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ABSTRACT

JULIE J. JABALEY
Using iPhones to Enhance and Reduce Face-to-Face Home Safety Sessions
(Under the direction of John R. Lutzker, PhD)

Innovative handheld technologies are changing the possibilities for delivering public health
interventions. The present research describes a preliminary examination of the effects of
iPhone™ both as an assessment tool for data collection and as an enhancement to an in-home
child safety intervention. Three families with children under age seven were trained to use an
iPhone to video targeted rooms in their homes following SafeCare® safety module intervention
implementation during which rooms were secured for accessible safety and health hazards. The
iPhone was used to communicate feedback, logistical information, and clarification of safety
content. The effectiveness of iPhone and iPhone video was examined using a multiple baseline
design across settings replicated across families. All rooms across subjects demonstrated
significant decreases in home hazards. Face-to-face (F2F), in-home time of the home visitor was
progressively reduced and replaced by video data collection over the course of the intervention.
These data suggest that handheld technology tools are a promising means of data collection for
in situ safety interventions and for augmenting interaction during intervention. Implications of
these findings for reducing costs of F2F intervention as high-quality handheld video capabilities

become increasingly ubiquitous and for engaging and retaining participants are discussed.

INDEX WORDS: child maltreatment; child neglect; technology; safety—home, child;

SafeCare®
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CHAPTER |
LITERATURE REVIEW

Maltreatment treatment of children comes in many forms and has both immediate and
long-term consequences. Child maltreatment includes physical, sexual and emotional abuse, as
well as neglect. Headline cases of extreme physical and sexual abuse obscure the far more
prevalent danger of child neglect, which can be defined as “a type of maltreatment that refers to
the failure by the caregiver to provide needed, age-appropriate care although financially able to
do so or offered financial or other means to do so” (DHHS, 2009). National and state data
chronicle the statistical impact of child maltreatment via sentinel reports cross-referenced with
official data, but the resulting numbers may belie reality: as is the case with many public health
issues, child maltreatment data may suggest an iceberg effect, as self-report studies often reveal
vastly different statistics (Wulczyn, 2009).

State child protective services agencies in the United States report that 3.2 million
referrals for child abuse and neglect were made in 2007, equating to 5.8 million children. Nearly
800,000 children were found to be victims of maltreatment—the large majority of those (59%)
suffered from neglect, and it is even higher when it is considered that 13.1% of cases are
“multiple maltreatments.” An estimated 1760 children died due to child maltreatment, with 34%
of those deaths attributed to neglect alone (DHHS, 2009). Children who suffer from neglect have
long-term negative health sequelae, including substantial and persistent loss in quality of life
indicators (Corso, Edwards, Fang, & Mercy, 2008) and increased likelihood for violence later in
life (Chapple, Tyler, & Bersani, 2005). Kelley, Thornberry, and Smith (1997) speculate that the

cost of neglect and abuse is likely understated due to underreporting and invisibility of more



benign, milder indicators, yet Wang and Holton (2007) estimated a conservative figure of $103.8
billion annually.

White children represent the largest group of victims, though African-American children
have the highest rate of reported maltreatment, 16.7 per 1000, followed closely by American
Indian and Alaskan Native youth—14.2 and 14 per 1000, respectively (DHHS, 2009). These
disparities are explained, at least in part, by disproportionate numbers of African-American
female heads of households living in poverty, a risk factor for child maltreatment (Schuck,
2005). And while single heads of household are at greater risk for living in poverty, living with a
biologic parent alone does not increase the risk of child neglect. According to recent data from
Schnitzer and Ewigman(2008), household composition consisting of single-parent families is not
a risk factor for increased unintentional injury, though residential arrangements with non-
biologic adults, including step-parents, foster parents, or other adult relatives, is. Further, several
studies support the claims of the most recent National Incidence Study (NIS-3; Sedlak &
Broadhurst, 1996) that race is not a factor in child maltreatment; rather, links to community
dynamics, such as the social context of where people live, influence incidence rates of child
maltreatment (Coulton & Korbin, 1995; Molnar, Buka, Brennan, Holton, & Earls, 2003).

Perhaps no single factor influences who is susceptible to child maltreatment as
unambiguously as age: infants suffer the highest rate of victimization, and young children under
four-years-old, including infants, account for approximately 32% of all victims of maltreatment.
Additionally, children four to seven years of age represent nearly 24% of all victims, making
primary-school-age and younger children especially vulnerable. While sexual and physical abuse

rates have seen declines in the past two decades, child neglect has remained relatively steady. Of



the 1760 child maltreatment fatalities in 2007, over one-third (34.1%) were due to neglect alone
(DHHS, 20009).

Yet, child neglect is often disregarded in comparison to other forms of child
maltreatment. Lack of cohesive definition and agreement have hindered more substantive
progress in understanding neglect (DHHS, 2009; Dubowitz, 2007; Dubowitz, Pitts, Litrownik,
Cox, Runyan, & Black, 2005; Lezin & Long, 2002; McSherry, 2007) though concerted efforts to
appreciate the antecedents and pathways to harmful sequelae are being supported through a
consortium of research studies known as LONGSCAN (Longitudinal Studies of Child Abuse and
Neglect). LONGSCAN research has suggested that early aggressive behaviors are more
prevalent in children neglected between the ages of 0-2 years (Kotch, Lewis, Hussey, English,
Thompson, Litrownik, et al., 2008) and that pre-school-age behavior problems, both internalized
and externalized, emanate from neglect occurring by age three (Dubowitz, Papas, Black, & Starr,
Jr., 2002).

The toll on the quality of life of the individual suffering from child neglect typically does
not end when the abuse ends. Adolescents experiencing adverse childhood experiences (ACES)
initiate alcohol use earlier (Dube, Miller, Brown, Giles, Felitti, Dong, et al., 2006); poorer school
performance (Kelley et al., 1997) , higher rates of teen pregnancy (Anda, Chapman, Felitti,
Edwards, Williamson, Croft, et al., 2002); have higher drug use; and increased risk of antisocial
behavior and depression (Schilling, Aseltine Jr., & Gore, 2007). Research suggests that
adolescents neglected as children have difficulty in forming positive peer relationships, which
leads to future violence, even in milder, more seemingly benign cases of child neglect (Chapple
et al., 2005). They are also more likely to have had significantly more frequent encounters with

law enforcement, including violent delinquency (Kelley et al.).



As adults, victims of child maltreatment continue to face challenges with integration into
society, with higher rates of violent crime, drug abuse, and health problems, including mental
and emotional disorders and chronic illness. Being abused as a child has been found to represent
a 30% higher likelihood of being arrested as an adult for a violent crime. As adults, maltreated
children begin criminal activity earlier, perpetrate nearly two times the number of crimes, and are
arrested more frequently than non-abused peers (Widom & Maxfield, 2001). Revictimization of
maltreated children as adults is an observed phenomenon, with higher risk of sexual and physical
abuse, kidnapping/stalking, and association with friends or family members who are murdered or
commit suicide (Widom, Czaja, & Dutton, 2008). Children who are maltreated also have a
higher rate of depression as adults, and this condition is associated with high-risk behaviors,
challenges in personal relationships, and low self-efficacy. These factors, in turn, are linked to
negative physical health outcomes, such as heart disease, cancer, stroke, diabetes, obesity, and
other chronic diseases (Kendall-Tackett, 2002).

Lifetime indirect health-related costs of child maltreatment are significant. So, too, are
the immediate, direct costs associated with hospital and emergency room visits, with Medicaid as
the primary payer two-thirds of the time. Children admitted to the hospital due to maltreatment
remain in the hospital longer, are diagnosed with multiple diagnoses, and incur significantly
greater expenses than children hospitalized for other reasons. Nearly 5000 children whose
hospital admissions were coded with abuse or neglect spent $10,000 more on average per visit
than non- abused or non-neglected children, for an annual 1999 aggregate of $92 million.
Tragically, the number of deaths is also greater: children hospitalized for abuse or neglect versus
those with hospital stays for other reasons are nine times more likely to die (Rovi, Chen, &

Johnson, 2004).



Clearly, direct and indirect costs of child neglect represent an extensive public health
problem. Mitigating these costs through prevention is possible, particularly in the area of child
safety. Federal policy has yielded substantial gains in injury reduction over the past several
decades through the creation of the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC), the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), and the Food and Drug Administration,
among others. The CPSC, for example, with its mandate to protect children and adults from
unreasonable risk of injury and death due to unsafe consumer products, recalled over 60 million
items in 2008, included 780,000 hazardous cribs. Large-scale public campaigns to improve child
safety complement policy efforts, such as the NHTSA’s Child Passenger Safety Week, during
which proper child safety seat installation was verified by certified technicians across the United
States during September 2009.

Preventable, unintentional injury persists, however, and mostly in the home. The majority
of infant drowning accidents in 1995, for example, happened in the home: 78% overall, with
71% occurring in bathtubs and 16% occurring in buckets (Brenner, Trumble, Smith, Kessler, &
Overpeck, 2001). Over 13,500 children aged 4 or under were involved in non-fatal choking
episodes in 2001, accounting for over 82% of all such incidents in children aged 14 or under;
nonfood items, such as coins, were involved in roughly one-third of these events (CDC, 2002).
Nearly 90% of calls to poison control centers took place from the home in 2003: 52% of all calls
involved children under age 6, and 61% of those cases represent unintentional exposure to a
poison. Among the top culprits in this age group: cosmetics and personal care products (13.4%);
cleaning substances (9.7%); and pain remedies (7.8%; Watson, Litovitz, Klein-Schwartz,

Rodgers, Youniss, Reid, et al., 2004).



Interventions specifically focused on hazard reduction and education help balance policy,
regulation, and public awareness campaign efforts and decreasing unintentional harm to children.
In-home interventions focusing on skills training for parents to ensure child safety have met with
sustained success and reduced recidivism (Harder, 2005; Gershater-Molko, Lutzker, & Wesch,
2002). Interventions with behavioral components require time investment, and efficacy of such
programs relies upon engagement throughout and completion of a program.

Development of evidence-based programs to reduce child maltreatment requires not only
time, but also research. Myriad factors may negatively influence likelihood of participation in
research, including socioeconomic status, ethnic dissimilarity between researcher and participant,
societal marginalization, lack of research focused on the ethnic group, harmful research to the
ethnic group, and racism and discrimination (Armistead, Clark, Barber, Dorsey, Hughley, et al.,
2004). Yet engagement of at-risk and marginalized groups is critical (DePanfilis, & Zuravin,
2002), as evidence-based interventions can only achieve effect when families participate in and
finish programs.

Interventions that take advantage of handheld technologies, similar to the iPhone, have
revealed encouraging results for engagement and program completion. SafeCare®, an
ecobehavioral parent-training program for reducing child abuse and neglect, is being tested in a
randomized control trial for effects of a cell phone enhancement. Preliminary results show that
mothers in the program who were given cell phones have demonstrated greater engagement and
significantly lower attrition rates than the control group (Bigelow, Carta, & Lefever, 2008). To
the degree that other devices like the handheld technologies proposed by Bigelow et al. can be
considered, iPhone-integrated interventions have high probability of similarly appealing to

participants.



