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Improving Outcomes for Foster Care

Youth With Complex Emotional and Behavioral
Needs: A Comparison of Outcomes for
Wraparound vs. Residential Care in Los

Angeles County

by Michael Rauso, Tran M. Ly, Ming H. Lee, and Christopher J. Jarosz*

The Challenges of Foster Care

Over the past decade, there has been a
considerable increase in the proportion of
foster children and adolescents (referred to
hereafter as “youth”) with serious behav-
ioral and emotional challenges (Clark et al.,
1996; Simms & Halfon, 1994). Accord-
ing to recent accounts, foster youth have
exceptionally high rates of mental health
and behavioral challenges (Bruns et al.,
2006; McMillen et al., 2004; Persi & Sis-
son, 2008), and foster youth are also at a
higher risk for homelessness and criminal
placement (Dishion et al., 1999; Ryan et
al., in press). One potential explanation for
these high rates, beyond the original need
for entering foster care, is the impact that
being removed from their community has
on foster youth. When removed from their
caregivers, foster youth are often placed
with strangers, usually outside of their com-
munity. They frequently change schools,
lose contact with friends, and must adapt to
a new placement and community.

These changes, coupled with the original
trauma of being removed, can exacerbate
behavioral and emotional challenges, result-
ing in hospitalizations and more restrictive
settings, such as residential care. Within
residential care, placement instability is a
common occurrence that is associated with
various negative outcomes such as child
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behavior problems (Keil & Price, 2005) and
juvenile delinquency (Ryan et al., in press).
The social and economic costs associated
with such placement disruptions are sub-
stantial (Keil & Price, 2005). For example,
although residential care placements in
California made up approximately 11%
of the foster care population in 2000, they
constituted more than one-half of foster
care expenditures (California Department
of Social Services, 2001).

“Residential care” and “group home
care” are terms that are sometimes used
interchangeably within the research litera-
ture, with no consensus on a single definition
(Curtisetal.,2001; Wells, 1991). Residential
care is a term applied to a diverse array of
services that are provided to youth living in
such congregate care settings as apartments,
emergency shelters, half-way homes, secure
settings, and group homes (Child Welfare
League, 2005; Curtis et al., 2001). Group
homes provide continuous staff supervisiby
making them an expensive placement option
within the child welfare system (Ryan et al.,
in press). In California, all group home pro-
viders are categorized into Rate Classifica-
tion Levels (RCLs) based on the level of care
and services provided, with RCL 14 being
the most restrictive (California Alliance of
Child and Family Services, 2008).

The purpose of this paper is to compare
the placement outcomes and associated
costs for youth receiving residential care
(defined as group home care in this study)
versus a community-based intervention
known as Wraparound. Wraparound is a
team-based planning process that provides
individualized, coordinated, family- and
community-driven care to meet the complex
needs of youth who are involved with one
or more child- and family-serving systems
(i.e., child welfare, mental health, juvenile
justice, and special education; Walker et
al., 2008). Please see www.wrapinfo.org
for more information and resources on
Wraparound.

Wraparound in Los Angeles
County

Wraparound has provided Los Angeles
County with an alternative to residential
care, consistent with a recommendation
made by the Cole Report (1998), a national
review panel report based on observations
at MacLaren Children’s Center (MCC), Los
Angeles County’s children’s shelter:

[The review panel identified a frag-
mentation and a lack of coordination
of support to] effectively meet the
needs and challenges of children
with severe emotional, mental, and
behavioral disturbances and their
families [and recommended] an inte-
gration of efforts to meet the needs of
individual children and their families
through new organization initiatives.
[Specifically, the panel identified the
need to] develop a common plan of
care . . . that actively and dynamically
documents the strengths and needs of
the child and that identifies the devel-
opment and deployment of resources
to meet those needs.

These recommendations essentially mir-
ror core values, principles, and procedures
of the Wraparound process.

At the time of the Cole Report (1998),
research was emerging that suggested a
relationship between number of placement
changes and emotional and behavioral
disorders in youth (Cooper et al., 1987).
However, few published research studies
on the placement outcomes of Wraparound
existed. The available research neverthe-
less demonstrated promising outcomes.
In a study conducted by Clark and col-
leagues (1996), 132 children were randomly
assigned to the Fostering Individualized
Assistance Program (FIAP), a Wraparound
intervention, or to a group that received tra-
ditional foster care services. The results indi-
cated that children in the FIAP Wraparound
group had substantially fewer placement
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changes two and a half years after entrance
into the study.

