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Part I    INTRODUCTION  
Background, Purpose, Scope, and Organization of Report 

 

This is the sixth report prepared by the Accountability Agents for the Kenny A. v Perdue Consent 

Decree.  This report reviews ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯ#ÌÍÌÕËÈÕÛɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯJuly 1 through  December 31, 2008 in 

achieving improved child welfare outcomes and in meeting its other obligations under the 

Consent Decree.  The Kenny A. v Perdue Consent Decree established James T. Dimas and Sarah 

A. Morrison as independent Accountability Agents with responsi bility to produce public 

reports every six months.   This introduction is intended to provide a brief overview of the 

Kenny A. Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯÔÌÛÏÖËÚɯÖÍɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance, as well as the scope and organization of this report.  

 

A. The Kenny A. v Perdue Consent Decree  
 

Under the terms and conditions of the Kenny A. Consent Decree, the State is to achieve and 

sustain 31 outcomes as well as maintain certain practice standards with respect to the children 

in the custody of the DeKalb and Fulton County Departments of Family and Children Services  

(DFCS).  These practice standards relate to needs assessment, service planning, placement 

experience, health care, investigation of maltreatment allegations concerning children in foster 

care, and court reviews and reporting. Some are new requirements for administrators and case 

managers and others are existing agency policy and practice requirements receiving heightened 

attention.  In addition, the Consent Decree stipulates various infrastructure requirements for the 

State and counties.  These stipulations relate to automation, caseload sizes, training, supervision 

of private providers, foster parent licensing and support, and financing.  

 

For purposes of analysis and reporting, the outcomes have been organized into seven thematic 

groupings.  Exhibit I -1 displays these groupings.   

 

B. Methodology  
 

The methodology and quality assurance protocols applied to data collection and analyses in 

Period VI  are similar to those employed in all previous reporting periods .     As in previous 

periods, several sources of information and data collection methods have been used to produce 

the analyses presented in this report.  Appendix B has a full description of the methodology  for 

Period VI .  The Accountability Agents verified State and county reported data except where 

otherwise noted in the report.  The methodology applied to the measurement of each outcome 

is noted at the beginning of each measurement discussion throughout this report.  

 

A key component of the methodology  continues to be the monthly meetings with State and 

County ÓÌÈËÌÙÚÏÐ×ɯÈÕËɯÍÐÌÓËɯÚÛÈÍÍɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÙÌɯÙÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯɁ&Ɩȭɂɯɯ3ÏÌÚÌɯÔÌÌÛÐÕÎÚɯÌÔ×ÓÖàɯÈɯ

recursive learning process that uses operational data to support the development and testing of 

hypotheses about the potential causes of observed performance problems and the framing of 

strategies for improvement. This iterative process helps participants identify what works to 
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produce the desired outcomes, and to hold themselves and each other accountable for doing 

that which works.  These meetings foster self-evaluation and have lead the counties to create 

systems to track, monitor, and share with one another useful information that previously was 

unavailable or difficult to a ccess.  

 

In all data collection efforts the State and the County have been very cooperative.   

 

EXHIBIT I -1: 

Thematic Grouping of Kenny A Outcomes 

 

Safety 

1. Children in  Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment  

 Consent Decree Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 related to investigations of maltreatment in care. 

 Consent Decree Outcomes 5 and 6 related to the incidents of substantiated 

maltreatment in care and corporal punishment.  

Permanency 

2. Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

 Consent Decree Outcomes 7, 16, and 19 related to keeping children connected to 

family and community at the time of placement.  

 Consent Decree Outcomes 21 and 23 related to visitation among family members.  

3. Children Achieve Permanency 

 Consent Decree Outcomes 4 and 14 related to re-entry into care. 

 Consent Decree Outcomes 8a & b, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15 related to positive 

permanency exits. 

 Consent Decree Outcomes 27 and 28 related to timely and complete court review of 

permanency efforts. 

Well Being  

4. Children Experience Stable Placements and Worker Continuity  

 Consent Decree Outcome 17 related to placement stability.  

 Consent Decree Outcomes 18, 20, and 22 relate to worker continuity and contacts with 

children and caregivers.  

5. Children and Youth Receive the Services they Need 

 Consent Decree Outcome 24 related ÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÌËÜÊÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯàÖÜÛÏɯÞÏÖɯɁÈÎÌɯ

ÖÜÛɂɯÖÍɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌȭ 

 Consent Decree Outcome 30 related ÛÖɯÔÌÌÛÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚȭ 

Strengthened Infrastructure  

6. Effective Oversight of Placement Settings 

 Consent Decree Outcomes 25 and 31 related to placement setting conditions. 

7. Timely and Complete Court Orders  

 Consent Decree Outcomes 26 and 29 related to DFCS authority to assume and maintain 

custody. 
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C. Report Scope and Organization 
 

3ÏÐÚɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÙÌÓÈtive to the outcome measures that were to be 

achieved by the end of Period VI , and progress implementing required policies, practices, and 

infrastructure.  Where the information was available, comparisons to previous  reporting period 

performance are cited.  

 

The remainder of the report is organized into the following parts:   

 

Part II, Conclusions and Recommendations  summarizes the accomplishments and status of 

State and County actions taken during Period VI .  It offers several recommendations believed 

impo rtant to the State and cÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯcontinued progress.  

 

Part III, Safety of Children in Care  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÈÕɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  performance 

related to Outcomes 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6, focused on keeping children in its care safe from 

maltreatment and responding to reports of alleged maltreatment.  

 

Part IV,  Children Achieving Permanency ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÈÕɯ ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  

performance related to Outcomes 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 19, 21, 23, 27 and 28, focused on 

maintaining and achievin g permanent family connections for children in State custody.  

 

/ÈÙÛɯ 5Ȯɯ "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ 6ÌÓÓɯ !ÌÐÕÎɯ ÐÕɯ "ÈÙÌ ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÈÕɯ ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  

performance related to Outcomes 17, 18, 20, 22, 24 and 30, focused on providing for the well-

being of child ren in custody. This part also includes a summary of the Curative Action Plans for 

Health and Discharge services. 

 

Part VI, Strengthening the Infrastructure  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÈÕɯ ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  

progress in achieving Outcomes 25, 26, 29, and 31 and implementing required infrastructure 

components related to providing services to families and children.  

 

Part VII, Miscellaneous Provisions provides verified data regarding the re -maltreatment rate of 

children in DeKalb and Fulton  counties and the numbÌÙɯÈÕËɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛÈÎÌɯÖÍɯɁËÐÝÌÙÚÐÖÕɂɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÐÕɯ

those counties that experienced substantiated maltreatment within the subsequent 12 months. 

 

Appendix A  provide s the full wording for all 31 outcomes and Appendix B has a detailed 

description of the data collection  and analysis methods employed to produce this report.  

Appendix C provides the detailed report of the Curative Action Plans for Health and Discharge 

services.  Information from the report is summarized at the end of Part V.  
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Part II    CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
  

During the July 1 to December 31, 2008 period covered by this report  the State made or 

maintained progress on a wide array of Consent Decree performance requirements.  As in the 

two prior periods, the improvement demonstrated was widespread a nd, in a number of areas, 

substantial.  The accomplishments and actions taken by the counties and the State hold promise 

for continued sustained progress in several areas.  There remain, however, areas where 

additional improvement is needed and the Account ability Agents continue to be concerned that 

the effects of the economic downturn in Georgia might affect the pace of progress.  

 

In period VI, the State surpassed the maltreatment in care standard and demonstrated the 

highest level of performance yet recoÙËÌËɯÖÕɯÌÈÊÏɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÏÐÓËɯÚÈÍÌÛàɯ

outcome measures. The proportion of children achieving permanency was at its highest level 

since Period II (December 2006) and the proportion of children re-entering foster care dropped 

to the lowest level measured thus far.  Visitation between children and their parents and 

consecutive monthly case manager visitation once again improved, both also achieving their 

highest levels of performance to-ËÈÛÌȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯperformance in meeting childre nɀs needs 

greatly improved in Period VI, reversing the trend seen in Periods IV and V .   Furthermore, the 

proportion of youth who achieved their high school diploma or graduate equivalency diploma 

(GED) substantially increased in 2008.  All this was accomplished despite an increased 

proportion of case managers with caseloads exceeding the Consent Decree standards. Caseload 

size and the potential effects it may have on future achievements remain a concern. 

 

The remainder of this chapter hi ghlights the 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖrmance trends, major 

accomplishments, opportunities for improvement Ȯɯ ÈÕËɯ ÛÏÌɯ  ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛÚɀɯ

recommendations.   Table II-1 at the end of this chapter provides the performance standard for 

each outcome, ÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯactual performance by outcome, and offers a comparison 

to Period V performance. 

 

 

A. Trends and Accomplishments  

 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(ɯÞÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÚÛɯàÌÛɯÔÌÈÚÜÙÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯ

six reporting periods.  For most of the outcomes measured in Period VI (16 of 28), the State 

equaled or surpassed its best previous performance.  Although the State fell short of many of 

the Period VI outcome thresholds, significant improvements in performance were evident for 

over one-third (11) of the 28 outcomes measured.  No outcome showed a significant decline in 

performance.  Several trends and positive accomplishments deserve recognition because they 

serve as the building blocks for future success.  Briefly, these trends and accomplishments are as 

follows:  
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 Improving Child Safety 

 

The State surpassed the Outcome 5 maltreatment in care standard of 0.57 percent for the first 

time since Period III.  TÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  maltreatment in care rate of 0.51 percent represented 

an improvement of 0.39 percentage points from the Period V rate of 0.90 percent, and it is half 

the Period IV rate of 1.01 percent.   

 

In addition, the State demonstrated improved performance on each of the three outcome 

measures related to the process of investigating maltreatment in care reports.  Outcome 1 

requires that 95 percent of such investigations commence within 24 hours.  In Period VI, 96 

percent of maltreatment in care investigations commenced within 24 hours.  This represents the 

first reporting period for which the Outcome 1 performance threshold  was met; the highest 

performance measured thus far for Outcome 1 in any reporting period; and an improvement  of 

six percentage points from the Period V rate of 90 percent.   

 

Outcome 2 requires that 95 percent of such investigations be completed within 30 days. For 

Outcome 2, 87 percent of maltreatment in care investigations were completed within 30 days.  

Although the State fell short of the Outcome 2 performance threshold, this represents the 

highest performance measured thus far for Outcome 2 in any reporting period and a substantial 

improvement  from Period V when 76 percent of such investigations were completed within 30 

days.   

 

For Outcome 3, 97 percent of the alleged victims of maltreatment in care during Period VI had 

face-to-face private contact with a CPS investigator within 24 hours.  While this falls below the 

Outcome 3 performance threshold  of 99 percent, it represents the highest performance 

measured thus far for Outcome 3 in any reporting period and a substantial improvement  from 

the Period V performance of 88 percent. 

 

 Children in Custody  are Protected from Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes 

 

For the fifth consecutive reporting period, the State met the Consent Decree standard related to 

the use of corporal punishment in foster homes (Outcome 6).  Of the 160 foster homes sampled, 

99 percent did not have a confirmed instance of the use of corporal punishment in the previous 

12 months.  The standard for Outcome 6 requires that 98 percent of foster homes be without an 

incident of corporal punishm ent within the previous 12  months.   

 

 Finding Permanency for Children  

 

The State continued to be successful in relatively quickly returning recently removed children to 

their families or finding them new, permanent families.  With the Period  VI performance, 62 

percent of the children entering custody since the Consent Decree had, by the end of December 

2008, exited to reunification or to another family -connected permanency.  Continuing county 

efforts to find permanency for all children in car e 12 months or more achieved the highest 
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performance level since period II although still falling short of the permanency performance 

thresholds for Outcomes 8b, 9 and 10.   

 

 Fewer Children Returning to Foster Care 

 

Achieving permanency after an episode in  foster care became more meaningful for more 

children in 2008.  The rate of re-entry into foster care within 12 months improved substantially 

to 6.5 percent and surpassed the Outcome 4 performance threshold of 8.6 percent.    This is the 

first time the State has met or surpassed this standard.  In addition, it does not appear that any 

adoption disrupted in its first year after finalization (Outcome 14).  

 

 Children Placed Close to Home with their Siblings and Visiting with their Parents  

 

The positive trends started in Period IV (July -December 2007) related to keeping children close 

to their homes, in stable placements, and regularly  visiting with their parents continued in 

Period VI. In addition, the proportion of children placed with all the siblings with w hom they 

entered care increased since the last measurement in Period IV.  Outcome 19 requires that 95 

percent of the children in custody be placed within close proximity to the locations from which 

they were removed.  The State placed 97 percent of the children  in the sample of foster care 

cases reviewed within the proximity guidelines .  Outcome 21 requires 85 percent of the children 

with a goal of reunification have appropriate visitation with their parents so as to facilitate the 

goal and 81 percent of the children with the goal of reunification in the sample of foster care 

case records reviewed had regular visits with their parents in Period VI .  Outcome 17 requires 

that 95 percent of the children in foster care experience no more than two moves among 

placements in 12 months.  In the sample of foster care cases reviewed, 91 percent of the children 

experienced two or fewer placement moves in 12 months.  Outcome 16 requires that 80 percent 

of the children who enter with siblings be placed with all those siblings.   In Period VI, 79 

percent of the children who entered custody in Period VI with one or more siblings were placed 

with those siblings compared to 69 percent in Period IV.  Outcome 23 requires that at least 80 

percent of siblings who are not placed together visit with each other each and every month for 

12 consecutive months prior to the end of the reporting period or date of their discharge .  In 

Period VI,  34 percent of the children  separated from siblings in the sample of foster care cases 

reviewed met the full visitation requirement.  Another 23 percent of the children in the sample  

missed only one month of sibling visitation.   

 

 Sustained Worker Continuity and Improving Visitation  with Children and Caregivers  

 

Worker continuity is demonstra ted in two ways.  One, children have the same case manager 

over time and two, they visit with that case manager on a regular basis, enabling bonds to be 

established that will help support children through their foster care experience and provide 

more indiv idualized services.  The State continues to maintain high performance with regards 

to limiting the number of case managers a child experieinces and make progress with regards to 

case manager visitation with children and substitute care givers.   Outcome 18 requires that a 
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child experience no more than two case managers in a 12-month period  prior to the end of the 

review period or date of discharge .  In 2008, 91 percent of all the children in custody on 

December 31, 2008 had two or fewer case managers handling their cases and providing services.  

Outcome 20 requires that 95 percent of the children have visits from their case managers twice a 

month, each and every month for 12 consecutive months prior to the end of the reporting 

period  or the date of discharge.  In addition, at least one of these two monthly visits is to be in 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌ an opportunity for the child to speak privately with the case 

manager.  In Period VI, 48 percent of the children in the sample of foster care cases reviewed 

visited with their case managers according to this standard.  This performance is the best 

achieved for this outcome to-date.  When the 25 percent of the children in the sample who 

missed one case manager visit in the previous 12 months are added to this performance, nearly 

three-quarters of the children were seen 11 months or more in a row.  Finally, Outcome 22 

Ìß×ÌÊÛÚɯÈÛɯÓÌÈÚÛɯƝƔɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÚÜÉÚÛÐÛÜÛÌɯÊÈÙÌɯÎÐÝÌÙÚɯÛÖɯÙÌÊÌÐÝÌɯÈɯÔÖÕÛÏÓàɯÝÐÚÐÛɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

case managers each and every month of the previous 12 months ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÈÛÌɯÖÍɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯËÐÚÊÏÈÙÎÌȭ  

In period VI, 68 percent of the substitute care givers received the required visits from the case 

managers. 

 

 "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯIndividualized Service Needs are being Better Met 

 

Reversing the trend of Period IV and V, the file documentation reflects substantial improvement 

ÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÌßÛÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯÈÙÌɯÔÌÛȭɯOutcome 30 requires that at least 85 

percent of the children have all the needs identified in their case plans met.  In the sample of 

foster care cases reviewed, 75 percent of the children had all their case plan-identified needs 

met.    This compares to 54 percent in Period V and 57 percent in Period IV.   

 

A portion of the success in Period VI is likely due to  the Curative Action the parties agreed to as 

a result of previous low performance.  This Curative Action required a special effort to get 

children current with their routine health , dental, and mental health/developmental  screens in 

September-November 2008.   

 

 Foster Homes are Not Overcrowded 

 

Outcome 31 specifies foster home capacity standards that apply to all DFCS-supervised and 

provider -supervised foster homes.   The Outcome 31 standard stipulates that less than 10 

percent of the children in foster hom es shall be placed in homes where their placement in the 

homes will result in more than three foster children, or six total children in the home, unless 

they are part of a sibling group and there are no other children in the home.  Only eight percent 

of the children in the Period VI sample of children in foster care were placed in homes with 

more than three foster children; none of the homes had more than six total children.  
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 Children are in Approved Placements 

 

In Period VI, 97 percent of the children in  out-of-home care were in placements that were in 

ɁÍÜÓÓɯ È××ÙÖÝÈÓɯ ÈÕËɤÖÙɯ ÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯ ÚÛÈÛÜÚɂɯ ȹ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯ ƖƙȺȮɯ Èɯ ÓÈÙÎÌÙɯ ×ÙÖ×ÖÙÛÐÖÕɯ ÛÏÈÕɯ ÏÈÚɯ ÌÝÌÙɯ

previously been documented. Compliance with the relevant approval processes continued to be 

strong among group homes (100%) and child -caring institutions (100%), and provider -

supervised foster homes (100%).   

 

 Continued Improvement in  Approval Standards Compliance  

 

To ensure that foster homes are equipped to provide safe and appropriate care, the State has 

promulgated a  uniform set of approval standards that apply to DFCS -supervised and provider -

supervised foster homes alike.  The review of a random sample of 160 foster home files found 

evidence that for most approval standards, 97 percent or more of the homes reviewed were in 

compliance. This is an improvement from Period V, for which most of the approval standards 

were met by 93 percent or more of the homes reviewed.   

 

B. Continuing Challenges and Recommended Priorities for State Attention  

 

The continued widespread imp rovement and sustained high performance evident in Period VI 

in such things as maltreatment in care, the quality of CPS investigations in substitute care 

settings, worker continuity  and visitation, responsiveness to needs, and improved compliance 

with fost ÌÙɯÏÖÔÌɯÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯÈÕËɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËÚɯÈÙÌɯÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÊÖÔÔÐÛÔÌÕÛɯÛÖɯ

improving the safety and care of children in its custody and meeting its obligations under the 

Consent Decree.  However, there remain some areas of concern. Key among these concerns is 

the slippage observed in caseload sizes.  Other opportunities for improvement include 

monitoring the reports of maltreatment in DFCS -supervised foster homes, permanency hearing 

timeliness (Outcome 28) and court order language completeness to support claiming federal 

reimbursement (Outcomes 26) as the current efforts appear stalled short of the applicable 

performance thresholds. Practice with children and families can be further strengthened with 

more reflection on the individual case circumstanc es and the breadth of knowledge obtained 

about children and their families  from the increased contact and engagement.  Finally, the 

Accountability Agents anticipate that SHINES implementation will continue to present 

challenges for some time to come. The Accountability Agents offer the following 

recommendations for sustaining progress.  

 

 Continue Efforts to Reduce Caseloads 

 

Case manager caseloads that were on the decline in Period V were back up in Period VI and 

others have not improved for 12 -18 months.  Those case managers responsible for helping 

children achieve permanency through adoption are the only ones who experienced continued 

smaller caseloads.  Overall, 29 percent of the case managers in Period VI had caseloads that 
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were over the designated Consent Decree caps compared to 21 percent six months earlier.  

Among all case managers in DeKalb and Fulton counties, a total of 19 (8%) had caseloads of 20 

or more.  While this is still significantly better than in earlier periods, it is double the proportion  

observed in June 2008. The Accountability Agents acknowledge that human resource 

management is a particularly difficult challenge for the State.  Like most other states, the State 

of Georgia is dealing with a severe budget shortfall as a consequence of declining tax revenues 

precipitated by the national economic downturn.  To close the budget gap, the State has taken 

steps that include mandatory furlough days, and a limited number of layoffs.  It has, however, 

given priority to filling critical positions s uch as case managers in Fulton and DeKalb counties 

and improved hiring strategies to better identify those individuals who are well -suited to the 

challenging job of a child welfare case manager.   The State has and should continue to focus 

attention on wor ker stability and manageability of caseload sizes as they are critical to 

sustaining the advances the State has made.   

 

 Strengthen Monitoring of  Maltreatment in Care Report ing of DFCS-supervised Placement 

Settings  

 

3ÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÚÜÉÚÛÈÕÛÐÈÓɯÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ #ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯ ÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÚɯ ÖÍɯ ÊÏÐÓËɯ ÚÈÍÌÛàɯ ÐÚɯ

encouraging.  It appears that much of the overall progress can be traced to the fact that the 

number of reports arising in provider -supervised placement settings (foster homes and group 

homes) decreased from 65 in Period IV, to 35 in Period VI, while the proportion of all 

maltreatment in care investigations they represented decreased from 70 percent to 45 percent. 

However, maltreatment in care reports arising in DFCS -supervised placement settings (foster 

homes and relative placements) have increased since Period IV; from 24 (26% of all reports) in 

Period IV to 37 (48% of all reports) in Period VI.  This change does not appear to be explained 

by a simple shift in the proportion of children placed in DFCS -supervised settings as opposed to 

provider -supervised settings during this time period, which has remained fairly constant.  

 

The Accountability Agents attribute much of the decrease in maltreatment reports in provider -

supervised settings to the increased intensity of the monitoring, enforcement, and training 

activities of the DFCS Provider Relations Unit (PRU) and the DHR Office of Regulatory Services 

(ORS) ɬ the central office entities responsible for contracting with, approving, and licensing 

private provi ders.  It also appears likely that the stepped-up monitoring, enforcement and 

training activities of PRU and ORS were aided by the improved reporting to these offices of 

maltreatment in care incidents in provider -supervised settings that has been documented since 

Period III, and the commitment these offices have shown to making effective use of the reported 

information.  

