%

Incentive Money Employment
Opportunity in
Public Sector

Existing Interest in
Child Welfare

Recruited by
Campus

Coordinator

Other

Figure 6: Why did you enroll in UPP?
(n=55)

90.9%

9.1%

Figure 7: Is/Was your stipend/incentive amount adequate? 
(n=55)

Yes No
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Students shared the following thoughts on improving recruitment and increasing enrollment: 
“Having informational meetings to learn more about the UPP program prior to school 
enrollment and the beginning of the semester would have been beneficial.” 
 
“Recruiting should start freshman year by letting students know this is something that will be 
available in the future, and they will have plenty of time to think about applying.” 
 
“I believe that current UPP students and alumni can talk to incoming social work students 
about what it [is] really like to be part of UPP.” 
 
“[A] clearer understanding of the benefits and of what is required would help. Some students, 
including myself, would have joined earlier if the program made more sense when discussed.” 
 
“Coordinators should send out mass emails and info to all of the social work students. Many 

students weren't aware that it was even an option.” 

“I think having students who have previously participated in the program speak would entice 

more students to join. This is something that I did this year, but I did not get to hear from 

anyone when I was originally thinking of applying.” 

“Highlight the structure and opportunities that UPP provides. First time field placements can 

be scary and the support and structure that this program provides really helps to ease that.” 

 
Coordinators gave feedback on recruitment practices at their universities: 
Virtual reality/AVEnueS 
The response to the introduction of the virtual reality goggles and software offering, AVEnueS, 
within UPP was very positive. Seventy-five percent of Coordinators provided feedback and 
identified opportunities where they envision the use of the goggles to be beneficial. These areas 
include during the recruitment/interview process, as an onboarding assessment tool, and within 
the curriculum, specifically within the senior or UPP seminars. Coordinators did express a need 
to develop a plan for how the goggles would be introduced and how they might be leveraged 
across multiple campuses.   
 
Expansion to Regional Campuses 
One Coordinator indicated that their program recruitment initially started out on the main 
campus but was expanded to the regional campuses. Since that expansion, there have been more 
applicants than slots available.  
 
Expansion of Recruitment to Other Majors 
One Coordinator delivers presentations to criminal justice and psychology classes to recruit and 
shared that this has been successful in recruiting 2 students from those programs.  
 

Coursework and Instructors 

One advantage that UPP first-year caseworkers have compared to non-UPP first-year 

caseworkers is that they have completed mandated coursework prior to becoming employed and 

are able to engage in job activities more quickly. The INNOVATIONS team surveyed UPP 
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students and graduates to understand how program coursework and instructors prepared 

students for their field placement and requirements of the job. 

Field Placement  
Almost all (94.6%) students who participated in the program strongly agreed or agreed that UPP 
coursework prepared them for their field placement (Figure 8).   
 
 

  

 
 
Safety Assessments 
Almost all (96.4%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP coursework prepared them to 
perform Safety Assessments (Figure 9).   
 
 

67.3%

27.3%

3.6% 1.8%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
Agree

Disagree

Figure 8: My UPP coursework prepared me for my field 
placement.

(n=55)
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Safety Plans  
Most (92.8%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP coursework prepared them to do 
Safety Plans (Figure 10).   
 
 

 
     

 
 

70.9%

25.5%

1.8% 1.8%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
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Disagree

Figure 9: My UPP coursework prepared me to do Safety 
Assessments. 

(n=55)
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25.5%

1.8% 5.5%
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Disagree

Figure 10: My UPP coursework prepared me to do Safety 
Plans.
(n=55)
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Family Assessments 
Most (92.8%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP coursework prepared them to do 
Family Assessments (Figure 11).   
 
 

 

  

Case Plans       
Most (90.9%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP coursework prepared them to do 
Case Plans (Figure 12).   
 
 

72.7%

23.6%

1.8% 1.8%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
Agree

Disagree

Figure 11: My UPP coursework prepared me to do Family 
Assessments.

(n=55)
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Valuable Field Experiences 
Almost all (96.3%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP instructors shared valuable field 
experiences with them (Figure 13). 
 

 

    

Applicable Skills 
Almost all (98.2%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP instructors were effective in 
teaching them skills they could easily apply (Figure 14).   
 

63.6%

27.3%

7.3% 1.8%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
Agree

Disagree

Figure 12: My UPP coursework prepared me to do Case 
Plans.
(n=55)

83.6%

12.7% 3.6%
0.0%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
Agree

Disagree

Figure 13: My UPP instructors shared valuable field 
experiences with me.

(n=55)
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Reading Assignments 
Most (92.7%) students strongly agreed or agreed that UPP reading assignments were relevant to 
their field experience (Figure 15). 
 

 

    

 

81.8%

16.4%
1.8% 0.0%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree nor
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Disagree

Figure 14: My UPP instructors were effective in teaching me 
skills I could easily apply. 

(n=55)
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Figure 15: My reading assignments were relevant to my field 
experience.

(n=55)
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Class Order 
A significant number (89.0%) of students took their UPP classes in the order they were intended 
(Figure 16). For those students who did not take the classes in order, the reasons given include 
the time-point in which they entered the program or teacher error. Almost all of these students 
felt that the order did not impact their experience in the program.  
 
 

 

 

Students provided the following feedback on their coursework: 
“My courses were all relevant and wonderful in the child welfare program and provided much 
information that built on each additional course that I took.” 
 
“The experience I had with this program was amazing. I feel like I truly learned what I would 

be doing as a child caseworker in an agency.” 

“I enjoyed discussion the most it encouraged critical thinking. However, the case presentation 

was nice too to see it all come together. When we had the opportunity to apply what we 

learned it is the best to learn in my opinion.” 

“I'm happy I found out about this program, and I can't wait for my future.” 

Coordinators also provided feedback on coursework and instructors: 
One Coordinator stated that the 3 days – 18 hours (6 hours each day) of child development is 
not needed on top of required social work coursework. They expressed that it would be more 
beneficial to focus on brain trauma and the impact of abuse and neglect on development. 
Another Coordinator stated that there needs to be room for flexibility in course content for Child 
Welfare I/II. Engagement and child development were taught as part of the social work 
curriculum, and it does not seem to make sense to spend the time in core with identical content.   
 

89%

11%

Figure 16: Did you take your classes in order
(CW I then CW II)?  

(n=55)

Yes No
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There was also a concern that the learning labs sometimes overlap with seminar. One 
Coordinator relayed that only a few universities take junior-level students, that the junior-level 
program is not formalized or a part of Coordinator deliverables, and that there could be a benefit 
in adding a job shadowing component to the Junior program.  

Field Experience 

The field experiences that UPP students receive can be invaluable for providing real world work 
experience, job shadowing, and for receiving feedback from supervisors before they are hired by 
an agency. Students weighed in on their field experiences and ways to make this aspect of the 
program more impactful.  
 