Two additional studies examined the
impact of Wraparound on subsequent liv-
ing restrictiveness. Yoe, Santarcangelo,
Atkins, and Burchard (1996) followed a
cohort of 40 youth enrolled in community-
based Wraparound in the state of Vermont
for a minimum of 12 months. The results
indicated that the percentage of youth liv-
ing in community-based settings increased
from 58% at intake to 88% at the end of the
12-month study period.

In the second study, Hyde, Burchard,
and Woodward (1996) followed several
groups of youth returning from, or at risk
for, residential placement, some of whom
received Wraparound services. Although
the groups were not equivalent at baseline,
after two years, almost half of the youth who
received Wraparound services were living
in the community. Conversely, only 8% of
the youth who did not receive Wraparound
were living in the community.

The 1998 Pilot Study. When Los Ange-
les County implemented Wraparound as a
10-child pilot study in 1998 as an alternative
to residential care, the goals were to explore
its impact on reducing the reliance on out-
of-home care and to assess outcomes. The
initial outcomes suggested that, compared
to youth in residential care, youth involved
in the pilot were more likely to return and
stay at home. When MCC closed in 2003, as
ordered by the interim director of child wel-
fare in Los Angeles County, Wraparound
was identified as a primary mechanism to
help return youth to the community. Despite
the closure of MCC and the availability of
Wraparound, referrals were initially slow.
Although there were several reasons for the
slow start, the primary factors included the
lack of understanding of Wraparound and
a lack of research on its potential impact,
which consisted of only a handful of con-
trolled studies (see Suter & Bruns, 2008,
for a review).

The 2004 Exploratory Study. To more
fully evaluate Wraparound’s potential for
positive impact, Los Angeles County con-
ducted an exploratory study in 2004 to
compare the outcomes of Wraparound
graduates with youth who were discharged
from RCL 12 and 14 residential care place-
ments and who went into less restrictive
placements in fiscal year 2004—2005 (LA
County DCFS, 2007). RCL 12-14 was
chosen for the comparison group because
Wraparound accepts youth currently in
or at imminent risk of placement in resi-
dentially based institutional settings due

to emotional, behavioral, or mental health
difficulties (Bruns et al., 2004; , 1996). The
two groups in Los Angeles County were
followed for two and a half years using
available administrative data.

An analysis of the results suggested that
the Wraparound group did substantially
better than the RCL 12-14 group in key
areas. The Wraparound graduates had
fewer subsequent out-of-home placements
and therefore considerably less financial
cost to the county than the youth who were
discharged from their RCL 12 and 14 place-
ments. In addition, a greater percentage of
Wraparound graduates exited the foster care
system than did those in the RCL 12-14
group. At the end of the two-and-a-half-year
period, 94% of the Wraparound graduates
had exited the child welfare system in Los
Angeles County while only 7% of the RCL
group had done so.

The results of the study were presented
within Los Angeles County and around
the country. Locally, the study helped to
promote the effectiveness of Wraparound
and the potential impact on Los Angeles
County’s service delivery model. Since
the 2004 study, the use of residential care
has been reduced by over 60%. In 2004,
approximately 2,400 foster youth were in
residential care, while in 2009, the number
decreased to just fewer than 1,000 foster
youth. Conversely, Wraparound enrollment
was under 200 in 2003 and expanded to
more than 1,200 youth by 2009. The study
gained the support of the county’s board of
supervisors for substantial expansions of
Wraparound in 2006 and 2009. In 2006, the
number of Wraparound providers went from
eight to 34, and in 2009, the total availability
of Wraparound expanded to a potential of
4,200 slots.

These evaluation results in Los Angeles
County parallel an expansion of the research
base nationally. For example, Bruns and
colleagues conducted a pilot evaluation
to assess Wraparound’s effectiveness and
cost impact in Nevada (Bruns et al., 2006).
The pilot included 33 youth enrolled in
Wraparound and 32 youth receiving tradi-
tional foster care services. The comparison
group was matched on age, sex, race, cur-
rent residential placement, and severity of
mental health problems. The results showed
that after 18 months, 82% of youth in the
Wraparound group, compared to only 38%
of youth in the comparison group, had
moved to less restrictive environments.
Conversely, 6% of the Wraparound youth
and 22% of comparison youth had moved
to more restrictive settings.