Recent high-profile cases of child abuse and neglect have increased the scrutiny under
which child protective services agencies operate. Caseloads are heavy. To the extent that case
managers carry out interventions with families at risk of child maltreatment, finding a means to
maintain or increase the dosage of interaction between caseworker and parents while reducing
the face-to-face contact between them may result in more efficient service and outcomes. New
technologies are being explored as part of public health interventions with positive results,
including research that may help overcome barriers to efficacious delivery of in-home
interventions.

The highly sophisticated technology that delivers health care in the United States, making
it among the most advanced treatment centers in the world, is yet underutilized in other areas of
health and social systems. Specifically, use of technology in broad-based public health
interventions and as a tool for public health program implementation is in a nascent stage.
Accelerated integration of digital communication devices and other technologies could mitigate
many of the obstacles standing in the way of health care cost containment, quality of care and
adherence, equity of access, and a shift toward preventive care, all of which contribute to
decreasing the impact of child maltreatment on individuals and on society.

Reasons for utilizing technological tools and strategies to allay obstacles to health care
are emerging in both intervention and implementation literature. The potential for improved
outcomes through increased compliance is being studied via short message service (SMS, aka
“texting”), video broadcast via television signals and digital video via the Internet. These
somewhat novel means of enhancing interventions are innovative and cost effective,

demonstrating great potential for public health.



Integration of technology in public health interventions is being used for increasing
compliance, communication, and intervention. In the United Kingdom, nurses are encouraging
women to set the alarm on their cell phone as a reminder to take birth control pills and report
increased compliance (“Mobile Alarms Aid Pill Compliance,” 2004). In another randomized
controlled trial, text messaging is being used to communicate with and support low SES mothers
in breastfeeding (www.clinicaltrial.gov). Wireless handheld computers of college students are
being sent text messages to study the impact on diminishing incidents related to alcohol use and
feasibility. The randomized controlled trial revealed feasibility and a positive association
between tailored messages about alcohol and related behaviors and attitudes (Weitzel, Bernhardt,
Usdan, Mays, & Glanz, 2007).

Clearly the breadth of these studies indicates promising potential of SMS for intervention
quality, feasibility, participant retention and engagement. Interest in text messaging as a public
health intervention tool is so great that the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention hosted the
first Texting4Health Conference in April 2008, to bring together health experts in SMS. The
director of the Health Marketing Center at the CDC, Bernhardt, characterizes the possibilities as
follows: “Maobile phones and integrated wireless devices will revolutionize the practice of public
health and touch billions of lives around the world” (2008, 1 1).

Texting via cellular phones is being tested as a means to improve child neglect
intervention quality by increasing dosage, improving compliance, and enhancing participant
satisfaction and retention. A component of SafeCare is currently being tested with the use of cell
phones in a randomized clinical trial, with promising preliminary results (Bigelow et al., 2008).
One module of the SafeCare intervention, Planned Activities Training (PAT), involves teaching

parents to engage their children in daily activities in order to reduce challenging behavior and



improve parent-child interactions. Cell phones are being used to increase communication
between home visitors and mothers via weekly PAT-related conversations and improve PAT
compliance via daily SMS. With any child maltreatment intervention, participant retention is
among the more challenging impediments to success. Early indicators are that the test group
using cell phones has improved attendance and retention, greater parent satisfaction, and
improved parenting behaviors. Cost analyses are in progress.

Other cell phone research describes assessment of the feasibility of cell phones for child
maltreatment prevention. Cell phone and landline interviews were conducted and tested against
traditional paper-and-pencil for reliability and validity. The validated Parent-Child Activities
interview (PCA) protocols were then used to communicate via cell phone with study groups of
at-risk, teenage mothers—who typically encounter more external (such as financial practicalities)
and internal (emotional and cognitive factors, for example) difficulties while performing already
complex parenting tasks. These inherent difficulties put children in more vulnerable positions for
abuse and neglect. The use of cell phones represented a less costly and less obtrusive means of
gaining entry into the lives of these young parents than typical at-home interviews. Further, cell
phone use allowed broader access to the mothers by virtue of their portability (Lefever, Howard,
Lanzi, Borkowski, Atwater, Guest, et al., 2008).

Other uses of technology are also manifesting in child and youth issues. Self-Brown and
Whitaker categorize technology applications in child maltreatment prevention as useful for
identification of abuse and neglect, program administration, and program implementation (2008).
These categorizations are useful in framing discussions of child and youth issues in general. As
an example, screening adolescents 11-20 years old in their primary care setting for high-risk

behaviors yielded an immediate report for physician review and alerted specialized teams when



warranted (e.g. suicidal indications). The identification of problems came from a touch screen
displaying a web-based application through which the adolescents answered questions (Julian,
Kelleher, Julian, & Chisolm, 2007). Implementation of a specific training intervention via DVD
for foster parents which addresses problem behaviors often displayed by neglected or abused
children holds promise as a cost-effective means to augment parenting skills. Such self-regulated
programs can also be categorized as administratively sound, as they serve to eliminate barriers
such as costs, transportation, geographic distance, time, and child care needs (Pacifici, Delaney,
White, Cummings, & Nelson, 2005). Another example of combining technological solutions to
overcome dissemination and administration impediments is creation of virtual online worlds.
Such solutions can support at-risk youth and teach life skills via a medium familiar, appealing,
and accessible to them are being developed and show potential for increasing productive
participation as newly-independent citizens no longer under the auspices of CPS (Pacifici,
White, Cummings, & Nelson, 2005).

Progressive, technology-based enhancements to interventions such as those offered
through SafeCare® and other programs must be explored cautiously as some devices that may
one day become ubiquitous are yet costly. Appropriately, research design models that balance
inquiry with innovation and yield responsible financial stewardship of resources can lay the
foundation for larger-scale investigation. Single-case design allows examination of behavior
change at the individual level, which is important to understand if the ultimate interest is
changing behaviors of larger numbers of people (Kazdin, 1982). While pilot research conducted
with single-case designs obliges replications to ensure external validity, it is a legitimate initial
design for behavioral interventions. Replications determine generality and allow for evaluation

of the intervention or enhancements to the intervention.
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SafeCare is evidenced-based program with genesis and early beginnings as Project 12-
Ways. It offers a model for an ecological, upstream approach to the serious public health
problem of child neglect by combining the collective wisdom of multiple disciplines and years of
clinical and field research. Grounded in the tradition of applied behavior analysis, three skill-
based training modules addressing areas of concern in households at risk of maltreatment
comprise the ecobehavioral model: bonding skills training, health care skills training, and home
safety skills training; integrated throughout the three modules are problem-solving and
counseling. Depending on the needs and progress of the family, each module lasts a specific
number of sessions, typically six, with the first session consisting of data collection for baseline
information. As the program is behavioral in nature, all skills are modeled by a home visitor and
practiced by the parent, with coaching and positive feedback; demonstration of mastery is
required before moving forward to the next lesson or module.

Bonding skills training occurs in situ, taking one of two formats depending on the age of
the child. For infants, parents are taught specific ways to build positive connections with their
child through talk, play and bonding interactions. For children who are past infancy, the parents
are taught Planned Activities Training (PAT), during which a series of parenting skills are
modeled and then practiced around common activities, such as bedtime, meals, and play. It
focuses on coaching for positive interactions, building self-control in the child through positive
reinforcement, and fostering success by setting expectations and adhering to them via affirmative
response (Lutzker & Bigelow, 2002; Whitaker, Lutzker, Self-Brown, & Edwards, 2008).

The module dealing with health skills is designed to help parents ably assess illness and
emergencies, as well as to handle subsequent phone calls or visits to a health care professional.

This is scaffolded by print protocols for reference and practiced through situational learning
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during which the parent must role play his/her actions when faced with various health situations.
Each component must be mastered by the parent before moving to the next task (Lutzker &
Bigelow, 2002; Whitaker et al., 2008).

The safety module of SafeCare systematically addresses hazards found throughout the
home, on a room-by-room basis, based on 10 categories outlined on the Home Accident
Prevention Inventory-Revised (HAPI-R). Often beginning in the room where many hazards are
found, the home visitor and parents methodically identify and remove hazards such as poisons,
electrical hazards, choking and suffocation hazards, and others. Following the initial assessment,
parents are supported by the home visitor as they gradually take control of securing rooms from
hazards (Lutzker & Bigelow, 2002; Whitaker et al., 2008).

The safety module of SafeCare emanated from Project 12-Ways parallel to the
development and validation of its core assessment tool, the Home Accident Prevention Inventory
(HAPI), based on the need to improve safety conditions in the homes of children at risk of abuse
or neglect (Tertinger, Greene, & Lutzker, 1984). This tool provided a systematic means of
measuring multiple categories of hazards and its associated rules provided guidelines for
eliminating the hazards. Because intensive training was required of in-home counselors, or home
visitors, technology solutions were sought early on to streamline the safety program.
Specifically, audio-slide shows were developed to assist parents in identifying safety hazards by
the categories that existed on the HAPI at that time and to make determinations as to what
hazards were accessible. While this technology enhancement to the intervention did not supplant
the home visitor, it did reduce the amount of time required for home visitor training and time in

situ (Barone, Greene, & Lutzker, 1986).
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As Project 12-Ways morphed for an urban implementation, so, too, did the HAPI. The
HAPI-Revised (HAPI-R) was augment through addition of two new categories of hazards; it was
re-validated by four safety experts and socially validated for an urban setting (Lutzker, Bigelow,
Doctor, & Kessler, 1998; Metchikian, Mink, Bigelow, Lutzker, & Doctor, 1999). Solutions to the
delivery of the safety module continued, again via technology. Mandel, Bigelow, and Lutzker
(1998) developed a series of four video tapes, approximately 10 minutes each, to deliver hazard
identification and securing instruction. As with the Barone et al. (1986) research, the tapes did
not remove the home visitor from the delivery model, but reduced home visitor training
requirements and allowed for other positive feedback from participating families concerning the
medium.

Efforts to make the SafeCare safety intervention more efficient and to maximize its
efficacy with families at risk of child neglect are ongoing, particularly as innovative tools with
sophisticated capabilities emerge. Thus, the purpose of this research was to determine the effect
of iPhone enhancement to the safety module of SafeCare, both as intervention enrichment and as
data collection tool, using a multiple baseline design across household rooms replicated across

families.
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CHAPTER I
METHODS

Participants

Three families living in metro Atlanta neighborhoods participated in the iSafety pilot
research. Each of the families was a participant in Building Strong Families (BSF), a program
designed to strengthen relationships between low-income, unwed parents. A list of nine families
was generated by the BSF program director that consisted of participants with perfect attendance
in the BSF intervention. In consultation with the program director, it was agreed that families
with 100% attendance throughout the BSF intervention would be ideal candidates for the iSafety
pilot research and would lower the chance of attrition in this research. The BSF program
director’s designee made initial telephone contact with the families in order to obtain verbal
consent for subsequent contact for participation in the iSafety pilot research. From the resulting
list of nine families, each was called by the experimenter until four families met the following
selection criteria: have at least one child age 5 or younger; consent to participate in the iSafety
project; and state a desire for a safer home. One family agreed to participate, but then was not at
home for the first meeting or reachable by telephone in subsequent attempts to contact them.
They were consequently not part of the research, and three families constituted the study
population.
Setting

The iSafety research took place in the homes of participants who lived in Atlanta metro-
area neighborhoods. Family A lived in a rented duplex in a high-poverty, deteriorating
neighborhood with houses built primarily in the 1960s or earlier. The home had a severe roach

infestation and was extremely crowded with boxes, excess furniture, and people. There were
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multiple family units within the household, two with infants, as well as a daily daycare service
for three toddlers. Family B lived in a new single-family structure, which they owned, in a
moderate-income subdivision. The two-story home had been newly furnished when they
purchased the home two years prior and was very well maintained. Family C lived in a rented
home built in the 1950s or 60s that was well-kept albeit in need of minor repairs. Some roach
infestation was apparent. Table 1 provides descriptive information about each family.
Observation System: The Home Accident Prevention Inventory-Revised (HAPI-R)

The iSafety intervention is based on a single assessment tool, the HAPI-R. This tool was
originally developed for counting the accessible safety and cleanliness hazards in homes and
tested in a rural setting (Tertinger et al., 1984). It was later revised and validated for an urban
setting (Lutzker et al., 1998). The HAPI-R was used to record hazards in 10 categories:
poisonous solids and liquids; fire and electrical hazards; mechanical object; small objects and
choking hazards; sharp objects; firearms; falling, tripping and activity restriction hazards; crush
hazards; drowning hazards; and organic matter and allergens. Some categories were further
subdivided into smaller units; for example, the category of mechanical objects is segregated into
two subcategories: crib cords and plastics. There are 28 subcategories. The HAPI-R and the
HAPI-R Definitions-Home Visitor Version can be found in Appendixes A and B, respectively.

