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

 

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

Consent Decree.  This report reviews ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯ#ÌÍÌÕËÈÕÛɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯJanuary 1 through  June 30, 

2009 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 responsibility to produce public 

reports every six months.   This intro duction 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 an d 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 

groupin gs.  Exhibit I-1 displays these groupings.   

 

B. Methodology  
 

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

Period VII 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 VII.  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 access.  

 

In all data collection efforts the State and the Count ies 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 t he 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

ÖÜÛɂɯof foster care. 

 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×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌɯto the outcome measures that were to be 

achieved by the end of Period VI I, 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 part s:   

 

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

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

important to the State and cÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯcontinued progress.  

 

Part III, S afety of Children in Care  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÈÕɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VII 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,  Childr en Achieving Permanency ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÈÕɯ ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VI  

performance related to Outcome 7 and the Period VII performance related to Outcomes 4, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 19, 21, 23, 27 and 28, focused on maintaining and achieving permanent family 

connections for children in State custody. 

 

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

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

being of children in custo dy. This part also includes a summary of the Curative Action for 

Discharge services. 

 

Part VI, Strengthening the Infrastructure  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÈÕɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VII 

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

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 ÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÔÉÌÙɯÈÕËɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛÈÎÌɯÖÍɯɁËÐÝÌÙÚÐÖÕɂɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÐÕɯ

those counties in Period V 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 selected information about all children in the custody of DeKalb and 

Fulton Counties on June 30, 2009. 
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Part II    CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

During the January 1 to June 30, 2009 period covered by this report , the State continued to make 

or maintain progress in a number of areas.  The State sustained a high level of performance or 

made substantial progress over several periods on a number of outcomes and process 

requirements.  This would appear to indicate that the State is succeeding in imbedding the 

required process and practice into daily operations.    However, there was slippage on a critical 

outcome: the rate of maltreatment in care. Likewise, finding permanency for children who have 

been in care a long time remains an on-going challenge.  Finally, continued efforts are needed to 

ÌÕÚÜÙÌɯËÈÛÈɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÐÛàɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÚàÚÛÌÔȮɯ&ÌÖÙÎÐÈɯɁ2'(-$2ɂȭɯɯ 

 

The remainder of this chapter hi ghlights the 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ ÛÙÌÕËÚȮɯmajor 

accomplishments, opportunities for improvement Ȯɯ ÈÕËɯ ÛÏÌɯ  ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛÚɀɯ

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

ÌÈÊÏɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌȮɯÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÊÛÜÈÓɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÉàɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌȮɯÈÕËɯÖÍÍÌÙÚɯÈɯÊÖÔ×ÈÙison 

to Period VI performance.  

 

A. Positive Trends and Accomplishments  
 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ȮɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÔÖÚÛɯ×ÈÙÛȮɯÊÖÕÛÐÕÜÌÚɯÛÏÌɯtrend of steady 

improvement observed over  the last several periods.    For most of the outcomes measured in 

/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɯȹƖƛɯÖÍɯƖƝȺȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÞÈÚɯÚÐÔÐÓÈÙɯÛÖɯÖÙɯÚÜÙ×ÈÚÚÌËɯÐÛÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ

achievement.  Although the State fell short of many of the Period VII outcome thresholds, 

significant improvements in performance were evident for two  of the 29 outcomes measured.  

Several trends and positive accomplishments deserve recognition because they serve as the 

building blocks for future success.  These trends and accomplishments are briefly discussed 

below. 

 

Safety Performance 

 

 Maltreatment In Care Invest igative Practice Has Achieved A High Degree Of Compliance 

With Required Elements.  (Outcomes 1, 2, 3) 

 

The State commenced 97 percent of maltreatment in care investigations within 24 hours of 

report receipt (Outcome 1); completed 90 percent of maltreatment  in care investigations within 

30 days (Outcome 2); and 97 percent of all alleged victims were interviewed within 24 hours by 

trained CPS investigators (Outcome 3). Furthermore, 83 percent or more of the maltreatment in 

care investigations completed in Period VII had documented compliance with 12 of 13 essential 

policy requirements.   
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 Foster Parents are Not Using Corporal Punishment. (Outcome 6) 

 

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

the use of corporal punishment in foster homes (Outcome 6).  Of the 156 foster homes sampled, 

100 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 punishment within the previous 12  months.   

 

Permanency Performance 

 A Majority of Children are Achieving Permanency with Their Families or New Families.  

 

 ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÍÌÓÓɯÚÏÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯthresholds for certain groups 

of children who had been in care a long time, by the end of Period VII, 65 percent of the 

children entering custody since the advent of the Consent Decree (October 27, 2005) had exited 

to reunification or to another family -connected permanency.  This performance includes the 

achievement of permanence among children who entered care within the last year , as well as 

those who had been in state custody 12 months to 4 and one-half years. 