The Current Study

Hypothesis and Methodology. This
paper describes results of a new study that
aimed to continue to build the evaluation
research base on Wraparound in Los Angeles
County, using an expanded study cohort, a
more rigorous matched comparison design,
and a cost analysis. In this study, we compared
the placement outcomes and associated costs
of youth who graduated from Wraparound
in the county to youth living in equivalent
residential care (i.e., RCL 12 and 14). We
hypothesized that Wraparound would result
in better outcomes for foster youth (less
restrictive placements) and lower costs to the
system than when these youth are placed in
residential care at RCL 12 and 14.

Study Design. A static-group comparison
was selected for the research design for this
study. The Wraparound group consisted of
youth who enrolled in and graduated from
Wraparound. The comparison group con-
sisted of youth who had been discharged suc-
cessfully to less restrictive levels of care from
residential care placements at the highest rate
classification levels (RCL 12-14). This com-
parison group was selected because youth
who enrolled in Wraparound had been placed
or were at risk of being placed in these RCLs.
An ex post facto analysis was conducted for
the 12-month period after graduation from
Wraparound or discharge from RCL 12
and 14 to a lower placement level. Several
outcome measures, to be described, were
assessed during the follow-up period.

Participants. The evaluation initially
consisted of 312 youth under the care of
the Department of Children and Family
Services (DCFS) in Los Angeles County.
One group consisted of 102 youth who had
graduated from Wraparound. The other
group comprised 210 youth who had been
in residential care placements at RCL 12
and 14 and were successfully discharged
into lower levels of residential care.

The selection criteria for youth in the two
groups are listed in Table 1. The last two
criteria in Table 1 were added to expand the
methodological rigor of our previous study.
These are:

1. Youth had been in Wraparound or RCL
12-14 placements for at least six months
to assure placement stability and com-
parability of the groups; and

2. Youth were no older than 17 years,
0 months at Wraparound graduation
or RCL 12-14 discharge so we could
analyze the full 12 months of placement
data without age-outs from the child
welfare system.
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Table 1: Selection Criteria for Youth in the Wraparound and
RCL 12-14 Study Populations

Selection Criteria

Wraparound

RCL 12-14

The youth’s case record is
available in CWS/CMS

X X

Graduated from Wraparound between
July 1,2006, and June 30, 2007

Was discharged from RCL 12 and 14 to
a lower placement level or home between
July 1, 2006, and June 30, 2007

Had not previously been enrolled in the
Wraparound program

Had not received Wraparound services in
the 12 months after discharge

Was ina Wraparound or RCL 12-14
placement for at least six months prior to
graduation or discharge

Was no older than 17 years, 0 months at
graduation or discharge

Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of Youth Who
Graduated From Wraparound vs. Youth Who Were
Discharged From RCL 12 and 14

Charactensiis Mo W=177) 2 (palue)
Age ranges 2.80,ns
5-11 years 21% 11%

1217 years 79% 89%

Gender 2.95,ns
Female 30% 45%

Male 70% 55%

Ethnicity? 10.64, p<0.05
African American 33% 44%

Hispanic 33% 34%

White 23% 20%

Other® 12% 2%

2 Total may not sum to 100% due to cumulative rounding.
®Includes Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American/Alaskan Native.

Populations were used as the basis of
comparison to avoid the potential of sam-
pling error from relatively small groups.

Preliminary Analyses. Youth who
graduated from Wraparound were more
likely to have their cases closed within
12 months than were youth discharged from
RCL 12 and 14. Fifty-nine of 102 graduates
in the Wraparound group (58%) and 33 of
210 youth in the RCL 12-14 group (16%)

had their cases closed within 12 months of
graduation or discharge. Although an RCL
12-14 case may be closed immediately if the
child is discharged to home, this outcome
happens infrequently. To assure compara-
bility of the groups, we used the subset of
each population that included only cases
that remained open for at least 12 months
for evaluation (43 for Wraparound from
the original population of 102 and 177 for

RCL 12-14 from the original population of
210). All subsequent analyses are presented
on the 43 remaining Wraparound youth
and 177 remaining RCL 12-14 youth,
respectively.