Coursework and Field Experience 
A significant number (89.0%) of students took their UPP courses while also completing their 
field experience (Figure 17). 
 

 

 
Impact of Non-Concurrent Coursework and Field Experience 
There were mixed reactions from students who took their courses before their field placement. 

Some felt that it benefited them to have the knowledge beforehand, while others felt that taking 

the courses concurrent with the placement would have been better. As one student explained, “I 

took the child welfare classes the year before my field placement and I think it should be 

required, not just recommended, that the courses be taken during field placement. It was often 

difficult to remember all the details that I had learned when it was time to do training or assist 

caseworkers in my field placement. This would not have deterred me from participating in the 

program.” 

 

89% (49)

11% (6)

Figure 17: Did you take your courses concurrently with your 
field experience? (n=55)

Yes No
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Learning Plan and Field Experience 
Almost all (98.1%) students strongly agreed or agreed that their learning plan was relevant to 
their field experience (Figure 18).  
 
 

 
   

Navigating Field Experience 
A significant number (89.1%) of students strongly agreed or agreed that their learning plan 
helped them navigate their field experience (Figure 19). 
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Figure 18: My learning plan was relevant to my field 
experience.

(n=55)
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Figure 19: My learning plan helped me navigate my field 
experience.

(n=55)
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Learning Plan Completion  
Most (94.6%) students strongly agreed or agreed that they were able to complete their learning 
plan (Figure 20). 
 
 

 
    

Learning Lab and Field Experience 
A significant number (89.1%) of students strongly agreed or agreed that their learning lab was 
relevant to their field experience (Figure 21). 
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Figure 20: I was able to complete my learning plan.
(n=55)
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Figure 21: My learning lab was relevant to my field 
experience.
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Students offered the following comments on their field experience: 
“It was very eye opening and taught me a lot. It made me feel really prepared for the real 
thing when I applied. My field advisors were great and were always there to help.” 
 
“Networking was so helpful for me in the field. I know that I want to begin my child welfare 

career with my placement so the opportunities that I could meet others and get their advice 

and opinions on things was so helpful for my understanding of the job.” 

“It gave me a chance to learn assessment skills and work with a variety of professionals.” 

“Since I knew nothing about Child Welfare going in, it was hard to know what sort of 

opportunities I should have been looking out for. I felt like my supervisor the first semester 

wanted me to mostly take the initiative and so having some sort of checklist would have made 

it clearer for what I should be doing with my time at the agency.” 

“I felt like I was forgotten about by my supervisor. I was left alone so often from the first day, 

it felt like she expected me to know what I was doing. Once she was having me do things, I was 

doing the same things over and over again and I feel like I didn't learn as much as other 

students in the field. I feel lucky that I took the CW1 and CW2 classes as a junior or I feel like I 

wouldn't have learned it correctly from my field.” 

“Writing a safety plan, I think would be beneficial. I personally struggled due to only having 1 

case plan and 1 family assessment. I think an extra assignment or looking at case plans/safety 

plans that have already been written as a guide would be very helpful.” 

Students provided additional feedback on their field experience and/or learning plan 
experience: 
“I wish there were a way to edit the agreement through the year. There were many times in 
which I found opportunities throughout the year that I could put on my learning agreement. It 
seemed like I wasn't able to complete all of my learning agreement objectives because the 
pandemic did not make it possible. But I was able to do things that were not on my learning 
agreement but wasn't reflected in any other way.”  
 
“I didn't like creating my learning plan before being in field because I felt like I could have 

created a better learning plan if I knew more about the field.” 

“COVID [made the] year difficult. There were many challenges but with the flexibility made 

and the support of field instructors and constant communication, it was slightly better.” 

“Field was just overall really important and really informative. It helped me solidify my plan 

to go into casework!” 

“I had a very engaging and hands-on experience. I feel as if this experience has readily 

prepared me for this career.” 

“My supervisor was wonderful and played a large role in my success in the program.” 
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Employment 

UPP serves as a workforce development program for the participating universities, graduating 

students, as well as PCSAs seeking to hire new caseworkers. We interviewed Coordinators, the 

Assistant Director of PCSAO, and surveyed current and former UPP students to understand the 

impact of UPP on all stakeholders in the employment process.  

Caseworker Core 
For the former students who were hired as caseworkers, some caseworkers (33.0%) attended 
caseworker core once they were on the job (Figure 22). All former students (100%) who took CW 
I, CW II, and Core, found that there was consistency between the courses. 
 

 

 
Interviewing and Relocation 
A small number (5.5%) of former students interviewed for positions that required relocation 
(Figure 23). All students (100%) who interviewed for jobs that required relocation, were offered 
those positions. 

33% (7)

67% (14)

Figure 22: Did you attend caseworker core once hired? 
(n=54)

Yes No
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Relocation Consideration 
Many (68.5%) students said that they would relocate to find a job (Figure 24). 

 

 
 
In considering positions in agencies that may offer lower salaries or require more driving time, 
students responded: 
“If the concern is lower salaries or increased driving time, perhaps a higher paid incentive 
upon employment would be enticing. However, helping students locate jobs in their counties 
when there are not any job openings posted on job hiring websites would be a beneficial 
resource and bonus of the UPP program.” 

5% (3)

51% (28)

44% (24)

Figure 23: Did you interview for a position requiring 
relocation? 

(n=55)

Yes No N/A

68% (37)

32% (17)

Figure 24: Would you relocate to find a job? 
(n=54)

Yes No
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“Help students to learn how to negotiate contracts and provide agencies with an 
understanding of the unique experience UPP students have and what that can offer to children 
services agencies.” 
 
“It may work if the stipend was increased or decreased depending on where the alumni is 
hired, that way a student accepting a job at a smaller county can count on a larger stipend 
check. It may help if there were ways that UPP alumni could be involved and be compensated 
for their involvement such as being reached out to when a school needs a new child welfare 
professor, speaking about UPP at different conferences, and becoming the school's UPP 
liaison.” 
 
“I think just talking to them about it and giving them a heads up from the start. It was 
something I learned on my own and had to wrap my head around.” 
 

Graduation Plans 
Upon graduation, over half of the students surveyed (54.5%) plan to seek employment in an 
Ohio PCSA (Figure 25). 
 
 

 

Coordinators discussed their level of involvement in the employment process for students:  
Three Coordinators stated they play a small role in the process. Two Coordinators shared that 
they are “pretty involved” with the process. Three Coordinators provide students with job 
listings from counties and/or direct students to Indeed or agency websites to search for open 
positions and will assist with resume building and interview strategies. One Coordinator will 
also send a list of graduates looking for employment to PCSAO.   
 
Two Coordinators with more involvement in the process shared that they assist with resumes 
and recommendation letters for students. They look for openings at the counties and at other 
agencies, contact HR directors, and send letters from Coordinators and the field instructors to 
promote employment. One Coordinator reported that since they do not teach courses now, they 

23.6%
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Figure 25: What are your plans upon graduation? 
(n=55)
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do not know the students well enough to make recommendations for employment. They stated 
that the RTC director and instructor for the Child Welfare I & II courses can provide feedback 
for employment recommendations.  
 