 

However, complete reporting of maltreatment in care incidents to the DFCS Policy Office (the 

only Statewide Office charged with tracking maltreatment in care reports in DFCS-supervised 

placement settings) remains a problem.  For Period VI, data collected from the DFCS Policy 

Office indicate that the Office had information for 57 (74%) of the 77 Period VI maltreatment in 

care investigations.  This represented a substantial decrease from Period V when the Policy 
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Office had information on 80  of 82 investigations (98%). Period V represented a vast 

improvement over Period IV, when the Policy Office had information on only 31 of 93 (33%) of 

the maltreatment in care investigations completed.  Period V appears to have been an anomaly 

ɬ during that period central office Kenny A. staff worked diligently with Policy Office staff to 

ensure the Office had every maltreatment in care report. 

 

For the State to maintain and build on the impressive gains in child safety achieved during 

Period VI,  it appears to the Accountability Agents that the intensity and intentionality that have 

ÊÏÈÙÈÊÛÌÙÐáÌËɯ/14ɀÚɯÈÕËɯ.12ɀɯÔÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎȮɯÌÕÍÖÙÊÌÔÌÕÛȮɯÈÕËɯÛÙÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛÐÌÚɯwith private 

providers will need to be matched in the DFCS-supervised placement environment.  Improving 

the completeness and timeliness of maltreatment in care reporting to the Policy Office and 

ensuring the reported information is effectively used to iden tify patterns, risk factors, and 

trends is likely to be critical to successfully meeting this challenge. 

 

 Further Improve Court Order Documentation  

 

The performance levels for Outcome 28 and Outcome 26 have remained virtually the same for 

several periods.  Approximately 80 percent of the sample of children in foster care had timely 

permanency hearings and about 65 percent of the children had all the necessary court orders 

with all the language required to support claiming federal financial reimbursement.  T he only 

time Outcome 26 has exceed 65 percent was when a special effort was made by DHR legal staff 

to locate the necessary court documentation.  Therefore, the Accountability Agents continue to 

believe the fundamental barrier to achieving these outcomes is absent file documentation 

indicating a hearing took place.  The State is urged to review the process for receiving and filing 

court orders to see if strategies for improving the completeness of documentation can be 

devised.  

 

 Encourage Ɂ1ÌÍÓÌÊÛÐÝÌɯ/ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌɂɯÛÖɯFurther Enhance Permanency to Better Meet the Needs 

of Children and Families  

 

The Accountability Agents have previously commented on the need for the State to be more 

intentional in implementing improvement activities to ensure a cohesive strategy f or helping 

children be safe, achieve permanency and have their needs met while in custody.  This remains 

an area for improvement.  With more direct access to the case files through SHINES, the 

Accountability Agents have had the opportunity to become more f amiliar with the cases of 

many children.  As a result, we have observed some excellent case practice and rich case 

documentation of some very caring case managers.  What often appears to be missing, however, 

ÐÚɯÞÏÈÛɯÊÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÛÌÙÔÌËɯɁÙÌÍÓÌÊÛÐÝÌɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌȭɂɯ1eflective practice is an intentional approach to 

reviewing the results that are being achieved from provided services and implemented 

interventions and assessing what is working well and what is not and what needs to be 

changed to improve the case results.  The State has the foundation for strengthening reflective 

practice among supervisory units through its work on the Permanency Roundtables that were 
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designed in Period VI but not implemented until the first half of Period VII. 1   The Roundtable 

design can be applied in daily practice with all cases because it is really a set of simple 

questions: What will it take to achieve permanency? What can we try that has been tried before?  What 

can we try that has never been tried? How many things can we do concurrently? How can we engage 

youth in planning for permanency? 

 

 Provide Ongoing SHINES Training , User Defined Reports, and Consider Adding Some 

Critical Features.  

 

SHINES is a dramatic departure from the automated tools available to staff in the past and has 

prÌÚÌÕÛÌËɯÈɯÚÛÌÌ×ɯɁÓÌÈÙÕÐÕÎɯÊÜÙÝÌɂ for many.  The implementation is experiencing natural 

growing pains as staff become more familiar with its capabilities. The State has learned that 

one-time training efforts are insufficient to build staff proficiency with the system and has 

developed targeted training for Fulton and DeKalb and other counties.  The ongoing training 

will help to improve the accuracy of reports on such things as health care, sibling placement, 

ÈÕËɯÓÌÎÈÓɯÓÈ×ÚÌÚɯÐÕɯÊÜÚÛÖËàȭɯ3ÏÌɯÓÈÊÒɯÖÍɯɁÜÚÌÙ-defÐÕÌËɂɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÐÕɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(ɯÈ××ÌÈÙÌËɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÌËÌɯ

county-level quality assurance efforts.  It is hoped that the development of this capability in 

time for Period VII will allow the counties to resume some of the data tracking functions they 

had been doing using the previous automated system.   Finally, there are features that require 

further design and development consideration to increase SHINES usefulness and   accuracy.  

These features include enabling investigators to easily indicate their review of histori cal 

information and its use in the current investigation.  It also includes making some of the 

optional response fields mandatory and enhancing the linkage of information so as to provide a 

more complete record for each individual child  and reduce duplicat ion. (See Part VI, 

Strengthening the Service Delivery Infrastructure for a more complete discussion of SHINES 

issues.) 

                                                 
1 The Permanency Roundtables are a new State strategy in collaboration with Casey Family Programs.  It provides 

professional case consultation to case managers and supervisors.  It is described in Part IV. 
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Table II -1 

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2008 

 

Safety Outcomes  
Children in Foster Care are Safe From Maltreatment in Care 

Period V I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V 2 

Outcome 1:  At least 95% of all investigations of reports of abuse or 

neglect of foster children shall be commenced, in accordance with 

Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual, within 24 hours of receipt 

of report.  

96% Improved  

Outcome 2:  At least 95% of all investigations of reported abuse or 

neglect of foster children shall be completed, in accordance with 

Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual, within 30 days of receipt 

of report.   

87% Impro ved 

Outcome 3:  At least 99% of all investigations of reported abuse or 

neglect of foster children during the reporting period shall include 

timely, face-to-face, private contact with alleged victim, including 

face-to-face contact with a child who is non -verbal due to age or for 

any other reason. 

97% Improved  

Outcome 5:  No more than 0.57% of all children in foster care shall be 

the victim of substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.  
0.51% Improved  

Outcome 6:  98% of all foster homes will not hav e an incident of 

corporal punishment within the previous 12 months.  
99% Similar   

Permanency Outcomes  
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

  

Outcome 7:  At least 95% of all foster children entering care shall have 

had a diligent search for parents and relatives undertaken and 

documented within 60 days of entering foster care.   

To be 

reported on 

in Period 

VII  

 

Outcome 16:  At least 80% of all foster children who entered foster 

care during the reporting period along with one or more siblings  shall 

be placed with all of their siblings.   

79%3 Improved  

Outcome 19:  90% of all children in care shall be placed in their own 

county (the county from which they were removed) or within a 50 

mile radius of the home from which they were removed, subjec t to 

the exceptions in Paragraph 5.C.4.b (ii) and (iii). 

97% 
Similar  

 

 

                                                 
2The characterization of differences between Period IV and Period V is based on the following criteria for Outcomes 

measured using the entire population: similar=change up to +/- 2%; improve/decline= change +/- 3% or more; 

Outcomes measured using a sample each period employed a statistical test that measured the differences between 

the results between the two periods that accounted for the margin of error of each sample.  For these outcomes 

similar=change up to +/- 2%; improved/declined= change greater than the margin of error; improved/declined within 

margin of error= change +/- 3% or more but still within the margin of error 
3 Methodology note:  Previous measurement of this outcome was based on a sample of the children in foster care.  In 

Period VI measurement is based on the entire population of children who entered with siblings in Period VI. 
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2008 

 

Permanency Outcomes  
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

Period V I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V  

Outcome 21:  At least 85% of all children with the goal of 

reunification shall have appropriate visitation with their parents to 

progress toward reunification.  

81% 

Improved 

Within Margin 

of Error  

Outcome 23:  At least 80% of children in the Class at a point in time 

during the reporting period who have one or more siblings in 

custody with whom they are not placed shall have had visits with 

their siblings at least one time each month during the prior 12 

months in custody, unless the visit is harmfu l to one or more of the 

siblings, the sibling is placed out of state in compliance with ICPC, 

ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯƙƔɯ

miles and the child is placed with a relative.  

34% 

Declined 

within Margin 

of Error   

Permanency Outcomes  
Children Achieve Permanency  

  

Outcome 4:   No more than 8.6% of all foster children entering 

custody shall have re-entered care within 12 months of the prior 

placement episode.   

6.5% Improved  

Outcome 8a:  Of all the children entering custody fo llowing the 

entry of the Consent Decree, at least 40% shall have had one of the 

following permanency outcomes within 12 months or less after 

entering custody: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardian ship. 

51% Similar  

Outcome 8b :  Of all the children entering custody following the 

entry of the Consent Decree, at least 74% shall have had one of the 

following permanency outcomes within 12 months or less after 

entry: reunification, permanent placement wi th relatives, or shall 

have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 24 

months or less after entering: adoption, permanent legal custody, or 

guardianship.  

56% Improved  

Outcome 9:  Children in custody for up to 24 months and still in 

custody upoÕɯ ÌÕÛÙàɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯɁƖƘɯ

ÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƘɯÔÖÕÛÏɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ

pool after the third reporting period at least 40% by the end of the 

fourth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency 

outcomes: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.   

21% Improved  
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2008 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period   V I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V  

Outcome 10:   Children in custody for more than 24 months and still 

in custody upon entry of the Consent Decree:  For all children 

remaining in the over 24 month backlog pool after the third 

reporting period at least 35% by the end of the fourth reporting 

period shall have one of the following permanency outcomes: 

reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal 

custody, adoption, or guardianship.   

15% Similar  

Outcome 11:  For all children who se parental rights have been 

terminated or released during the reporting period, 80% will have 

adoptions or legal guardianships finalized within 12 months of final 

termination or release of parental rights  

69% Similar  

Outcome 12:   For children whose parental rights have been 

terminated or released and the child has an identified adoptive or 

legal guardian resource at the time of the entry of the Consent 

Decree, 90% shall have had their adoptions or legal guardianships 

finalized within six months after the  entry of the Consent Decree. 

94% 

One Time 

Measure 

Taken in 

Period I 

N/A  

Outcome 13:  For all children for whom parental rights have been 

terminated or released at the time of entry of the Consent Decree, 

and the child does not have an identified adoptive  resource, 95% 

shall have been registered on national, regional, and local adoption 

exchanges, and have an individualized adoption recruitment plan or 

plan for legal guardianship within 60 days of the Consent Decree.  

30% 

One Time 

Measure 

Taken in 

Period I4 

N/A  

Outcome 14:   No more than 5% of adoptions finalized during the 

reporting period shall disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to 

the reporting period.  

0% Same 

Outcome 15:  Permanency efforts (15/22):  At least 95% of all foster 

children who reached  the point of being in state custody for 15 of 

the prior 22 months, shall have had either (1) a petition for the 

termination of parental rights filed as to both parents or legal 

caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compelling reasons in 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊase record why termination of parental rights should not 

be filed. 

95% Improved  

 

 

                                                 
4 The children to whom this outcome applied have recruitment plans.  Those who have been discharged since Period 

I have been included in the Outcome 9 and 10 results. 
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2008 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period V I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V  

Outcome 27:  At least 95% of foster children in custody for six 

months or more shall have either had their six -month case plan 

review completed by the Juvenile Court within six months of their 

×ÙÐÖÙɯÊÈÚÌɯ×ÓÈÕɯÙÌÝÐÌÞȮɯÖÙɯ#%"2ɯÚÏÈÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÚÜÉÔÐÛÛÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯsix-

month case plan to the Juvenile Court and filed a motion requesting 

a six-month case plan review within 45 days of the expiration of the 

six-month period following the last review.   

81% Improved  

Outcome 28:  At least 95% of foster children in custody  for 12 or 

more months shall have either had a permanency hearing held by 

the Juvenile Court within 12 months of the time the child entered 

foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing, or DFCS shall 

have submitted the documents required by the Juvenile Court for 

and requested a permanency hearing within 45 days of the 

expiration of the 12-month period following the time the child 

entered foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing. 

81% Similar  

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children Experience St able Placements and Worker 

Continuity  

  

Outcome 17:  At least 95% of all children in care shall have had 2 or 

fewer moves during the prior 12 months in custody.  
91% Similar  

Outcome 18:  At least 90% of all children in care at a point in time 

during the reporting period shall have had 2 or fewer DFCS 

placement case managers during the prior 12 months in custody.  

This measure shall not apply to cases that are transferred to an 

adoption worker or Specialized Case Manager; case managers who 

have died, been terminated, or transferred to another county; or case 

ÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÞÏÖɯÏÈÝÌɯÊÖÝÌÙÌËɯÈɯÊÈÚÌɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯ

sick or maternity leave. 

91% 

 

Similar  

 

Outcome 20:  At least 95% of children in care at a point in time 

during the reporting period shall have had at least one in-placement 

visit and one other visit, as defined in Section 5.D, each month by 

their case manager during the prior 12 months in custody.  

48% 

 

Improved  

 

Outcome 22:  At least 90% of all children in care at a point in 

time during th e reporting period shall have had visits between 

their DFCS placement case manager and their foster parent, 

group care, institutional or other caretaker at least one time each 

month during the prior 12 months in custody.  

68% 

Improved 

within Margin 

of Error  
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2008 

 

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children and Youth Receive Services They Need  

Period V I 

Performance 

Comparison to 

Period V  

Outcome 24:  The percentage of youth discharged from foster care at 

age 18 or older with a high school diploma or GED will increase 

over baseline by 20 percentage points.   

46.8% Improved  

Outcome 30:  At least 85% of children in care shall not have any 

unmet medical, dental, mental health, education or other service 

nÌÌËÚȮɯÈÊÊÖÙËÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

most recent case plan.   

75% Improved  

Strengthened Infrastructure Outcomes  
Effective Oversight of Placement Settings  

 
 

Outcome 25:  At least 98% of all foster children in custody at a point 

in time during the reporting period shall be in placements that are in 

full approval and/or licensure status.   

97% Similar  

Outcome 26:  At least 95% of foster children in custody at a point in 

time during the reporting period shall have all applicable lan guage 

in court orders necessary to assess qualification for federal funding 

under Title IV -E of the Social Security Act.  

65% Similar  

Outcome 29:  No more than 5%  of all children in custody of 

DHR/DFCS for 12 months or more shall have lapse of legal custody 

within the prior 13 months.  

4% Similar  

Outcome 31:  No more than  10% of all children in foster homes shall 

be placed in foster care homes that exceed the capacity limits 

referenced in Section 5.C.4.e. of the Consent Decree, concerning the 

requirement t hat no child shall be placed in a foster home if that 

placement will result in more than three(3) foster children in that 

foster home, or a total of six (6) children in the home, including the 

ÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÍÈÔÐÓàɀÚɯÉÐÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÈËÖ×ÛÌËɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕȭ 

8% Similar  
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Part III    SAFETY 
Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment   

 

Principle four of the Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯÈÚÚÌÙÛÚȮɯɁthe state has primary responsibility for the care and 

protection of the children who enter the foster care system.ɂ5 As a consequence of this responsibility, 

several Consent Decree outcomes and requirements focus attention on the safety of children in 

the custody of the State (DHR/DFCS)ȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÈÙÌÈÚɯ

related to the maltreatment of children in foster care and the process by which such allegations 

are investigated, and concludes with a more detailed discussion of the practices and processes 

employed to address reports and concerns of maltreatment in care.   

 

A. Outcome Performance: Outcomes 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 

 
Five of the Consent Decree outcomes are clustered around keeping children safe while they are 

in custody and quickly addressing safety issues as they occur.  All five of these outcomes had 

performance thresholds that were to be achieved before Period IV (December 2007).  Table III-1 

below provides the measured performance summary for each Outcome.   The discussion 

following  the table provides a more detailed description of State performance as well as the 

interpretation and measurement issues associated with the outcomes, and information about 

ÐÚÚÜÌÚɯÚÜÙÙÖÜÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÞÖÙÒɯÛÏÈÛɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌɯÈɯÊÖÕÛÌßÛɯÍÖÙɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌȭɯɯ

3ÏÐÚɯ ×ÈÙÛɯ ÈÓÚÖɯ ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÊÏÈÙÛÚɯ ÞÏÐÊÏɯ ËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ ÛÙÌÕËÚɯ ÖÝÌÙɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÚÐßɯ

reporting periods to  date. 

 

Table III -1 

Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment:  Progress as of December 31, 2008 

Consent Decree Outcome 
Period VI  

Performance 
Outcome 5:  No more than .57% of all children in foster care shall be the victim of 

substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.  
0.51% 

Outcome 1:  At least 95% of all investigations of reports of abuse or neglect of foster 

children shall be commenced, in accordance with Section 2106 of the Social Services 

Manual, within 24 hours of receipt of report.  

96% 

Outcome 2:  At least 95% of all investigations of reported abuse or neglect of foster 

children shall be completed, in accordance with Section 2106 of the Social Services 

Manual, within 30 days of receipt of report.   

87% 

Outcome 3:  At least 99% of all investigations of reported abuse or neglect of foster 

children during the reporting period shall include timely, face -to-face, private 

contact with the alleged victim, including face -to-face contact with a child who is 

non-verbal due to age or for any other reason. 

97% 

Outcome 6: 98% of all foster homes will not have an incident of corporal 

punishment within the previous 12 months.  
99% 

                                                 
5 See p. 4, Principle 4, of  the Consent Decree 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VI Monitoring Report 

Page 18    

 

1. Maltreatment in Care: Occurrence and Investigation of Reports  

 

Outcome 5 ɬ Maltreatment in Foster Care  

 

Outcome 5 lies at the very heart of the Consent Decree.  It is about keeping children in foster 

care safe from maltreatment.  Child welfare systems have no higher obligation.  By definition, 

children in foster care have already experienced some form of maltreatment in the home from 

which they were removed.  The prospect of them experiencing maltreatment again in the foster 

care setting is deeply disturbing.   

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

There were no new interpretation or measurement issues encountered during Period VI.   

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  

issues.  The Consent Decree standard for maltreatment in care (Outcome 5) tightened from 0.94 

percent for the second and third reporting periods to 0.57 percent for the fourth and all 

subsequent reporting periods.  This percentage (0.57%) represents the federal standard for 

maltreatment in care that was in effect at the time the Consent Decree was finalized.  (The 

federal standard has since been reduced to 0.32%).  Accordingly, Outcome 5 is measured using 

the federal definition of maltreatment in care as it existed in 2005: ɁOf all children in foster care in 

the State during the period under review, 0.57 percent or fewer were the subject of substantiated or 

indicated maltreatment by a foster parent or facility staff member." 6  The data used to measure the 

Outcome performance is derived from a  review of all 77 investigations of alleged maltreatment 

concerning class member children in foster care completed during the reporting period.    

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed  the Outcome 5 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 5, about one-half of one percent (0.51 %) of all children in foster care between July  

1 and December 31, 2008 had been victims of substantiated maltreatment during that time 

period.  The Consent Decree performance threshold for Outcome 5 is not more than 0.57 

percent.  Period VI performance represents the lowest rate of maltreatment in care measured 

thus far for any reporting period; an improvement  of 0.39 percentage points from the Period V 

rate of 0.90 percent; and a halving of the Period IV rate of 1.01% in the span of 12 months. 

Figure III -ƕɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÚÐßɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÌÙÐÖËÚȭ 

                                                 
6 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on 

Children, Youth and Families. Updated National Standards for the Child and Family Service Reviews and Guidance 

on Program Improvement Plans. Information Memorandum, ACYF-CB-IM-01-07. August 16, 2003. 
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Figure III -1 

Six Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 5 

(October 27, 2005 ɬ December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Completed Investigations of Allegations of Maltreatment in Care.  

 

In Period VI, t he case record review found 12 instances of substantiated maltreatment fitting the 

federal definition  among the 2,373 children in care at any point during the reporting period.  

This represented a significant improvement from the 24 substantiated maltreatment cases in 

Period V.  The type of maltreatment substantiated for these 12 children consisted of: inadequate 

supervision alone (6 children); physical abuse (3 children); inadequate supervision along with 

emotional/psychological neglect (1 child); and inadequate health and medical care (2 children). 

During the reporting period, eight other class -member children were the victims of 

substantiated maltreatment that did not fit the federal definition of maltreatment in care . Two 

child ren were maltreated by their biological parent during unsupervised visits , one by his 

biological mother (who is also in care) in  a residential care facility, and five  by relatives in 

whose care the child had been placed. 

 

The halving of the  maltreatment in care rate between Periods IV and VI  may be a function of 

several inter-related factors.  One of these factors is improved reporting of suspected 

maltreatment in care as a consequence of increased visitation between caseworkers and children 

in care, discussed in Part V, Well-being.  A second factor is a reduction in the number of children 

involved in substantiated reports against c ongregate care settings (group homes and residential 

care facilities).  A third factor may be the impact of systemic changes being implemented at the 

State and county levels to prevent maltreatment in care. 
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(ÕɯÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯPeriod IV and Period V Monitoring Reports, the view was expressed 

that the improvement of caseworker -child visitation rates was driving improved surveillance of 

child safety and a concomitant increase in maltreatment in care reports initiated by DHR staff. 7 

The Period IV and V reports demonstrated  that the total number and the proportion of all 

maltreatment in care reports that had DHR staff as the reporter steadily increased in each of the 

first three reporting period s, as the proportion of children receiving two or more ca seworker 

visits per month also increased.   As visitation rates continued to improve in Periods IV and V, 

the number of maltreatment in care reports leveled off before declining  in Period V , while the 

proportion of such reports initiated by DHR staff remai ned above the baseline levels of Periods 

I and II . The continued decrease in maltreatment in care reports in Period VI  suggests that this 

improved case-finding, together with some of the other administrative changes discussed 

below, is keeping children in care safer and therefore, resulting in fewer reports.    