Baseline Characteristics. As shown in
Table 2, a large proportion of youth in each
group was between 12 and 17 years old,
x> = 2.80, ns. This age group reflects the
Wraparound program’s focus on adoles-
cents rather than younger children. With an
average of 13.42 years (SD = 2.23), youth
in the Wraparound group were slightly
younger than youth in the RCL 12-14
group, which had a mean age of 14.47
years (SD = 1.77), t = 2.40, p < 0.05. Age,
however, did not correlate with any of the
outcome measures (to be described in the
next section). All ’s were lower than 0.12
and were not statistically significant. There
was a higher percentage of males in the
Wraparound group (70% vs. 55% for RCL
12-14), but this difference was not signifi-
cant, x*>=2.95, ns.

There was a statistically significant
between-group difference in the racial
composition of the two groups (y2 = 10.64;
p <0.05). A higher percentage of African
Americans in residential care (44% vs.
33%) may be at least in part an indication
of the racial disparity that exists in the
child welfare system (Needell et al., 2009).
Using administrative data of all youth
involved with DCFS and the Department
of Probation in Los Angeles County, Ryan
and colleagues (in press) also found a
higher percentage of African Americans in
group home placements versus foster care
placements.

Procedures and Outcome Measures.
Data were extracted from the Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/
CMS), a centralized statewide database
application for all child welfare services
records in California. CWS/CMS is used
by the Los Angeles County DCEFS as its
principal information system. We main-
tained the anonymity of the youth by using
the unique identifier code assigned to each
child in the system.

The outcome measures for the 12-month
period after graduation from Wraparound or
discharge from RCL 12 and 14 to a lower
placement level were:

* Number of placements;
* Duration of placements;

* Types of placements (i.e., guardian/
relative, foster family, court specified/
small family, FFA-certified home, and
residential care); and
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» Cumulative financial costs incurred by
DCFS associated with each placement
episode.

Cumulative financial costs were calculated
by applying the reimbursement rates to
the total number of days in each type of
placement.

Study Results

We used SAS v.9.1 descriptive statistics
and Student’s t-test functions to analyze the

placement outcomes and associated finan-
cial costs. Results indicated that 44% of the
Wraparound graduates had no subsequent
out-of-home placements, compared to 9%
ofthe RCL 12-14 group. Therefore, 91% of
the youth in the RCL group had at least one
subsequent out-of-home placement.
Placement Outcomes. As depicted in
Figures 1 and 2, respectively, youth who
graduated from Wraparound had, on aver-
age, 0.91 placement (SD = 1.04) and spent
about 199.33 days in subsequent place-
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ments (SD = 178.69). In contrast, youth
who were discharged from RCL 12 and 14
had an average of 2.15 placements (SD =
1.57) and spent about 289.50 days (SD =
125.90) in out-of-home placements. These
findings show that youth in the Wraparound
group had significantly fewer subsequent
placements than youth who were discharged
from RCL 12 and 14 (= 6.29, p <0.001).
When placements did occur, youth in the
Wraparound group spent significantly fewer
days in subsequent placements during the
12 months after graduation than youth in
the RCL 12-14 group, ¢ = 3.33, p < 0.01.
In other words, youth who graduated from
Wraparound were found to have a relatively
more stable living environment than youth
discharged from RCL 12-14 placements.

Youth who graduated from Wraparound
also differed from youth discharged from
RCL 12 and 14 in the restrictiveness of
placement types. Figure 3 illustrates the
out-of-home placement distribution for
both groups. During the 12 months of
follow-up, 77% of the placements for the
Wraparound graduates occurred in less
restrictive settings such as with foster
families, relatives, or legal guardians. In
comparison, 70% of the placements for
youth who were discharged from RCL
12 and 14 took place in more restrictive
environments such as residentially based
settings or FFA-certified homes. More than
half of the placements after graduation from
Wraparound take place in less restrictive
settings, whereas almost half of placements
subsequent to discharge from RCL 12 and
14 occur in the most restrictive setting
(residential care).