COVID-19 and Remote Learning 

The COVID-19 pandemic affected the ways that Coordinators and students participated in UPP. 

Students and Coordinators gave the following feedback related to COVID-19 and remote 

learning.  

Students shared the challenges they faced while trying to learn during a pandemic: 
“Personally, I faced many mental health issues as well as issues within personal relationships. 

Within my schooling it was extremely hard to understand and communicate with some 

professors because they didn't understand technology which caused the education to be 

lacking. Staying remote challenged my motivation as well as my accountability.” 

“Everything was very new! At times I felt on my own. My supervisor at the time was helpful, 

and would help via email or through Skype etc. I appreciated Face to face connection way 

more after that experience!” 

“It was hard to build a rapport with caseworkers and ask to follow along with people since 

most were working from home.” 

“I struggled to pay attention in training and engagement was difficult/sometimes forced.” 

Conversely, students were also able to find benefits to remote learning. Flexibility, saved money, 
and less time commuting were benefits mentioned by several students. One student summed it 
up by saying: 
“There was no need for transportation to the office and I loved the option of being home for 
lunch and being in the comfort of your home for meetings, etc., and the convenience of being in 
your own space. I think that when I am a hired employee, I will really like working from 
home.” 
 
Students provided the following feedback on improving remote learning: 
“Offering a certain amount of set hours that are available for alternate activities every 
semester.” 
 
“Having additional tasks/trainings available to students to complete for field hours while 

working from home would help the learning and field experience remote environment.” 

“The teachers may want to meet electronically with each student to establish trust and an 

open-door policy.” 

“Remote learning can sometimes require different techniques and strategies depending on the 

class. Encouraging engagement to help maintain focus is the biggest thing.” 
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Students were asked about the aspects of instruction that they felt worked better in person. 
Engagement was a major theme throughout the comments. Some specific quotes were: 
“Better attention span, more engagement with content and students and instructors, I feel as 

though I learn better overall in an in-person environment.” 

“Having good conversation always works better in person. I know some people, including 

myself, don't like to speak out in virtual meetings. I am uncomfortable to contribute to 

conversation when we are in a virtual meeting.” 

“Observing how caseworkers communicate with families and observing court in person.” 

 
On the other hand, students were also able to find the benefits in remote instruction.  
“I enjoyed having access to lesson materials, the ability to attend more trainings and overall 
scheduling flexibility.” 
 
 
A significant number of students felt the impact of COVID-19 on their field experience. The ways 
that students felt impacted included: 
“Not as many workers in the office so I had a lot of laid-back days where I didn't do much. This 
was the biggest issue.” 
 
“COVID caused me to have to stay home for nearly an entire month due to exposure. It was 

hard to miss out on that experience, but I am thankful I was still able to do things over the 

phone.” 

“At times, I felt it was challenging to get as much in the field and in-office experience as I 

would have liked.” 

“I had to miss quite a few days which impacted my learning.” 

 
There were also students who felt that they would have benefited more with a hands-on 
experience. These students shared the following: 
“I believe COVID impacted my learning labs due to them being online only and not getting the 
hands-on experience that previous students got in the past.” 
 
“All of my learning labs were remote. I feel as if I did not gain as much knowledge and 

understanding of SACWIS as I would have-liked.” 

“Everything was virtual, so I had to readjust. It was hard to stay focused.” 

 
Coordinators also identified some challenges within the University Partnership Program related 
to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
Coordinators conducted recruitment primarily through email, virtual information sessions, and 
by placing UPP posters/flyers on campus. A couple Coordinators shared that some students 
needed to start working right away but, due to COVID-19, there was a pause on job openings 
and hiring. This resulted in those students not receiving the UPP benefit. Many students did 
request and receive a 180-day extension. Ohio University Coordinators provided a listing of 
their remote recruitment activities adapted for the COVID-19 pandemic (Appendix C).  
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Student Program Satisfaction 

Overall, students responded positively to the question, “Please rate your overall satisfaction with 
your experience in the following categories.” (Table 10). Students were very satisfied or satisfied 
with the program in the areas of 1) Recruitment (87.5%); 2) Field Experience (91.1%); 3) 
Coursework and Instructors (92.7%); 4) Required Readings (89.3%); 5) Seminar (94.7%); 6) 
Campus Coordinator (87.5%); 7) Employment Assistance (71.5%); and 8) Stipend/Incentive 
(80.3%). 

 

Program Area  
(n = 56) 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfied 

Satisfied 
Very 

Satisfied 

 n (%) 
Recruitment 1 (1.8) 1 (1.8) 5 (8.9) 28 (50.0) 21 (37.5) 
Field Experience 0 (0.0) 2 (3.6) 3 (5.4) 17 (30.4) 34 (60.7) 
Coursework and 
Instructors 

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (7.3) 18 (32.7) 33 (60.0) 

Required 
Readings 

0 (0.0) 2 (3.6) 4 (7.1) 28 (50.0) 22 (39.3) 

Seminar 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (5.4) 22 (39.3) 31 (55.4) 
Campus 
Coordinator 

0 (0.0) 2 (3.6) 5 (8.9) 12 (21.4) 37 (66.1) 

Employment 
Assistance 

2 (3.6) 2 (3.6) 7 (12.5) 17 (30.4) 23 (41.1) 

Stipend/Incentive 1 (1.8) 1 (1.8) 6 (10.7) 19 (33.9) 26 (46.4) 
 
 

Caseworker Core Content Fidelity 

INNOVATIONS was asked to determine to what degree there is fidelity across UPP universities’ 

child welfare courses to OCWTP Caseworker Core.  

Methodology 
Child Welfare I and II course syllabi from the eight UPP universities and the recommended 
syllabi provided to the universities by the Institute for Human Services (IHS) were examined to 
determine the degree to which there is fidelity to Caseworker Core. To assess fidelity between 
UPP Child Welfare I and II courses and Caseworker Core, INNOVATIONS assessed four 
dimensions for compliance to Caseworker Core as identified by IHS, ODJFS, and UPP 
Coordinators in 2018: Core content equivalency, time spent on content, reading assignments, 
and course assignments. Core content equivalency was measured by comparing the consistency 
that UPP universities covered the learning objectives identified in the master syllabi. Similarly, 
compliance to time spent on content was assessed by comparing the number of weeks each Core 
was taught with the master syllabi. Specifically, Core 1 = 4 weeks (12 hours), Core 2 = 2 weeks (6 
hours), Core 4 = 5 weeks (12 hours plus Learning Lab), Core 5 = 4 weeks (6 hours plus Learning 
Lab), Core 6 = 5 weeks (18 hours), Core 7 = 3 weeks (18 hours), and Core 8 = 5 weeks (18 hours). 