 

A second factor in the dramatic reduction  of the maltreatment in care rate between Periods IV 

and VI  appears to relate to the number of substantiated victims whose placement was a group 

care setting.  The Period IV  total of 27 substantiated victims of maltreatment in care included a 

total of 11 children associated with three reports against congregate care settings.  In Period V, 

there were four  substantiated maltreatment in care cases in congregate care settings, but each 

involv ed a single child  only .  In Period VI there were only two substantiated reports arising in 

congregate care settings, each involving a single child.  The reduction in the number of 

substantiated reports arising in congregate care settings does not appear to be explained by a 

reduction in the number of children placed in these settings (according to the sample of 180 

children in foster care, the proportion placed in congregate care settings actually increased 

slightly over this p eriod (16% in Period IV, 15% in Period V, 19% in Period VI).  The decrease in 

the number of substantiated maltreatment reports involving congregate care settings in Periods 

V and VI likely reflects some of the systemic initiatives undertaken by DHR to prev ent 

maltreatment in care, which are described below.  

 

The Accountability Agents ɀ Periods III and IV reports contained the admonition that 

ÚÜÊÊÌÚÚÍÜÓÓàɯÈÛÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÍÐÕÈÓɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɯÖÍɯƔȭƙƛɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯ

was likely to require  the prevention of maltreatment in foster care that otherwise might occur. 8  

To this end, DHR Commissioner Walker declared meeting the new Federal standard for 

ÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯȹƔȭƗƖǔȺɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÈɯɁ6ÐÓËÓàɯ(Ô×ÖÙÛÈÕÛɯ&ÖÈÓɂɯȹ6(&Ⱥ9 for DHR and DFCS.  In 

service of this goal, several initiatives were undertaken beginning in December 2007: 

 

 The G2 meetings took up the issue of preventing maltreatment in care as a major focus.  

At G2 meetings in 2008, available research literature on preventing maltreatment in care 

was presented and discussed; maltreatment in care incidence by placement type, by 

length of time in care, and by individual provider was examined; and  panel and small 

                                                 
7 See Dimas, J. T. and S. Morrison, Period IV Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, May 2008, p. 18 and Period V 

Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, November 2008, p. 24.   
8 See Dimas, J. T. and S. Morrison, Period IV Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, May 2008, p. 19. 
9 This is terminology c oined by the management guru Steven Covey. 
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group discussions focusing on identifying and implementing strategies for preventing 

maltreatment in care were held.  

 The DFCS Policy office, the Office of Regulatory Services (ORS), and the Provider 

Relations Unit (PRU) intensified their collaboration and information sharing about 

safety concerns in provider-supervised settings, often meeting weekly for this purpose ; 

 PRU continued and refined its weekly collection from CPAs of key data related to the 

compliance of individual foster homes with approval and census standards; 

 PRU implemented a schedule of quarterly, unannounced visits to every congregate care 

setting and provider -supervised foster home; and, 

 DeKalb county DFCS implemented its own quarterly schedule of unannounced visits to 

the congregate care settings operating in that county to proactively identify and address 

potential safety concerns. 

 

The Accountability Agents ɀ Period V Monitoring Report contained the assessment ÛÏÈÛɯɁ ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯ

final judgment must be reserved until the sixth period data are reviewed, it appears that the 

good work being done at the central office, regional, and county levels (shepherded by the State 

Kenny A. Team) to prevent maltreatment in care may have paid dividends in the fifth reporting 

period.ɂ10  The Period VI data confirm that Period V was indeed the beginning of a positive 

trend in the prevention of malt reatment in care that accelerated during Period VI.  The 

Accountability Agents commend the hard work at the state and county levels that produced 

such significant change in a relatively short period of time. (ÛɯÐÚɯÏÖ×ÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯ#'1ɀÚɯÖÕÎÖÐÕÎɯ

commitment to ide ntifying what works to prevent maltreatment in care will continue to reduce 

maltreatment in care rates into Period VII  and beyondȮɯ ÉÙÐÕÎÐÕÎɯ "ÖÔÔÐÚÚÐÖÕÌÙɯ 6ÈÓÒÌÙɀÚɯ

Ɂ6ÐÓËÓàɯ(Ô×ÖÙÛÈÕÛɯ&ÖÈÓɂɯÖÍɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÞɯ%ÌËÌÙÈÓɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɯÖÍɯƔȭƗƖɯ

percent within reach .  The Accountability Agents will continue to monitor closely and report on 

ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÈÙÌÈȭɯ 

 

 

Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 ɬ Maltreatment Investigation Process Measures  

 

While Outcome 5 focuses on the result of reduced maltreatment in care, Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 

measure important aspects of the process through which allegations of maltreatment in foster 

care settings are investigated. Outcome 1 relates to the timeframe in which an investigation of 

suspected maltreatment of a foster child is commenced.  Outcome 3 relates to the frequency 

with which such investigations include face -to-face contact with the alleged victim within 24 

ÏÖÜÙÚȭɯɯ!ÌÊÈÜÚÌɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯËÌÍÐÕÌÚɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÖÔÔÌÕÊÌÔÌÕÛɂɯÖÍɯÈÕɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ×ÖÐÕÛɯÈÛɯ

which face-to-face contact with the alleged victim is made, they are very similar measures; the 

primary difference between them is the unit of analysis.  For Outcome 1, the unit of analysis is 

the investigation itself (which may involve multiple alleged victims).  Fo r Outcome 3, the unit of 

analysis is the individual child who is an alleged victim. Outcome  2 relates to the length of time 

it takes to complete such investigations.   

                                                 
10 See Dimas, J. T. and S. Morrison, Period V Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, May 2008, p. 25. 
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Data for these outcomes are based on the universe of 77 maltreatment investigations com pleted 

during the reporting period that involved a child in the custody of DeKalb or Fulton County.  

This represented a six percent decrease from the 82 such reports completed during Period V. 

The Consent Decree covers maltreatment in care investigations t hat involve any child in the 

custody of DeKalb or Fulton counties, regardless of wÏÌÙÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÖÍɯ&ÌÖÙÎÐÈɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

foster care placement is located.  DFCS policy stipulates that alleged maltreatment is to be 

ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀs residence. Thus, when maltreatment is alleged to 

involve a class member who is placed outside DeKalb or Fulton County, the allegation is 

investigated by the DFCS office in the county in which the child resides.  For ease of reference, 

counties outside DeKalb and Fulton are referred to throughout  ÛÏÐÚɯ ÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯ ÈÚɯ Ɂ×ÌÙÐÔÌÛÌÙɯ

counties.ɂ 

 

 a.   Interpretation and Measurement  

 

There were no new interpretation or measurement issues encountered during Period VI .  

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolv ed interpretation and measurement 

issues.   

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 1 Threshold  

 

As noted in Table III -1 for Outcome 1, 96 percent of maltreatment in care investigations were 

commenced within 24 hours according to file revie w data from the universe of investigations 

completed during the reporting period.  Outcome 1 requires that 95 percent of such 

investigations be commenced within 24 hours.  This represents the first reporting period for 

which the Outcome 1 threshold was met; the highest compliance rate measured thus far for 

Outcome 1 in any reporting period; and an improvement  of six percentage points from the 

Period V rate of 90 percent. Figure III -ƖɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯon Outcome 1 over six 

reporting periods.  
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Figure III -2 

Six Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 1 

(October 27, 2005 ɬ December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Completed Investigations of Allegations of Maltreatment in Care  

 

As displayed in Table III -2, DeKalb and Fulton counties commenced 95 percent of the 

investigations they completed within 24 hours, while the 24 -hour commencement rate for the 

perimeter counties was 100 percent. This represents a performance level for DeKalb/Fulton 

comparable to Period V, but a substantial improvement in the pe rimeter counties compared to 

their  Period V 24-hour investigation commencement  rate of 79 percent.  

 

This measure counts only investigations in which an alleged victim is seen face-to-face by a 

trained CPS investigator or by police within 24 hours.  All 3 cases in which this did not happen 

were investigated by DeKalb or Fulton County.  In two of these three cases, the alleged victims 

were seen and removed from the placement setting before or at the time the allegation was 

made.  Although these cases count aÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚɂɯÛÖÞÈÙËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕȮɯÐÕɯÛÌÙÔÚɯÖÍɯensuring child 

safety it is important to recognize that in 76 of the 77 investigations (99%) the alleged victim(s) 

were seen by or removed from potential risk  by child welfare professionals within 24 hours.  

This represents an improvement  compared to Period V in which 95 percent of alleged victim(s) 

were seen by or removed from potential risk  by child welfare professionals within 24 hours.   
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Table III -2 

Outcome 1 ɬ Commencement of Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=77 

Investigating 

County  

Not Commenced Within 

24 Hours 

Commenced Within 24 

Hours  

Total 

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

DeKalb/Fulton  3 5% 60 95% 63 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 
0 0% 14 100% 14 100% 

Total 3 4% 74 96% 77 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Investigations, J uly ɬ December 2008. 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 2  Threshold  

 

For Outcome 2, 87 percent of maltreatment in care investigatio ns (67 of 77) were completed 

within 30 days according to file review data from all investigations completed during the 

reporting period.  Outcome 2 requires that 95 percent of such investigations be completed, in 

accordance with DFCS policy, within 30 days. Although the State fell short of the Outcome 2 

threshold, this represents the highest compliance rate measured thus far for Outcome 2 in any 

reporting period and a substantial improvement  from Period V when 76 percent of such 

investigations were completed within 30 days.  (Another 4 cases, or 5 percent, were investigated 

within 45 days.)  Figure III -ƗɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯon Outcome 2 over six reporting 

periods. 
Figure III -3 

Six Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 2  

(October 27, 2005 ɬ December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Completed Investigations of Allegations of Maltreatment in Care  
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The Period VI performance of DeKalb and Fulton  counties in timely investigation completi on 

declined somewhat compared to Period V (from 94% to 90%).  The performance of the 

perimeter counties on this outcome improved dramatically (from 39% to 71%), but remained 

substantially below that of DeKalb and Fulton.  The Period VI  performance of DeKalb, Fulton, 

and the perimeter counties is displayed in Table III-3. 

 

Table III -3 

Outcome 2 ɬ Timely Investigations  

N=77 

Investigating 

County  

Completed in > 30 Days Completed in Ȁɯ30 Days Total  

Number  % of Total Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

DeKalb/Fulton  6 10% 57 90% 63 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 
4 29% 10 71% 14 100% 

Total 10 13% 67 87% 77 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Investigations, July  ɬ December 2008. 

 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 3  Threshold  

 

For Outcome 3, 97 percent of the 106 alleged victims of maltreatment in care during Period VI 

had face-to-face private contact with a CPS investigator within 24 hours , according to file 

review data from all investigations completed during the reporting period.  While this falls 

below the Outcome 3 performance standard of 99 percent, it represents the highest compliance 

rate measured thus far for Outcome 3 in any reporting period and a substantial improvement  

from the Period V performance of 88 percent. Figure III -ƘɯÐÓÓÜÚÛÙÈÛÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ

Outcome 3 for six reporting periods.  
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Figure I II -4 

Six Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 3 

(October 27, 2005 ɬ December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Completed Investigations of Allegations of Maltreatment in Care  

 

In addition, the 106 alleged victims of maltreatment in care represented a 4 percent decrease 

from the 110 alleged victims reported for Period V.  The performance of the perimeter counties 

improved substantially , from 82 percent in Period V to 100 percent in Period VI, while the 

performance of DeKalb and Fulton counties improved from 9 2 percent for Period V to 97 

percent for Period VI.  Period VI data for Outcome 3 is displayed in Table III -4.  

 

Table III -4 

Outcome 3 ɬ Face-to-Face Contact with Alleged Maltreatment Victims within 24 Hours  

N=106 

Investigating 

County  

No Contact Within 

24 Hours  

Removed Prior To or 

Within 24 Hours  of 

Report  

CPS Contact Within 

24 Hours 
Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

of Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

of Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

Of Total   

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent of 

Total  

DeKalb/Fulton  1 1% 2 2% 85 97% 88 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 0 0% 0 0% 18 100% 18 

100% 

Total 1 1% 2 2% 103 97% 106 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Investigations, July  ɬ December 2008. 

 

 

Measurement of Outcome 3 performance counts as successes only alleged victims having face -

to-face, private contact with a trained CPS investigator within 24 hours  ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɀÚɯÙÌÊÌÐ×Û. 

The three alleged victims who were not seen within this time frame were in cases investigated 

by DeKalb or Fulton County .  Two of the three alleged vicÛÐÔÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌËɂɯÉàɯDeKalb or Fulton 
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county had been removed from the setting in which the maltreatment was alleged to have 

occurred by a child welfare professional  prior to, or at the time the allegation was made . 

 

AlÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÊÖÜÕÛɯÈÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚɂɯÛÖÞÈrd Outcome 3, it is important to understand that of 

the 106 alleged victims in Period VI, 105 (99%) had their safety ensured by child welfare 

professionals within 24 hours  (the one child who did not was on runaway  status). This 

represents an improvement fr om Period V when 95 percent of alleged victims had their safety 

ensured by child welfare professionals within 24 hours . 

 

c. Operational Context  

 

The shortfall noted above in the timely completion of investigations  (Outcomes 2) is associated 

with two factors: 

 

 Although the performance of the perimeter counties on Outcomes 2 improved 

substantially (32 percentage points) compared to Period V, it still lags behind the 

performance of DeKalb and Fulton counties. 

 The performance of DeKalb and Fulton counties on Outcome 2 declined somewhat 

(four percentage points) compared to Period V. 

 

3ÏÌɯÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÌÙÐÔÌÛÌÙɯÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯÛÐÔÌÓàɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÊÖÕÛÐÕÜÌÚɯÈɯ

trend of improving performance among those counties in compliance with all the Kenny A. 

maltreÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌɯÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÚȮɯÊÜÓÔÐÕÈÛÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÖÚÌɯÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯ×ÌÙÍÌÊÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ

(100%) on Outcomes 1 and 3 for Period VI.  The Accountability Agents attribute this improved 

performance to the hard work of perimeter county leadership and investigative s taff, 

galvanized by the training and monitoring efforts of the Central Office Kenny A. staff.  The 

 ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛÚɯ ÉÌÓÐÌÝÌɯ ÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ÍÜÛÜÙÌɯ ÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯ ÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ ×ÌÙÐÔÌÛÌÙɯ ÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯ

performance on Outcome 2 can be anticipated.  

 

Anecdotal reports from DeKalb and Fulton counties indicate that the decline in their Period VI 

performance on Outcome 2 can be attributed to a small number of complex CPS reports 

received during the period.  These investigations were typically held open pending the receipt 

of such things as forensic medical exam or police investigations results, which were not 

completed within 30 days.  
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Outcome 6 ɬ Corporal Punishment  

 

Outcome 6 seeks to protect children in foster care from experiencing corporal punishment, 

which the Consent DÌÊÙÌÌɯËÌÍÐÕÌÚɯÈÚɯɁȱÈÕàɯ×ÏàÚÐÊÈÓɯ×ÜÕÐÚÏÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɯÛÏÈÛ ÐÕÍÓÐÊÛÚɯ×ÈÐÕȭɂ11 

Outcome 6 stipulates that by the end of Period IV , 98 percent of all foster homes will not have 

an incident of corporal punishment within the previous 12 months. 

 

a.  Interpretatio n and Measurement  

 

The Consent DÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÏÙÈÚÌɯɁȱÈÓÓɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌÚȱȭɂ12 is operationalized as all foster 

homes with a class member in custody during the reporting period for measurement purposes.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed  the Outcome 6 Threshold  

 

The standard for Outcome 6 requires that 98 percent of foster homes be without an incident of 

corporal punishment in the previous 12  months.  As noted in Table III -1, 99 percent of the foster 

homes sampled had not had a confirmed  incident of corporal punishment in the previous 12 

months, surpassing the Consent Decree standard.  These data come from the sample of 160 

foster homes that had a class member in care at any point during the reporting period .  Two of 

the 160 had confirmed incidents  of corporal punishment.  This is about the same as Period V, 

during which 100 percent of the foster homes sampled had not had an incident of corporal 

punishment and indicates that DFCS continues to do extremely well  at protecting children  

placed in foster homes from corporal punishment.  Figure III -ƙɯ ÐÓÓÜÚÛÙÈÛÌÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance on Outcome 6 over the five reporting periods  to which the Consent Decree 

standards applied. 

                                                 
11 See p. 2 of the Consent Decree 
12 Ibid, p. 32 
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Figure III -5 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 6 

(July 1, 2006 ɬ December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Completed Investigations of Allegations of Maltreatment in Care  

 

 

B. Other Practice/Process Requirements Regarding Maltreatment in Care 

Investigations and Corporal Punishment  

 
1. Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

 

Section 12 of the Consent Decree contains other requirements pertaining to the process of 

investigating and responding to reports of maltreatment in care. 13  The following discussion 

ÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛÚȭ 

 

a. Investigations of  Reports of Maltreatment in Care   

 

Section 12.A. requires all reports of suspected maltreatment of children in foster care to be 

investigated by Child Protective Services staff (rather than permanency staff) in the manner and 

within the time frame provided  by law and DFCS policy.  Interviews with Fulton and DeKalb 

County staff, with staff of the Provider Relations Unit (PRU) and the Office of Regulatory 

Services (ORS), and the review of 180 randomly selected foster care records and all 77 reports of 

maltreatment in care completed during the reporting period indicate that it is the policy and the 

practice that all reports of maltreatment in foster care are investigated by CPS staff. However, 

the review of foster care records of 180 sampled children  and 160 foster home records identified 

two  instances from  DeKalb County in which  an allegation of maltreatment appears to have 

been inappropriately screened out by a permanency worker.   These incidents are described 

below: 

                                                 
13 See pp.28-30 of the Consent Decree 
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 A child placed in a residential treatment  facility reported to his permanency case 

manager (PCM) that he had been verbally threatened by one of the facility staff 

members.  The PCM brought this information to the attention of the facility case 

manager who said she spoke with staff and other clients at the facility who indicated 

that the staff member in question was trying to stop the child from fighting and he was 

becoming violent.  There is no indication that a CPS referral was made by the PCM after 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÈÓÓÌÎÈÛÐÖÕȭ 

 

 A child who is develop mentally delayed reported to his PCM during a visit that while at 

summer camp, a counselor had pushed him up against a wall and choked him.  The 

PCM spoke with the foster parent about the allegation but there is no record that a CPS 

referral was made at the time.  

 

According to Section 12.A. of the Consent Decree and to DFCS policy, it appears that both of 

these allegations should have been referred to the CPS unit for assessment and screen-out or 

investigation.  Each of these cases was referred to the DeKalb County leadership for further 

action.  As a consequence, the workers and supervisors involved have been counseled and had 

disciplinary letters placed in their employee files; and Special Investigations referrals were 

made for both these cases. Based on a careful vetting of each of these cases and their specifics, 

the Accountability Agents are satisfied that they represent isolated incidents and are not 

indicative of a systemic problem.  Future file reviews will continue to scrutinize placement files 

for compliance with the requirements of Section 12.A. to ensure that allegations of maltreatment 

in foster care are dealt with appropriately.  

 

b. Investigations Conducted in Accordance with State Standards   

Section 12.A. of the Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯÚÛÈÛÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯɁ ÓÓɯȱɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÖÍɯÚÜÚ×ÌÊÛÌËɯÈÉÜÚÌɯÖÙɯÕÌÎÓÌÊÛɯÖÍɯ

children in foster care shall be investigated by DFCS child protective services staff in the 

ÔÈÕÕÌÙɯÈÕËɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÛÐÔÌɯÍÙÈÔÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌËɯÉàɯÓÈÞɯÈÕËɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȭɂ14  DFCS policy on 

maltreatment in care investigations ȹÞÏÐÊÏɯÈÙÌɯÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯɁ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ(ÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɂȺɯÐÚɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯ

in Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual.15  Section 2106 contains guidance on the many 

aspects of properly conducting Special Investigations, such as separately interviewing the 

parties invo lved, making two collateral contacts, evaluating the likelihood of continued safety, 

etc.  In all, Section 2106 contains more than 150 discrete requirements pertaining to Special 

Investigations.  The particular requirements vary depending on the type of pl acement setting 

being investigated. 

 

The file review of maltreatment in care investigations explored the extent to which the 

investigations completed during Period VI  were conducted in accordance with the investigative 

                                                 
14 See p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
15 Social Services Manual, Chapter 2100, Section VI, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005 
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standards contained in Section 2106.  (The extent to which such investigations comport with  the 

required timeframes is addressed in the discussion of Outcomes 1 and 2, above.) The results are 

presented in Table III-5 for the 11 investigative standards common to most placement types.  

The percentages reported in Table III-5 represent the number of instances for which the 

investigative file documentation was adequate to provide a conclusive, affirmative response.   

 

Table III -5 

Proportion of Investigations Meeting Policy Requirements  

(N shown i s for Period VI cases and varies based on  

placement setting  and other case characteristics) 

 

Investigation Policy Requirement  
Percent of Applicable Files with 

Documentation of Compliance  

Period V   Period VI  
Investigator saw/interviewed every alleged ma ltreated 

child separately (N=77) 
99% 99% 

Continued safety of the child(ren) placed in the home was 

adequately evaluated and assessed (N=77) 
95% 97% 

Investigator reviewed the  DFCS history of the foster 

parent/caregiver  (N=58) 
93% 86% 

Investigator review ed previous CPS reports for foster 

parents/caregivers (N=57) 
93% 86% 

Alleged maltreater was interviewed separately  (N=72) 91% 90% 

At least two relevant collateral sources contacted during the 

investigation  (N=77) 
89% 88% 

DFCS case managers required to visit in this foster care 

setting were contacted (N=77) 
88% 90% 

All  approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed 

separately (N=77) 
85% 84% 

File contains physical evidence to support case 

documentation  (N=52) 
82% 75% 

Investigator saw/interviewed each o f the other children 

(non-alleged victims) separately  (N=52) 
79% 92% 

All other adults frequently in the home interviewed 

separately (N=7) 
69% 100% 

Source:  Case file review of all investigations completed January 1 ɬ December 31, 2008. 

