












Home Visiting Program 
Standards Manual 

 

home visiƟng

 

Why:  To promote child well-being and prevent adverse childhood experiences 

What:

For Whom

By Whom

How



 

Program Standard Rationale

1. Program Participation Effective programs clearly identify their target population and intensity and 
duration of participation, in order to achieve outcomes. 
 

2. Culturally Competent 
Service Delivery

Diversity in New Mexico makes it essential to support services that respect 
the culture, values, and preferences of families. 
 

3. Relationship-Based 
Practices 

 

The quality of parent-child interactions is central to all intended outcomes. 
 

4.  Family and Child Goal 
Setting

Screening and family-specific goal setting enable families to work toward 
outcomes outlined in the logic model. (See Appendix 1 for logic model).  
 

5.  Curr iculum and Service 
Delivery Approach

New Mexico home visiting programs are required to provide information on 
infant/child development, including developmental guidance using a research-
based curriculum.

6.  Program Management 
Systems

Implementation of sound and coherent management practices ensures support 
to staff to provide high quality services.

7.  Staff Qualifications and 
Supervision

Effectiveness is enhanced when home visitors have knowledge, skills, experi-
ence and personal characteristics to deliver services.  Professional develop-
ment fosters effectiveness through specialized training that is directly related 
to work requirements. 
 

8.  Community               
Engagement

Home visiting services should be embedded within each community’s early 
childhood system of care. Strategic planning and cross-agency relationships 
foster effective community referral networks and a continuum of services that 
meet the needs of families. 
 

9. Data Management While different agencies may use different models or approaches to home 
visiting within their communities, all follow the same requirements for data 
collection and reporting. CYFD uses the data collected by all agencies to 
monitor and improve service delivery in each community across the state.



Highest EducaƟon of Home Visitors 
 (n= 72 of 144 total) 
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maintain or establish the infrastruc-
ture to support quality in the system’s programs.

 

required 
actual 



CYFD-approved evidence-based and    
promising pracƟce models are: 

 

 First Born 
 Parents as Teachers 
 Nurse-Family Partnership 

CYFD-approved research-based home     
visiƟng curricula include: 

 Partners for a Healthy Baby 
 Portage Project Growing: Birth to Three 
 Partners in ParenƟng EducaƟon 



 

In this report, we are considering 
acƟve home visiƟng parƟcipants to 
be those 1,911 families who engaged 
with at least one actual home visit. 
These families included 1,630 chil-
dren. 
 

 

Families by AcƟve Status, FY13 (n=2,306; acƟve=1,911) 
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Family Involvement of Any Type, FY13 (n=2,306) 
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Caregivers by Age, FY13 (n=2,381*) 

Child, by Age at Start of FY13 (n=910*) 

Caregivers and Children, by Race/ Ethnicity, 
FY13  (n=4,204*) 

Language Spoken at Home, All AcƟve Families 
 (n=954*)  

Families by Annual Income (n=386*) 
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Number of  FY13 Visits Received by ParƟcipaƟng Families (Total Families =1,911) 
 

Total DuraƟon of Family ParƟcipaƟon, from IniƟal Date 
of Enrollment, in Months (Total FY13 Families = 1,911) 
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Of the 1,911 families acƟve in FY13: 
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Percentage of Mothers Enrolled Prenatally who Reported Accessing    
Prenatal Care* in FY13  

Percentage of Mothers Enrolled Prenatally who Reported Substance 
Use While Pregnant, FY13*  

Comparison of Prenatal Care Starts, Home VisiƟng Mothers 
(FY13) and Mothers Statewide (2008-12) 
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Percentage of Postpartum Mothers Screened for Depression and Connected to 

Available Services 

% of Mothers who Report*  IniƟaƟng 
Breasƞeeding 

 

The percentage of babies and children receiving the well-child visits recommended 
for their age by the American Academy of Pediatrics

72%

15%

13%
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No

Not Reported

 % of Children Screened* who were            
Immunized on Schedule, by Parent Report 

82%
(n=237)

6.2%
(n=18)

11.8%
(n=34)

Immunizations Up
to Date

Immunizations Not
Up to Date

No Response

536
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(29.5% of 
screened)

119
(75.3% of "At  

Risk" )
67

(56.3% of 
referred)

All Screened Scored on Screen
as "At Risk"

Referred for
Services

Mother Engaged
with Services



In FY13, home visitors completed iniƟal PICCOLO screens with 163 families. 