Table 10. Student Satisfaction by Program Area 
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Core 3 (Module 8) legal aspects of family-centered child protective services were covered briefly 
in both courses; full weeks were not dedicated to this content in the master syllabi. A total of 91 
readings were required with 49 assigned in CW I and 42 assigned in CW II. Readings required to 
complete a required assignment were included in the total count of required readings. Seven and 
six assignments were required for CW I and CW II, respectively.  
 
Benchmarks 
Key benchmarks and the UPP universities compliance to each benchmark were aggregated by 
course for the 2020-21 academic year (Table 11). 
 

 

Required Benchmarks 
Child 

Welfare I 
Compliance 

Child 
Welfare II 

Compliance 

Overall 
Compliance 

Core Content 90.0% 89.3% 87.5% 88.4% 
Time Spent 90.0% 97.3% 95.6% 96.5% 
Reading 
Assignments 

75.0% 96.9% 96.1% 96.5% 

Course 
Assignments 

75.0% 94.6% 93.8% 94.2% 

 

The syllabi review determined that there was an overall 94.0% fidelity to OCWTP Caseworker 

Core across the eight UPP universities. This is consistent with the 2019-20 academic year where 

96.0% fidelity was achieved. 

 

Core Content 
The UPP universities nearly met the 90.0% benchmark for core content equivalency in 2020-21. 
The degree to which universities covered the required Core content slightly declined from the 
previous year where all eight (100%) universities covered the required content. Core content or 
learning objectives that were partially covered or excluded are listed below. 
 
Child Welfare I: 

• Safety Factors specific to abuse and neglect 

• Child Development 

• Identify how cultural variables may affect the engagement of individuals and families 

Child Welfare II: 

• Requirements specific to case reviews and Semiannual Administrative Review (SAR) 

• Long-term impact of separation, placement, and lost history on children 

• Understanding of the responsibility of systems to children in care 

• How children’s developmental level affects their perception of separation and placement 

• Understanding loss for children during the removal process 

• Trauma-informed practices to assist children through the process of traumatic 
separation 

• Benefits and challenges with kinship care 

Table 11. Key Benchmarks and Compliance 
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Time Spent 
Six of the eight (75.0%) universities followed a course schedule that was consistent with the 
recommend weeks spent per Core. In 2019-20, seven of the eight (87.5%) universities aligned 
their course schedule with the recommended schedule per the master syllabi.  
 
Reading Assignments 
Compliance to reading assignments exceeded the 75.0% benchmark. Three universities were 
missing one or more required readings. Readings could have been excluded because the related 
course assignment or content was not fully covered. One required article was not uploaded to 
the UPP shared Google site, but the article was listed in the master syllabus. Few universities 
required additional readings. 
 
Course Assignments 
Seven of the eight (87.5%) universities assigned all 13 of the required assignments (Table 12). 
Half (50.0%) of the universities assigned additional quizzes, exams, peer discussions, and 
homework assignments in their courses. Safety assessment, safety planning, and family risk 
assessment learning labs were included as part of the CW I course or UPP seminar at five 
universities. Case planning and investigations learning labs were not required per the master 
syllabi in 2020-21. 

Child Welfare I 

Assignment 
Number of Universities Requiring 

Each Assignment 2020-21 

Transcending Difference Tool Kit Family 7 

Self-Reflection Paper 7 

Safety Assessment 8 

Safety Planning 8 

Family Assessment 8 

Engaging Family Quiz or Paper 8 

Core 7 Quiz 7 

Child Welfare II 

Assignment 
Number of Universities Requiring 

Each Assignment 2020-21 

Small Group Presentation 7 

Note Taking Guide 7 

Investigation Quiz 8 

Effective Use of Home Visits 7 

Family Case Planning 8 

Separation, Loss and Reunification Quiz 8 

Table 12. Required Assignments and Requirements 
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Suggestions for Improvement: 

• Update CW I and CW II syllabi on an on-going basis to make sure Caseworker Core 
revisions are reflected. 

• Develop a syllabus scoring rubric that aligns with each of the four dimensions for 
compliance to Core. 

• Ensure all readings are uploaded to the UPP shared Google drive and titled clearly.  

• Develop a complete list of required readings with full citations to support a consistent 
evaluation across years. The 2019-20 evaluation reported a total of 88 required readings 

assigned across CW I and CW II, however a higher number of readings were counted 

toward the required reading assignments in 2020-21. 

• Recommend all universities conduct learning labs on case planning and investigations. 

• Use concise language to explain lecture objectives and core content. 

• Continue to update the UPP shared Google drive and check that documents are saved in 
the correct location throughout the year. Develop a naming convention for uploading 

new files so Coordinators and instructors use the most current information in their 

courses. 

• Engage with Coordinators and instructors to understand university standards and the 

impact on fidelity to Caseworker Core. 
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Looking Forward: Opportunities and Next Steps 

Findings from the evaluation support opportunities for actions and policies as follows:  

1. Promote State-wide PCSA Program Participation 

a. Large and metro counties typically offer caseworker salaries that are substantially 

higher than small and rural agencies (source: PCSAO). To offset this imbalance, 

consider offering an increased employment incentive and/or relocation incentive 

for students who accept jobs in those counties. Also, consider offering mileage cost 

reimbursement to students who must travel long distances to participate in 

internships. Coordinators described differences in counties related to travel. For 

example, some counties provide vehicles for student use in the field and others 

require students to pay for parking and drive their own vehicle. Assisting students 

with travel could eliminate barriers and may help with placements in rural 

counties. Exposure to these agencies may increase the likelihood of a student 

seeking employment at that location upon graduation.  

b. Continue support of UPP on regional campuses which are predominately located 

in small and rural counties. University presence in these communities increase 

exposure in lower participation counties. Many students expressed a desire to “give 

back” to their local communities. Therefore, students who attend regional 

campuses may be more likely to seek employment at these agencies.  

2. Enhance Data Systems 

a. The UPP Database is a comprehensive source of data captured from a student’s 

initial engagement with the program through their first employment at an Ohio 

PCSA. However, an integrated data system combining future events such as: job 

title, promotion dates, employment, and termination archival data for UPP and 

non-UPP employees would allow for analyses that could demonstrate additional 

program value. Student outcomes such as differential retention rates, turnover 

rates, promotion rates, and return on investment could be determined for 

students across the state.  

b. Equally as important is that data entry into the system be automated, system-

wide, and accurate. Both the UPP Database and E-Track rely heavily on self-

reported data which affects the feasibility and reliability of reporting outcomes. 

Complete records would support the ability to draw meaningful conclusions from 

analysis of the data.  