 

 

As reflected in Table III-5, compared to Period V, the sixth reporting period showed evidence of 

improved compliance for four requirements, four remained about the same (± one percentage 

point), while for three, compliance appears to have declined.  

The case record review found evidence of substantial improvement ( 13 and 31 points, 

respectively) for two of these 11 policy requirements: investigator saw/interviewed each of the other 
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children (non-alleged victims) separately, and all other adults frequently in the home interviewed 

separately.  For two  of the investigative policy requirements evidence of modest improvement 

(two to three percentage points) was apparent:  continued safety of the children placed in the home 

was adequately evaluated and assessed, and DFCS case managers required to visit in this foster care 

setting were contacted.   

For four investigative policy requirements (investigator saw/interviewed every alleged maltreated 

child separately; alleged maltreater was interviewed separately; at least two relevant collateral sources 

contacted during the investigation; and all approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed separately) 

evidence of compliance remained essentially unchanged from Period V.  

However, f or three of the investigative policy requirements, com pliance appears to have 

declined by seven percentage points from Period V (investigator reviewed the DFCS history of the 

foster parent/caregiver; investigator reviewed previous CPS reports for foster parents/caregivers; file 

contains physical evidence to support case documentation).  The Accountability Agents believe these 

apparent changes are likely artifacts of the SHINESɀ implementation and current limitations  

rather than representing actual changes in performance.  

A present limitation of  SHINES with r espect to documenting CPS investigations is that a fairly 

ÓÐÔÐÛÌËɯÈÔÖÜÕÛɯÖÍɯÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÝÌɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚɯÊÈÕɯÉÌɯɁÏÈÙË-ÊÖËÌËɂɯÐÕÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ

system (that is, there are few drop down menus, radio buttons, etc. that can be used to indicate 

that a parÛÐÊÜÓÈÙɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛàɯÛÖÖÒɯ×ÓÈÊÌȭȺɯɯ%ÖÙɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȮɯÞÏÐÓÌɯ2'(-$2ɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÚɯɁÏÈÙË-ÊÖËÐÕÎɂɯÛÖɯ

indicate that the intake worker searched for a previous CPS record on an alleged maltreater 

when the CPS report was taken (and identifies the intake worker who performed the  search) 

SHINES has no dedicated mechanism (such as clicking a radio button) that the investigator can 

use to indicate that he/she reviewed the CPS history compiled by the intake worker.  The only 

place in SHINES an investigator can indicate that they reviewed previous CPS reports on an 

ÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÌÙɯÐÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɂɯÍÐÌÓËɯȹÞÏÐÊÏɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛÚɯÍÙÌÌɯÍÖÙÔɯÛÌßÛȺȭɯɯ 

As its name suggests, the contact narrative field was originally intended to be used for 

documenting contacts with individ uals (such as interviews) pertaining to the case.  However, it 

is increasingly being used as a catch-all field for documenting other aspects of the case 

investigation process for which SHINES lacks dedicated input mechanisms.  It is in this field 

that the Kenny A. file  review staff had to look for documentation that the DFCS history or that 

previous CPS reports had been reviewed by the investigators.  Some investigators were savvy 

enough to include a statement in the contact narrative indicating that these important pro cess 

steps were performed, but many others did not.  

6ÐÛÏɯ ÙÌÚ×ÌÊÛɯ ÛÖɯ ÛÏÌɯ È××ÈÙÌÕÛɯ ËÌÊÓÐÕÌɯ ÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ ɁÍÐÓÌɂɯ ÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ ×ÏàÚÐÊÈÓɯ ÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯ ÞÏÌÕɯ

appropriate, this may also be a product of the changeover to SHINES.  SHINES was designed to 

permit staff to capture i mages of physical evidence as part of the electronic case record.  But this 

capability was not available at the initial roll -out (which coincided with the start of Period VI) 

and the limited availability of desktop scanners and technical issues with the SH INES electronic 

imaging capability may all have contributed to the lower -than-expected performance on this 

requirement.  Many of the files that were reviewed for Period VI had notes in the contact 
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narratives field that referenced pictures that were taken o r medical reports that were requested, 

but these items could not be located by review staff in the electronic case record or in the 

companion physical record kept by the counties.  

In the near term, it appears that these problems must be approached as ongoing training 

challenges.  That is, for now, it appears all investigators need to be encouraged to use the 

contact narrative field to document their compliance with the investigative policy requirements 

and additional training may be required on how (and whe ther) to input electronic images of 

physical evidence into SHINES.  In the longer term, it appears that some modifications to 

SHINES to support the hard-coding of additional important information on the investigative 

process may be warranted, and that the process for scanning images into SHINES must be 

better understood by field staff and, perhaps, streamlined.   

 

c. Referrals of Reports of Maltreatment in Care to the Office of Regulatory 

Services, the Provider Relations Unit, and the DFCS Policy Office   

 

DFCS policy requires counties, at the conclusion of maltreatment in care investigations, to send 

ÈÕɯɁ ËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÝÌɯ/ÈÊÒÌÛɂɯËÌÛÈÐÓÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÊÐËÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÍÐÕËÐÕÎÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÖÊÐÈÓɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙɯ

within ten days .  If the incident occurred in a provider -supervised foster care setting, an 

investigative summary is also to be sent to ORS and PRU.  

 

Section 12.B. of the Consent Decree requires all reports of suspected abuse or neglect of foster 

children in institutional, group, residential, or private provider -supervised foster family home 

settings to be referred to and reviewed by the Office of Regulatory Services (ORS) and the 

Provider Relations Unit (PRU). 16  The purpose of the review specified in the Consent Decree is 

ɁȱÛÖɯËÌÛÌÙÔÐÕÌɯÞÏÌÛÏÌÙɯÈɯ×ÈÛÛÌÙÕɯÖÍɯÈÉÜÚÌɯÖÙɯÕÌÎÓÌÊÛɯÌßÐÚÛÚɯÞÐÛÏÐÕȱɯȻÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÈÎÌÕÊàȼȱȭɯ

that contributed to the abuse or neglect; whether the contract should be terminated; whether 

×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈÙɯÏÖÔÌÚɯÖÙɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÊÓÖÚÌËȱȭɂ17 

 

Compliance with this requirement has been a concern to the Accountability Agents since Period 

I.  IÕɯÓÐÎÏÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎÓàɯÚÛÙÐÕÎÌÕÛɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËÚɯÍÖÙɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌ, 

improving the completeness of maltreatment in care reporting to the three statewide offices 

responsible for identifying maltreatmen t in care patterns was ÙÌÎÈÙËÌËɯÈÚɯÊÙÐÛÐÊÈÓɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

ability to successfully prevent maltreatment in care.   Major improvements were identified in 

Periods III, IV, and V in reporting to ORS, PRU, and the DFCS Policy Office.  For Period VI, data 

were again collected directly from ORS, PRU, and the DFCS Policy Office to ascertain which 

maltreatment reports involving foster children had been reported to each office.  

 

                                                 
16 ORS licenses child placing agencies (CPA), child caring institutions (CCI), and outdoor therapeutic programs 

(OTP).  PRU approves CPAs, CCIs, and OTPs wishing to serve DFCS children once they have been licensed by 

ORS. 
17  See Section 12 B, p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
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For Period VI, data collected directly from the DFCS Policy Office indicate that the Offi ce 

received an administrative packet for only 57 (74%) of the 77 Period VI  maltreatment in care 

investigations completed during the reporting period.  This represented a substantial decrease 

from Period V when the Policy Office was notified of 80  of 82 investigations (98%). The Period 

V Policy Office notification rate represented a vast improvement compared to Period IV, when 

the Policy Office was notified of 31 of 93 (33%) of the maltreatment in care investigations 

completed during the reporting period.  T he improvement between Periods IV and V appeared 

to be driven by the concerted effort of the Central Office Kenny A. staff to ensure that counties 

that had not made the required reports did so, and that every report submitted was accurately 

reflected in thÌɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ.ÍÍÐÊÌɀÚɯÐÕÛÌÙÕÈÓɯÛÙÈÊÒÐÕÎɯÚàÚÛÌÔȭ  No comparable effort was made for 

Period VI due to time constraints, competing demands, and the belief that the counties and 

Policy Office would institutionalize the type of careful tracking the Central Office Kenny A. staff 

modeled during Period V.  However, that clearly did not happen.  None of the 57 reports the 

Policy Office did receive for Period VI were sent within the 10-day window  specified by DFCS 

policy .18  Table III-6 displays data on county reporting o f maltreatment in care investigations  to 

the DFCS Policy Office. 

 

Table III -6 

Policy Unit Notification of Sixth Period Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=77 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number % of Total 

DeKalb 41 34 83% 7 17% 

Fulton  22 12 55% 10 45% 

Clayton 1 1 100%   

Douglas 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  4 3 75% 1 25% 

Henry  1 1 100%   

Newton  2 2 100%   

Oglethorpe 1 1 100%   

Rockdale 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Total 77 57 74% 20 26% 

Source: Supplemental Notification Survey of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings Completed  

July 1 ɬ December 31, 2008.  

 

Compared to Period V, Douglas and Fulton counties showed the greatest decline in Policy 

Office notification of maltreatment in care reports (from 100% to 50%; and from 95% to 55%, 

respectively). Gwinnet county decreased from 100 percent to 75 percent; DeKalb county from 

100 percent to 83 percent; and Rockdale county from 67 percent to 50 percent. This decline in 

performance is a concern as the DFCS Policy Office is one of the triumvirate of statewide offices 

that is charged with responsibility for identifying maltreatment in care patterns, and the only 

                                                 
18 Social Services Manual, Section 2106.11, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005 
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statewide office that is charged with receiving all  maltreatment in care reports, regardless of 

placement setting.   

 

The Period VI file review of maltreatment in care investigations included  38 investigations of 

maltreatment in provider -supervised settings.  Data collected directly from ORS and PRU 

indicate that ORS was notified of 89 percent of these investigations.  This represents a slight 

decrease from Period V when ORS was notified of 91 percent of such maltreatment in care 

investigations .  Table III-7 displays data on county reporting of maltreatment in care 

investigations  to ORS. 

 

Table III -7 

Office of Regulatory Services Notification of Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=38 

Source: Supplemental Notification Survey of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings Completed July 1 ɬ December 

31, 2008.  

   

DeKalb County conducted the largest number of maltreatment in care investigations in 

provider -supervised settings at 18.  Sixteen of these (89%) were reported to ORS; two were not.  

This is comparable to Period V when DeKalb County notified ORS of 89 percent of 19 

investigations.  Fulton County , which has many fewer provider -supervised foster care settings 

than DeKalb, conducted eight maltreatment -in-care investigations in such settings and notified 

ORS of six (75%). This represents a decrease from Period V when Fulton county notified ORS of 

eight of eight (100%).  Collectively, the seven perimeter counties that completed maltreatment 

in care investigations in provider -supervised settings notified ORS of 100 percent of those 

investigations. This represents an improvement from Period V when the perimeter counties, 

collectively, notified ORS of 87 percent of such investigations. Notifying ORS of maltreatment 

reports in the care settings they license is essential to the ability of ORS to effectively use that 

licensing authority to help prevent maltreatment in care.   

 

/14ȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌÞÐËÌɯÖÙÎÈÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÌÕÛÐÛàɯÊÏÈÙÎÌËɯÞÐÛÏɯÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÐÕÎɯ#%"2ɀɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÊÖÕÛÙÈÊÛÚȮɯ

appears to have been notified of 30 (79%) of the 38 maltreatment in care investigations in 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

DeKalb 18 16 89% 2 11% 

Fulton  8 6 75% 2 25% 

Clayton 1 1 100%   

Douglas 2 2 100%   

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  3 3 100%   

Henry  1 1 100%   

Newton  2 2 100%   

Rockdale 2 2 100%   

Total 38 34 89% 4 11% 
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provider -supervised settings.  This represents a substantial improvement  from Period V when 

PRU was notified of 62 percent of such investigations. Table III-8 displays data on county 

reporting of maltreatment in care investigations  to PRU. 

 

Table III -8 

Provider Relations Unit Notification of Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=38 

Source: Supplemental Notification Survey of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings Completed July 1 ɬ December 

31, 2008.   

 

DeKalb County notified PRU of 15 (83%) of the 18 completed maltreatment in care 

investigations in provider -supervised settings.  This represents an improvement from Period V 

when DeKalb County notified PRU of 63 percent of 19 investigations.  Fulton County  conducted 

eight maltreatment -in-care investigations in such settings and notified PRU of six (75%). This 

represents an improvement  from  Period V when Fulton County notified PRU of five of eight 

investigations (63%).  Clayton, Gordon, Henry, Newton, and Rockdale  counties all had PRU 

notification rates of 100 percent. However, Douglas and Gwinnett counties each failed to notify 

/14ɯÖÍɯÏÈÓÍɯÖÙɯÔÖÙÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚȭɯɯ/14ɀÚɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÈɯ×ÙÜËent 

purchaser of care is hampered by the fact that, in the aggregate, it appears not to have been 

informed of one of every five maltreatment investigations that occurred in the agencies with 

which it contracts.  

 

.ÕÌɯ ɁÞÖÙÒÈÙÖÜÕËɂɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÏÈÚɯ ÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌËɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÚÐÛÜÈtion somewhat is the direct sharing of 

information between ORS and PRU. Data collected from ORS and PRU records on maltreatment 

in care reporting indicate the two offices regularly share information on reported incidents .  As 

a result, the two offices are more frequently conducting joint staffings with provider agencies 

and joint investigations of complaints.   The Period VI notification data illustrate that county 

incident reporting enables prudent, collaborative action by ORS and PRU.  Among the 34 

maltreatment in care allegations of which ORS was informed, ORS elected to conduct a joint 

investigation with DFCS for 29 (85%) of them.  This represents a sharp increase from Period V 

when ORS conducted joint investigations with DFCS in 50 percent of the 48 investigations of 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

DeKalb 18 15 83% 3 17% 

Fulton  8 6 75% 2 25% 

Clayton 1 1 100%   

Douglas 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  3 1 33% 2 67% 

Henry  1 1 100%   

Newton  2 2 100%   

Rockdale 2 2 100%   

Total 38 30 79% 8 21% 
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which they were informed.  Not surprisingly, among the 4 complaints that were not reported to 

ORS, no joint investigations were conducted.   

 

The improvements noted since Period III  in the completeness of maltreatment in care reporting 

to the ORS and PRU are commendable.  These improvements in reporting may have 

contributed to the decrease in the maltreatment in care rate (Outcome 5) since Period IV.  It 

appears likely that the increased monitoring, enforcement, and training enabled and inform ed 

by improved reporting has helped reduce the number of maltreatment in care reports arising in 

provider -supervised settings, as shown in Table III-9.  Reports arising in provider -supervised 

foster homes decreased from 43 in Period IV, to 26 in Period VI, while the proportion of all 

maltreatment in care investigations they represented decreased from 46 percent to 34 percent.  

Similarly, Group Homes declined from 22 (24%) of the Period IV maltreatment in care 

investigations to nine (12%) of such investigations in Period VI. 

 

Table III -9 

Maltreatment in Care Investigations, by Placement Type  

Periods IV, V, and VI  

Source: Case file review of all investigations completed July 1, 2007 ɬ December 31, 2008.  

 

Table III-Ɲɯ ÈÓÚÖɯ ÜÕËÌÙÚÊÖÙÌÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ  ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛÚɀɯ ÊÖÕÊÌÙÕɯ ÈÉÖÜÛɯ ÛÏÌɯ ËÌÊÓÐÕÌɯ ÐÕɯ

maltreatment in care reporting to the DFCS Policy Office (the only Statewide Office charged 

with tracking maltreatment in care reports in DFCS-supervised placement settings).  

Maltreatment in care reports arising in DFCS-supervised foster homes and in relative 

placements (which also are supervised by DFCS) have increased since Period IV; with reports 

tied to DFCS-supervised foster homes increasing from 20 (22% of all reports) in Period IV to 26 

(34% of all reports) in Period VI.  Similarly, investigations of maltreatment in relative 

placements increased from four (4% of all reports) to 11 (14% of all reports) in Period VI.  These 

changes do not appear to be explained by a simple shift in the proportion of children placed in 

Placement Type 
Period IV  Period V  Period VI  

Number  % of Total Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Relative Placements 4 4% 6 7% 11 14% 

DFCS ɬsupervised 

Foster Homes 
20 22% 23 28% 26 34% 

Provider -supervised 

Foster Homes 
43 46% 37 45% 26 34% 

Group Homes 22 24% 13 16% 9 12% 

Residential Care 

Facilities 
1 1% 3 4% 5 6% 

Other 3 3% 0 0% 1 1% 

Total 93 100% 82 100% 77 100% 
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DFCS-supervised settings as opposed to provider-supervised settings during this period of 

time, which has remained fairly constant.  

 

For the 2ÛÈÛÌɯÛÖɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÌɯÛÏÌɯɁ6ÐÓËÓàɯ(Ô×ÖÙÛÈÕÛɯ&ÖÈÓɂɯÌÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏÌËɯÉàɯ"ÖÔÔÐÚÚÐÖÕÌÙɯ6ÈÓÒÌÙɯÖÍɯ

meeting the current Federal maltreatment in care standard (0.32%), it appears to the 

Accountability Agents that the intensity and intentionality that have characterized PRU ɀÚɯÈÕËɯ

.12ɀɯÔÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎȮɯÌÕÍÖÙÊÌÔÌÕÛȮɯÈÕËɯÛÙÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛÐÌÚɯÞÐÛÏɯ×ÙÐÝÈÛÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯÉÌɯ

matched in the DFCS-supervised placement environment.  Improving the completeness and 

timeliness of the reporting to the Policy Office of maltreatment in ca re investigations, especially 

those in DFCS-supervised placements, is likely to be critical to enabling the Policy Office to 

successfully take up this challenge. 

 

2. Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes  

 

Section 12C of the Consent Decree19 contains process and practice requirements related to the 

prohibition of corporal punishment in foster care settings and investigations of reports of 

corporal punishment.  The following discussion summarizes the requirements and how DFCS is 

meeting them. 

 

a. Awareness of Corporal Punishment Prohibition   

 

All placement settings are to prohibit the use of corporal punishment.   In  158 of the 160 foster 

home records sampled (99%), there was a signed written statement or other evidence that foster 

parents understood and agreed ÛÖɯÊÖÔ×ÓàɯÞÐÛÏɯ#%"2ɀɯ×ÙÖÏÐÉÐÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÊÖÙ×ÖÙÈÓɯ

punishment.  This is about the same as the fifth period performance of 100 percent. 

 

b. Enforcement of Corporal Punishment Prohibition   

 

Enforcement of this provision in DFCS supervised homes is carried out by the County DFCS 

offices.  Enforcement in private provider placements is carried out by child placing agencies 

(CPAs), Office of Regulatory Services (ORS), and the Provider Relations Unit (PRU) .  ORS 

requires CPAs, Child Caring Institutions, and O utdoor Child Caring Programs to have written 

policies prohibiting corporal punishment as a condition of licensure.  ORS monitors compliance 

with this requirement by means of a pre -licensure review of all provider policies.  When ORS 

receives a complaint related to corporal punishment in a provider supervised foster home, they 

ÐÕÚ×ÌÊÛɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÔÌɀÚɯÍÐÓÌɯÛÖɯÚÌÌɯÐÍɯÛÏÌɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛȹÚȺɯÚÐÎÕÌËɯÛÏÌɯ"/ ɀÚɯËÐÚÊÐ×ÓÐÕÌɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȭɯ 

 

PRU requires providers to refrain from using corporal punishment as part of the Room Board 

Watchful Oversight (RBWO) Provider Contract, the Foster Home Minimum Standards, and the 

Prospective Provider Application.  PRU enforces this prohibition through quarterly site visits to 

CPAs and to a sample of the foster homes they supervise, and through reviewing a sample of 

                                                 
19 See pp 29-30, paragraph 12C of the Consent Decree 
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ÛÏÌɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌɯÍÐÓÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ"/ ÚɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕȭɯ/14ɀÚɯÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯÝÐÚÐÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÐÚɯÛÖɯÝÐÚÐÛɯƕƔƔɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯ

of the administrative offices and foster homes of smaller CPAs quarterly (those with 

approximately 20 or fewer foster homes) and for CPA s with large numbers of foster homes, to 

visit the administrative offices quarterly as well as a rolling sample of approximately 30 -50 

percent of the foster homes they supervise.  

 

c. Compliance with Corporal Punishment Prohibition  

 

Actual compliance with the corporal punishment prohibition appears to be very good.  The 

review of child records of 180 randomly selected children in foster care during Period VI  

identified no confirmed instances of corporal punishment (0.0%). This is comparable to Period 

V, dur ing which there was one confirmed instance of corporal punishment among the children 

included in the placement sample.  

 

The foster home record review of 160 randomly selected foster homes looked for any evidence 

in the foster home record that foster parents or other placement resources may have used 

corporal punishment or permitted it to be used on any foster child, whether or not a subsequent 

investigation or assessment confirmed the allegation. Such evidence was found in three of the 

160 foster home records reviewed (1.9%). Each of these three incident s received full CPS 

investigation s. Two of these three investigations confirmed that corporal punishment had been 

used, but that it did not rise to the level of substantiated maltreatment.  In both these cases the 

foster parent was cited for violating DFCS disciplinary policy and the children were removed.  

In one case the foster parent was placed under a corrective action plan and in the second, the 

ÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌɯÞÈÚɯÊÓÖÚÌËɯÈÚɯÛÏÐÚɯÞÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛɀÚɯÚÌÊÖnd violation of the disciplinary 

policy.   