To be counted on the HAPI-R during an observation, hazards had to be both accessible
and unsecured. Accessible hazards are defined as those within reach and unsecured for the
referent child, that is, oldest child in the home up to age seven. Reach was derived by measuring
the distance from the floor to the referent child’s outstretched fingertips while standing on
tiptoes. The child was assumed to have the ability to climb on any surface at or below eye level.

For households with infants or children not yet walking, 33” was used as the measure for eye
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level and 45” was used for reach. Unsecured was defined as any item not in intact childproof
containers or locked. A separate HAPI-R was used for each room observed.

Every hazardous item is tallied as a single safety concern in the corresponding category
on the HAPI-R. Certain situations make it impractical to count individual items. For instance, a
pile of pennies on the floor represents a choke hazard, and counting each penny is not only
unfeasible, but also counterproductive in that all of the pennies must be removed to secure the
hazard. Further, grossly elevated numbers of hazards might undermine the rapport between the
home visitor and participant and make the task of securing the home appear impossibly
overwhelming. To mitigate all of these factors, when items such as a pile of like items are found,
they are counted on the HAPI-R as 10+. Another circumstance to which the “10+ rule” applies is
when there are 10 or more like and accessible hazards that can be secured with a single effort.
For example, when scoring accessible beauty products behind a cabinet door, the 10+ rule is
applied once the count reaches 11. That is, the observer stops counting individual beauty
products and records 10+ on the HAPI-R for that location, as a single cabinet lock would secure
all of those hazards.
Safety Module Training

Experimenter training. The experimenter attended face-to-face (F2F) home visitor
training in a small group setting conducted by a certified trainer from the National SafeCare®
Training and Research Center (NSTRC). Participants in the training were provided with a Safety
Module notebook consisting of written material about safety delivered via a PowerPoint
presentation, an outline for home visitation sessions, forms used during the intervention (HAPI-
R, HAPI-R Definitions-Home Visitor Version, HAPI-R Definitions-Parent Visitor Version, and

Home Assessment Consent). Other written materials included a worksheet and quiz, Poisonous
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Plant Guide-Georgia version, and Traveling Safely Guide. Copies of the HAPI-R Definitions-
Parent Version and Home Assessment Consent can be found in Appendixes C and D.

Classroom training was conducted in a small-group setting by a certified trainer from the
NSTRC. During an interactive presentation, home visitor trainees were exposed to background
information on safety and child maltreatment and taught to use the HAPI-R. Following the
presentation, trainees independently completed a worksheet requiring identification and count of
a list of 25 items as belonging to a subcategory on the HAPI-R or not. The worksheet was
discussed and participants were encouraged to use the HAPI-R definitions to locate specific
references where there was disagreement.

Using a staged room at the training center, trainees practiced using the HAPI-R to
complete an observation. A discussion lead by the NSTRC trainer followed, and home visitor
trainees were again encouraged to use the HAPI-R definitions to support or correct their answers.

Under the guidance of the NSTRC trainer, home visitor trainees read and discussed
details outlining the procedures for each of the different types of visits that comprise the
SafeCare safety module: baseline, training, and follow-up. Video clips of staged home
interventions were viewed and discussed. Trainees were paired with one another to role play
conversations between home visitors and parents; and feedback on fidelity to the model,
interaction with the “parent,” use of terminology, and use of active listening and summarizing
statements was provided by an NSTRC trainer.

SafeCare home visitor classroom training ended with a quiz which assessed accuracy of
use of the HAPI-R. A score of 85% was required, as determined by the NSTRC trainer; the

experimenter achieved a passing score.
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To complete home visitor training, the experimenter shadowed a trained home visitor into
the home of a family receiving the full SafeCare intervention on two occasions: to observe a
baseline data collection visit and an intervention visit of the safety module.

Observer training. Observers were graduate students enrolled in the Master of Public
Health degree program at Georgia State University and graduate research assistants at the Center
for Healthy Development. During training, observers were provided with written material about
the SafeCare Safety Module consisting of copies of the slides used during the presentation,
HAPI-R, and HAPI-R Definitions-Home Visitor VVersion. The observer training sessions focused
on use of the HAPI-R. The experimenter attended both observer training sessions. The observers,
the experimenter and the NSTRC trainer assessment a staged room independently as part of the
training, and a discussion ensued in order to clarify application of the HAPI-R definitions. A
quiz on accuracy of HAPI-R use was administered to both observers and each achieved a
minimum of 85%, as determined by an NSRTC trainer.
Reliability

Reliability training. The experimenter and observers practiced F2F reliability during in
situ and staged training over several weeks, which consisted of repeated observations in non-
target homes and kitchens and bathrooms around the University. Specifically, the experimenter
and the observers each scored the same room using the HAPI-R independently of one another
and without conversation during the scoring. Following each observation, the experimenter led a
discussion of HAPI-R identification and counts to refine common application of the tool. This
continued in non-target homes until each observer and the experimenter achieved increasingly

accurate reliability ratings consistently.
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Reliability with iPhone video was practiced with actual iPhone video footage from
participant homes. Videotaped rooms that were not part of randomly selected reliability sessions
were viewed by observers and discussed subsequent to actual scoring of the room by the
experimenter. Discussions of discrepancies and nuances of video assessment followed. Practice
reliability scores with video were consistent with F2F reliability scores.

Types of reliability. Two types of reliability were assessed during the iSafety pilot:
between experimenter and observer and between experimenter and video. Interobserver
reliability was measured for each family during three of five visits required to complete the
intervention. Reliability for each initial baseline data collection was calculated, and then two
additional baseline or training visits were randomly assigned per family for reliability measures,
for a total of three visits out of five. During reliability sessions, the experimenter and an observer
used the HAPI-R to assess hazards in each of the three rooms per family that were part of the
pilot research. If one of the randomly assigned visits consisted of video assessment, the
experimenter and the observer used iPhone video emailed by the family to assess the room or
rooms. Rules that had been established based on empirical evidence were applied to each
observer’s HAPI-R and a percentage of agreement was calculated.

Three rules were used to determine yes-no reliability within each of the 28 HAPI-R
subcategories of hazards where either observer scored an item:

1) Subcategories with 10 or more hazards required agreement between observers within

4 items to be scored a yes for reliability.
2) Subcategories with between 3 and 9 hazards required agreement between observers

within 2 items to be scored a yes for reliability.
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3) Subcategories with 1 or 2 hazards required perfect agreement between observers to be
scored a yes for reliability.
Due to the number of hazards in a room and the complex manner in which hazards are stored
along with other hazards, these rules developed out of empirical observations and necessity.
Without these rules, high observer reliability would have been rendered impossible. All
subcategories where either a yes or a no was obtained were entered into the following formula to

derive an interobserver reliability score:

Agreements
Agreements + Disagreeme nts

*100

The mean and range of agreement percentages for each observer per family is reported in Table
2. Subcategories where no hazards were recorded by either the experimenter or the observer
were not included in the reliability calculation, thus creating conservative reliability assessments.

A second type of “reliability,” or “accuracy checks” were assessed between experimenter
observations and video observations (E-V). Because the iPhone was used at once as a tool for the
intervention and assessment during the posttreatment phase, E-V accuracy checks were not
necessary during baseline. Thus, E-V accuracy checks were only calculated beginning with
posttreatment visits for Family A. In this case, the family was asked to film the room that had
received intervention while the experimenter was on site. This provided identical, undisturbed
conditions in the measured room between the video and experimenter’s F2F observations. The
same logic and rules described for interobserver reliability were applied to calculate E-V
accuracy checks. Once consistent E-V accuracy was achieved, the practice was discontinued.
The same formula used for interobserver reliability was used for E-V calculations.

Materials
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An iPhone 3GS was provided to each family. This model is the first in the smartphone
class to offer video capture, high-speed Internet access and a 3.5” viewing screen. This
combination of features enabled room observations to be videoed by participants and sent via
email to the experimenter with relative ease and quality sufficient to maintain high E-V
accuracy. In addition to its use as an assessment device, the iPhone was also used to provide
specific feedback and praise related to removing or securing household hazards to pilot families,
as well as to facilitate logistical communications via phone, voicemail, texting and email.

Printed materials were provided to each family. A list of abbreviated HAPI-R definitions,
photocopies of pictures of poisonous house plants common in Georgia, and a handout for travel
safety was provided to each family.

All families were provided with home safety device kits, and two families also received
toilet lid locks. The home safety device Kits consisted of latches to secure drawers and cabinets,
door knob covers and plug protectors. Additional items needed to secure specific safety and
cleanliness hazards were provided on an as-needed basis and included switch plates, screen door
latches, window locks, electrical tape, caulk, magnetized cabinet door hardware, a can of
expandable foam insulation and Damp Rid®. Upon written request, a local-area Target store
contributed a $50.00 gift card to the iSafety pilot, which enabled the purchase of all safety kits
and toilet lid locks, as well as other certain miscellaneous supplies required by individual
households.

Experimental Procedure

Orientation and baseline. During the first visit to the home by the experimenter, the

iSafety project was discussed in broad terms of childproofing the home and creating a healthy

environment. It was explained that the intervention generally required six visits and that the
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focus would be on securing and making safe and healthy the three rooms in the home most used
by the child. The experimenter’s iPhone was used to briefly demonstrate how the participant
family would video and email their progress in securing safer, healthier rooms, and the
participant was told that she would likely receive her iPhone during the second visit. Informed
consent was obtained and the Home Assessment Consent form, which allows or denies access to
specific rooms within the home and spaces within each room, was explained and signed.
Institutional Review Board approval was granted by Georgia State University.

The referent child was measured for eye level and for reach. Unless immediately
threatening conditions were discovered during baseline (broken glass, medication open and
accessible in a child’s play area, a knife in reach of the child, etc.), no changes were made in the
home during baseline data collection.