3. Program Expansion Considerations 

a. Student enrollment is limited in part, by the number of field placements available 

in surrounding counties. Some regions are currently experiencing a concentration 

of students needing internships, making placement challenging. Developing 

alternate methods of supervising students in the field such as providing a dedicated 

supervisor for lower capacity agencies and engaging regional training centers and 

field offices for support would aid in sustainable growth of the program. This 

supervisor might also assist and prepare agencies for hosting students by providing 

guidance and resources (such as a training manual for students and the supervisor) 

which may increase an agency’s willingness to participate. 
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b. Maintain racial and cultural student diversity by including universities with a 

diverse student body. Recruitment of a historically black college or university 

would increase the likelihood that families have caseworkers who come from 

similar backgrounds which has evidence to support increased engagement with 

families (2). The program should also work to identify and remove any barriers to 

creating a diverse pool of enrollees including LGBTQ+ students, which is a growing 

child welfare population (3, 6).  

4. Recruitment Process and Support 

a. Coordinators across universities begin recruitment efforts during students’ junior 

year. Based on feedback from students and recruitment challenges at some 

universities, Coordinators may benefit from initiating recruitment efforts during 

freshman year so that a broader range of students are exposed to the program and 

have ample time to apply to both the social work major and to UPP.  

b. UPP is missing opportunities to recruit and engage a broader pool of candidates 

by limiting its outreach to social work students. Broadening outreach to student 

in other majors could provide a more diverse recruitment pool and could be 

especially beneficial for those campuses that have recruitment challenges.  

5. Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) Engagement 

a. Consider engaging the CQI team to collaborate on establishing strategic plans and 

priorities for process improvement. Areas of focus might include: 

i. Addressing student feedback 

ii. Addressing Coordinator feedback (additional feedback in Appendix D) 

iii. Engaging agency supervisors to create consistent approaches with student 

interns and to share ideas across agencies. 

6. Coordinator Support 

a. Several Coordinators suggested that increased efforts to promote UPP to agency 

directors would assist in increased county participation in taking on students for 

placements. Many Coordinators believe that more active endorsement of the 

program by ODJFS, PCSAO, and OUCCAS would give the program more statewide 

credibility.  

b. Meeting with Coordinators and university representatives to clarify categories and 

any restrictions on spending would help the program run more efficiently. 

Coordinators expressed a desire to have a clear understanding of what expenses 

are allowed for recruitment, marketing, and travel activities. There is uncertainty 

about whether restrictions on some spending categories are issued by the 

university or related to the grant.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A. UPP Student Placements and Employments by University 
 

University of Akron 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=69) 

 

 
27 (39.1%)

14 (20.3%)

6 (8.7%)

5 (7.2%)

3 (4.3%)

3 (4.3%)

2 (2.9%)

2 (2.9%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

Summit

Stark

Wayne

Cuyahoga

Ashland

Medina

Geauga

Lorain

Columbiana

Guernsey

Hamilton

Hancock

Portage

Richland

Tuscarawas
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University of Akron 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=98) 

 

 

 

47 (48.0%)

19 (19.4%)

14 (14.3%)

8 (8.2%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Summit

Stark

Cuyahoga

Wayne

Geauga

Medina

Richland

Ashland

Carroll

Lake

Tuscarawas
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University of Cincinnati 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=74)

 

 

 

44 (59.5%)

13 (17.6%)

4 (5.4%)

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

Hamilton

Butler

Warren

Clermont

Greene

Richland

Brown

Clinton

Franklin

Highland

Montgomery

Preble

Ross
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University of Cincinnati 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=132)

 

 

 

 

 

69 (52.3%)

29 (22.0%)

15 (11.4%)

6 (4.5%)

4 (3.0%)

4 (3.0%)

3 (2.3%)

1 (0.8%)

1 (0.8%)

Hamilton

Butler

Warren

Brown

Clermont

Preble

Montgomery

Clinton

Greene
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Cleveland State University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=49) 

 

 

 

 

29 (59.2%)

7 (14.3%)

4 (8.2%)

3 (6.1%)

2 (4.1%)

2 (4.1%)

2 (4.1%)

Cuyahoga

Summit

Geauga

Lorain

Franklin

Lake

Stark
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Cleveland State University 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=101) 

 

 

 

 

85 (84.2%)

4 (4.0%)

4 (4.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Cuyahoga

Geauga

Portage

Lake

Medina

Summit

Ashtabula

Lorain



52 

 

The Ohio State University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=157)

 

 

119 (75.8%)

6 (3.8%)

4 (2.5%)

4 (2.5%)

3 (1.9%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)

Franklin

Fairfield

Delaware

Union

Marion

Ashland

Hamilton

Licking

Medina

Montgomery

Richland

Hardin

Lorain

Madison

Pickaway

Seneca

Shelby

Warren

Wayne

Wyandot
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The Ohio State University 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=246)

 

 

180 (73.2%)

10 (4.1%)

10 (4.1%)

6 (2.4%)

4 (1.6%)

4 (1.6%)

4 (1.6%)

3 (1.2%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

2 (0.8%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

1 (0.4%)

Franklin

Delaware

Fairfield

Union

Marion

Richland

Shelby

Allen

Ashland

Clark

Greene

Hancock

Knox

Licking

Madison

Summit

Wyandot

Auglaize

Champaign

Crawford

Cuyahoga

Perry

Scioto

Wayne
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Ohio University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=96) 

 

 

19 (19.8%)
15 (15.6%)

12 (12.5%)
6 (6.3%)
6 (6.3%)

5 (5.2%)
3 (3.1%)
3 (3.1%)
3 (3.1%)
3 (3.1%)

2 (2.1%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)
1 (1.0%)

Franklin
Fairfield
Athens

Hamilton
Summit

Guernsey
Butler

Montgomery
Muskingum

Warren
Coshocton

Belmont
Carroll

Cuyahoga
Geauga
Greene

Harrison
Hocking

Jefferson
Lake

Medina
Monroe

Perry
Pickaway

Ross
Scioto
Stark

Tuscarawas
Vinton
Wood
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Ohio University 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=150)

 

 

54 (36.0%)

21 (14.0%)

12 (8.0%)

10 (6.7%)

8 (5.3%)

8 (5.3%)

7 (4.7%)

4 (2.7%)

4 (2.7%)

3 (2.0%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

2 (1.3%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

Athens

Muskingum

Fairfield

Washington

Hocking

Ross

Belmont

Scioto

Vinton

Guernsey

Fayette

Gallia

Lawrence

Madison

Perry

Coshocton

Hamilton

Harrison

Jackson

Logan

Medina

Monroe

Pike

Seneca
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University of Toledo 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=80)

 

 

 

59 (73.8%)

4 (5.0%)

4 (5.0%)

3 (3.8%)

2 (2.5%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

Lucas

Hancock

Seneca

Franklin

Wood

Fulton

Hamilton

Hardin

Lake

Mahoning

Montgomery

Van Wert

Warren
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University of Toledo 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=99) 

 

 

 

79 (79.8%)

7 (7.1%)

6 (6.1%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Lucas

Ottawa

Wood

Fulton

Sandusky

Henry

Huron

Seneca
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Wright State University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=102)

 

 

46 (45.1%)

20 (19.6%)

9 (8.8%)

6 (5.9%)

4 (3.9%)