   

The review of all 77 maltreatment in care reports investigated during the reporting period 

identified nine reports (12%) that began as an allegation of corporal punishment. This is 

somewhat higher than Period V , during which  six of the 82 maltreatment in care reports (7%) 

began as corporal punishment allegations. None of the nine investigations completed during 

Period VI that began with an allegation of corporal punishment resulted in a substantiation of 

abuse or neglect; however in three cases a violation of DFCS disciplinary policy was confirmed. 

In two of these cases the confirmed policy violation triggered the recommended closure of the 

foster homes involved; in the third the relative caregiver was counseled and the children 

remained in the home pending the ir imminent reunification with their birth mother.  Among 

the remaining six cases that began as corporal punishment allegations, two resulted in the 

involved caregivers being placed on corrective action plan s, two resulted in the involved 

caregivers being counseled on appropriate disciplinary techniques, and no further action was 

taken on the remaining two .  
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d. Screening and Investigation of Corporal Punishment Allegations   

 

Allegations of corporal punishme nt must be screened by qualified CPS (rather than foster care) 

staff.  Depending on the screening conclusions, the allegations may be responded to differently.  

Where reasonable cause exists to believe abuse or neglect occurred, or if the allegations arose in 

a group care setting, the allegations must be treated as an abuse referral and investigated 

accordingly. If the screener concludes that reasonable cause does not exist, the Consent Decree 

ÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯÈɯÛÐÔÌÓàɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÈÓÓÌÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÈÕËɯ×ÓÈÊÐÕÎɯɁÏÖÓËÚɂɯÖÕɯÈÕàɯÍÜÙÛÏÌÙɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚɯ

until the assessment is complete. It also stipulates conditions under which homes must be 

closed, and conditions under which homes may remain open under a corrective action plan.   

 

Interviews with the Special Investigations u nits in DeKalb and Fulton counties indicate that 

both counties are handling allegations of corporal punishment consistent with these Consent 

Decree provisions.   Both counties use experienced CPS supervisors to assess incoming corporal 

punishment allegation s.  However , the Period VI foster care record review did identify two 

allegations of corporal punishment (both involving children placed with their maternal 

grandmothers) that do not appear to have been referred to CPS staff for assessment and 

possible investigation as required by the Consent Decree.   

 

In DeKalb County , all complaints of any kind of physical discipline of foster children are 

automatically referred to the CPS Special Investigations unit with a 24 hour response time.   In 

Fulton County , incoming complaints are screened by the CPS Intake Unit; those showing 

reasonable cause are investigated by the Special Investigations Unit with a 24 hour response 

time.  Those lacking reasonable cause are either screened out or referred to the Resource 

Development Unit if it is a DFCS-supervised foster home.  Incidents that occur in provider -

supervised foster homes are investigated by the Special Investigations Unit and are referred to 

the Office of Regulatory Services (ORS).  In both counties, any complaint o f corporal 

punishment of children in group homes automatically receives a CPS investigation.   

 

As noted above, the review of all maltreatment in care investigations found nine CPS 

investigations prompted by an allegation of corporal punishment; four  in DFCS-supervised 

foster homes, three in relative placements, and two  in provider -supervised foster homes. Of 

these nine: 

 

 9 (100%) showed that all alleged victims were interviewed separately within  24 

hours;  

 9 (100%) showed evidence that the continued safety of the child was evaluated;  

 9 (100%) file reviewers felt the investigative conclusion was consistent with the 

investigative documentation; and,  

 8 (89%) were completed within the 30 days required by DFCS policy .    
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The two  investigation s in privately -supervised foster homes were comparable to Period V 

during which two investigations in private care settings were precipitated by corporal 

punishment allegations .  Documentation indicates that both ORS and PRU were notified of both 

of these investigations; PRU was notified as well of  the investigative conclusion  for both of 

these, but ORS was notified of the investigative conclusion for only one of them. 

 

In both counties, corporal punishment allegations against DFCS-supervised foster homes that 

do not meet thÌɯ ÊÙÐÛÌÙÐÈɯ ÍÖÙɯ Èɯ "/2ɯ ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯ ÙÌÊÌÐÝÌɯ ÈÕɯ ɁÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛȭɂɯ 3ÏÌɯ 1ÌÚÖÜÙÊÌɯ

Development staff in each county conduct the assessment in the home and decide if the home 

should be closed, placed under a corrective action plan, or if counseling or other support 

services are needed.  While the assessment is being conducted, the home is to be placed on 

ɁÏÖÓËɂɯ ȹÉÈÙÙÌËɯ ÍÙÖÔɯ ÙÌÊÌÐÝÐÕÎɯ ÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚȺȭɯBoth counties indicated that if the 

allegation revealed a policy violation that had a direct impact on safety or  represented a serious 

risk, they would send the case to CPS and a special investigation would be opened. Both 

ÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɯÈÓÚÖɯÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÍɯÈɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÝÐÖÓÈÛÐÖÕɯÞÈÚɯÈɯÏÖÔÌɀÚɯÚÌÊÖÕËɯÝÐÖÓÈÛÐÖÕȮɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÍÈÔÐÓàɯ

was not amenable to change, the home would be closed.   

 

In both counties, all allegations of corporal punishment in provider -supervised foster homes are 

handled by the Special Investigations unit.  Cases that fail to meet the criteria for a CPS 

ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯÙÌÊÌÐÝÌɯÈÕɯɁÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɂɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ(ÕÝÌstigations unit.  The results of those 

assessments are indirectly shared with ORS through the SHINES system. 
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Part IV    PERMANENCY  
Children in Care Maintain Family Connections and Achieve Permanency  

 

Several of the Consent Decree outcomes and practice requirements focus on various 

components of achieving permanency for children.  This chapter reports oÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯ

in the areas related to children in DFCS custody maintaining their family connections and safely 

returning home or achieving permanency with new families .   

 

A. Outcome Performance  

 
As described in the Introduction ( Part I), 17 separate outcomes are clustered in the category of 

Ɂ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàȭɂɯɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌs 12 and 13, related to children achieving the goal of adoption , were 

one-time, first p eriod requirements that have been discussed in previous reports.20 The 

remaining outcomes apply to subsequent reporting period s with the final phase-in of 

performance thresholds occurring in Period IV .    Table IV-1 on the next two pages provides the 

most recent measured performance summary for each of the permanency Outcomes.   For 

purposes of analysis and communication, the 17 outcomes have been further subdivided into 

two broad categories, Children in Placement Maintain Family Connections and Children Achieve 

Permanency.   

 

The discussion following  Table V-1 provides a more detail description of State performance.  

This discussion includes a summary of the Consent Decree requirements,  interpretation and 

measurement issues associated with the outcomes, and contextual information as necessary for 

ÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÌÕËɯÖÍɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(.  This part also includ es 

ÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯpermanency performance trends over the six reporting periods 

to date.  

 

                                                 
20 See Dimas, J. T. and Morrison, S. Period I Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, November 2006 and Period II 

Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, June 2007.   
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Table IV -1 

Permanency Outcomes  

 

Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  
  Period VI 

Performance 

Outcome 7:  At least 95% of all foster children entering care shall have had a diligent 

search for parents and relatives undertaken and documented within 60 days of entering 

foster care.   

To be 

reported on 

in Period VII  

Outcome 16:  At least 80% of all foster children who entered foster care during the 

reporting period along with one or more siblings shall be placed with all of their siblings.   
79% 

Outcome 19:  At least 90% of all children in care shall be placed in their own county (the 

county from which they were removed) or within a 50 mile radius of the home from 

which they were removed, subject to the exceptions in Paragraph 5.C.4.b (ii) and (iii).  

97% 

Outcome 21:  At least 85% of all children with the goal or reunification shall have 

appropriate visitation with their parents to progress toward reunification.  
81% 

Outcome 23:  At least 80% of children in the Class at a point in time during the reporting 

period who have one or more siblings in custody with whom they are not placed shall 

have had visits with their siblings at least one time each month, unless the visit is 

harmful to one or more of the siblings, the sibling is placed out of state in complianc e 

ÞÐÛÏɯ("/"ȮɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯƙƔɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÈÕËɯ

the child is placed with a relative.  

34% 

Children Achieve Permanency   

Outcome 4: No more than 8.6% of all foster children entering custody shall have re -

entered care within 12 months of the prior placement episode.   
6.5% 

Outcome 8a:  Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent 

Decree, at least 40% shall have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 12 

months or less after entering custody: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.  

51% 

Outcome 8b :  Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent 

Decree, at least 74% shall have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 12 

months or less after entry: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, or shall 

have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 24 months or less after 

entering: adoption, permanent legal custody, or gua rdianship.  

56% 

Outcome 9:  Children in custody for up to 24 months and still in custody upon entry of 

ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁƖƘɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ

24 month backlog pool after the fourth reporting period at lea st 40% by the end of the 

fifth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency outcomes: 

reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal custody, adoption, 

or guardianship.   

21% 

Outcome 10:   Children in custody for more th an 24 months and still in custody upon 

ÌÕÛÙàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÖÝÌÙɯƖƘɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯ

remaining in the over 24 month backlog pool after the fourth reporting period at least 

35% by the end of the fifth reporting peri od shall have one of the following permanency 

outcomes: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal custody, 

adoption, or guardianship.   

15% 
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Children Achieve Permanency  
Period V I  

Performance 

Outcome 11:  For all children whose parental rights have been terminated or released 

during the reporting period, 80% will have adoptions or legal guardianships finalized 

within 12 months of final termination or release of parental rights  

69% 

Outcome 12:   For children whose parental rights  have been terminated or released and 

the child has an identified adoptive or legal guardian resource at the time of the entry of 

the Consent Decree, 90% shall have had their adoptions or legal guardianships finalized 

within six months after the entry of t he Consent Decree. 

First Period 

94% 

One Time 

Measure 

Outcome 13:  For all children for whom parental rights have been terminated or released 

at the time of entry of the Consent Decree, and the child does not have an identified 

adoptive resource, 95% shall have been registered on national, regional, and local 

adoption exchanges, and have an individualized adoption recruitment plan or plan for 

legal guardianship within 60 days of the Consent Decree.  

First period 

30%  

One time 

measure 

 

Outcome 14:   No more than 5% of adoptions finalized during the reporting period shall 

disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to the reporting period.  
0% 

Outcome 15:  At least 95% of all foster children who reached the point of being in state 

custody for 15 of the prior 22 months, shall have had either (1) a petition for the 

termination of parental rights filed as to both parents or legal caregivers as applicable 

.1ɯȹƖȺɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÊÖÔ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÙÌÈÚÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÙÌÊÖÙËɯÞÏàɯÛÌÙÔÐÕÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ

parental rights should not be f iled.  

95% 

Outcome 27:  At least 95% of foster children in custody for six months or more shall 

have either had their six-month case plan review completed by the Juvenile Court within 

six months of their prior case plan review, or DFCS shall have submitteËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÐß-

month case plan to the Juvenile Court and filed a motion requesting a six-month case 

plan review within 45 days of the expiration of the six -month period following the last 

review.   

81% 

Outcome 28:  At least 95% of foster children in cu stody for 12 or more months shall have 

either had a permanency hearing held by the Juvenile Court within 12 months of the 

time the child entered foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing, or DFCS 

shall have submitted the documents required by t he Juvenile Court for and requested a 

permanency hearing within 45 days of the expiration of the 12 -month period following 

the time the child entered foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing. 

81% 
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1. Children in Placement Maintain Family Connections:  Outcomes, 19, 21, 16, and 23  

 

One of the Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯ×ÙÐÕÊÐ×ÓÌÚɯÐÚɯɁall non-destructive family ties should be maintained and 

ÕÜÙÛÜÙÌËȭɂ21 Preserving connections between children and their families, friends, and 

community is an essential strategy for achieving permanency when those relationships are not 

destructive.  Preservation of these connections starts with placing the children with family 

resources whenever possible and placing children with their siblings.  Regular visits between 

children and parents and among separated siblings are also critical ingredient s to maintaining 

family ties  and achieving permanency. 

 

Outcome 19 ɬ Placement Proximity  

 

When it is in the best interest of the child for the State to remove the child from his or her home 

and place him or her  in State custody, Outcome 19 defines the acceptable placement proximity 

as being in a setting within the county or within a 50 mile radius of the home from which the 

child was  removed.22   

  

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 19 performance is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care 

at any time between July 1 and December 31, 2008. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 19 Threshold.  

 

The State placed 97 percent of the 180 children in the sample of children in foster care within 

the designated proximity to the home fr om which they were removed  or there was an accepted 

reason for a more distant placement. The Outcome performance threshold is 90 percent. Of the 

180 children, 175 children were placed within the same county as the home from which they 

were removed or withi n a 50 mile radius of the home or they met one or more of the criteria 

that exempt them from the placement proximity standard.  Specifically, 11 of the 175 children 

were placed outside the designated proximity because of their exceptional needs or because 

they were placed with relatives.  This performance is about the same as Period V performance 

of 98 percent because it is within the statistical margin of error for the sample .  The distribution 

of placements among all 180 children in the sample is displayed in Figure IV -1 below.  The 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÚÐßɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÌÙÐÖËÚɯto which the Consent Decree standards 

applied is displayed in Figure IV -2. 

                                                 
21 See p. 4, principle 2 in the Consent Decree 
22 See p. 35, Outcome 19, of the Consent Decree. 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VI Monitoring Report 

Page 46    

 

Figure IV -1 

Child Placement Proximity to Home of Removal  

or Reason for Being Unable to Place Withi n the Proximity Standards  

n=180 

Within 50 miles

44%

In County

47%

With Relatives

2%

No reason for not 

meeting standard or 

reason not an allow ed 

exception

3%

Exceptional Need 

Placement

2%

Out of State placement

1%

 
Source: Case Record Review, February-March 2009. 

 

 

 

Figure IV -2 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 19  

(July 1, 2007 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews 
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Outcome 21 ɬ Parent-Child Visitation  

 

National studies have found that children who have frequent, regular contact their birth parents 

are more likely to be successfully reunified with them.   Outcome 21 seeks to focus efforts on 

ensuring that appropriate visita tion takes place between children and their parent(s) 23 by setting 

targets for the percent of children who visit with their parents, but there are no stipulations as 

to timing or visit content.  

 

a.      Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpre tation issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.    The measurement of Outcome 

21 is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 and 

December 31, 2008.  Within the sample of 180 children in foster care, 107 were considered to 

have the permanency goal of reunification for purposes of parental visitation.  However, 8 of 

the children were living with their reunification resources during th e entire six months of the 

review period .  Another 9 children were excluded from the analysis for the following reasons:  

 two  children were in custody less than 15 days before being reunified with their famil ies;  

 the parent of one child was deported in May but reportedly maintains contact by telephone ;  

 one  child was on runaway status  the entire period ;  

 the court had denied parental visitation for two  child ren during the review period ; 

 the reunification parent of a  young child (aged 4) was incarcerated since the child  entered 

DFCS custody, and the child had been in care 20 days; 

 visitation did not occur for one child because of his behaviors and a therapeutic decision not 

to allow visits for a period of time; and,  

 the location of one parent remained unknown despite case manager efforts to locate.  

 

As result, 9024 children were included in the parent -child visitation analysis.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 21 Threshold.  

 

Among the 90 children used in this analysis , 73 (81%) had evidence in their records of 

appropriate  visitation with the ir  parents or other individuals with whom they are to be 

reunified .   In some cases, the children were reunified during the review period.  The 

performance threshold  for this outcome is 85 percent.  Among the remaining 17 children, eight 

had no documented visits with their parents and nine had a few sporadic visits.  This 

performance is an improvement over the  Period V performance of 76 percent but the change is 

                                                 
23 In some instances, the child was not removed from a parent.  In these circumstances, the individual from who they 

were removed is considered the reunification resource. 
24Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 90 children used in this analysis are subject to a margin of error of + 10 

percent.  Actual parent-child visitation may be 10 percentage points higher or lower than the reported 81 percent. 
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within the statistical margin of err or for the subsample used for the analysis.  In addition to the 

increased proportion of children receiving regular visits, the number of parent -child visits each 

month appears to be increasing. Figure IV -ƗɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯover the four 

reporting periods to which the Consent Decree standards applied.      

 

There are a number of barriers to regular visitation in many cases.  In some cases, however, the 

case managers were more successful in ensuring parent-child visits.  For example, eight parents 

or reunification resources were incarcerated some or all of the months under review.  In five of 

these cases, case managers or private agency partners found a way for the children to have 

supervised visits with their incarcerated reunification resources during the incarceration or 

immediately following their exit.  (ÕɯÌÐÎÏÛɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÈÚÌÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÉÌÏÈÝÐÖÙɯÞÈÚɯÈɯÉÈÙÙÐÌÙȭɯɯ(Õɯ

particular, children refused to meet with their families or therapists recommended that the 

visits be postponed.  In five of these situations, however, the case managers and service partners 

counseled children and supported families to make it possible for visits did occur.  

 

Figure IV -3 

Four Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 21  

(January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews 
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Outcome 16ɬ Sibling Placement and Outcome 23 - Sibling Visitation  

 

The Consent Decree stipulates a sibling placement standard25 designed to keep sibling bonds 

strong and establishes two performance outcomes.   Outcome 16 requires at least 80 percent of 

all foster children entering care with one or more siblings to be placed with their siblings.    

Outcome 23 expects 80 percent of the children in foster care who have sibling s in separate 

placements to visit with their separated siblings at least once a month each and every month for 

the previous 12 months, or every month they have been in custody if less than 12 months.26  

Because these Outcomes both focus on sibling connections, they are reported on together. 

 

 Outcome 16: Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI.  Previous interpretation issues are 

summarized in Appendix B.  However, a different measurement approach was used in Period 

VI than was used in previous reporting periods.  In previous reporting periods, sibling 

placement was measured using a targeted case record review requiring a different sample 

design than is used for the standard review period case record review of children in foster care. 

The targeted case record review has been conducted two times, once in the spring of 2007 and 

once in the spring 2008, thus the measurement of this outcome has lagged behind the 

measurement of most other outcomes. 

 

The Accountability Agents were able to change the measurement approach in Period VI 

because of SHINES implementation.  At the request of the Accountability Agents, the State 

produced a report containing the list of all children who entered foster care in Period VI  as well 

as all those children who remained in care on December 31, 2008. This information included the 

number of siblings a child  had  in custody and how many siblings were placed with the child.  

Not all of this information was accurate, however, and the Accountability Agen ts conducted on-

ÓÐÕÌɯÙÌÝÐÌÞÚɯÖÙɯɁÓÖÖÒɯÜ×ÚɂɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2'(-$2ɯÍÐÓÌɯÖÍɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËɯÞÏÖɯÏÈËɯÌÕÛÌÙÌËɯcare during Period 

VI.  A total of 562 records were reviewed in this manner.  Through this process, the 

Accountability Agents were able to confirm the number of sib lings and placement settings of 

sibling group members.  This also allowed identification of reasons for separate placements if 

sibling groups were separated.  The analysis excluded children who were in custody less than 

eight days.  In this way, the Accoun tability Agents were able to analyze the entire population of 

children with siblings entering custody during Period VI rather than relying on a sample, thus 

producing a more precise assessment of State performance. 

 

Among  the 562 children  who entered durin g Period VI and remained in custody more than 8 

days, there were 244 (43%) who did not appear to have a sibling in custody.    The remaining 

318 children  were sorted into two groups: children who entered the same day with one or more 

sibling s and those whose sibling group members entered custody on different days .   There 

                                                 
25 See p. 16, paragraph 5C.4.d of the Consent Decree. 
26 See p.36, Outcome 23, in the Consent Decree. 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VI Monitoring Report 

Page 50    

were 292 children (92%) who entered on the same day with one or more siblings and 26 (8%) 

who entered on a different day than all other siblings (sometimes, siblings had entered in 

previou s years).  Of the 292 children , there were 15 children (5%) who themselves required or 

had a sibling who required a separate placement setting to meet their needs.  The circumstances 

of these 15 children are as follows: 

 One child in a sibling group of four who may have been sexually abused and was 

exhibiting inappropriate behaviors toward his siblings. He asked to be moved from 

them for fear he might hurt one of them.    

 One child in a sibling group of four was separated from his siblings because of 

escalating behavioral issues and his three siblings were placed with their birth father 

(not his birth father) in late December but remained in DFCS custody.  

 Four children in a sibling group of four ad been engaging in sexual behavior with 

one another and had to be placed separately where they could be properly 

supervised.  

  

 One infant was placed separately based on recommendations in a family team 

ÔÌÌÛÐÕÎɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÔÌËÐÊÈÓɯÐÚÚÜÌÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÚ×ÌÊÐÈl care initially required 

after leaving the hospital.    

 One child in a sibling group of five had been placed back with her mother but was 

still in DFCS custody on December 31, 2008.  

 Two siblings, a brother and sister were separated because one child was placed in a 

residential treatment facility and the other ran away.  

 Two sets of twin infants , one set born in August and one set born in late December 

who were separated because one infant in each twin set was still in the hospital on 

December 31.   

 One child in a  sibling group of four was in a hospital intensive care unit.  

The placement arrangements of the remaining 277 children were used to measure the 

Outcome 16 performance. 

 

b. Outcome 16: State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 16 Threshold.  

 

Of the 277 children who entered custody with one or more sibling s in Period VI, 220 children 

(79%) were placed with all of their siblings .27  As previously noted, Outcome 16 requires at least 

80 percent be placed with all siblings.  Another 44 children (16%) were placed with some of 

their siblings and 13 children ( 5%) were not placed with any of their siblings.  This is an 

improvement from  Period IV , when 69 percent of the children in the sample were placed with 

all their sibli ngs and it is the best Outcome 16 performance to date.  Figure IV -4 illustrates the 

sibling placement pattern in Period VI and Figure IV -ƙɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯ

                                                 
27 This includes children who were placed with all siblings who did not require a separate setting because of special 

needs. 
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the three reporting periods that this outcome has been measured. 

 
Figure IV -4 

Sibling Group Placement for Period VI Foster Care Entries  
N=277 
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Source: SHINES report, verified. 