The experimenter conducted a baseline assessment in three different rooms using the
HAPI-R. The participants were invited to follow if desired, though it was explained that the
experimenter was simply looking for hazards from the point of view of a child to inform the next
visit during which they would work together to secure the home. Before leaving, the
experimenter summarized what had taken place, asked if there were questions, briefly covered
the purpose of the next session and confirmed a date and meeting time.

The second visit began with a brief overview about the purpose of the session, and
baseline data were collected by the experimenter in the three predetermined rooms. Data from
each of the three rooms were examined to determine the room in which the data had the greatest
stability. That is, the room in which the number of hazards either remained the same or

increased. While all data were relatively stable across participant families throughout the
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baseline collection phase, the room in which the number of hazards increased the most was the
room targeted for intervention.

Implementation. Once the target room was selected, parent training on each of the 10
categories of hazards and ways to secure or remove the hazards took place via conversation,
demonstration, and practice. The parent was given and invited to use her printed materials
(HAPI-R Definitions-Parent Visitor Version and Poisonous Plant Guide-Georgia version) as a
reference throughout. The interactions focused on identifying specific hazards according to the
previously collected baseline data, identifying similar items throughout the house that might also
present danger to the child, and understanding why items were hazardous. Supervision was
stressed as key to the safety of children during the entire session. Active listening strategies (a
variety of questioning techniques, positive body language, encouraging responses, summarizing
statements, etc.) were used by the experimenter to engage and involve the participant, and
positive and corrective feedback was provided to support integration of and flexibility with the
intervention objectives.

The experimenter explained that a single room was the focus of that visit. Several of the
hazards in the focal room were removed or secured systematically as a team, and several items
were left as "homework™ for the parent, based on readiness. If appropriate for the focal room, the
parent was presented with a home safety device kit, and the devices were either installed by the
experimenter and participant, or the experimenter showed the participant how to install the
devices and verified that the required tools were available.

The parent was given the iPhone during the first intervention visit. Basic iPhone
functions were shown, including the video feature and email. A Gmail™ account had been

established for the purposes of the study using the participant-chosen pseudonym, which had
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been preset prior to the meeting by the experimenter. The experimenter and participant practiced
filming and emailing video clips to the experimenter; additional practice and instruction was
individualized to the needs of the parent. No parents had difficulty adapting to use of the video,
email, calling or short message service (SMS) features. The parent was asked to finish removing
or securing hazards in the room, film the progress, and email the information to the experimenter
by a mutually agreed-upon date prior to the next scheduled visit. The experimenter’s email
address and phone number had been pre-programmed into the phone. The session ended with a
summary of how hazards had been removed and secured, a question and answer session about
hazards, a supervision reminder, review of the homework assignment, a brief preview of the next
session, and confirmation of the next date and meeting time. A reminder alarm with the logistics
of the next meeting was entered into the iPhone. There was no attrition or missed visits once the
iPhone was given to participating families.

Between the first and second intervention visit, the iPhone was used to receive
assessment data on the first room. The experimenter also communicated with the participant,
providing specific praise and coaching, using the iPhone. While the goal was to remove all
hazards, significant reductions diminishing hazards in a room was deemed acceptable for
continuation to another room.

The third and fourth home visits continued until intervention occurred in all three rooms
and hazards reduced to near zero. Face-to-face data were collected in each room until the
intervention took place, and then iPhone video data collection supplanted F2F once the
intervention occurred, significantly shortening the duration of each successive visit. All F2F and

iPhone data collection was recorded on the HAPI-R.
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Experimenter-video reliability was established with Family A. Interobserver reliability
measures continued with each family during randomly selected visits throughout the research via
a combination of iPhone video and F2F data collection, depending whether the intervention had
taken place in a particular room. That is, once the safety intervention had taken place in a room,
all subsequent data collection occurred via iPhone video.

The intervention visits took the same general format, with parents identifying hazards
increasingly independently and problem-solving solutions, either by removing the hazard or by
securing it. Typically, this required three intervention visits beyond the first baseline-orientation
visit. A fifth visit was made to share information about topics such as travel safety, food storage
and preparation safety, lead poisoning, and fire safety and smoke detectors; to review home
safety information; and to stress the importance of supervision and evolving adjustments as
children’s abilities changed. A summary of the intervention can be found in Table 3.
Experimental Design

A multiple baseline design across household rooms replicated across families was used to
evaluate the effect of the intervention. Data were collected F2F via the HAPI-R during each visit
in each room until baseline stability was established and one room was selected to initialize the
intervention. The data collection then moved to video, each time via the HAPI-R, subsequent to
the intervention.

Consumer Evaluation

Upon completion of the intervention, families completed the Parent Satisfaction Survey

designed to measure the parent’s perception of the program’s utility in terms of safety and ease

of use in terms of the iPhone. The survey consisted of 10 sentences that the parent finished by
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selecting a Likert-scale type ending. Additional space was provided for comments. A copy of the

Parent Satisfaction Survey can be found in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER Il
RESULTS

Two types of reliability measures were calculated. Graduate research assistants and the
experimenter had practiced observer reliability in staged rooms and rooms in homes of the
graduate students until consistently accurate ratings were achieved. Three independent
observations were made by the experimenter and a graduate research assistant in all treatment
rooms across families, with at least one observation occurring during the baseline condition and
the other two occurring during the baseline or training condition, depending on random selection.
Interobserver reliability rating means for each family during baseline were 60%, 94%, and 76%.
All baseline reliability measures were based on F2F data collection. Subsequent reliability
observations were made during treatment and were based on iPhone video data collection and
F2F data collection. Interobserver reliability rating means for each family during the training
condition were as follows: 86%, 100%, and 88%.

A second type of reliability was calculated between the experimenter and iPhone video
and was executed with Family A only until consistently accurate measures were achieved. E-V
accuracy ranged from 75% to 88%, with an average of 83%.

The effects of the safety module intervention and iPhone enhancement on the total
number of hazards per room per family are shown in Figures 1-3. Receipt of the safety
intervention with iPhone enhancement dramatically reduced the number of hazards in each room
for all three families. Baseline data show average hazards ranging from 43 to 81 per room for
Family A, 28 to 116 for Family B, and 11 to 121 for Family C. During the training condition, a
significant decrease in the range of average hazards per room was demonstrated across families:

10-17 for Family A, 1-5 for Family B, and 0-9 for Family C. This represents an average
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reduction in household hazards of 74%, 93%, and 97% for Families A, B, and C, respectively,
indicating the number of hazards diminished considerably as a result of the safety intervention
with iPhone enhancement.

Further, there are indications that reductions continued to occur in certain cases in rooms
that had already been treated, as training and conversations about hazard reduction progressed.
For Family A, the first intervention room was the living room. Hazards were immediately
reduced, then stabilized over the next two data collection points, and then dropped yet lower as
the training continued. This indicates that more possibilities became apparent to the family as
time passed and that the families had generalized their safety skills. Specifically, once a
bathroom closet was secured, the father decided to move hazardous items from the living room
into that locked closet; that, among other efforts, reduced hazards from eight, immediately after
intervention in the den, to six by the next data collection point.

Communication via the iPhone was categorized into one of three groups: logistical,
content question (initiated by the participant), or feedback (initiated by the experimenter). The
greatest percentage of communications was delivered by SMS (86%). Tables 5 and 6 detail the
types of communication and content of the communication across participants and shows that
logistical messages were the largest percentage of messages communicated during the
intervention between the experimenter and the families (65%, 63%, and 53% across families).

A consumer satisfaction survey was completed by all families and results were generally
positive. Parent reactions to the program and the iPhone enhancement were wholly positive.
Parents considered their homes safer and expressed confidence in recognizing and removing or

securing hazards. The amount of time required to make their homes safer was not perceived as
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burdensome by any of the families, nor were the communications via SMS and email. Compete

results are shown in Table 4.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The SafeCare® safety module enhanced by an iPhone yielded significant reduction in
household hazards in all rooms across all participants in this preliminary research. The iPhone
was used at once as intervention and as a data collection tool, and its addition to the intervention
paralleled previous studies in which the HAPI or HAPI-R was a pivotal component (Tertinger et
al., 1984; see also Barone et al., 1986; Mandel et al., 1998; Metchikian et al., 1999). This
suggests promise in achieving a yet more efficacious household hazard reduction intervention in
several ways.

Implementation costs for F2F interventions such as SafeCare® by any home visitor are
considerable. By using the video capabilities on the iPhone for data collection, the number of
F2F visits for this intervention can possibly be reduced. While the human component in
delivering the information about home safety and then in working side-by-side with families as
they gain competence in recognizing hazards and securing or removing them is critical, the
current protocol does call for increasing independence by the participants. By increasing their
independence in these skills, the physical presence of the home visitor may become nearly
superfluous over time. The interactivity and exchanges can be maintained digitally. Cost
analyses currently underway with a randomized controlled trial by Bigelow et al. (2008) may
confirm the savings the current research suggests through reduced F2F visits.

Home visitation and in particular, home visitation during which drawers, cabinets, and
personal space are scrutinized for hazards may be implicated in high attrition rates common to
child maltreatment interventions or low participation rates (Sangvai, Cipriani, Colborn, & Wald,

2007). During the current study, Family A’s home had clearly been “cleaned up” before the
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second visit in the intervention. While this effort resulted in little decrease in actual hazards,
comments made by the participant indicated that the matriarch/grandmother was uncomfortable
with how “messy” the home had been during the first visit by “strangers.” As further evidence of
how invasive home visitation for safety can be, the matriarch of the same household nearly
derailed participation of the family more than halfway through the study, stating that the house
did not need baby-proofing. The young mother participating in the study explained that her
grandmother was “set in her ways” and was not accustomed to anyone “coming into her house.”
Finally, another matriarchal figure in the same household, an aunt, was not supportive of the
intervention and even counterproductive to securing and cleaning the home. During two visits,
she refused to allow certain changes to be made or use of plentiful household items to secure or
clean the home. Specifically, when the young mother asked on one occasion to use a single
plastic tie from a bag full of ties to bundle cords, the aunt refused. She also had the young father
participant remove latches in the bathroom, as she considered this restriction unnecessary and a
nuisance. Reduction in F2F visits and increased control on the part of participants via video data
collection has the potential to mitigate this invasive sentiment expressed by participants.

It is noteworthy that the large, abrupt decreases in hazards in certain rooms that occurred
following the intervention were a function of securing a single cabinet with childproofing
devices and in some cases consolidating items into one cabinet to which the device had been
applied. For example, with Family C, the average number of hazards in the bathroom during
baseline was 121. By organizing items in a cabinet with six drawers, combining all hazardous
items into a single drawer, and then securing that drawer, the number of hazards was

immediately and drastically reduced. That notwithstanding, singular hazards also were secured
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or removed in all rooms across households, thus allowing the appreciable improved levels of
security shown by the data.

The drop in the number of hazards in a household in this research are consistent with
earlier SafeCare® studies specifically focused on the safety module (Barone et al., 1986; Mandel
et al., 1998; Metchikian et al., 1999; Tertinger et al., 1984). That is, previous studies show a
significant reduction in hazards during the training condition as compared to baseline. Thus in
this research it appears that use of the iPhone as a data collection tool yields results as would be
expected during F2F data collection.