Parenting 
Interactions with Chil-
dren:  Checklist of Obser-
vations Linked to Out-
comes

(Bernstein, 2003)  



 

 



 
  

 
Percentage of Eligible Children* (n=927) Screened On Schedule for PotenƟal 
Delay in Development with the ASQ-3, and Percentage Connected to Early  
IntervenƟon Services 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

927 792
(85% of 
Eligible) 

127
(16% of 

Screened) 

76
(60% of At 

Risk) 

52
(68% of 

Referred) 

Eligible* # Screened # At-Risk Referred Engaged



 
 



Percentages of Eligible*  Children (n=843) Screened and IdenƟĮ ed as at 
Risk of Social-EmoƟonal Delay on the ASQ-SE Screen 

 

 

 

Any increases in school readiness, child development and literacy

percentage of 
children receiving home visiƟng services who enter kindergarten at or above 
grade level on state assessments.

843
630

(75% of 
Eligible)

51
(8% of 

Screened)

Eligible* # Screened # At-Risk



( Annie E. Casey Foundation; 

KidsCount.org)



Percentage of Caregivers Screened (n=1,092) for DomesƟc Violence Risk and Connected to Services 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Percentage of Families At Risk of DomesƟc Violence who 
Have a Safety Plan in Place 

Percentage of Families Engaged in Discussion of Injury 
PrevenƟon 

 

Decreases in child maltreatment or child abuse

number of reported and substanƟated 
cases of maltreatment experienced by children aŌer entry into the home visiƟng program
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20% Injury Prevention
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Prevent ion
Discussion

79%

21% No Safety
Plan/ Missing
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Safety Plan in
Place



 



 
Screenings and Referrals for Enrolled Families (total families = 1,911*) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Percentage of children receiving home visiƟng services who are enrolled in a 
high-quality, licensed child care program
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Measure Measurement Tool OperaƟonal DeĮ niƟon 

Number and type of programs funded 

Number of families funded (openings) 

Number of families served 

Number of acƟve families  

Cost per family 

Demographics of families served 

DuraƟon of parƟcipaƟon by families 

Home visitors/ supervisors by level of 
educaƟonal training 

Percentage of mothers enrolled prena-
tally who receive prenatal care 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of mothers enrolled prena-
tally who disconƟnue reported sub-
stance use by end of pregnancy 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of postpartum mothers 
screened for postpartum depression 

Numerato

Denominator:

Percentage of postpartum mothers 
idenƟĮ ed at risk for postpartum de-
pression who are referred for services 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of postpartum mothers 
idenƟĮ ed at risk for postpartum de-
pression who receive services 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of mothers who iniƟate 
breasƞeeding 

Numerator:  

Denominator



Measure Measurement Tool OperaƟonal DeĮ niƟon 

Percentage of babies and children 
receiving the well-child visits recom-
mended for their age by the AAP 

Data Development Recommended 

Percentage of infants on schedule to 
be fully immunized by age 2 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of parents who show pro-
gress in pracƟcing posiƟve parent-child 
interacƟons as measured by the     
PICCOLO 

Numerator:

Denominator:

Percentage of children screened for 
potenƟal delay in development with 
the ASQ-3 screening tool who are 
screened on schedule  

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of children screened for 
potenƟal delay in development with 
the ASQ-3 screening tool who are iden-
ƟĮ ed with scores below cutoī  

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of children screened for 
potenƟal delay in development with 
the ASQ-3 screening tool who are iden-
ƟĮ ed and referred for further assess-
ment or services 

Numerator:

Denominator:  

Percentage of children screened for 
potenƟal delay in development with 
the ASQ-3 screening tool who are iden-
ƟĮ ed and receive further assessment 
or services within two months of 
screening 

Numerator

Denominator



 

Measure Measurement Tool OperaƟonal DeĮ niƟon 

Percentage of children entering kin-
dergarten at or above grade level on 
state school readiness assessments 

 Data Development Recommended 

Percentage of families idenƟĮ ed at 
risk of domesƟc violence 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of families idenƟĮ ed at 
risk of domesƟc violence who receive 
support services 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of families at risk for do-
mesƟc violence who have a safety 
plan in place 

Numerator:

Denominator

Percentage of families engaged in 
discussion of injury prevenƟon 

Numerator:

Denominator

Number of substanƟated cases of 
maltreatment suī ered by children 
aŌer entry into program 

 Data Development RecommendaƟon 

Number of families idenƟĮ ed for re-
ferral to support services available in 
their community, by type 

Number of families idenƟĮ ed who 
receive referral to available communi-
ty supports, by type 

Number of families referred who are 
acƟvely engaged in referral services, 
by type 

Number of children receiving home 
visiƟng services who are enrolled in a 
high-quality licensed child care pro-
gram 

 Data Development RecommendaƟon 