 

 

Figure IV -5 

Three Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 16  

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews and SHINES reports 

 

The children who were placed with some or none of their siblings tended to be in sibling groups 

of four or more  children .  In some cases, the children were spread evenly among foster homes 
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(for example, three in one home and three in another home). In a few cases, relatives were 

willing to take only one member of a sibling group.  For example, in a sibling group of four 

children , three children were all together in a foster home and the fourth sibling was with his 

paternal grandp arents.  In some instances, the sibling groups were initially placed together but 

ÓÈÛÌÙɯÏÈËɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌËɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÖÕÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÉÌÏÈÝÐÖÙȮɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÛÌÙÈÊÛÐÖÕɯÈÔÖÕÎɯÚÐÉÓÐÕÎÚȮɯ

relatives taking some children, and foster parents being overwhelmed and asking for  some of 

the children to be moved.   

 

Among the 26 children that were excluded from the analysis because they entered on separate 

days, seven were placed with all the siblings that preceded them or followed them into custody.  

Among the remaining 19, the elapsed time of their entry compared to their siblings ranged from  

six days to three years with the majority (11) having three months to three years between their 

foster care entry dates. 

 

c. Outcome 23: Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpreta tion issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of Outcome 

23 is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 and 

December 31, 2008.  In the sample of 180 children, there were 65 children  who were separated 

from some or all of their siblings during some or all of the 12 months preceding December 31, 

2008 or the date they were discharged.  Three child ren were excluded from the analysis because 

two children were on runaway status for the most recent 12 months or their period in custody , 

and one child was placed out of state with a relative.   As a result, the analysis for Outcome 23 is 

based on 62 children.  28 

 

d. Outcome 23: State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of the Outcome 23 Threshold.  

 

FÖÙɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƖƗȮɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÚÐÉÓÐÕÎɯÝÐÚÐÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛɯÞas met for 21 (34%) of the 

62 children  in the sample who had one or more siblings in custody but in separate placements.  

The outcome performance threshold is 80 percent. The 21 children visited with at least one 

separated sibling each and every month for the last 12 months.  TÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ

appears to have declined from th e Period V prop ortion of 39 percent, but the change is within 

the statistical margin of error  for the sample.  The cumulative proportion of children who had 

monthly sibling visitation for 11 consecutive months  or more (missing only one of the required  

month s) reached 56 percent in Period VI compared to 61 percent in Period V.  Table IV-2 

describes the visitation picture captured by the case record review.  Figure IV -6 displays the 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƖƗɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙ the four  of five reporting periods  to which the Consent 

                                                 
28 Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 62 children who were separated from their siblings for all or some of 

the time they were in care would have a margin of error of at least +/- 12%.   
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Decree standard applied.29 

 
Table IV -2 

Separated Sibling Visitation Pattern for the 12 months * preceding December 31, 2008 or the last date of 

DFCS custody 

n=62 

Frequency of meeting required visitation  Number  Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent**  

Met outcome requirement of monthly visits each month for every 

month of previous 12 months. 
21 34% 34% 

Missed visitation in one of the required months (i.e. equivalent to 11 

of 12 months) 
14 23% 56% 

Did not meet outcome requirement but visited with siblings at least 

half of the months separated (i.e. the equivalent of 6-10 visits in a 12 

month period)  

23 37% 94% 

Visitation pattern was infrequent and sporadic (i.e. the equivalent of 

less than 6 visits in a 12 month period)  
1 2% 95% 

No visits were documented  (immigrant siblings who were each in 

residential treatment facilities for behavioral and emotional services 

related to the trauma suffered in their home country, but no 

documentation as to why they could not visit with one another)  

3 5% 100% 

Total 62 100%  

Source:  Case record review, February ɬ March 2009.  

 *For those children in custody less than 12 months, only the applicable number of months in custody was 

considered.   ** Minor discrepancies in percentages are the result of rounding 

 

                                                 
29 The sibling visitation analysis was slightly different in Period II;  therefore there is not a comparable set of data 

points to include in Figure IV-6. 
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Figure IV -6 

Four Reportin g Periods of State Performance on Outcome 23 

(January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2008) 
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2.  Children Achieve Permanency : Outcomes 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 27, and 28 

 

Permanency for a child can be achieved in many ways.  Subject to the absolute constraint 

represented by child safety, the initial focus of child welfare work is always on reunification 

with the birth parents  or other reunification resource .  Should that result be unattainable, the 

state may pursue transferring custody to a relative or adoption by a relative , another family  

member, or a family specifically recruited for the child .  Legal guardianship is also a means of 

securing permanency for a child.  The Consent Decree stipulates another permanency option.  

3ÏÐÚɯÖ×ÛÐÖÕɯÐÚɯËÌÚÐÎÕÌËɯÍÖÙɯÈɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌɯÞÏÖɯÐÚɯɁÞÐÓÓÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÈÚÚÜÔÌɯÓÖÕÎ-term responsibility for the 

child but has reasons for not adopting the child or obtaining guardianship or permanent legal 

custody, and it is in the chÐÓËɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯÐÕÛÌÙÌÚÛɯÛÖɯÙÌÔÈÐÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÔÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌɯÙÈÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÈÕɯÉÌɯ

ÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯÍÖÙɯÈËÖ×ÛÐÖÕȮɯ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÛɯÓÌÎÈÓɯÊÜÚÛÖËàȮɯÖÙɯÎÜÈÙËÐÈÕÚÏÐ×ɯÉàɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕȭɂ30 In 

these circumstances, the child will remain in the custody of the state with the relative 

commÐÛÛÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯɁ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯÈÕËɯÚÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɂɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛȭ  This is called Ɂ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÛɯ

×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÞÐÛÏɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌÚɂȭ  Table IV-3 displays the distribution of children in the sample among 

the different permanency goals. 

                                                 
30 See p.3, definition T of the Consent Decree. 
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Table IV -3 

Permanency Goals of Children  

n=180 

 

Permanency Goal  Number  Percent 

Judicially Determined/ Presumed Reunification*  86 48% 

Concurrent Goal (Reunification and another Goal)  30 17% 

Adoption  26 14% 

Guardianship  1 <1% 

Placement with a Fit and Willing Relative  16 9% 

Long Term Foster Care 11 6% 

Emancipation 9 5% 

No goal documented  (child in custody less than 12 months, but case 

circumstances suggest reunification will not be the goal) 

1 <1% 

 Total 180 100% 

Source:  Case Record Review, February 2009- March.  * Presumed re-unification goal for children in care 

for less than 12 months.   

 

When children exit foster care, it is an expectation ÖÍɯ&ÌÖÙÎÐÈɀÚɯÊÏÐÓËɯÞÌÓÍÈÙÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌ 

children will have exited to a stable, family care arrangement.  In particular, exits to 

reunification and adoption are intended to be life -long arrangements. The casework done while 

a child is in custody and the planned aftercare can help ensure these exits remain successful.  

Unfortunately, circumstances sometimes require children to reenter care to ensure their safety 

or well -being.   Two outcÖÔÌÚȮɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƘɯÈÕËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕƘȮɯÍÖÊÜÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯ

ensuring successful permanency without subsequent re-entry. 

 

Outcome 4 ɬ Re-Entry into Custody  

 

In Outcome 4, the Consent Decree establishes a measure of the stability of foster care exits:   the 

percentage of children who re-enter state custody within 12 months of having previously left 

custody.31  Outcome 4 sets the same standard as the national outcome established by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services .  However, the national  outcome is limited to those 

children who exit custody specifically to reunification and therefore measures the permanency 

of reunification, not all permanency exits. 32  

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered i n Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of Outcome 4 

                                                 
31 See p 32, Outcome 4, of the Consent Decree. 
32 See  discussion of the 15 new outcome measures developed for the second round of the CFSRs in Child Welfare 

Outcomes 2002-2005: Report to Congress, Appendix B,  specifically C1.4 Permanency of Reunification at  

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cwo)5/appendix/appendixb.htm 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cwo)5/appendix/appendixb.htm


 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VI Monitoring Report 

Page 56    

is based on the entire population of children who entered foster care at any time between July 1 

and December 31, 2008.  The State used SHINES and the former State information system to 

produce a report of the children experiencing a re-entry into foster care in Period VI .  The State 

and counties worked with the Accountability Agents to verify the reported results and reconcile 

all identified discrepancies before completing the analysis for Outcome 4.  

 

First, the State generated a list of all children who exited custody between July 1, 2007 and 

December 31, 2008.  This list came from both SHINES records (discharges since June 2008) and 

the previous State data system (discharges July 2007-May 2008). A second list of all children 

who entered custody between July 1, 2008 and December 31, 2008 was produced from SHINES.  

These lists were compared to identify children who had both  exits and entries in a 12 month 

time frame.  Second, county Quality Assurance staff compared these lists to the data they 

maintain about exits and entries and corrections needed to SHINES.  Using this information, the 

counties identified nine children additional children with re -entries in the period .  In addition, 

this comparison identified some duplicate records on the discharge and entry lists. In a third 

step, the Accountability Agents used the record review of the 180 children in the foster care 

sample to identify children in the sample who had experienced re -entry  within 12 months of 

last foster care episode.  Eight children were identified in the case record review as h aving re-

entries.  One of these children had not been identified in SHINES report although two of his 

siblings had been.  This triggered a review of the whole sibling group and another sibling was 

found who did not have the re -entry date recorded.  The Outcome 16 analysis of sibling 

placements enabled the Accountability Agents to determine if this error was systemic requiring 

more children to be added to the list of re -entries.  The error was not systemic.  Finally, the 

Accountability Agents compared county  logs of entry Family Team Meetings in Period VI to the 

list of re-entries and identified one child who re -entered custody in the last few days of 

December 2008.  In all, 12 children were added to analysis for Outcome 4 as children who had 

re-entered custody within 12 months of being discharged.  

 

Investigating these few discrepancies among the various lists and sources revealed two types of 

errors that can be attributed to the change from one information system to another  and a third  

discrepancy appears to be the result of data entry error.  First the nine additional children 

identified by county Quality Assurance units had been discharged in late May or early June, 

just as the conversion to SHINES was taking place.  In addition, another ch ild re -entered care in 

late December and the re-entry had not yet been recorded before the original list was generated. 

Second,  duplicate records appear to be the result of the failure to properly merge records after 

the conversion from the old data system to SHINES and to thoroughly search the system before 

recording a child in the system as a new case.  The final discrepancy appears to be simple data 

entry error. The two children identified through the case record review were the result of entry 

and discharge dates being incorrectly entered for some members of a sibling group.    As 

previously stated, all of these discrepancies were corrected before the final Outcome 4 analysis.   

The Accountability Agents believe that these discrepancies reflect an expected learning curve on 

a new management information system.  The Accountability Agents have therefore employed 

multiple reviews to ensure the reliability of the SHINES data.   
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The entire population entering foster care in the reporting period has always been used for 

measuring Outcome 4.  However, this is the first period the Accountability Agents were able to 

do such extensive verification of the Outcome 4 measurement.  This is, in part, a result of the 

Accountability Agents having direct access to SHINES and on-line query capability.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 4 Threshold.  

 

Of all the children who entered foster care between July and December 2008, 6.5 percent 

experienced a re-entry within 12 months of previously being discharged from f oster care.   The 

outcome performance threshold is no more than 8.6 percent.  The 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯis a 

significant improvement over the previous periods where performance hovered around 9.1 

percent.  This is the first time the State has met or surpassed the Outcome 4 performance 

threshold .   Figure IV -ƛɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƘɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯthe five reporting 

periods to which the Consent decree standard applied. 

 

 
Figure IV -7 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 4  

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Outcome 14 ɬ Adoption Disruptions within 12 Months of Finalizations  

 

Outcome 14 is concerned about adoptions that fail or are at the brink of failure.  Adoption 

disruptions occur when  adoptive par ents no longer can or no longer wish to parent the children 

to whom they made a lifetime commitment or when children are found to be at risk of harm 

and must be removed from the adoptive home .  When a disruption occurs, DFCS works with 

these families to achieve reunification and prevent dissolution, but the effort is not always 

successful.  The Consent Decree establishes a performance threshold that no more than 5 

percent of adoptions finalized during a reporting period shall disrupt within the 12 months 

subsequent to finalization. 33 

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues. The 

measurement of Outcome 14 is based on the entire population of children who were adopted 

any time between July 1 and December 31, 2007. 

   

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 14 Threshold.  

 

The total number of finalized adoptions for the period July 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007 

was 62.  Within this group, no child is known to have re -entered the 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯcustody by 

December 31, 2008.  The outcome performance threshold is no more than 5 percent.  The State 

has consistently surpassed this outcome in all reporting periods.  

 

Outcome 8a and 8b ɬ Permanency Exits for Those Children Who Entered DeKalb or Fulton 

Custody on or After October 27, 2005 

 

Outcome 8 (parts a and b) relate to children that enter custody after the effective date of the 

Consent Decree (October 27, 2005). The difference between Outcome 8a and Outcome 8b lies in 

how they treat three permanency outcomes: adoption, permanent legal custody (live with other 

relatives), and guardianship.  Table IV-4 below summarizes the differences between Outcome 

8a and Outcome 8b. 

                                                 
33 See p. 34, Outcome 14, of the Consent Decree 
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Table IV -4 

Requirements for Outcome 8(a) and (8b)  

Permanency Exit Outcome 8(a) Timeframe Outcome 8(b) Timeframe 

Reunification  Within 12 months of Entry  

Permanent Placement with Relatives Within 12 months of Entry  

Permanent Legal Custody  Within 12 months of Entry  Within 24 months of Entry  

Adoption  Within 12 months of Entry  Within 24 months of Entry  

Guardianship  Within 12 months of Entry  Within 24 months of Entry  

 

 

To meet the requirement of 8(a), the indicated permanency outcomes must be achieved within 

ƕƖɯÔÖÕÛÏÚɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÌÕÛÌÙÐÕÎɯState custody; to meet the requirements of 8(b), the indicated 

permanency outcomes must be achieved within 24 months of entry.  With respect to two other 

permanency outcomes ɬ reunification and permane nt placement with relatives (i.e. living with 

relatives but remaining in legal custody of the State) ɬ the requirements of 8(a) and 8(b) are 

identical: to meet the Outcome performance requirements, both must be achieved within 12 

ÔÖÕÛÏÚɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÌÕÛÌÙÐng State custody.   

 

As a result of the over lapping time frames shown in Table IV -4, Outcome 8b performance is 

very dependent on Outcome 8a performance.  In Period VI, Outcome 8a accounted for 90 

percent of the Outcome 8b performance.  Given this relation ship between the two measures, it 

will be very difficult for the State to achieve the level of performance expected for Outcome 8b 

without substantially exceeding the expected Outcome 8a level of performance.    In other 

words, it is unlikely that the Stat e will achieve the Outcome 8b performance threshold of 74 

percent exiting to the designated permanency circumstances within the designated timeframes 

if it does not substantially exceed the Outcome 8a performance threshold of 40 percent exiting 

within 12 m onths to the designated permanency circumstances. 

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 8a and 8b is based on the entire population of children who have 

entered DFCS custody since October 27, 2005.  The data for this outcome was reported by the 

State from the SHINES system.  As with the data verification steps ta ken for Outcome 4, the 

Accountability Agents worked with the State to ensure the reliability of the  SHINES data.  To 

the extent possible, duplicate records were identified and eliminated ; and entry and discharge 

dates were checked against other available sources such as court orders and case manager case 

notes. 
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b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Threshold for Outcome 8a  and Fell Short of the Threshold 

for Outcome 8b  

 

Through December 31, 2008, 4,679 children had entered DFCS custody since October 27, 2005.  

From this cohort  of children , 2372 children  (51%)  exited by December 31, 2008 to live with their 

parents, other relatives, guardians or new families through  adoption within 12 months of 

entering State custody (Outcome 8a). The performance threshold for 8a is 40 percent. 3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance on Outcome 8a in Period VI is an improvement over  its Period V performance of 

49 percent, making it the best performance on this outcome since it went into effect at the end of 

Period II  (December 2006). 

 

Another 250 children were adopted or exited to the custody of relatives or to legal guardians 

within 24 months of entering foster care (Outcome 8b), bringing the total that exited to the 

designated permanency arrangements within the time fames specified in the Consent Decree to 

2622 or 56 percent of the total cohort.  While this represents an improvement over the Period V 

performance of 53 percent, it remains short of the Outcome 8b performance threshold of 74 

percent. It is, howeverȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙformance on the outcome to date. 

 

Table IV-5 provides the distribution of all the children in the Outcome 8 cohort who exited 

custody by December 2008.  An additional 282 children ( 6% of the cohort) exited to one of the 

designated permanency arrangements but these exits occurred outside the designated time 

frames for the outcomes.   

 

The Accountability Agents observed the proportion of children who have entered State custody 

since the Consent Decree and are still in care appears to be declining.  At the end of Period VI, 

30 percent of the Outcome 8 cohort of children remained in custody  compared to 36 percent at 

the end of Period V. Half the children remaining in the cohort at the end of Period VI had been 

in custody 10 months; while  half the children remain ing in the cohort at the end of Period V had 

been in custody for 11 months.  Figure IV -8 summarizes the outcomes for all children who have 

entered State custody on or after the Consent Decree.  Table IV-5 provides the performance 

detail for period VI.  
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Figure IV -8 

Foster Care Outcomes of  4,679 Children Entering C ustody  since October 27, 2005* 

Other Exits, 8%

Still in Custody on 

December 31, 2008, 

30%

Positive Permanency 

Exits, 62%

 
Source:  SHINES, and county tracking systems 

*Positive Permanency exits include reunification, adoption, guardianship, permanent legal custody, and permanency  

placement with relatives.  Other exits include emancipation and transfer to other counties or states. 
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Table IV -5 

Outcome 8  

Children Entering DFCS Custody on or after October 27, 2005 Who Exited to Permanency by 

December 31, 2008 

 

 Children who entered  custody  

on or since October 27, 2005 

 8(a)  8(b)  

Number of children in cohort  4679 4679 

Exits as of December 31, 2008   

 Reunification  within 12 months  1895 1895 

 Permanent Placement with Relatives within 12 months (still in 

state custody) 
0 0 

 Permanent Legal Custody within 12 months (live with other 

relatives in the custody of relatives)  
332 0 

 Permanent Legal Custody within 24 months (live with other 

relatives in the custody of relatives)  
0 463 

 Adoption  within 12 months  6 0 

 Adoption  within 24 months  0 59 

 Guardianship  within 12 months  139 0 

 Guardianship  within 24 months   0 205 

 Number Exited to Permanency but not in required time frame  532 282 

 Total Exits for Outcome Measurement  2372 2622 

 Percentage Exiting for Outcome Measurement  51% 56% 

 Other exits (transfer to other counties, emancipation, etc) 390 390 

Total number exiting  3294 3294 

Remaining number in cohort on December 31, 2008 1385 1385 

    

Demographics of those still in DFCS custody at December 31, 2008 

Average length of stay: 

13 months 

Median length of stay:   

10  months 

Average age: 8 

49% female; 51% male 

Source: SHINES, and county tracking systems.   
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Outcome 9 ɬ Permanency Exits For Those Children Who Had Been In the Custody of DeKalb or 

Fulton Custody Up To 24 M onths as Of October 27, 2005 

 

Outcome 10 - Permanency Exits For Those Children Who Had Been In the Custody of DeKalb or 

Fulton Custody More Than 24 Months as Of October 27, 2005 

 

The Consent Decree established two other permanency outcomes, Outcomes 9 and 10, to be 

achieved with two different cohorts of children  who  have been in State custody for a 

particularly long time .  Many of these children have lived nearly their entire lives in foster care.  

Outcome 9 has permanency expectations for the children who had already been in custody up 

to 24 months when the Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɀ was finalized  in October 2005.34  Similarly, Outcome 10 

has permanency expectations for the children who had been in state custody for 24 months or 

more when the Consent Decree became effective.35  

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of Outcome 9 

and 10 is based on the entire population of children in each of two described cohorts.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of the Outcomes 9 Threshold . 

 

Of 247 children who had been in State custody up to 24 months as of October 27, 2005 and were 

still in custody on June 30, 2008, 51 children (21%) had positive permanency exits during the 

period  July  1 through December 31, 2008.36  The performance threshold for this outcome is 40 

×ÌÙÊÌÕÛȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  performance is a slight improvement over  Period V performance 

of 19 percent and it is the best State performance since Period II.  Another 13 children exit ed 

DeKalb and Fulton custody  for reasons other than positive permanency during this time period , 

leaving 183 of the 247 children still in custody on December 31, 2008.   

 

As noted in Table IV-6, 52 percent of the 183 children remaining in custody were under the age 

of 12.  The average age is 11.4 years, the average length of stay was 4 years, and 59 percent of 

the children were male.  

                                                 
34 See p. 33, Outcome 9, of the Consent Decree 
35 See pp 33 and 34, Outcome 10, of the Consent Decree 
36

 ñPositive permanency exitsò refers to reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal custody, 

adoption or guardianship.  
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 The State Fell Short of the Outco me 10 Threshold . 

 

Of the 219 children who had been in State custody for over 24 months as of October 27, 2005 

and remained in custody on June 30, 2008, 33 (15%) exited to positive permanency during the 

period  July 1 through December 31, 2008. The performan ce threshold for this outcome is 35 

percent. As with Outcome 9, tÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI performance is slightly better than the Period 

V performance of 14 percent and like Outcome 9, this ÙÌ×ÙÌÚÌÕÛÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ

since Period II (December 2006).   Another 26 children exit ed DeKalb and Fulton custody  for 

reasons other than positive permanency during this time period , leaving 160 of the 219 children 

still in custody on December 31, 2008. 