As an enhancement tool, the iPhone provided opportunity for communication between
the experimenter and the participants between visits through texting, email, and phone or
voicemail messages. Logistical communication opportunities are particularly germane to the
population that receives the SafeCare intervention or participates in other maltreatment
prevention or intercession programs, which suffer from high attrition rates (Bigelow et al., 2008).
With this effort, iPhone communication between the experimenter and participants took the form
of either SMS, telephone calls/voicemail messages, or email messages. Interestingly, there were
no missed appointments and all families completed the pilot program. Use of such technology in
reducing attrition and increasing compliance is being explored in numerous public health
interventions and shows potential from this intervention as well.

In addition to the iPhone enhancement potential, this study serves as further validation of
the HAPI-R, albeit under a different protocol. When Tertinger et al. (1984) initially developed
the HAPI as a systematic tool for inventorying household hazards, the validation was conducted
categorically across the five groups of hazards that comprised the original tool: fire and electric;

suffocation by ingested objects; suffocation by mechanical means; firearms; and poisonous
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solids and liquids. The application of the intervention, that is, the parental training of how to
secure a home from hazards, occurred via the HAPI throughout the entire home by category.
Thus, all hazards in the category of suffocation by mechanical means, for example, would have
been identified across rooms and then secured or removed. This same categorical protocol for
intervention implementation was repeated in Barone et al. (1986).

As the SafeCare® program evolved from Project 12-Ways, shifting implementation from
a rural to urban environment, the HAPI was revised for that setting (Lutzker at al., 1998). Use of
the HAPI-R was subsequently represented in the literature more holistically; specifically, it
transformed into a whole-room approach versus a categorical one. This was also done with the
logic that in order to promote scale up and dissemination of SafeCare, HAPI-R assessments
would need to be less cumbersome. This integrated approach was applied alongside a video
training enhancement (Mandel et al., 1998). This effort represents the second study to follow this
implementation methodology, and the results positively support the earlier findings.

According to the Parent Satisfaction Survey, the program and the iPhone enhancement
were beneficial and did not represent an onerous burden in terms of time or learning obstacles.
All three sets of parents felt their home was safer having completed the program. When asked
about how confident they felt about identifying and securing hazards, all responded that they felt
either very sure of themselves (66%) or sure of themselves (33%). Pertinent to the overall results
of the questionnaire, parents made anecdotal comments expressing general appreciation
regarding their newly acquired knowledge about child safety and having assistance in securing
their homes. Two families indicated on more than one occasion that they were not familiar with
certain facts about household safety shared during the training and that they were not aware of

some of the safety devices prior to the intervention.
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A number of limitations to this seminal research must be noted. While the cost savings
suggested by reduction in F2F visits is promising, these economies obviously depend on the
ubiquity of handheld devices with high-quality video capacity and hi-speed wireless
connectivity, such as the latest iteration of the iPhone. Conversely, there were anecdotal
comments by participants indicating excitement about having access to an iPhone. One mother
texted the following response to the experimenter’s feedback following her first video: “Thank
you [,] and we love the iPhone we haven't put it down since...rock on.” While the feasibility of
this type of tool as part of an intervention to reduce child neglect depends on its prevalence in the
population, the novelty that may have been responsible in this study for some of the high
engagement would be negated by its very universality. How much this novelty contributed to the
intervention effects merits further study.

While the technology represented by the latest model of the iPhone is state-of-the-art,
some limitations for this type of data collection and intervention were apparent. Specifically, the
lack of back lighting made it extremely difficult to read the video in at least one room of those
treated in this pilot. Additionally, shooting useable video under beds and in closets, both places
where children have access and where small, ingestible objects had been found, was challenging.

The restrictions in terms of the video size were also a hindrance. An average of four
video clips per room was required to film slowly enough to be functional. By the end of the
intervention when all data collection was taking place via iPhone, this meant possibly sending up
to 12 video clips, each which then had to be emailed individually to the experimenter, a tedious
task albeit a speedy one as long as hi-speed wireless networks were in range, which was not the
case in any of the three pilot households. On the Parent Satisfaction Survey, however, all parents

responded that they found using the iPhone to communicate with the home visitor and to video
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rooms helpful or very helpful. They also found the iPhone comfortable or very comfortable to
use. Written comments on the survey indicated no dissatisfaction with upload speed or the
number of videos required for data collection. Two families included a comment about enjoying
and having fun with the iPhone. Whether or not these were issues in the current study,
technologies continue to evolve, and it is probable that both the problem of lighting and file size
limitations for email will be alleviated in the future.

Related to the limitations of the technology may be the limitations of individuals to film
in such a manner as to be useable. One family, despite repeated instructions, required consistent
redirection for video filming. The video footage was either too fast or too dark, or it failed to
capture a room completely. For example, during the training in the bathroom, a pedestal sink
which had presented a crush hazard was secured with caulk at the base and by tightening screws
between the base and basin. This represented a significant improvement in safety given the prior
instability of the sink. However, in filming the room, the father was so eager to showcase the
security of the sink and other closet latches he had installed, other critical areas were omitted
from the video. The base with the caulk was featured for several seconds, but the sink area itself
was never shown. A great deal of back and forth communication was required to secure useable
video in this case, which was increasingly an issue for all families as the study neared an end. As
was noted earlier, by this point all three rooms were being videoed and a large number of files
were being sent one-by-one via slower speed due to lack of high-speed wireless connectivity in
these areas. Study fatigue may have also been a factor. How significant this type of limitation
might be on a large scale is worth further consideration.

Related to the limitations of the video is how critical it was for the experimenter to be

familiar with the home and the layout of the rooms. Only because of the baseline condition over
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time followed by direct work alongside the participant in securing a room from hazards did the
video footage afford a sense of dimension and allow assessment. Further, familiarity with the
types of hazards that had been present over time alerted the experimenter to possible hazards that
might be seen in the video. Clearly, iPhone video will not soon fully eclipse the human element,
but it does hold considerable promise for reducing the number of home visits.

As is the case with single-case research design, reactive assessment risks polluting effects
(Kazdin, 1982). Whether the same outcomes would be observed minus the external presence of
an observer and knowledge of assessment is difficult to determine. Earlier safety research by
Tertinger et al. (1984) and Barone et al. (1986) demonstrated that in many cases, surprise follow-
up assessment revealed appreciable and durable maintenance, suggesting mitigation of reactivity
to external validity. Participants in those studies had been adjudicated for child neglect or abuse
and were receiving mandated services or had been referred for home safety services to Project
12-Ways. There was a compelling and authorized basis for unannounced follow-up assessments
that was not present in this research, making surprise visits inappropriate and the consequential
threat to external validity defensible.

Finally, relevant to child safety interventions in general is the suggestion that by
supplying childproofing devices and assisting in the installation of the devices, this research
introduces a possible effect that would not occur naturally in homes. Randomized controlled
studies occurring over decades have demonstrated that provision alone of child-proofing devices
during child safety interventions is not sufficient to show an effect and have suggested more
intensive intervention was in order (Babul, Olsen, Janssen, Mclntee, & Raina, 2007; Dershewitz
& Williamson, 1977). Parents who received the devices gratis often did not install them. In the

present research, the devices were not only supplied, but the experimenter teamed with the parent
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to install them. However, this remains a common role for home visitors using the SafeCare
model. Use of the devices was critical in reducing the quantity of accessible hazards. Any
decrease in direct assistance consequential to reduced F2F time may also diminish this
intervention effects.

The time commitment of families for this research was significant and could also be
considered a limitation of the study. Family A, which has been anecdotally described in terms of
matriarchal dissension, was the most challenging, perhaps partially because the participants were
not heads of household. This complicated initial safety and cleanliness efforts, but also likely
played a role in maintenance. With multiple family units living in the home, the couple’s efforts
at participation and maintenance were often thwarted by others less vested in the program. It was
difficult to compel all household members to keep the toilet locked, to keep latches on the
bathroom closets closed and to practice safe cooking behaviors, such as removing in knives from
countertops and heating oil on rear burners. For this reason, the final visit during the training
condition required some remediation.

For the remediation visit, the iPhone was used to contact the family about increasing
hazards evident in videos that normally would have constituted the final data collection. The
mother was specifically praised for certain previous safety efforts and discussion about why
maintenance was a challenge ensued. While lack of control appeared to be the main obstacle to
upkeep, the mother was encouraged to do her best at securing the home again with all of the
changes that had been made before the final training condition visit. During that visit, F2F data
collection via the HAPI-R took place, followed by further remediation with the mother and
father in the form of problem solving specific maintenance challenges. The F2F data collection

explains at least partially the spike in hazards. For example, with live cockroaches crawling on
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the walls, in cabinets, on the floors, and on countertops, video often missed these events. Five of
the 20 hazards in the kitchen during the final F2F data collection were a result of these exact
observations.

The spike in hazards, however, was not completely attributable to observations difficult
to see on video. In general, this couple’s life was chaotic. While they maintained all
appointments, they were not always in control. One home visit appointment was kept by the
father while the mother scrambled to get herself and their infant across town via public
transportation because she had been summoned by her mother just moments before the
appointment. Interactions by the parents with their infant, on other occasions, indicated that the
grandmother and mother’s older sister had significant sway in determining when the infant was
to be held and by whom. Yet, it is this type of family that is perhaps most in need of child
neglect interventions. Not only does Family A’s household composition represent a greater threat
of maltreatment to children in the home (Schnitzer & Ewigman, 2008), but also their level of
control over their own lives clearly suggested the need for greater support.

That Family A persevered through a five-week program is a testimony to their own
tenacity and, based on their comments, their excitement at having an iPhone. Certainly the
reduction in hazards in the three treated rooms, while not reduced to zero, is commendable. In
the living room, there was an 81% average reduction in hazards; in the kitchen, 80%; and in the
bathroom, 74%. It is worth mention that the final bathroom assessment included nine small hair
rubber bands, which had not previously been present. Without those items, the average reduction
in the bathroom hazards would have been on par with the other rooms (84%). In addition, several
more egregious hazards were eliminated, such as securing the extremely heavy and unstable

pedestal sink.
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Family B’s situation was notably different. Economically, their status allowed for
purchase of their own home and complete autonomy over cleanliness and safety issues. Before
the final visit during the training condition, the mother texted to ask for more cabinet locks. She
planned to install them in another kitchen drawer where forks were stored, and in the child’s
bathroom. When asked whether the father, who had only been present during the initial visit, was
inconvenienced by the cabinet locks throughout commonly used spaces, the mother quickly
responded that he was a big proponent of them. While their home was new, newly furnished, and
resembled a showroom, they expressed clear distress during the initial safety assessment when
the experimenter and observer lifted sofa cushions and revealed multiple small choke hazards.
Their freedom within their own home, however, resulted in zero such items being found
subsequently on any visit, revealing a level of control that Family A did not display.

With Family B, during the training condition data in all rooms stabilized completely and
remained at a low, but not 100% secured level. In the living room, the four hazards that remained
posttreatment were a very heavy floor lamp and a tall freestanding speaker, both representing
crush hazards. The remaining two hazards were due to the accessible staircase. The speaker and
lamp and the inconvenience of stair gates, even though parents were made aware of the potential
hazards, seemed to represent a lifestyle tradeoff they were not interested in making, particularly
given the mother’s close supervision of the only child in the home. Similarly, having hand
sanitizer and hand soap on the kitchen sink, two of the six constant hazards posttreatment, is a
compromise many families choose to make. It is understandable given seasonal flu and the
general risk of spreading germs by small children via hand-to-mouth contact. Despite not

reducing hazards to zero, a 93% average reduction in hazards across rooms between baseline and
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training is impressive. Because the importance of supervision is stressed during all visits, with
these remaining hazards providing specific examples that underscored this message.