3 (2.9%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Montgomery

Greene

Clark

Miami

Warren

Franklin

Butler

Champaign

Hamilton

Highland

Hardin

Madison

Mercer

Paulding

Portage

Shelby
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Wright State University 

UPP Placements by Ohio County (N=139) 

 

 

 

79 (79.8%)

7 (7.1%)

6 (6.1%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Montgomery

Greene

Clark

Miami

Butler

Hamilton

Champaign

Preble

Logan

Madison

Mercer

Shelby

Warren
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Youngstown State University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=95) 

 

 

 

 

46 (45.1%)

20 (19.6%)

9 (8.8%)

6 (5.9%)

4 (3.9%)

3 (2.9%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

Trumbull

Summit

Mahoning

Butler

Portage

Ashtabula

Cuyahoga

Lake

Ashland
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Youngstown State University 

UPP Employments by Ohio County (N=74) 

 

 

 

 

79 (79.8%)

7 (7.1%)

6 (6.1%)

2 (2.0%)

2 (2.0%)

1 (1.0%)

Mahoning

Trumbull

Summit

Ashtabula

Columbiana

Cuyahoga
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County 
Placements Employments  County 

Placements Employments 

Count Percent Count Percent  Count Percent Count Percent 

Adams 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  Licking 2 0.2% 2 0.3% 

Allen 3 0.3% 0 0.0%  Logan 2 0.2% 0 0.0% 

Ashland 3 0.3% 6 0.8%  Lorain 1 0.1% 6 0.8% 

Ashtabula 4 0.4% 2 0.3%  Lucas 79 7.6% 59 8.2% 

Athens 54 5.2% 12 1.7%  Madison 5 0.5% 2 0.3% 

Auglaize 1 0.1% 0 0.0%  Mahoning 31 3.0% 24 3.3% 

Belmont 7 0.7% 1 0.1%  Marion 4 0.4% 3 0.4% 

Brown 6 0.6% 1 0.1%  Medina 5 0.5% 6 0.8% 

Butler 33 3.2% 21 2.9%  Meigs 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Carroll 1 0.1% 1 0.1%  Mercer 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

Champaign 3 0.3% 2 0.3%  Miami 10 1.0% 6 0.8% 

Clark 25 2.4% 9 1.2%  Monroe 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

Clermont 4 0.4% 2 0.3%  Montgomery 66 6.4% 53 7.3% 

Clinton 1 0.1% 1 0.1%  Morgan 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Columbiana 1 0.1% 1 0.1%  Morrow 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Coshocton 1 0.1% 2 0.3%  Muskingum 21 2.0% 3 0.4% 

Crawford 1 0.1% 0 0.0%  Noble 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Cuyahoga 101 9.7% 37 5.1%  Ottawa 7 0.7% 0 0.0% 

Darke 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  Paulding 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 

Defiance 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  Perry 3 0.3% 1 0.1% 

Delaware 10 1.0% 4 0.6%  Pickaway 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 

Erie 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  Pike 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 

Fairfield 22 2.1% 21 2.9%  Portage 4 0.4% 5 0.7% 

Fayette 2 0.2% 0 0.0%  Preble 6 0.6% 1 0.1% 

Franklin 180 17.3% 147 20.4%  Putnam 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Fulton 2 0.2% 1 0.1%  Richland 6 0.6% 5 0.7% 

Gallia 2 0.2% 0 0.0%  Ross 8 0.8% 2 0.3% 

Geauga 6 0.6% 7 1.0%  Sandusky 2 0.2% 0 0.0% 

Greene 30 2.9% 23 3.2%  Scioto 5 0.5% 1 0.1% 

Guernsey 3 0.3% 6 0.8%  Seneca 2 0.2% 5 0.7% 

Hamilton 73 7.0% 56 7.8%  Shelby 5 0.5% 2 0.3% 

Hancock 2 0.2% 5 0.7%  Stark 19 1.8% 17 2.4% 

Hardin 0 0.0% 3 0.4%  Summit 61 5.9% 64 8.9% 

Harrison 1 0.1% 1 0.1%  Trumbull 28 2.7% 35 4.8% 

Henry 1 0.1% 0 0.0%  Tuscarawas 1 0.1% 2 0.3% 

Highland 0 0.0% 3 0.4%  Union 6 0.6% 4 0.6% 

Hocking 8 0.8% 1 0.1%  Van Wert 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 

Holmes 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  Vinton 4 0.4% 1 0.1% 

Huron 1 0.1% 0 0.0%  Warren 16 1.5% 13 1.8% 
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Jackson 1 0.1% 0 0.0%  Washington 10 1.0% 0 0.0% 

Jefferson 0 0.0% 1 0.1%  Wayne 9 0.9% 7 1.0% 

Knox 2 0.2% 0 0.0%  Williams 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Lake 3 0.3% 6 0.8%  Wood 6 0.6% 3 0.4% 

Lawrence 2 0.2% 0 0.0%  Wyandot 2 0.2% 1 0.1% 
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Appendix B. Western Region UPP Archival Data 
 

Please note, all employee names have been removed to protect the privacy 

of participants.  

Wright State University (other colleges where noted) 
(UPP Graduates hired in Western Region) 

ACTIVE LIST 

Montgomery County DJFS  

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 7/18/05 2 7/20/07 Yes Grad date: 6/11/05. 

Now a supv/trainer 

 8/29/05 2 9/05/06 Yes Grad date: 6/11/05 

 12/15/05 1 12/17/07 Yes Grad date: 6/11/05 

 10/29/07 1 2/25/09 Yes Grad date: 6/14/08.   

 11/2/09 2 7/15/15 Yes Grad date: 6/13/09 

Took CW3 4/10/09 

 1/12/09 1 2/25/16 Yes Grad in 2008, CW3 

10/08 Left Butler 1/9/09 

–  Supv at Mont.  

 10/18/10 2 8/13/15 Yes Grad in June 2010 

Took CW3 (ND) 

 3/19/12 2 12/31/15 Yes Started w/ HC 7/11 

 7/16/12 

(Mont) 

1 3/8/16 Yes 

CW3 in 

8/06 

Grad date: 6/9/06. 

Worked for Clark Co 

from ‘06 – ‘12 

 10/22/12 2 8/13/15 Yes! CW3 – May 2017 

 7/1/13 1 8/26/15 Yes Grad date: 07 Signed 

by J. Cannon, Miami  

 6/2/14 1 8/24/15 Yes CW3 in 9/13 

 11/17/14 1 9/11/15 Yes 07 

CW3  
Grad date: 2008 OU. 