Cost Outcomes. When a child is in an
out-of-home placement, the amount of
direct financial costs incurred is a function
of the types of placements and how long
the child stays in each placement. The
average post-graduation cost for the Wrap-
around group was calculated to be $10,737
(SD =$19,059), whereas the average post-
discharge cost for the RCL group was
$27,383 (SD = $21,679). This difference
in average placement costs was found to be
significant (1 =4.62, p <0.001). As shown
in Figure 4, 47% of subsequent placements
in the Wraparound group, compared to 10%
of'the placements in RCL 12-14 group, did
not generate any financial costs. In addi-
tion, whereas 86% of the placements in the
Wraparound group had $20,000 or less in
associated costs, only 45% of placements
in the RCL 12-14 group had costs totaling
less than $20,000 in the first year after initial
discharge from residential care.
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Figure 3: Distribution of Placements After Graduation From Wraparound and Discharge From
RCL 12 and 14
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An Effective Mechanism

Both child welfare policy and practice
have focused on reducing the reliance on
out-of-home care by preventing out-of-
home care altogether or by decreasing
the length of stay in residential care and
stabilizing the placement if placement is
inevitable (James et al., 2004). The cur-
rent findings from Los Angeles County
point to the effectiveness of Wraparound
in improving placement outcomes for foster

care youth. Our findings show that during
the 12-month period, youth who graduated
from Wraparound experienced fewer out-
of-home placements than youth discharged
from residential care, thereby increasing
the stability of their future living situations.
Given that frequent placement changes are
associated with negative outcomes such
as externalizing behaviors (Keil & Price,
2005) and propensity for delinquency (Ryan
et al., in press), Wraparound has a positive

impact on youth’s outcomes relating to
permanency, safety, and well-being.
Placements, when they do occur for
Wraparound youth, require fewer numbers
of days. On average, Wraparound youth who
were placed after graduation spent about six
months in subsequent out-of-home place-
ments compared to their residential-care
counterparts, who spent about 10 months.
The decrease in the youth’s length of stay in
residential care suggests that Wraparound
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seems to have provided an effective mecha-
nism for reducing the county’s reliance on
out-of-home care.

The results also indicate that youth who
graduated from Wraparound have less
restrictive living environments than youth
discharged from RCL 12 and 14 place-
ments. This finding supports previous
evaluation studies (Bruns et al., 2006; Yoe
etal., 1996). Although most of the youth in
the Wraparound group were placed with a
guardian or relative, almost half of the youth
in the RCL 12-14 group continued in the
most restrictive levels of residential care.
It may be that youth who graduated from
Wraparound are more likely to maintain
continuity in school and home settings, and
thus to maintain their relationships with
families, friends, and teachers.

Because youth who graduated from
Wraparound had fewer out-of-home place-
ments and were placed in less restrictive
environments overall, their placement
costs were substantially less. Almost half
of'the placements in the Wraparound group
incurred no cost at all. In addition, a higher
percentage of subsequent placements for
the RCL 12-14 youth, relative to the Wrap-
around youth, involved residentially based
settings. As a result, placements in the RCL
12-14 group, compared to placements in
the Wraparound group, incurred two and a
halftimes the cost. This finding is consistent
with the observation that group homes are
an expensive option within the child welfare
system (Ryan et al., in press).

Our data also show that Wraparound
youth are much more likely to have their
cases closed within 12 months of gradua-
tion relative to youth discharged from RCL
12 and 14. From the point of view of the
Los Angeles County child welfare system,
case closure may indicate that the youth’s
safety and permanency goals have been
met. From the point of view of Wraparound,
case closure may signify that the family is
equipped with skills and community-based
resources to address future needs or crises
that arise.

Limitations and Future Research
Directions

The current study contributes to the evi-
dence base of Wraparound’s effectiveness
and cost impact in Los Angeles County.
Nevertheless, there are some limitations to
the evaluation.

First, the study design is a retrospec-
tive study and youth were not randomly
assigned to groups. This means that groups

might not have been equivalent at baseline
and that factors other than receipt of Wrap-
around versus residential care may have led
to the observed differences in placement
outcomes and associated costs. Currently,
we are determining the equivalency of the
two groups, looking at the following back-
ground covariates prior to Wraparound or
RCL 12-14:

» Age at first placement;

* Number and types of placements prior
to Wraparound or RCL 12-14;

* Reason for placement changes;

» Cumulative length of stays for all out-
of-home placements; and

* Last placement before entry to Wrap-
around or RCL 12-14.

Second, we examined the placement
outcomes of these youth for a period of
only one year. To examine the longer-term
outcomes of Wraparound versus RCL 12
and 14, we will develop in the coming year
a two-year cohort of youth from the original
study populations who have not aged out of
the foster care system. We will also add a
new first-year cohort to expand the current
analysis. Tracking outcomes over multiple
years will also enable us to examine the
replacement rate of youth into foster care
and into residential care.