Both mother and father of Family C participated actively in all visits. While their home
was not new and needed minor repairs, it was very well maintained within the limits of their
control. With two previously asthmatic children in the home and the infant having been born
prematurely, the mother was very conscious of cleanliness and responded proactively to
suggestions of needed safety measures. For instance, after the experimenter teamed with the
couple to rearrange the children’s bedroom and secure a cord that represented a trip hazard, the
couple independently rerouted a cable in the hallway that presented a similar hazard. Following a
brief explanation by the experimenter of potential health hazards of denigrated cockroach matter,
particularly to children susceptible to asthma, the couple cleaned the unused upper kitchen
cabinets, removing all signs of dead cockroaches and scoured the oven, removing all food
remnants and leaving an oven that appear brand new. While comments about the iPhone made by
the participants throughout the study suggested its strong motivational influence, this couple was
clearly intrinsically inspired by their responsibility for their children and in a position to devote
time and energy to home safety and cleanliness improvements.

The integration of an iPhone to enhance the SafeCare safety intervention represents a nod
to the need for innovation in engaging families at risk of child neglect with respect to novelty
and reduced attrition. While some external validity can be suggested due to the variety in the
demographics of the participants, larger studies will be indispensable in solidifying the positive
effects of reducing home hazards and maintaining participants revealed by this study, and cost
analyses are surely in order. Next steps in research necessitate a moderately larger scale and

higher risk participants to refine the procedures herein and validate use of video further, perhaps
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examining the effects between a group receiving a condensed version of the SafeCare safety with
iPhone enhancement and one receiving care as usual. Time will determine how quickly tools
such as the iPhone become ubiquitous, thus making such intervention enhancements financially
viable for agencies performing outreach and parent training to reduce child abuse and neglect.

In addition to the data collection and intervention enhancement represented by this study,
the capacity of the iPhone in general is promising for other modules of SafeCare. In terms of
safety, the video capabilities could be used to produce short “how-to” segments for installing
safety locks on cabinets that parents could access at will. Videos that provide brief, engaging
information about preventable accidents by age could also be useful in helping parents remain
vigilant as their children’s capabilities evolve. The parent activities training module may be
enhanced by easily accessible, short videos on individual activities that might be done to
promote interaction between parent and child. Simple audible storybooks accessible via the
Internet can also be “read” together on the iPhone as a possible planned activity.

While handheld video presents exciting possibilities for child maltreatment interventions,
there are also myriad applications created for the iPhone (applets) that might also enhance the
program. Applets with repetitive reminders for completing intervention activities and scheduling
visits can be useful in increasing participation and reducing attrition. Other applets that produce
lists that participants can check off are also promising in creating greater compliance,
particularly ones that can be customized to perform novel “rewards,” such as playing favorite
music or showing personal photos when an item on a “to do” list is completed.

For the health module of SafeCare, a health reference guide is a key component that
parents are trained to utilize when their child presents certain symptoms or is injured. For low

literacy parents or parents for whom English is not their primary language, an audible book
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stored on the iPhone, replete with simple illustrations (Feldman, 2004) could make this tool more
accessible. An iPhone applet may also serve as the record-keeping tool suggested by the health
module.

In summary, despite the limitations noted, this research adds to the nascent literature on
the use of everyday technology to enhance evidence-based home visiting programs. The iPhone

holds promise with other SafeCare models and for other evidence-based practices.
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Table 1. Descriptive information of participants and neighborhoods

Adult(s) Number

Type of Number receiving children
Family dwelling Status Condition of neighborhood  adults training  (0-7 yrs)
A duplex Rented Low income, many rental 7 mother 2!
homes, not well maintained, and/or
some abandoned properties father
B single- owned Moderate income, new 2 mother 1
family homes in new subdivision
C single- rented Low income, many rental 3 mother & 5
family homes, well maintained father

There were also 3 other children under age 3 in the home daily for daycare services.

Table 2. Means and ranges of interobserver agreement (%) per family across three rooms

Family Baseline Observation 1 Observation 2
A 51 67 86
(33-70) (58-78) (71-100)
B 91 96 100
(83-100) (89-100) (100-100)
C 77 83 83
(64-100) (70-100) (50-100)

Table 3. Description of SafeCare safety module intervention by visit

Data Collection Estimated
Visit Method by Room time in
V) Description (R) home (hrs)
1 Baseline data collection in 3 rooms F2F, R1-3 2.5
Orientation to program
2 Baseline data collection in 3 rooms F2F, R1-3 2.5
Training in HAPI-R categories iPhone video, R1
Intervention in R1
Training on iPhone (max. 5 minutes)
Post V2, participant completed and
videoed R1
3 Baseline data collection in Rooms 2 & 3 F2F, R2-3 15
Intervention in Room 2 iPhone video, R1-2
Post V3, participant completed R2 and
videoed R1-2
4 Baseline data collection in Room 3 F2F, R3 1.0

Intervention in Room 3
Post V4, participant completed R3 and
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videoed R1-3

5 Discussion of other safety hazards iPhone video, R1-3 0.5
Post V5, participant videoed R1-3
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Table 4. Parent Satisfaction Survey Results for All Families

1. Since | finished the iSafety program, my home is

much safer safe the same less safe
3/3

2. When I think about what | know now about finding unsafe areas or things in my home, | feel

very sure of myself sure of myself a little unsure very unsure
2/3 1/3

3. When I think about getting rid of unsafe things or areas in my home, | feel

very sure of myself sure of myself a little unsure very unsure
2/3 1/3

4. When the home visitor explained the information about keeping my home safe, |

understood well understood was a little confused was very confused
2/3 1/3

5. The amount of time it took to make my home safer was

too long long just about right a short time
2/3 1/3
6. When I think about using the iPhone, | think the iPhone was
very easy easy a little tricky at times difficult
3/3

7. When the home visitor explained the information about how to use the iPhone, |

understood well understood was a little confused was very confused
2/3 1/3

8. When | had to use the iPhone to video rooms | made safer, | felt...

very uncomfortable uncomfortable comfortable very comfortable
1/3 2/3

9. When | think about how helpful the iPhone was in communicating with the home visitor about making
my home safer, | think the iPhone was
unnecessary only a little helpful helpful very helpful

1/3 2/3

10. When | think about how many texts and emails | got from the home visitor, | think it was

too many the right amount a little too many way too many
3/3
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Table 5. Number of communications by type by family (percent of total)

Family Logistical Feedback Content

A 11 (65) 5 (29) 1 (6)
B 10 (63) 5 (25) 2 (13)

C 8 (53) 4 (33) 2 (13)

Table 6. Number of individual communication by means by family (percent of total)

Family SMS Email Phone/VMX
A 33 (85) 2 (5) 4 (10)

B 38 (95) 1(3) 1(3)

C 29 (78) 8 (22) 0
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Figure 1. Total hazards per room for Family A. The following
abbreviations are used: LR for living room, K for kitchen, and BA
for bathroom. Data points to the left of the dotted line reflect the
baseline condition. To the right of the dotted line represents the
training condition.
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Figure 2. Total hazards per room for Family B. The same conventions
noted for Figure 1 apply to Figure 2.

57



Family C:BR KEY
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Figure 3. Total hazards per room for Family C. The abbreviation BR
represents bedroom. Other conventions noted for Figure 1 apply to
Figure 3.
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APPENDIX A. Home Accident Prevention Inventory (HAPI-R)

Homs Accidant Pravention Inventory (HAPT)-E

Family Child Diata

Haome Visitor Timing O Bassline O Trzining O Fallow-up

Foom Evz-lave]l Haizht Feach Heizht
Hazard No. of Hazards Comments

POISONOUE S0LIDE AND LIQUIDE

1 Ml=dications

2. Clezninz products

C beveraszs

3. Alcahali
4. Beanty products

5. Pesticides, herbicidss, atc

. Pzints, salvents, stc

7. Poisonous plant

FIRE AND ELECTRICAL HATARTYS

B. Combustibles

9 Figreplaces wio scresns

10, Outlets

swritchas wia plates

11. Appliances wio covers

12 Electriczl cosds. plu=s

MECHANICAL OBJECTS THAT CAN SUFFOCATE

13. Crib conds

14 Plastics

15 5MALL OBJECTS
CHOEDNG HAFARTYS

14, SHARP OBJECTS

17. ACCESSIBLE FIREARMS

FALLING, TRIP AND ACTIVITY RESTRICTION HAZARTIS

18. Balconies

18 Er=ps

20. Windows

21 Ohbjects

in walkway

22, Activity restrictions

13. CRUSH HAZARDYS

DROWNING HATARTS

24 Standins watsr in basins

25, Unsecured todlst

ORGANIC

MATTER AND ALLERGENS

26. Decayving food 'dinty dishes

27_Excess dust, dint, anima] hair
& other zllerssns

2B. Evidence of insact/rodent
infestation
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APPENDIX B. HAPI-R Definitions-Home Visitor Version

HAPI-R DEFINITIONS

HOME VISITOE. VEESION

TAELE OF CONTENTS

WhEt i A omes s e AN R e T et -2-
Howw can Hazards be made Immomesmi e e e et -2~
HOW BIE R A SO B et e e e e e e e eeennn -2-
L R et n e e n e e e e e e n e e n e n -2-
I r o LI ettt et £ £ e 8ttt -2-
Definitions and Scoring Rules for Safety Hazands ..o e e s e e -3-
POISOMNOUES SOUDE AND LITIUIDIE .o ettt s sttt a8 808884ttt sttt it -3-
IV E T IEA TINS5t 8 £ttt -3-

Lo L= o e PR -d-
BEAUTY PIOOUEES L oo n e e e e enne -dl-
Pl =T SRS -5-
Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fartilmers e -5-
Paints and Stains, Solvents and Thinners, Petroleum Products, and Glues and Adhesives. ... -5-
POEEOMITLIE PIBIIEE. oottt ettt £ttt -
SMALL OBIECTS CHOKING HATARDIE .. ooeeeeeeeearenasasmsesssamnsnn s amnssans s e s e s s am s s snnnan -9-
MECHANICALOBIECTS THAT CAN S UFFOICATE ..ottt as s s sass st e st st sttt s ae -8-
CRUEH HEZBRDIS . ottt as sttt a8 800082804828 0088008008080 40ttt ittt -9-
DR EANIC MATTER AN B L L E R e S ettt ettt et -10-

o Tt o o T L RSP SPPEERPRITPI -10-
DIROWWIITIG HAZRRDIS . . ettt et ettt et et ettt ettt e an -11-
FIRE AMND ELECTRICAL HAZARDIE .o ettt ettt sttt sttt st 888888 8ttt ittt -11-
L 0 -12-
FALLING, TRIP, AND ACTIVITY RESTRICTION HAZARDE. ...t tssas s s r s n s gt asas -12-
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WHAT I5 “ACCESSIBLE™ AND “REACHABLE™?
Forahazard to be accessible, itmustbe
# reachablez and

* notsacurad.
Eeaachable mzans within arm s reach ofanwv child, 0 to 7 vearsold,
# a5 he or she stands on tiptoss ontha floor.
* whan he or sha climbs onto mearbyobjacts.
o Achild can climb onto anv surfacs below ava laval whils ha/sha stands on his
tiptoas.
o ﬁpchi]dca.nnli.mb or stap up onto prograssivaly higher surfacas if they ars
arranged in a stair-step fashion and sach is lower than the child’ s eva leval when
the child climbs on the precading surfacs.