Butler Co May 2009 

 11/24/14 

(OAC 

7/3/10) 

2 9/11/15 Yes Grad date: 6/14/08 

Greene 11/12/08 

 6/1/15 1 1/28/16 Yes Grad in June 2015 

Took CW3 (ND) 

 6/1/15 1 8/13/15 Yes Grad in June 2015 

CW3 in 11/14 

 1/3/17 1 7/17/17 CW3 OSU / CW3 5/2/17 
 6/7/17 2 8/24/17 Yes CW3 - Sept 2015 
 6/12/17 1 10/5/17 Yes CW3 – Oct 2016 
 1/22/18 1 3/16/18 Yes Also worked from 

5/27/14 – 9/23/16 
 5/21/18 2 7/26/18 Yes CW3 - Oct 2017 
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 5/21/18 1 7/25/18 Yes CW3 - Oct 2017 
 5/28/19 1 7/8/19 Yes CW3 – 2/7/19 

 5/28/19 2 7/16/19 Yes CW3 – 2/7/19 
 7/15/19 2 8/14/19 Yes CW3 – 2/7/19 
 9/21/20 ? 1/7/21 In 

process 

Not yet! 

*multiple counties 

 

 

Champaign DJFS 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 5/19/14 1 1/19/16 Yes Interned @ Clark, 

CW3 in 9/13 

Clark DJFS 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 

First 

ITNA 
Waiver Note 

 6/25/06 1 3/22/16 N/A OSU * 8/11/14 Supv 

 5/11/20 1  N/A Taking CORE in ‘20 

 5/10/21     

 5/10/21    Intern @ Preble 

 

Greene DJFS (as of 11/19/12) 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 9/9/13 1 10/5/15 Yes 

 

Grad date: 4/27/13 

from UC – CW3 8/14 

 9/21/15 1 2/23/16 Yes Clark intern, CW3 in 

11/14 

 1/7/19 1 7/2/19 Yes Hired after 6 months 

CW3 10/19/17  

 

Miami CSB 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 5/17/19   Yes CW3 – 10/5/18 

 9/30/19    Was @ Shelby 

 

Shelby DJFS 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 5/17/21    From Lucas  
 

Updated May 14, 2021   
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Wright State University 

(UPP Graduates hired in Western Region) 
INACTIVE LIST 

 

Montgomery County DJFS  

Employee Hired Date Left Note 

 

ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 5/31/04 3/9/12 7 years Yes 1 yr. 

 6/3/04 6/07 3 yrs.  1 yr. 

 9/26/05 9/07 2 yrs.  1 yr. 

 7/06 9/07 1 yr.  1 yr. 

 2/09 8/09 1.5 yr  1 yr 

 7/10 9/12 2 yrs  1 yr 

 10/22/12 6/30/14 1.5 yr  1 yr 

 7/21/08 12/17/15 7.5 yrs  1 yr 

 8/24/09 11/30/15 6 yr  2 yr 

 7/9/12 8/7/15 3 yr  2yr. 

WSU/OSU 

masters  Supv /  

 6/17/13 8/6/14 1 yr  1 yr 

 7/8/13 7/13/15 2 yr  2 yr 

 4/21/14 July 2016 2 yr  2 yr? 

 10/12/04 9/30/16 First 

UPP 

Yes 1 yr 

 5/27/14 9/23/16 2 yr  RETURNED 

in 2017 

 9/18/06 4/17/15    

 3/10/14 9/16  No Also left 

Preble 3/14 

 6/17/14 9/16  No  

 6/10/13 8/31/17 2 yr 8/14/15  

 8/24/15 9/11/17 1 yr 1/28/16  

 3/14/16 5/8/17 2 1/25/16 Grad 2011 & 

Champ 11-16 

 6/10/13 10/4/17 8/24/15 8/24/15 1 

 5/21/18 7/28/20   2 

 5/21/18 8/18/20   2 

 11/5/18 3/6/20   1 

 5/28/19 7/3/20   1? 

 6/1/15 3/12/21 5 + years Yes Grad 6/15 

 6/26/ 17 12/9/20 2 ½ yrs Yes 2 yr 

 5/7/18 7/10/20 2 years Yes 2yr. WSU ’17  

 5/21/18 11/10/20 2 ½ yrs Yes 1 year 

 5/28/19 11/22/19 6 months Yes 2 year! 
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Champaign DJFS 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 7/8/13 1 (need 

letter) 

Inactive 

9/4/15 

 Madison County in 

2012 & early ‘13 

 

Clark DJFS 

Employee Hired Date Left Note 
 

ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 9/18/05 4/4/08 2 ½ yrs.  1 yr. 

 6/23/08 2011 3 years  Madison Co. 

 6/18/07 2/1/13 5 ½ yrs  1 yr. 

 8/29/11 9/27/13 2 yrs  2 yrs. 

 8/29/11 9/29/13 2 yrs  2 yrs. 

 5/13/13 May 2014 1 yr  1 yr 

 5/13/19 10/4/19  NO CW3 - 2/7/19 

 

 

Greene CSB 

Employee Hired Date Left Note ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 6/21/04 10/18/05 1 yr. 4 mo.  1 yr. 

 8/20/04 6/6/06 1 yr. 10 mos.  1 yr. 

 9/6/05 10/23/06 1 yr. 1 mo.  1 yr. 

 6/11/07 9/9/08 1 yr. 2 mo.  1 yr. 

 6/20/07 8/29/08 1 yr. 2 mo. 2/19/08 1 yr. 
 8/21/07 9/5/08 1 yr.  1 yr. 
 7/5/06 12/31/08 2 yr. 5 mo. 10/20/08 1 yr. 
 6/23/08 7/2/10 2 yr 7/12/09 2 yr. 
 11/12/08 6/30/10 1 yr 7 mo. 3/26/09 2 yr, now @ Butler? 

 719/10 5/13/11 Only 10 mo Yes Practicum @ Clark  

 6/29/09 1/10/12 2 yr, 6 mo. Yes 2 yr. 
 6/22/09 7/6/12 Left CW ’10 

& returned 

 2 yr 

 6/29/09 9/20/13   1 yr.  
 8/3/09 8/10/12   1 yr 
 10/26/09 6/25/14  Yes Practicum @ 

Mont 
 7/9/10 8/19/14  Yes Letter says 

7/6/10 
 4/30/16 4/28/17 2 yr Yes Only 1 of 2 
 10/30/17 1/19/18 Less than 3 

months 

N/A ?? 
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 7/15/13 2/28/18 Grad date: 

4/27/13 from 

UC 

Yes 

 

 

 5/18/15 12/15/17 CW3 in 

11/14 

Yes 2 

 4/30/16 11/9/17 CW3 in 9/15 Yes 1 
 10/16/17 12/31/19 2 yrs, 2 mos Yes OU – UPP Classes 

 

 

Hardin DJFS 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 4/30/13 1 Inactive – 

11/7/14 

 Greene intern 

 

Logan CSB 

Employee Hired 1 or 2 yr. 

commitment? 
First 

ITNA 

Waiver Note 

 9/8/14 2 Left 

2016? 

No ’12 grad, hired 2 

years later. Taking 

CORE in 2015! 

Miami CSB 

Employee Hired Date Left Note ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 7/19/04 1/28/05 6 mos.  1 yr. 