 

As noted in Table IV-6, 21 percent of the 160 children  remaining  in custody were under the age 

of 12.  The average age of all children in the cohort was about 14 years and the average length of 

stay was 8.5 years.  As with Outcome 9, most of the children remaining in the Outcome 10 

cohort (64%) were male.  
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Table  IV -6 

Outcomes 9 and 10 

Remaining Children Who Entered DFCS Custody before October 27 2005 and Who Exited to 

Permanency July 1 through  December 31, 2008 

  

 Cohorts of Children   

 Children in custody for up to  

24 months and still in custody 

on October 27, 2005 

(Outcome 9) 

Children in custody for more than 

24 months and still in custody on 

October 27, 2005 

(Outcome 10) Total  

Number of children in 

cohort 247* 219** 466 

Exits    

 Reunification  9 4 13 

 Adoption  23 19 42 

 Guardianship  11 3 14 

 Live with oth er relative 8 5 13 

 Permanent Placement 

with relatives  
0 2 2 

 Other exits (transfer to 

other counties, 

emancipation, etc) 
13 26 39 

 Total number exits 64 59 123 

Total for Outcome 

Measurement  51 33 64 

Percentage exiting for 

Outcome Measurement  
21% 15%  

Remaining number in 

cohort December 31, 2008 183 160 343 

Characteristics of those children remaining in custody  on December 31, 2008 

 Proportion  under the age 

of 12  
52% 21% 

    Average length of stay 48 months  (4 years) 102 months (8.5 years) 

 Medi an length of stay 46 months (3.8 years) 90 months (7.5 years) 

 Average age 11.4 14.3 

 Percent female 41% 46% 

 Percent male 59% 64% 

Source:  SHINES, and county tracking systems.   

*As a result of data conversion into the new SHINES system, the State identified a sibling group of three that had 

actually exited custody shortly after the Consent Decree, thus the number in the Outcome 9 cohort has been three 

fewer than previously reported.  

** In preparing the Period VI report, an error in the number of child ren remaining in Outcome 10 was identified in 

the Period V report and corrected here.  
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Figures IV-9 and IV-10 ÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯon Outcome 9 and Outcome 10, 

respectively, over slightly more than three years (November 2005 through December 2008).  

These figures reflect the StateɀÚ cumulative  progress with these two groups of children .  

 

Figure IV -9 

Outcome 9 

Foster Care Outcomes of  1450 Children in Custody Up To 24 Months Before  

October 27, 2005* 

Positive 

Permanency Exits

73%

Still in Custody on 

December 31, 2008

13%

Other Exits

14%

 
Source: SHINES, IDS 

*Positive Permanency exits include reunification, adoption, guardianship, permanent legal custody, and permanency 

placement with relatives.  Other exits include emancipation and transfer to other counties or states. 
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Figure IV -10 

Outcome 10 

Foster Care Outcomes of  828 Children Entering Custody More than 24 Months Before  

October 27, 2005* 

Positive 

Permanency Exits

54%

Still in Custody on 

December 31, 2008

19%

Other Exits

27%

 
Source: SHINES, IDS 

*Positive Permanency exits include reunification, adoption, guardianship, permanent legal custody, and permanency 

placement with relatives.  Other exits include em ancipation and transfer to other counties or states. 

 

 

c. State Improvement Strategies  

 

 ÚɯÈɯÙÌÚÜÓÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÔÜÊÏɯÓÖÞÌÙɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƝɯÈÕËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕƔɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯcompared to the 

established Outcome performance thresholds, the parties engaged in negotiations about these 

two Outcomes well into Period VI.   The result of the negotiations was the design and 

implementation of new strategies designed to accelerate permanency for those children 

remaining in custody.   

 

1ÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯɁ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛ,ɂ the state designed and is implementing the strategies 

in partnership with Casey Family Programs, a private foundation dedicated to improving and 

ultimately preventing the need for foster care. 37  The project has two phases.  The first phase, 

                                                 

37 For more information about Casey Family Programs go to www.casey.org. 
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ÙÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯɁ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ1ÖÜÕËÛÈÉÓÌÚɂɯÞÈÚɯÐÕÐÛÐÈÛÌËɯÐÕɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉÌÙɯƖƔƔƜɯÞÐÛÏɯÈɯÚÛÈÛÌ-wide 

training session.  The permanency roundtables were designed to provide professional case 

ÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÈÕËɯÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÖÙÚɯÖÕɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌȭɯɯThe roundtables provide an 

intÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÖÍɯɁÙÌÍÓÌÊÛÐÝÌɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌȭɂɯ3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÈÕɯÈ××ÙÖÈÊÏɯÛÖɯÙÌÝÐÌÞÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÚÜÓÛÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÙÌɯ

being achieved from the services and interventions that are being provided to a child and 

his/her family and assessing what is working well and what is not an d what needs to be 

changed to improve the case results, specifically expediting permanency.  The Roundtable 

design included a set of simple questions: What will it take to achieve permanency? What can we try 

that has been tried before?  What can we try that has never been tried? How many things can we do 

concurrently? How can we engage youth in planning for permanency? 

 

 ××ÙÖßÐÔÈÛÌÓàɯƙƔƔɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÙÌÊÌÐÝÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÞÏÐÊÏɯɁÌÕÊÖÜÙÈÎÌËɯÐÕÕÖÝÈÛÐÝÌɯÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎȮɯÛÏÌɯ

È××ÓÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚȮɯÈÕËɯȿ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊà ÉÈÙÙÐÌÙɯÉÜÚÛÐÕÎɀɂ38 and resulted in a Permanency 

Action Plan for each child.  Most of the subject children were in the custody of DeKalb or Fulton 

County , but additional cases from around the State were included as a means of extending the 

learning to other Georgia counties.  County child welfare staff , ÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯÛÖɯÉÌɯɁ,ÈÚÛÌÙ 

Practitioners,ɂɯÞÌÙÌɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÓɯ×ÈÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÙÖÜÕËÛÈÉÓÌÚɯÈÚɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÔÌÈÕÚɯto extend the learning.  

The roundtables began in January 2009 and were completed in February 2009.   

 

Phase II of the Permanency Project includes supporting the implementation of the Permanency 

Action Plans through continued training and coaching.  Tracking the results of the action plans 

is also a critical element of Phase II.  This Phase is expected to be completed in November 2009. 

 

3ÏÌɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÌÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƝɯÈÕËɯƕƔɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÞÐÓÓɯÕÖÛɯÉÌɯÒÕÖÞÕɯ

until the close of Period VII  and beyond.  However, DFCS leadership and staff are enthusiastic 

about the process.   

 

Outcome 11 ɬ Adoptio ns within 12 Months of Termination of Parental Rights  

 

Outcome 11 È××ÓÐÌÚɯÛÖɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÞÏÖÚÌɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛÚɀɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛÈÓɯÙÐÎÏÛÚɯwere terminated between July 

1 and December 31, 2007.  Outcome 11 stipulates that 80 percent of these children should  have 

their adopt ions or legal guardianships finalized within 12 months of final termination or 

relinquishment  of parental rights 39  The intent of this outcome is to encourage the movement of 

children into permanent families as quickly as possible after dissolution of their  family of 

origin.   It is similar to one of the national permanency outcomes established by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services .40   

  

                                                 
38 Georgia Permanency Project Report Phase One: Permanency Roundtables.  Morgan, Linda Jewell.  Case Family 

Programs. Seattle, WA, March 6, 2009. 
39 See p. 34. Outcome 11 of the Consent Decree. 
40 See  discussion of the 15 new outcome measures developed for the second round of the CFSRs in Child Welfare 

Outcomes 2002-2005: Report to Congress, Appendix B,  specifically C2.5 at  

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cwo)5/appendix/appendixb.htm 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cwo)5/appendix/appendixb.htm
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a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period V I.  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 11 is based on the entire population of children whose parents had 

their parental rights terminated any time between July 1 an d December 31, 2007. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of  the Outcome 11 Threshold  

 

Between July 1 and December 31, 2007, the parental rights of the parents of 81 children were 

terminated or relinquished .   Of these 81 children, 56 (69%) were adopted within 12 months , 

short of the performance threshold of 80 percent for this outcome.  No child was discharged 

into a guardianship arrangement.  Eleven additional children from the 81 (14%) achieved 

permanency through adoption or guardianship  but not wit hin the specified 12-month time 

frame.  Eight of the 11 were adopted or received a guardian within  approximately 13 months 

and the three had adoptions finalized in approximately 17 months.  The termination decision 

was under appeal for two children who had  adoptive resources waiting for them.   Finally, one 

child who is over the age of 14 changed his mind about being adopted. Table IV-7 summarizes 

the data for this Outcome measure.  This performance is about the same as the Period V 

performance of 70 percent and a decline from the performance of Period IV .  Figure IV-11 

ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕƕɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯsince the beginning of Period II  (July 2006). 

 

 

Table IV -7 

Status as of December 31, 2008 of Children with Parental Rights Terminated between  

July  1 and December 31, 2007 

N=81 

 

 Number  Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Adoption finalized within 12 months  56 69% 69% 

Guardianship finalized within 12 months  0   

Adoption or Guardianship finalized within 1 3 months  8 10% 79% 

Adoption or Guardianship finalized  within 1 4 - 18 months 3 4% 83% 

Still waiting adoption or guardian ship  12 15% 98% 

Termination of Parental Rights is being appealed  2 2% 100% 

Total  81 100%  

Source: State reporting from IDS and SHINES.   
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Figure IV -11 

Three Reporting P eriods of State Performance on Outcome 11 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: State reporting from IDS and SHINES.   

 

Outcome 15 ɬ Permanency Actions for Children Reaching Their 15h Month in  Custody of Most 

Recent 22 Months  

 

To prevent children from experiencing long-term foster care stays, Federal law requires states to 

file for termination of parental rights when a child has been in care for 15 cumulative months of 

the previous 22 months.  There are three exceptions to this requirement.  They are: 

 The child is being cared for by a relative; 

 The state has documented a Ɂcompelling reasonɂ that filing a petition to terminate 

would not serve the child's best interests; or  

 The state has not made Ɂreasonable effortsɂ to reunify the family. 41  

 

FurtherÔÖÙÌȮɯ%ÌËÌÙÈÓɯÙÌÎÜÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÚÛÈÛÌɯÈÕËɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÈËÝÐÚÌÚȮɯÛÏÈÛɯÈɯɁÊÖÔ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÙÌÈÚÖÕɂɯ

must be based on the individual case circumstances guided by what is in the best interest of the 

child. 42  Examples of compelling reasons provided in Federal regulations inc lude: 

 Adoption is not the appropriate permanency goal for the child;  

 No grounds to file a petition to terminate parental rights exist; and,  

 The child is an unaccompanied refugee minor.43  

 

DFCS policy offers these additional examples: 

 The child is 14 (or older), has been counseled about the decision and its ramifications, 

                                                 
41 Adoption and Safe Families Act, see also Social Services Manual Chapter 1000, Section 1002.7, Georgia 

Department of Human Resources 
42 See Social Services Manual , Section 1002.12.3, 1002.17, and 1013.11 Georgia Department of Human Resources 
43 See the website http://ncsconline.org/WC/FAQs/Print/Prt_TermPRFAQ.htm 
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and maintains his/her objection to being adopted;  

 The child is in a residential treatment facility where his/her therapeutic needs are being 

met; adoption is unlikely or undesirable  at a given time; and, 

 The child has spent a significant portion of his life in the home of his parents and has a 

positive and meaningful attachment to them.  

 

The Consent Decree Outcome 15 stipulates that by Period IV (December 2007), 95 percent of 

children who reach their 15th month in care will have had either 1) a petition for the termination 

of parental rights filed as to both parents or legal caregivers, as applicable, or 2) documented 

compelling reasons in the case record as to why such action is not in the best interest of the 

child. 44    

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 15 is based on the entire population of children who had reached or 

were beyond their 15th month in custody out of the previous 22 months in Period VI.  As in 

previous periods, the Accountability Agents reviewed the compelling reason provided fr om the 

case file for each child and compared it to past information.  Information from the Period VI 

case records of the 180 children in the foster care sample was compared to the information 

provided by the counties as another means of verifying the report provided by the counties.     

During the analysis of these reasons, the Accountability Agents collapsed the reasons into the 

categories used in Table IV-8. During Period VI , there were 1244 children who had reached or 

surpassed their 15 month in custody out of the last 22 months.  Although 295 of these children 

were discharged by the end of the reporting period, they were included in the analysis. A 

portion of c hildren were excluded from the Outcome 15 performance measurement based on 

the exceptions identified in Federal law:  269 children were in relative placement settings and 2 

children for whom the Court had determined the State had not made reasonable efforts to 

reunify with their families . 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Met  Outcome 15 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 15, 95 percent of the children in care 15 of the previous 22 months were legally 

free to be adopted or the State had filed to terminate parental rights or documented compelling 

reasons why it had not taken such action by December 31, 2008.  This represents the States best 

performance on this outcome since it went into effect in Period II, and the first time the final 

outcome standard of 95 percent has been achieved. Figure IV -ƕƖɯ ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance on Outcome 15 for the five reporting p eriods to which the Consent Decree 

                                                 
44 See p 34, Outcome 15, of the Consent Decree. 
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standards applied. Table IV-8 summarizes the different components of the cÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯPeriod VI 

performance as analyzed from the data in their tracking systems.    

 

The majority of reasons cited for not filing to terminate p arental rights noted the relationship of 

the child to his/her parents or other relatives.  In addition, in a number of cases, the parents 

were still attempting to complete the case plan even after more than one failed effort.  A portion 

of the children wer e over 14 and did not want to be adopted.  

   

The Accountability Agents believe the achievement of this performance standard is in large part 

the result of county efforts to track and update the case status every six months as they compile 

the report for submission to the Accountability Agents for verification and discussion.  In 

addition, the Accountability Agents have helped the State facilitate several conversations about 

this federal and Consent Decree requirement, providing guidance from strategies used by other 

jurisdictions.  The supporting detail for the Ɂcompelling reasonsɂ has clearly improved since the 

Accountability Agents first started monitoring this Ou tcome. 

 

Figure IV -12 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 15 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: County data, verified.  
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Table IV -8 

Status of Children Who Had Been in DFCS Custody 15 of the previous  22 months 

 As of December 31, 2008 

 

Category 
Total  

Number  Percent Cumulative **  

Children who reached or surpassed their 15th month in 

custody in the last 22 months July 1 through December 31, 

2008 

1244   

Excepted subpopulation (s)    

Children placed with relatives 269   

The State has not made reasonable efforts to reunify the family 2   

Number  of Children for  Outcome 15 Measurement 973*   

Parental Rights of Both Parents have been terminated or 

relinquished  
319 33% 33% 

DFCS has filed a petition to complete the termination of the 

parental rights of both parents or caregivers where 

applicable 

25 3% 35% 

There is a documented compelling reason for not 

terminating parental rights  
577 59% 95% 

 Reasons cited Number     

 Child is age 14 or older and does not wish to 

be adopted  
154    

 Reunification remains the goal and parents 

are completing plan or child has a close bond 

with family and relatives remain a viable 

permanency option;  

344    

 Child behavior/special need, medical fragility, 

etc, making TPR at this time inappropriate  
74    

 Other (unique circumstances or a combination 

of the two or more of the reasons given, or 

incarcerated parent, etc) 

5    

There is no documented Compelling Reason not to file a 

petition to terminate parental rights before December 31 or 

date of discharge 

15 2% 96% 

There are plans to terminate parental rights, but a petition 

had not yet been filed as of December 31 or date of discharge 
35 4% 100% 

Source:  SHINES and County tracking systems; *295 children were discharged from this pool during Period VI ;  

** Minor discrepancies in percentages are the result of rounding 
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Outcome 27 ɬ Timely Semi-annual Judicial or Administrative Case Plan Reviews  

 

Children are expected to have case plans developed within 30 days of entering State custody.  

According to State policy and the Consent Decree, case plans are to be initially reviewed by the 

court or designated panel within six months and every six months in custody thereafter. 45    

Outcome 27 stipulates that at least 85 percent of the children are to have timely semi-annual 

reviews of their case plan. 

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

There were no interpretation or measurement issues in Period VI .  The measurement of 

Outcome 27 is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 and 

December 31, 2008.  The outcome 27 analysis was applicable to 13646  children ( 76%) in the 

sample of 180 children in foster care who had been in custody six months or more . Forty-three 

children had been in custody less than six months and one child was on run away status the 

whole review period.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of the  Outcome 27 Threshold  

 

Case file documentation indicates that 110 children (81%) of the 136 children in the foster care 

sample in custody for six months or more had documented timely case plan reviews completed 

by the Juvenile Court or Juvenile Court Review Panel (JCRP) or a timely request for review by 

December 31, 2008. This performance once again represents a substantial improvement over 

previous periods  because it outside the statistical margin of error for the sample. It is the best 

State performance to date for this Outcome.  However, the Period VI performance remains 

below the performance threshold of 95 percent for this outcome.  Another nine children (7%) 

had a plan reviewed but not within six months of entry or the previous case plan re view  and 

eight children had one review in the calendar year 2008.  Fifteen of the 136 children due one or 

more reviews had no documentation of a plan review in the 12-month period January through 

December 2008, but one had a timely request for a review.   Figure IV -ƕƗɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance for the five reporting periods to which the Consent Decree standards applied.  

                                                 
45 See p. 7, paragraphs 4A.4 and pp. 7-8, paragraphs 4B.1-6, and p. 37, Outcome 27, of the Consent Decree. 
46 Conclusions drawn from the 136 would be subject to a margin of error of + 8 percent. 
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Figure IV -13 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 27 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews  

 

In total, the plans of 125 children  in the foster care sample (92%) received a review by either the 

Juvenile Court or the JCRP sometime between January and December 2008.  These included the 

reviews considered timely for Outcome 27 as well as those that were not timely and three 

reviews held early for children not in custody 6 months . Among the 125 reviews, DCF sought a 

permanency plan change for 23 children (18%).  There were court orders documenting Court 

approval for 50 (40%) of the plans in the 125 reviews. Approval of the remaining plans could 

not be confirmed because there were no subsequent court orders or the orders did not indicate 

approval or rejection of the plans by the court.  Table IV-9 provides information documented in 

the case files regarding the 125 most recent six-month reviews occurring between January and 

December 2008.  
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Table IV -9 

Characteristics of Six -month Case Reviews 

n=125 

(most recent plans reviewed between January-December 2008) 

Characteristic  Number  Percent 

Participants    

 Birth Mother  50 40% 

 Birth Father 18 14% 

 Child  36 29% 

 Relative caregivers/ Extended Family Members 26 21% 

 Foster parents/placement providers  52 42% 

 DFCS case manager 112 90% 

 DFCS supervisor 15 12% 

 Other DFCS representative 9 7% 

 CCFA provider  2 2% 

 Private agency case manager 20 16% 

 Medical and mental health professionals 7 6% 

 /ÈÙÌÕÛÚɀɯÈÛÛÖÙÕÌàȹÚȺ 14 11% 

 SAAG (State Assistant Attorney General) 24 19% 

 "ÏÐÓËɀÚɯÈËÝÖÊÈÛÌ 53 42% 

Elements Evaluated/Considered    

 -ÌÊÌÚÚÐÛàɯÈÕËɯÈ××ÙÖ×ÙÐÈÛÌÕÌÚÚɯÖÍɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛ 103 82% 

 Reasonable efforts made to obtain permanency 100 80% 

 Degree of compliance with specific goals and action steps 79 63% 

 Progress made in improving conditions that caused removal  56 45% 

 Changes that need to be made to plan 21 17% 

 County recommendations  41 33% 

 Parent recommendations 7 6% 

   
JCRP conducted review 91 73% 

 Total JCRP reports submitted (percentage based on n=125)  83 91% 

  Number of reports with  Panel findings  (percentage based on 

n=83) 

 82 99% 

  Number of reports with  Panel recommendations  (percentage 

based on n=83) 

 82 99% 

  Number of reports with  County findings  (percentage based on 

n=83) 

 62 75% 

  Number of reports with  County recommendations  (percentage 

based on n=83) 

 56 67% 

Court conducted review  (percentage based on n=125) 34 27% 

Plan adopted by Juvenile Court  (percentage based on n=125) 50 40% 

Source: Case Record Review, February-March 2009 
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Outcome 28 ɬ Timely Annual Judicial Permanency Reviews  

 

According to Federal and State policy and the Consent Decree, children are expected to have a 

judicial permanency hearing at least every 12 months they are in custody.47 These hearings are 

held to determine whether the State is making reasonable efforts to help children achieve 

permanency.    

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

There were no interpretation or measurement issues in Period VI .  The measurement of 

Outcome 27 performance is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time 

between July 1 and December 31, 2008. The outcome 28 analysis was applicable to 104 children 

(58%) in the sample of 180 who had been in custody 12 months or more.48   

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell  Short of  the Outcome 28 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 28, 84 children (81%) of the 104 foster children in the sample who were in custody 

for 12 or more months had timely permanency hearings held by the Juvenile Court or a timely 

request for a hearing when the 12 months had expired. This is about the same as the Period V 

performance of 83 percent because it is within the statistical margin of error for the subsample .  

However, the performance threshold for this outcome is 95 percent. Eighty -three children had a 

permanency hearing within 12 months of entry or the pre vious twelve -month permanency 

hearing.  Another child  had a timely petition for permanency hearings but a continuance 

delayed the hearing.   Among the remaining 20 children who did not appear to have a timely 

permanency hearing or a petition for one , five  children had a hearing within 13 months, and 

another five children had them within 60 to 90 days after they were due.  The timeliness of the 

hearings could not be established for four children because there was insufficient 

documentation about 2007 hearings.  Six children did not appear to have had the required 

hearings.  Figure IV -14 illustrates the proportion of records in each category.   Figure IV -15 

illustrates the 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÐÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯover the five reporting periods to which the 

Consent decree standard applied. 