NOTE: For infaniz'children not yvet walking, wusze 457 reach and 337 gve level

Not secured means itsm is
* inan open (unlocksd) containar or spaca.
* inabroken, cracked, or opan childproofeap orlock

HOW CAN HAZARDS BE MADE INACCESSIELE?

Hazards mav ba raduced'mads inaccassibla by
* [lsingchildprooflatchasand locks;
Placinghazards out of reach;
Clzaning (& g., vacuuming, wiping down surfaces) to remove allarpans, dirty dishes, and
spills; and/or
»  (rattingrid of insacts and other pasts.

HOW ARE HAZARDS SCOERED?

Score all hazards accassibla via stair-stap surfaces that vou sae and measura during the
observation. Do not score surfaces as accessible if the child would have to move an object to

step up to that surface,

10+ RULE
In order to count itams as 10+, thevmustba
# like objects NOT contained (suchas apils of panniss on the floor)

-OR-
* ohjacts that can be sacurad in one effort {suchas a singls cabinat with a door that has at
least 11 accessible medications)

| Stop counting ar 1 1™ aobject thar mestz 10+ Rule; note “10+" on HA4PI-R.

SHOEBOX RULE
For moveable containers, count only 1 in the catesory whera most objacts would be countad . If
vou cannot count itsms {forprivacyreasons) orif thers ars the same number of certaintvpas of
items, dafault to one category, in this order:

1} small objects/chokinghazards

2} sharp objacts

3) medications {poisomous solids/liquids)




DEFINITIONS AND SCORING REULES FOR SAFETY HAZARDS

POISONOUS SOLIDE AND LIQUIDS

This category contains many hazards that may cause accidents resulting in illness, poisoning,
burns or skin damage either due to swallowing, mishandling, orinhaling toxic substances.

MEDICATIONS
FILL LICILD TUEE J&R INHALER
DEFINITICN | Bottle/box with Any container |Collapsible broad- cylindrical-
pills, capsules, | of medicinal cylinder of mouthed, shaped devices,
tablets, fluid metal or plastiq ususlly usually plastic,
including meds with one sezled cylindrical glag used to
in foil, paper on endand 2 or plastic administerin-
plastic wrap capped containers withl haled medicinal
opening gel meds VEPOrs
EXAMPLES | ® aspirin * hand sanitize] * zcne meds | * Vicks
® throat ® rough ® anti-itch Vaporub
lozenges medicine Cresms " Vaseline
® suppasitorieg ® droppers ® petroleum petroleum
* ayve drops jelly forlips jelly
® =prays 2nd * medicated lig
=erosals products
* mouthwash
* hydrogen
peraxide
® jgdine
®* rubbing
alcohaol
EXCLUDE itemsin » toothpaste » pottled liguid

closed, child-
proof

packasing

® ampty tubes

medications
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CLEAMNING PRODUCTS

DETERGEN T5/CLEANSERS DEODORIEERS POLISHES & WANES

DEFINIMION | any substance used for any substance that is used | any substance used to
cleaning household forremoving unwanted | polish, wax, oraoil a
surfacesorareasin smells from living spaces | household surface or
powders, sprays, liquids, |oritemsinsolid orspray | personal clothingin paste
or aerosols form form. polish, was, spray, or oil

form

EXAMPLES | # dish detergent * deadaorizers for car, * shoe polish

» anti-bacterial liquid hand dizper pail, toilet® or | ® furniture polish
s50ap closet ® zppliance polish
® fabric trestment 2gents | * baking soda » zuto polish ferax
® tzhlet cleansers * crented candles OR ® |esther cleaners
» spap pads those marked KEEP OUT | » flgor clezners
® degrazsars OF REACH OF CHILDREM |  "no-wax"furniture
® rug shampoo palishes
* bleaches * ysed shoe polish
* fabric softeners applicators
® zuto cleansers
® jewelry cleanser
EXCLUDE ® bars of facial or bath # zolid deodorizers

SO3ps
® liquid hand soap UNLESH
labeled anti-bacterial

hanging in inaccessible
toilet tanks™
® ynscented candles

BEEAUTY PRODUCTS

DEFINIMION | any ibem wsed for facial or body cosmetic purposes

EXAMPLES | # fingernail polish OR remover # facial makeup
® cuticle cream/outicle remaonver, ® Jipstick
® pologneperfume/toilet water ® zye makesup
® dendorant/feminine deodorant ® contact lens preparations
® hair bleach/hair dye/hair neutralizer ® gztringent lotions
#® hair rinse/shampoo/conditicner ® hath oil/bath powder,/bath salts
® hair settinghair spray ® poemetic creams
® hair straightener/permanent wave ® zkin creams

solution ® cuntam preparations

#® hair tint/hair tonic ® hubhble hath
® chaving lotions, shaving powder ® baby products
* bleach creamy/hair remover products * wipes

EXCLUDE * toothpaste ® contact lens cazes
® tooth powders ® contact lenses in original packaging

-4
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ALCOHOLIC EEVERAGES

DEFINIMION | any ingestible distilled fruit or grain spirit
EMAMPLES | "hard" alcohol * bear
®* wine/wine coolers ® ligquors
® cordizls ®* champagnes
HOTE Anintact §-f12-pack or case of slcoholic beveragesisscored 25 one hazard even

if opened.

DESTICIDEE, HEREICIDES, AND FERTILIZERS

PESTICIDNES HERBICIDES &ND FERTILEEERS

DEFINMION | any substance used to repel, deter, or | any substance used in the upkeep of

poison insects andfor animals household or garden plants
EXAMPLES | ® insectrepellents * herbicides

* small and large animal repellants ® fertilizers

* flea dips/shampoos ® plant food

* fles collars

® fly strips

®* mathballs

® rzt poison

® insecticide towelettes
EXCLUDE collars on pets

DAINTS AND STAINS, SOLVENTS AND THINNERS, PETREOLEUM PRODUCTS, AND
GLUES AND ADHESIVES.

PAINTS AND SOLVENTS AND PFETROLEL' M GLUES &ND
STAINS THINNERS PRODULCTS ADHESNMES
DEFINITION | any substance used| any chemical any substance with| any substance
to preserve, trest, | substance used to s petroleum base |usedto bond
or seal surfacesor |dissolve, remove or | that may be two surfaces
used artistically thin flammable together
EXAMPLES | ® paintcans * pzintthinners » zasoling * housshold
® =tsin cans ® stain remaovers ® Lerosense glue
® spray paintsewen | ® paint strippers ® |ighter fluids * zuto seal
if the lids are * zntifreeze * charcoal product] ® glass seal
tightly fitted » windshield wipar | ® |ubricants ®» patching
*ink OR re-inker fluid/de-icers, * motor ail plaster
forink pad * recordftape/CD » WD-30 * caulking
hezd cleanars ® cternos ® hair bonding
* correction fluid ® carpet
® zlcohol-based dry sdhesive
clezning fluid ® rubber cemen
EXCLUDE magic markars Vaselineg [ses .

hMeds)

nontoxic tape
nontoxic glues

=
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POISOMOUS PLANTAE.

Piant: Oleander

Description:  tall shrub with lance-shaped
leavesthsat are leathery, sharp-pointad,
and appear inwhaorls ofthree. Fruits are
lang and slender and seeds are hairy.
Cleandersare commaonly used a5
ornamental potted plants

Towic part{s): Entire plant, especially the
leaves

Plant: Dieffenbachiza [dumb cane)

Description: tall shrubby plants that can
reach & feetin height. The leaves are
large, oblong, 2nd entirely greenar
maottled white and green. Plants have 2
skunk-like odorwhen bruised. Dumb
Canes are very commaon aornamentals

Towic part[s): Entire plants, especially the
stems

Pant: Narcissus [paperwhite)

Description:  spring-flowering bulbous
herbwith long, narrow leaves with
parallel veins. White aor yellow flowers
occur four to eight on 2 stalk. Marcissus
may be grown indoors or outdoors.

Towic part{s): Bulbs. Eatingewen asmall
amount ofthe bulb may cause
poisoning. The plants may also cause
contact dermatitis in sensitive
individuzls.

T
| P i','
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Plant: Caladium

Description: stemless plant with large,
varicolored heart-shaped leaves and
tuberous roots. Caladium is a commaon
houssplant

Towic part[s): All parts, especially the
leaves and tubers. Chewed oresten
partswill result in tissue paralysis,
burning, and swelling.

Plant: Hyacinths

Description:  bulbous herbswith lang,
narrow lezves. Flowers are white,
vellow, pink, red, or blue ina cluster at
the end ofthe stalk. Plants are
commanly grown in pots and gardens.

Toxic part[s): Bulbs. Eatinga small
amaunt ofthe bulbs may cause
poisaning. The plants may also cause
contact dermatitis in sensitive
individuals.

Plant: Solanum {Christmas or lerusalem
cherry)

Description:  smooth erect shrub with
oblong, pointed, glossy, and wawy
|lezves. Flowers are white and fruits are
round berries, either bright redor
arange. The plants are typically shown =
Christmas time for their showy berries

Toxic part{s): Entire plant, especially the
leaves and unripened berres. Unripensd
berries are extremely toxic, and small

amaunts can be deadly, though ripe ber

ries are relatively nontoxic
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Flant: Mistletoe

Description: green or white, oblong;
leathery lezves. Flowers are small and
usually embedded in astalk. Fruits are
small white berries. Mistletos isacom-
maonly displayed arnamental during the
Christmas season

Tomic partfs): All parts, especially the
berries. Personscan be poisoned by
gating or making teawith the berries
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SMALL OBJECTS/CHOKING HAZARDS

DEFINTION | Any ingestible small objects that put child =t risk of suffocation. When a child trief
to swallow these objects, sometimes they can “go down thewrong way™ and
potentially block the airesay.

EXAMIPLES | ® small toys » small magnets on a refrigerator
* yncooked beans and pasta ® potpourri
® stzples/pins/neadles * nails/hooks/screws
® toothpicks ® AAJAAL batteries

NOTES

® ifan item is both small and sharp, count assmall

® ifsmall objectsare in 2 bagor container that would hold the items iftilted,
countas1item

MECHANICAL OBJECTS THAT CAN SUFFOCATE

CRIE CORDS PLASTICS
DEFINITION | = string or small rope consisting of any plastic bags or thin plastic material
seversl woven strands of rope, string, |[thatislarge enough to cover both the
plastics, wires, and so forth maouth and the nose st the same time
EXAMIPLES | ® gasily accessible hanging telephone o count 2 roll of bags notin original
spplisnce cords that could strangle | containerasl
® blind cords that form a loop
EXCLUDE » cords lying on the floor ® plastics stored in their original
® inzccessible cords, e.g. behind container
furniture ® plastic bags used for storage of other
* cords not in designated sleeporplay | items
Bress

CRUSH HAZARDS

DEFINMION  |itemsthat the child call pullonta himor hersefand can potentially harm the child
EXAMIPLES | ® unsecured bookcases
® hezvy sppliances near countertop edges
® hezvy boxes neartabletop edges
® ynstzble, top-heawvy tables
NOTES

® The following 3 criteria must be met to qualify an item a5 2 crush hazard:
1. Theyare within the child's reach.
2. Theyare st or above shoulder height.
3. Theyweigh spproximately 10or more pounds [weight can be estimatad by
looking 2t the object).
® Astack of boxesiscounted sone hazard.
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ORGANIC MATTEER. AND ALLERGENE
Specital Notes:

#  Ifthers is STROMNG evidencs of roach infestation (i.2. roaches erawling in lit rooms with
pzople presant), default to Evidancs of InsectBodeant Infastation wharathers is mors than
ona tepa of mattar on a surfaca.