Last, in using available administrative
data, we do not have information on the
behavioral characteristics or functioning
of the comparison youth. Although we have
an assessment of the degree of impairment
in functioning for those youth enrolled in
Wraparound through the Child and Adoles-
cent Functional Assessment Scale (CAFAS;
Hodges, 1999), we do not have CAFAS data
for the youth in residential care. Ongoing
evaluation of the outcomes of youth in the
system will benefit from incorporation of
an expanded set of outcome measures that
include measures of functioning or behav-
ioral adjustment.

Policy and Practice Implications

Despite the limitations described above,
the present research, coupled with the 2004
exploratory study, has had immediate and
long-term policy and practice implications in
Los Angeles County. One implication is that
Wraparound provides an effective service
delivery option for youth with behavioral
and emotional problems. As demonstrated
in both the 2004 evaluation and the current
study, a higher percentage of youth who
graduated from Wraparound exited the child
welfare system than did youth in residential

care. Conversely, a lower percentage of
Wraparound graduates had subsequent
out-of-home placements compared to RCL
12-14 discharges. Wraparound, endorsed
as a high-priority strategy in Los Angeles
County, was recently expanded to accept
youth who are not currently in or at immi-
nent risk of placement into higher levels of
residential care. By providing Wraparound
earlier, we expect fewer youth will need
high-level residential care and thus have
fewer placement disruptions resulting from
removal from their families and communi-
ties. We also expect that youth are less likely
to reenter the child welfare system following
graduation from Wraparound.

The adoption of the Wraparound prac-
tice and approach will also influence how
children’s social workers are trained in
Los Angeles County. A training model for
service delivery is being developed that
shares many of the Wraparound values
and principles. The departmental goal is to
assure that children’s social workers have
knowledge of and access to a broader range
of strategies for improving outcomes for
youth in foster care.

Other programs have also been influ-
enced by Wraparound. California Assembly
Bill 1453, Residentially-Based Services
(RBS), passed in 2007, authorizes the
implementation of alternative program
and funding models to transform residen-
tial care from long-term placements to
planned, short-term, and individualized
interventions. These interventions combine
needs-specific treatment with integrated
“follow-along community-based services”
to reconnect youth with their families,
schools, and communities. Assembly Bill
1453 was influenced by Los Angeles Coun-
ty’s Residential/Wraparound pilot program
in 2003 that infused Wraparound with
residential care.

Thus, Wraparound principles and prac-
tice will soon influence the nature of resi-
dential care in Los Angeles County. RBS
will focus on youth who are currently
in or identified for high-level residential
care placements (i.e., RCL 12 or 14). The
residential care providers selected for the
demonstration project will integrate the
principles and practices of family find-
ing, family engagement, and Wraparound
within their residential care programs to
increase the effectiveness and reduce the
length of residential stays. The integra-
tion of Wraparound into residential care
will help complete the transformation
already underway in many residential care
programs in Los Angeles County from
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a deficit-based, facility-driven model to
a strength-based, family-driven model
functioning largely within the community.
The lessons learned from the RBS demon-
stration project will inform planning for
statewide implementation of RBS reform
that is due to the California Legislature
in2011.

Conclusion

Wraparound is providing promising
options for service delivery that supports
youth with high level needs in Los Angeles
County. Our study has shown improved
outcomes in maintaining youth with their
families and in their communities and in
helping assure their safety, permanency, and
well-being. Wraparound has also reduced
the costs associated with providing this
level of care in the community rather than
in a residential setting.

The results of this study build upon the
existing, and rapidly expanding, Wrap-
around research base concerning placement
outcomes. It is essential that we conduct
rigorous evaluations of Wraparound ser-
vices in Los Angeles County, the largest
and one of the most urban settings in Cali-
fornia, and we are currently planning such
an evaluation.

In addition, the integration of the Wrap-
around model into residential care has
far-reaching implications in the training of
children’s social workers in Los Angeles
County and the transformation of the very
nature of residential care in California.
Wraparound has the potential to play an even
more important and expanding role in the
field of child welfare in delivering services
to vulnerable populations, including youth
with complex emotional and behavioral
needs.
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