                                                 
47 See p. 9, paragraph 4B.10, and p.37, Outcome 28, of the Consent Decree. 
48 Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 104 children are subject to a margin of error of +9 percent. 
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Figure IV -14 

Timeliness of Permanency Hearings  

n=104 
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Figure IV -15 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 28 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews  
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B. Other Practice and Process Requirements for Helping Children Achieve Permanency 

 

Placement with relatives has been demonstrated to help children have placement stability 49 and 

placement stability contributes to children achieving permanency.  In addition, DFCS policy 

and the Consent Decree requirements establish several guidelines for practice to help children 

achieve permanency.  These requirements include regular parental visitation with children who 

have the permanency goal of reunification ;50 internal DFCS permanency reviews for children 

who reach their 13th month in custody , and county-state staffings for children who reach their 

25th month in custody. 51    

   

1. Placement with Relatives   

 

Of the 180 children i n the foster care sample, 41 (23%) were had been placed with relatives on 

December 31, 2008 or the last date the children were in custody.   Children placed with family 

were in a combination of relative homes, relative homes licensed and reimbursed for fost er care, 

and with their parents.   

 

2.    DFCS Permanency Reviews at the 13th or 25th month in custody . 

 

a. 13th month Permanency Reviews  

 

The State reports that regularly scheduled reviews of progress toward permanency take place in 

each county for children who reach their 13th month in care.  These reviews are conducted by a 

team of three quality improvement specialists and an administrative program assistant.  

Staffings are held for those cases where the review team does not concur with the permanency 

plan or there is a belief that the plan would benefit from more discussion and additional actions.  

 

To demonstrate that permanency reviews are being conducted as stipulated in the Consent 

Decree, the State team conducting the reviews produces quarterly reports  on this activity and 

provides them to Accountability Agents .  The information in  Table IV-10 is taken from the 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯØÜÈÙÛÌÙÓàɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚ.  The Accountability Agents did not attempt to verify the State reported 

data in Period VI.  

 

Table IV-10 summarizes some of the characteristics of the 13th month permanency review 

practice as reported by the State.  !ÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÞÕɯÛÙÈÊÒÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯÙÌÊÖÕÊÐÓÐÈÛÐÖÕ, all but 

four applicable children (2%) received a timely 13th month permanency review between July 

and December 2008.  Three of the four children were in a sibling group that was passed over 

                                                 
49 Zinn, Andrew, DeCoursey, Jan, Goerge, Robert M., Courtney, Mark E. A Study of Placement Stability in Illinois, 

Chapin Hall Center for Children, 2006. 
50 See p 6, paragraph 4A.6vi, of the Consent Decree for visitation planning in Family Team Meetings.  Visitation 

schedules are also an element of DFCS case planning. 
51 See p. 9-10, paragraphs 4C.1-5, of the Consent Decree. 
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because they did not appear on the list of cases from SHINES.  These siblings were reunified in 

September 2008 at approximately their 16 th month.  Another child was omit ted from the list for 

a December 2008 review and will be incorporated into the Period VII reviews.   A total of 256 

cases (98%) were reviewed during Period VI.  Key findings from state -tabulated data include 

the following:  

 

 The proportion of cases in which  the State reviewers concurred with the county 

permanency plan increased in Period VI as the reviewers concurred with 67 percent of 

the case plans compared to 62 percent in Period V.  The concurrence rate was not 

consistent over the period as it was considerably lower for those cases reviewed October 

through December compared to those reviewed July through September.   

 Overall, 121 cases (47%) were staffed with the counties.  The number staffed included 37 

cases where the review team had concurred with the permanency plan.   

 The proportion of cases with current case plans has continued to increase with 80 

percent of the 256 cases having current case plans compared to 73 percent in period V.  

 The practice of convening a Family Team Meeting before a review has declined.  In 

Period V, 44 percent of the cases had Family Team Meetings within 90 days of the 13th 

month review and in Period VI, 39 percent had had such meetings.   

 

b. 25th Month County -State Staffings  

 

In addition to the 13 th month permanency reviews, the State reported holding State/county 

staffings for all children (100%) required to have a 25th month staffing between July and 

December 2008 and who remained in custody throughout the month.  A total of 134 staffings 

were held. During Period VI, the Permanency Review team started collecting more detailed 

information about the 25th month staffings than it had in the past and produced the following  

findings:  

 

 Among the 134 children who had a 25th month staffing, 120 children (90%) had had a 13th 

month perman ency review and 66 children (49%) had also had a staffing as part of the 

13th month review.   

 Looking back, the 25th month reviews found that 13 th month staffing recommendations 

had been implemented for 43 of the 66 children (65%).  In 28 of the cases that had 

implemented the recommendations, the 25th month staffing reflected progress toward 

achieving permanency since the 13th month review.   

 The permanency goal had changed for 79 percent of the children since the 13th month 

review .  The 25th month staffing s concluded that the current goal was supported by the 

case circumstances for 91 percent of the children.  At those reviews, approximately one 

third of the children had the goal of adoption, about another third continue d to have a 

goal of reunification, ab out 20 percent had the goal of living with a relative or 

guardianship and the remaining proportion had the goal of Another Planned Living 

Arrangement.  
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 Among the 45 children with the goal of adoption, 33 children (73%) have an identified 

adoption resource.  The court has been petitioned to terminate the rights of the parents 

of all but one of the children with the adoption goal.  

 

As the evaluation of the Permanency Roundtables is completed, the Accountability Agents 

encourage the State to incorporate the learning from the Roundtables into this review process to 

both strengthen it and avoid duplicative efforts.  The State may also wish to consider moving 

the Permanency Review Team to the newly created DFCS Permanency Office.   

 

Table IV -10 

13th Month Permanenc y Review Implementation  

July 1 and December 31, 2008 

 

 July-September October-

December 

Full Period  

 No. % No % No % 

Total Cases Reviewed 145  111  256  

Reviewer Concurrence with goal and plan  91 63% 81 73% 172 67% 

       

Permanency Goal        

Reunification  113 78% 73 66% 186 73% 

Permanent Placement with relative 8 6% 5 5% 13 5% 

Adoption  17 12% 21 19% 38 15% 

Guardianship  2 1% 2 2% 4 2% 

Another planned arrangement  5 3% 9 8% 14 5% 

No identified goal before review    1 <1% 1 <1% 

Totals 145 100% 111 100% 256 100% 

       

Practice Findings        

Cases with current case plans 120 83% 85 77% 205 80% 

"ÈÚÌÚɯÞÐÛÏɯɁ%ÈÔÐÓàɯ3ÌÈÔɯ,ÌÌÛÐÕÎÚɂɯ(FTM) 

within the last 90 days  

50 34% 51 46% 101 39% 

FTMs with parents /legal guardians 

involved (percentages based on the 

number of FTMS) 

25 50% 14 27% 39 39% 

FTMs with relatives involved  

(percentages based on the number of 

FTMS) 

13 26% 18 35% 31 31% 

FTMs with foster parents involved 

(percentages based on the number of 

FTMS) 

18 36% 19 37% 37 37% 

FTMs had recommendations  specific  

to Child/Family needs (percentages 

based on the number of FTMS) 

47 94% 45 88% 92 91% 

Source:  #ÐÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ%ÈÔÐÓàɯÈÕËɯ"ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚȮɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙȮɯ0ÜÈÙÛÌÙÓàɯ1Ì×orts on 

13th month Permanency Reviews.   
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C. Post Adoption Assi stance   

 

The State reports that 68 children  were adopted during the  last half of 2008.    According to data 

obtained from the Office of Adoptions,  97 percent of those children were receiving or were 

scheduled to receive monthly Adoption Assistance benefits and Medicaid.  This is an increase 

from 86 percent in Period V. All families receiving the mo nthly adoption assistance are also 

eligible to receive additional benefits to cover non -recurring  expenses.  Among the 66 families, 

half had received these benefits in Period VI and two  children are receiving day care services.   

The Accountability Agents did not verify this information.  
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Part V    WELL-BEING  

Children in Care Experience Stable Placements and Worker Continuity and  

Receive the Services They Need 

 

Foster care is intended to be a temporary arrangement for children.  During the time a child is 

in care, not only does he or she deserve to be safe, but the child  also needs to be nurtured. The 

Consent Decree establishes six outcomes that have a focus ÖÕɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯwell -being.   This 

chapter reports ÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌɯÐÕɯassessing and 

meeting the needs of children in care.  Corrective State actions to be taken in Period VI  and 

subsequent reporting periods under a negotiated agreement between the State and the 

Plaintiff sɀɯ"ÖÜÕÚÌÓ are summarized at the end of this part . 

 

A. Outcome Performance  
 

Table V-1 below provides the summary of measured performance for each of the six Well -Being 

Outcomes.   The discussion following  the table provides a more detail description of State 

performance.  This discussion includes a summary of the Consent Decree requirements,  

interpretation and measurement issues associated with the outcomes, and contextual 

ÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯÕÌÊÌÚÚÈÙàɯÍÖÙɯÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÌÕËɯÖÍɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ

VI.  This part ÈÓÚÖɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÙÌÕËÚɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÚÐßɯ

reporting periods to date.  

 

Table V -1 

Well -Being Outcomes  

 

Children Experience Stable Placements and Worker Continuity  
Period V I 

Performance 

Outcome 17:  At least 95% of all children in care shall have had 2 or fewer placement 

moves during the prior 12 months in custody.   91% 

Outcome 18:  At least 90% of all children in care at a point in time during the reporting 

period shall have had 2 or fewer DFCS placement case managers during the prior 12 

months in custody.  This measure shall not apply to cases that are transferred to an 

adopti on worker or Specialized Case Manager; case managers who have died, been 

terminated, or transferred to another county; or case managers who have covered a 

ÊÈÚÌɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯÚÐÊÒɯÖÙɯÔÈÛÌÙÕÐÛàɯÓÌÈÝÌȭ 

91% 

Outcome 20:  At least 95% of childre n in care at a point in time during the reporting 

period shall have had at least one in-placement visit and one other visit, as defined in 

Section 5.D, each month by their case manager during the prior 12 months in custody. 
48% 

Outcome 22:  At least 90% of all children in care at a point in time during the reporting 

period shall have had visits between their DFCS placement case manager and their 

foster parent, group care, institutional or other caretaker at least one time each month 

during the prior 12 mon ths in custody. 

68% 
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Children and Youth Receive the Services they Need  
Period V I  

Performance 
Outcome 24:  The percentage of youth discharged from foster care at age 18 or older 

with a high school diploma or GED will increase over baseline by 20 percentage 

points.   

46.8% 

Outcome 30:   At least 85% of children in care shall not have any unmet medical, 

dental, mental health, education or other service needs, according to the service needs 

ËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÔÖÚÛɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯÊÈÚÌɯ×ÓÈÕȭɯɯ 
75% 

 

 

1. Childr en Experience Stable Placements and Worker Continuity: Outcomes 17, 18, 20 and 

22 

 

The Consent Decree stipulated four Outcomes (17, 18, 20, and 22) related to children 

experiencing a stable placement, case manager continuity , and regular case manager visitation 

that have performance thresholds to be achieved and sustained.   

 

Outcome 17 ɬ Placement Stability  

 

Once placed in an appropriate setting, a casework goal is to maintain the stability of the 

placement and avoid the trauma of disruption and placement into another setting.  With 

Outcome 17, the Consent Decree establishes a threshold for placement stability by requiring 

that at least 95 percent of children in custody have 2 or fewer placement moves during the most 

recent 12 months in custody.52    

 

a. Interp retation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI.  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of Outcome 

17 performance is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 

and December 31, 2008. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 17 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 17, 163 (91%) of the 180 children in the foster care sample experienced two or 

fewer moves during  the previous 12 months in custody.  The performance threshold is 95 

percent for this outcome.  Table V-2 provides a breakdown of the number of placement moves 

                                                 
52 See p. 35, Outcome 17 of the Consent Decree 
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experienced by the children in the foster care sample.   File documentation attributes the 

majorÐÛàɯÖÍɯÔÜÓÛÐ×ÓÌɯÔÖÝÌÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÉÌÏÈÝÐÖÙÈÓɯÐÕÚÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàȭɯɯ(ÕɯÚÖÔÌɯÊÈÚÌÚȮɯÛÏÌɯËÐÈÎÕÖÚÐÚɯ

for the behavior is clearly documented (Bi -polar disease, Attention Deficit Disorder, 

Oppositional Defiant Disorder, etc.), but often times, foster parents and fa cilities simply note 

ÛÏÌàɯÊÈÕÕÖÛɯÔÈÕÈÎÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÉÌÏÈÝÐÖÙȭɯɯ(ÕɯÚÖÔÌɯÐÕÚÛÈÕÊÌÚɯÛÏÌɯÔÖÝÌɯÙÌÍÓÌÊÛs ÈɯɁÚÛÌ×ɯËÖÞÕɂɯÛÖɯ

a less restrictive but still therapeutic environment or placement with a relative.   Figure V-1 

illustrates tÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯover the five reporting periods to which the Consent Decree 

standards applied.   

 

Table V -2 

Number of Placement Moves Experienced by Children in the 12 months prior to December 

31, 2008 or the Last Date of Custody 

n=180 

Number of Moves  Number  Percent Cumulative  

Percent 

No Moves 101 56% 56% 

One Move 48 27% 83% 

Two Moves 14 8% 91% 

Subtotal 163   

Three Moves 7 4% 94% 

Four Moves 3 2% 96% 

Five Moves 1 <1% 97% 

Six Moves or more 6 3% 100% 

 180 100%  

Source: Case Record Review, February ɬ March 2009. 

 

 

 Figure V-1 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 17 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews  

 

 

Outcome 18 ɬ Worker Continuity  

 

Worker continuity also contribut es to a child achieving permanency more quickly and to a 

ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÞÌÓÓ-being while in care.  Worker transition  can often lead to a delay in service delivery 

ÈÕËɯÊÖÜÙÛɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯÞÏÐÓÌɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÞɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɯÐÚɯɁÊÖÔÐÕÎɯÜ×ɯÛÖɯÚ×ÌÌËɂɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÈÕËɯ

getting to know the child and fam ily.  Outcome 18 requires that at least 90 percent of children in 

custody have no more than 2 workers during their most recent 12 months in custody.  There are 

exceptions that allow for case manager terminations, death, transfers, and temporary 

assignments ÛÖɯÊÖÝÌÙɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÞÏÐÓÌɯa case manager is out on sick leave.  

The Consent Decree ÈÓÚÖɯÈÓÓÖÞÚɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯone-time transfer to a Specialized or Adoptions 

case manager.53  

 

     a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpr etation issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of Outcome 

18 performance is based on the entire population of children in DeKalb and Fulton county 

custody on December 31, 2008.  Measurement in Period VI used SHINES as the primary source 

of data.  SHINES requires a child to be assigned to a case manager, supervisor, or administrator 

at all times.  Therefore, when a new case is opened, it will initiall y be assigned to a supervisor or 

program administrator ÞÏÖɯÐÚɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÉÓÌɯÍÖÙɯÈÚÚÐÎÕÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÚÌɯÛÖɯÈɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯɁ×ÈÚÚɯ

ÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɂɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚɯÔÈàɯÖÕÓàɯÓÈÚÛɯÈɯ×ÌÙÐÖËɯÖÍɯÔÐÕÜÛÌÚɯÖÙɯÏÖÜÙÚ, but it might last a period of days .  

                                                 
53 See p. 35, Outcome 18, of the Consent Decree. 
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If a case is opened on a Friday, it may not be officially assigned to a case manager until Monday 

morning.  The same process is in effect when a case manager leaves or goes on leave: cases are 

temporarily assigned to supervisors or program administrators.  This is a dynamic process and 

a report generated at any point in time will reflect a different set of cases assigned to 

supervisors or administrators.  To address this issue, a supervisor or program administrator 

was not counted as the primary individual responsible for the case if th e case was associated 

with the supervisor or administrator for 5 business days or less.  If the period was longer, the 

supervisor or administrator was counted as one of the case managers a child had in the 12- 

month period.   

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Met  the Outcome 18 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 18, 91 percent of the 1752 children in custody on December 31, 2008 had 2 or fewer 

placement case managers since January 1, 2008, once the allowable exceptions were taken into 

account.      The performance threshold for this outcome is 90 percent. Figure V-2 illustrates the 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÝÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÌÙÐÖËÚɯÛÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ

Decree standard applied.  

Figure V-2 

Five Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 18 

(July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: State systems: IDS and SHINES and county records 
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Outcome 20 ɬ Case Manager Visit s with Children  

 

Visits are an opportunity to engage children and assess their safety and well-being and address 

the trauma they are experiencing or from which they may be healing.  Frequent quality visits 

ÊÈÕɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯÒÕÖÞÓÌËÎÌɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÈÕËɯinform how best to pursue 

permanency for them.  As stipulated in the Consent Decree, visits should be used to monitor 

and document the ɁÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÈËÑÜÚÛÔÌÕÛɯÛÖɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛȮɯÛÏÌɯÈ××ÙÖ×ÙÐÈÛÌÕÌÚÚɯÖÍɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÔÌÌt the 

ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÕÌÌËÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÊÌÐ×ÛɯÖÍɯÈ××ÙÖ×ÙÐÈÛÌɯÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÈÍÌÛàȮɯÈÕËɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯ

ÎÖÈÓÚȭɂ54    

 

To achieve the Outcome 20 performance threshold, case managers must have at least two visits 

per month with child ren in foster care, each and every month of the previous 12 months in 

custody and the nature of the twice monthly visits are defined very specifically.  At least one of 

the visit s is to be a Ɂprivate face-to face visit with the child ÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÏÖÔÌɤ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛȭɂ55   

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and  measurement issues.  The measurement of Outcome 

20 performance is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 

and December 31, 2008.  Two children were excluded from the analysis.  One child was placed 

out of state through the Interstate Compact for Placement Children (ICPC) and another child 

was on runaway status the entire period under review.  The analysis, therefore , was based on 

178 children. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of the Outcome 20 Threshold  

 

Case managers met the Outcome 20 criteria for twice-monthly visits each and every month of 

the previous 12 months for 48 percent of the children  in the sample of foster care children in 

Period VI. This performance is a substantial improvement over the Period V performance of 36 

percent.  The threshold for this outcome is 95 percent.  In Period V I, nearly three-quarters (73%) 

of the children saw their case managers twice a month for 11 or more months out of 12 months. 

Table V-3 displays the number of mon ths in which visits meeting the Outcome 20 definition 

were conducted for 178 children, with adjustments for those children who were actually in 

custody less than 12 months.   One child did not appear to have had any required visits because 

the child did no t have an in-placement visit  during the 10 days spent in custody in December 

2008; however, the child was visited outside of the placement setting .   Figure V-3 illustrates the 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯon this outcome over the four of five reporting period s to which the 

                                                 
54 Ibid. 
55 See p. 19, Section 5D of the Consent Decree 
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Consent Decree standard applied.56  The figure shows both the percentage that met the 

visitation requirements fully and the proportion for which  the twice monthly visitation 

requirement was missed for only one month  of the previous 12.  

 

The steady improvement on this outcome is encouraging but not unanticipated as the counties 

have been tracking this effort every month since July 2006.    Further analysis reveals that 

overall, 134 children (75%) received an average of two visits per month  wit h 37 children (15%) 

receiving an average of three or more visits.  These averages include visits that met the Consent 

Decree requirements and those that did not.   The disparity between these rates and the official 

Outcome 20 performance measure demonstrates the impact of the Consent Decree-specified 

ÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÔÌÕÛɯÔÌÛÏÖËÖÓÖÎàɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÖÕÓàɯɁÊÖÜÕÛÚɂɯchildren that received two of the prescribed 

visits in each and every month of the preceding 12.  
 

Furthermore, much of the documentation reflects a high degree of quality interaction between 

case managers and children during the visits. In addition to seeing children and youth in their 

placement settings, case managers are going to schools and day care centers to meet with 

children and they are using family and siblin g visits as opportunities to observe how the 

children interact with other family members.  Typically, case manager visit s with the children 

focused on the safety of the children (93% of visitsȺɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÈËÑÜÚÛÔÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯ

setting both with the child and the caregiver (94% of visits ).  Over 75 percent of the visits also 

gathered information about the progress of services and goals to be achieved.  The 

Accountability Agents believe the next practice step for the counties is to help case managers 

and supervisors reflect on the information gathered in these visits to expand their assessment of 

need and to ensure follow-up with services.    

                                                 
56 The case manager-child visitation analysis was slightly different in Period II, therefore there is not a comparable 

set of data points to include in Figure V-3. 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VI Monitoring Report 

Page 90    

 

Table V -3 

        Continuous Case Manager Visitation  with Children  as Stipulated in Outcome 20:  

Visitatio n Pattern over the 12 months prior to   

December 31, 2008 or last date of custody  

n=178 

Number of Months Achieving Two Visits per Month That 

Meet the Outcome 20 Definition  

Number of 

Children  
Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

12 of 12 months 86 48%  

11 of 12 months 44 25% 73% 

10 of 12 months 19 11% 84% 

9 of 12 months 12 7% 90% 

8 of 12 months 6 3% 94% 

7 of 12 months 3 2% 96% 

6 of 12 months or less frequent visitation meeting the 

requirement  7 4% 99% 

0 of 12 months meeting the visitation requirement  (child in  

custody 20 days, received one visit outside of placement) 1 <1% 100% 

TOTAL  178 100%  

Source: Case Record Review, February-March 2009. 

 

Figure V -3 

Four Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 20 

(January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2008) 
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Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews 

 

Outcome 22 ɬ Case Manager Visitation with Substitute Caregivers  

 

The Consent Decree requires case managers to visit once a month with placement caregivers.57  

This includes foster parents, group home and institutional staff and others charged with the 

responsibility of caring for children in DFCS custody.  In situations where the child has been 

ÙÌÛÜÙÕÌËɯÏÖÔÌɯÉÜÛɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÚɯÐÕɯ#%"2ɯÊÜÚÛÖËàȮɯɁÊÈÙÌÎÐÝÌÙÚɂɯÙÌÍÌÙÚɯÛÖɯÛhe birth parents or other 

reunification resources. 

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI .  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.   The measurement of Outcome 

22 performance is based on the sample of 180 children in foster care at any time between July 1 

and December 31, 2008.  The same two children that were excluded from the Outcome 20 

analysis were excluded for this analysis. 

                                                 
57 See p. 36, Outcome 22 of the Consent Decree 