* Inthe absancs of STROMNG infastation, categorize what is observed most, anddo mor
doubla count a surfacs.

DECAYING FOOD/DIRTY DISHES

ENCESs DUST, DIRT,
BNIMAL HAIR, AND
OTHER ALLERGENS

EVIDENCE OF
INSECT/RODENT
INFESTATII N

DEFINITION | z2ny item or surface area with food any combination of | anysigns of insect o1
that covers an arez of more than one| dust, dirt, and/or hair | rodent infestation
square inch and does not belang that issufficient to thatis at least 1
where it isfound that provides a make = ball SQUEre on 2Ny Eiven
breeding site for bacteriz and maold surface
znd/or attracts pests

EXAMIPLES | ® dirty dishes/cutlery * roach/rodent
» dirty dishes piled in the sink higher droppings

than counter level * dead insects
® perishable food sitting out * roach eges
* et pet food
EXCLUDE [ # splashed water around the sink * small amounts of
unless it contains food particles maold in wet areas
® dishes and utensilson the table, like showers
stove, and/for sink if observed ® yerythin layersof
around mealtime dust
®* bread inabreadbox or bag
® ynused fruit stared on kitchen
counters
NOTE

® A cyrface areais any area with distinct boundaries, such 2s 2 shelf, acountertop

afloor, etc.

SHAFRP OBJECTS

DEFINITION | any itermn with sharpened edges or points that could cause minoror severe cuts,
abrasions, or punctures

EXAMPLES | » knives * nailsfscrews/hooks
® srissors * fireplace pokers
® ice picks/awls * metal skewers/corn ear holders
® corkscrews ®* ynraveled metal cost hangers
* yegetable peelers ® broken glass/mirror/hard plastic
® razorsfeyebrow razors

EXCLUDE ® pancils/pens

NOTES [

If seweral sharp objects are consolidated inone cabinetor drawer without being
contained in atray, count each individualby.
® [fan item could be categorized as "small” and “sharp,” categorize as "small.”
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DEOWHNING HAZARDS

STANDING WATER IN BASINS

UNSECURED TOILETS

DEFINMION | Anywesse| containing water any functional toilet comtaining water
that does not have a locked lid
EXAMPLES bathtubs, sinks, buckets, and wading
poolswith st least ¥ inch of wateror
liguid
EXCLUDE Unsecured toilets if all children inthe

household are under 3 yearsold

FIRE AMD ELECTRICAL HAZARDS

ELECTRIC AL APPLIANCES | HAZARDOUS
COMEBLUS FIREFLACES WMHOUT OUTLET: OR WMTHOUT ELECTRIC AL
TIELES SCREENS SWITCHES WO PROTECTIVE CORDS OR
PLATES COVERS PLUGS
DEFINMION | Exposed electricalitemns or items that could create fire or explode, resultingin
mingr or severe burns, shocks, andfor death by electrocution
EXAMPLES | ® lighters |® fireplacesw)/o electrical * gperztionzl| * damaged
* hook/box | protective guard or | outletsandfor| appliances appliance
of screan switcheswith [thatis, cords/plug
matches |® wood-burning missing or pluggedin) | s(cracked,
® fireworks | stowes, furnaces, and| improperly wbroken frayed,
® ammuni- space hesters wio installed platey ormissing hawve
tion fire doors or [thatis, plates | covers,incl| exposed
* firaplace protective screens | thatdo not small wiresor
zdditives | ® space hazters come in appliances | missing
[portshle and built- | contactwith currantly pins)
in)with wire covers |the wall unplugged |* damaged
too wide to prevent z| surface, leaving  but used extension
child from putting his| 2 5ap = ®"] frequently | cords
or her hand
EXCLUDE airgun ® repaired
amma, like cords or
BEs and plugs
pellets ® ctareo
speaker,
cable TV on
telephaone
wire
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FIREARMS

DEFINMION | Any weapon capable offiring a projectile
EXAMPLES *cns ® zir-pump BB guns
* rifles ®* machine guns
® BB pistols
MOTE Cio not handle any firearm to determine ifit is loaded or locked.

FALLING, TRIP, AND ACTIVITY EESTRICTION HAZARDS

DEJECTS IN BCTIVITY
BALCONIES STEPS WINDOWS WALKWAY RESTRICTION
DEFINITION | Balconiesw/o | Stairwaysor any accessible | anyitem that |surface areas
doors, safety |stepsw/ogate |window at posesatrip [having distinct
lacks or barsto| or other device| least 8-10 hazard, either | boundaries)in
block access | attopand inchesw/o on stairs or room that child
bottom and ==fety lock, floor would use, but
banisteron st |securely can't due to
least one side | attached clutter
with balusters | screen, or bars
that child's that child could
head can'tfit | notfit through
through
EXAMPLES & ®* stairsw/no » cluttersd
NOTES gates |2 couch
hazards) » cluttered tablg
® stairswio and chair set
banister ® cluttered bed
" otairs
wifwidaly

spaced bars
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APPENDIX C. Home Accident Prevention Inventory (HAPI-R) Definitions-Parent Version

Home Accident Prevention Inventory (HAPI-R)
Definitions - Parent Version

Hazard Catesories
Poison by Solids and Liguids
*  Dadicines (e.g., pills, hgmd medicimes)
*  (leaners, room fesheners
*  Aleohol or dmgs
Beautv products {a.z., make-up)
Bug or rodent killer, bug repellent, plant
fertilizar

products, glues
*  Poisonmous plants
Fire & Electrical Hazard:
*#  DMatches, lighters, thungs that cateh on
fire or explods
*#  DMiissing apphance covers
*  Frreplacezheaters without screens
*  Chtlats & switchas without plates
*  Bare electnical cords & plugs
Suffecation Hazards
*#  Plastics, incloding bags
*  Hangzing cords
Small Objects (Choking Hazards)
Sharp Objects

Hazards are accessible if

*  The object 1z reachable and not sacured.
o A reachable hazard is

Firearms: (Gunsz)

Falling & Trip Hazards

# Baleonies the child can get onto

»  Steps that are not blocked

#  Windows that are open or unlocked

#  Objects on stans or where peopla
tvpically walk

Crush Hazards

# Boxes or other heavy objects the chuld
could pull down on lnim herself

Drowning Hazards

»  Water in bathiubz, sinks, pocls, or
buckets

*  Toilats that a chuld could zet mto

Orzanic Matter and Allergens

* Decaving food

# Lots of dust

# [ ots of animal ham

# Insect and rodent droppings

#  Dead insscis

o Withm arm’s reach of any child, 0 to 7 vears old, as he or she stands on tiptoes on the

floor.

o Withm arm’s reach of amy cluld O to 7 years old, when he or she climbs onto nearber

ohjects.

=]

An object 15 not secured :f it 13 n an open {(mlocksd) contamer or space and does not

have a childproef cap or lock or has a childproof cap or lock that 1= broken, cracked, or

open.

Eeduce hazards by
*  TUlsing childproof latches and locks
*  Placing hazards out of reach

*  Moving objects to whers they won't be in the wav
*  Claanmg te remove allergens, dust, ammal hair, tnelsan dishes, or spills

*  (zetting nid of insects and other pests

Always remember that SUPERVISION is an important part of keeping
yvour child safe.
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APPENDIX D. Home Assessment Consent

iSafety Home Assessment Consent

Part of the SafaCara® program is homea safety. By getting rid of harards in vour home, vou will
lower tha chanesa that vour child will be injured. It can also halp raduca allerpias and asthma. Tha
Home Accident Pravention Inventory (HAFI-E) helps point out hazards. The Home Visitor uses
this checklistto seawhat harards are in vour homa. Thav will look around areas of vour homa
and check off if tharas ara hazards. You mav go with the Home Visitor while s/he doas this. The
Homs Visitor mav also want to measurs how tall vour child is to see if cartain hazards ara
outside wour child’s raach. Most importartly, woudecida whars tha home visitorcan look.

If vou do notwish a SafaCara® homes visitor to look in cartain arsas of vour homes, pleasa placs
and "X" on tha line naxt to that area listed below.

LIVING ROOM BEDRCOLIS

Look in furnitura cabinats? Look in cabinsts7
Look in fumiture dravwersT Look in drawersT
Look undsr furnitura? Look under bad?

Look behind furnitnre? Lookinclosets?
Othar? Plaass list balow. Othar? Pleasea list balow.
BATHROOM KITCHEN

Look in madicins cabinats7 Look in cabinsts7

Look in cabinsts? Look in drawrars?

Look in drawearsT Look in refricerator and freezar
Othar? Please list balowr. Othar? Please list balow:
MISCELLANEOQUS

Lookin boxes?

Look at personal or household products 7

Other? Please list balow.

T hava read. or had read to ma, the above. I apras to and undarstand the home safety procedura.
further understandthat I can revoke this consent at anwv tima.

Parent Diata
Parant Diata
Home Visitor Diata

73




APPENDIX E. iSafety Parent Satisfaction Survey

iSafety Parent Satisfaction Survey

Thank wou for being part of the iSafaty rassarch. Wa would liks to learn some of vour thoughts
and faelings about this program. This will help us mala the program better. Plaasa raad the
following and circle the answrer that bast daseribas how vou feel about zach statement. Be as
honestas vou can. Y¥ou can refussa to respond to anv statements voudon’t want to. Flease writa
anv comments vou have on the bottom of this form Thankvon for halping us by filling out this
SUrvay.

1. Sinca I finished the iSafety program, mv home is
much safer safs the same less safs

2. WhenI think about what ] know now about finding unsafes areas or things in myv home, I fael
very sura of mysalf sure of myvsalf a littles unsurs Very UnsuLs

3. WhenI think about getting rid of unsafe things or areas in mv home, I f2z]
verv sure of mysalf sure of myvsalf a little unsurs Very UnsuLs

4. When the home visitor explained the information about kespine my homs safs,
understood well understood was a little confused  was verv confused

3. The amount of time it took to make my home safar was
too long long just about right a short timne

6. Whean I think asboutusingthe iPhone, I think the iPhone was
Very sasy gasy a little tricky at times difficult

7. When the home wisitor explained ths information about how to use the iPhons, I
understood wall undarstood was a littla confused  was verv confusad

8. When I had to use the iPhone to video rooms I mads safer, I falt. ..
vary uncomfortabla uncomfortabla comfortabla vary comfortabla

9. When I think about how halpful the iPhone was in communicating with the homs visitor about
makingmv home safer, [ think the iPhons was
UNNECas 5ary only a littls halpful halpful very halpful

10. When I think about how many taxts and emails I got from the home visitor, I think it was
too many the richt amount a littls too manv way too many

COMMENTS:
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