   6/6/05 6/8/06 1 yr.  1 yr. 

 6/20/07 7/6/09 2 yr. Yes 1 yr 2013 -Mont 

 10/5/09 3/28/12 2 yr, 6 m Yes 1 yr. 

 5/6/13 1 Inactive 

2/27/15 

   

 9/9/19 11/3/20 1 year Yes WSU Grad 

5/19  

 

Mercer DJFS 

Employee Hired Date Left Note ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 12/10/12 12/15/17 Worked 

elsewhere 

3/26/15 2 yr. 

 

Preble DJFS 

Employee Hired Date Left Note ITNA 1 or 2 yr. 

Commitment? 

 4/15/13 3/14 UC Grad  1 yr. 
 

SHELBY 

 5/1/17 9/13/19 2 years Yes 2 years 
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 3/8/17 9/20/19    * OAC 

6/15/15 

Moved to Miami 

County, also 

Worked @ 

Franklin Co? 

 4/9/18 as a CW 5/12/211 3 years Yes *Special situation  

CW3 10/5/18 
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Appendix C. Ohio University’s Remote Recruitment Activities 
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Appendix D. Additional Coordinator Feedback  
 

Student Placement Challenges 

Two Coordinators identified the largest barrier to finding student placements is that agencies 

are so busy and unsure how to provide supervisors for the UPP students or do not have time to 

mentor the student. In addition, one Coordinator stated that some agencies are reluctant to give 

cases to students and feel that the students are not prepared for those cases. They expressed that 

it has been difficult to get supervisors together as a group to create consistent approaches with 

students and to share ideas across agencies.  

One Coordinator mentioned a county not wanting to take students because staff did not want to 

teach the students due to students having a higher education level.  

Two Coordinators indicated that the number of students the agencies accept varies year to year 

and that agency staff turnover and county rules (new supervisors cannot take students in their 

first year) make it difficult for agencies to take students.  

County issues with university policy or being advised that taking UPP students is a liability was 

mentioned as a challenge.  

 

Successes 

All Coordinators identified that strong, long term relationships between universities, counties, 

and RTC’s is extremely beneficial to successful field placements. Learning what the expectations 

are of the agencies and what can be done to make it beneficial for them is helpful for successfully 

placing students.  

Two Coordinators stated that the success of previous interns who become employees has led to 

agencies to accept a higher number of placements.   

Four Coordinators indicated that using former UPP students as field supervisors or instructors 

is also beneficial to the success of placements.  

Program Expansion 
Coordinators discussed the potential expansion of the UPP program to other universities. All 
Coordinators expressed support for and welcomed the opportunity to grow UPP’s pool of 
racially diverse students. A few Coordinators expressed concern that adding a new university, in 
general, in close proximity to other programs could provide an additional challenge in finding 
field placements for all students in the area as certain counties are already at capacity with 
accepting students and others are not accepting students at all. Coordinators hoped for support 
from ODJFS and the involved counties in providing field placements for all students.  
 

One Coordinator shared those larger counties that have a designated person to coordinate UPP 

field placements have a greater ease in finding and securing placements.  

One Coordinator suggested holding a Field Instructor training for new counties to learn from 

others.  
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Another suggestion made to assist with placements was to pay the field instructors to host UPP 

students. Currently only one county is doing this.  

Two Coordinators suggested that ODJFS could do more to push counties to take students and 
that agencies should prioritize UPP students for placement.  
 
 
Enrolling Students and Allotments 
Coordinators identified process pain points and any trouble filling slots.  

The size of the social work program at each university impacts the programs that can and cannot 

fill slots.  

One Coordinator mentioned that their university is pushing back UPP enrollment by 

encouraging students to go into BSW program.  

One Coordinator mentioned that not allowing their MSW students to enroll in UPP is causing 

some trouble with filling slots.  

Two Coordinators stated that they have considered expanding the program to the MSW 

program but would need additional slots.  

Two Coordinators stated that they would like to see more diversity of the applicant pool. Their 

larger counties have more diverse applicants than rural counties.   

One Coordinator shared there are challenges with reporting because UPP is on an academic 

calendar and JFS is on a state fiscal year.  

One Coordinator stated that they have asked for additional slots and have not received them. 
They consistently had 1-2 more students each year they wanted to enroll. 
 
 
Expand program to current employees 
One Coordinator suggested that expanding the program to existing staff that are currently 
employed at agencies would be a positive change/improvement. This would allow employees a 
“step up” in their careers with the agency by completing the MSW program with tuition 
assistance. 
 
 
Coordinator Meetings 
The third identified area for improvement is the need for support and cohesiveness among the 
Campus Coordinators. Two Coordinators stated that holding quarterly meetings to address 
issues, concerns, and promote problem solving would be helpful. Another suggested that there 
should be a formal onboarding/orientation program for Coordinators to include one on one 
coaching, how to incorporate program curriculum requirements with UPP syllabi, detailed 
information on field experience, and supervising. One Coordinator suggested that the 
Coordinator needs to be a full-time faculty person, not administrative staff for UPP. 
 
Recruitment Timeline 
Three Coordinators indicated that their recruitment typically begins late fall and continues 
through January. One Coordinator stated that they recruit up until the fall semester begins. Two 
Coordinators shared that their students could enroll in the program throughout the year. 
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Recruitment Methods 
Six of the Coordinators indicated that they present the UPP program in classroom visits 
(including remote classrooms). One Coordinator mentioned they give a presentation at the 
program orientation as well. Three Coordinators also share information/hold meetings with 
faculty and advisors so that they can share UPP information with students. In addition, one 
Coordinator mentioned using flyers and posters. 
 
 
Supervisor Satisfaction with Program 
Overall, supervisors had a positive experience with students who completed field experience in 

their agencies. An area of concern for more than one supervisor was that UPP graduates often 

do not want to return to the agencies in which they interned. 

 
Coordinators provided feedback related to the field experiences for students and how students 
are placed.  
One Coordinator stated that they select at least one student from each regional campus and 
place them in counties around those campuses, most of which are rural. One larger county has a 
designated person to coordinate the field placements. The county has a strong relationship with 
the RTC and the county and the RTC work closely together around placements. The education 
Coordinator at the RTC provides workshops, interviews students, gets applications from field 
instructors, and matches students to field placements. The placement then determines who will 
be the field instructor. 
 
Two Coordinators shared information related to feedback and updates on the student 
placement. One Coordinator attempts to schedule monthly conferences with students and their 
field supervisor to make sure the student is making progress and learning the skills needed. 
Another Coordinator shared that the student liaison receives feedback from the field 
supervisors, completes site visits (1x per semester), and completes an evaluation tool for the 
student and field instructor. The student liaison will review student narrative submissions each 
week to understand the experience at the agency.  
 
Also mentioned by one Coordinator was the importance of a training manual for new students 
going into a field placement and a new supervisor manual as an important tool for incorporating 
students into agencies. 
 