 

For the longest staying children (those in foster care prior to October 27, 2005), 68 percent had 

exited to reunification or to another family -connected permanency by the end of June 2009. 

Twelve percent of the children in custody before the Consent Decree remained in custody.   

During Period VII, these children were the focus of an intensive intervention designed and 

agreed to by the StateȮɯ/ÓÈÐÕÛÐÍÍɀÚɯ"ÖÜÕÚÌÓȮɯÈÕË Casey Family Programs (a private foundation 

dedicated to improving and ultimately preventing the need for foster care ).1  With the 

FounËÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯÏÌÓ× ÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÖÍɯ/ÓÈÐÕÛÐÍÍɀÚɯ"ÖÜÕÚÌÓ, the State developed and executed a 

plan to provide case managers and supervisors with outside ÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯ

with the goal of identifying strategies for expediting permanency and ens uring children have 

life -long connections with caring adults.  Although this process did not immediately move 

many children to permanency , it did re-invigorate  activity on behalf of each child.   The plans 

developed during the process continue to be tracked and modified as circumstances change.  

 
 Half the Children Who Entered Foster Care Since the Consent Decree Achieved Permanency 

in 12 Months or Less. (Outcome 8a) 

 

%ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÚÐßÛÏɯÊÖÕÚÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÌÙÐÖËȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÚÜÙ×ÈÚÚÌËɯÛÏÌɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƜa 

threshold.  Outcome 8a establishes the expectation of permanency within 12 months for at least 

40 percent of the children who enter foster care on or after October 27, 2005.  As of the end of 

Period VII (June 30, 2009), 50 percent of the children who entered foster care since the Consent 

Decree achieved permanency within 12 months.   

                                                 
1 For more information about Casey Family Programs, go to www.casey.org. 
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 Fewer Children are Returning to Foster Care. (Outcomes 4 and 14) 

 

For the second consecutive period, the rate of re-entry into foster care within 12 months 

improved substant ially.  For 4.8 percent of the children who entered DFCS custody in period 

VII, it was their second entry into foster care within 12 months.  By comparison, the foster care 

re-entry rate for Period VI was 6.6 percent.2   In addition, it does not appear tha t any adoption 

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

 

 A High Proportion Of Children Continue To Be Placed In Settings Close To Their Homes.  

(Outcome 19) 

 

For the fourth consecutive reporting period (since July 2007), the county placement process has 

met the placement proximity requirements for 95 percent or more of the children in foster care.  

Outcome 19 requires that 95 percent of the children in custody be placed within the county or 

within 50 miles of the home from which they wer e removed or meet certain exceptions to the 

proximity requirement.  In Period VII, the State placed 99 percent of the children in the sample 

of foster care cases reviewed within the proximity guidelines.  

 

 The State Continues to Place Together the Majority of Siblings in Foster Care. (Outcome 16) 

 

In Period VII , 288 children entered foster care with one or more siblings and the State placed 

together 81 percent of these children, surpassing the Outcome 16 threshold of 80 percent for the 

first time. State performance on this Outcome has never been below 69 percent of siblings 

placed together, indicating steady, incremental progress over the previous periods in which this 

outcome was measured.   

 

 The Proportion of Children Having Regular Visits with Their Parent s Reached 90 Percent. 

(Outcome 21) 

 

Outcome 21 seeks to facilitate the goal of reunification by requiring 85 percent of the children 

with a goal of reunification have appropriate visitation with their parents .  For Period VII, the 

State surpassed the Outcome 21 threshold for the first time.  Ninety percent of the children with 

the goal of reunification in the sample of foster care case records reviewed had visited 

appropriately with their parents.  

 

 Half the Children Separated from Siblings in Placement Set tings Visit with Their Siblings 

Every Month . (Outcome 23) 

 

About 20 percent of the children in care are not placed with all their siblings. Contact between 

ÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌËɯÚÐÉÓÐÕÎÚɯÐÚɯÐÔ×ÖÙÛÈÕÛɯÛÖɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÌËÕÌÚÚɯÈÕËɯÚÌÕÚÌɯÖÍɯÞÌÓÓ-

                                                 
2 The Period VI performance is adjusted for additional re-entries identified during analysis of Period VII data. 
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being.    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 VII, 50 percent of  the children separated 

from siblings in the sample of foster care cases reviewed met the full visitation requirement.  

This performance compares favorably to the Period VI performance of 34 percent.  While this 

performance falls short of the exacting standard, the continued improvement is encouraging.  

 

 The State Continues to Timely Evaluate the Permanency Options for a Substantial 

Proportion of the Chil dren in Custody 15 Months out of the Last 22 Months. (Outcome 15) 

 

For the second consecutive reporting period, the State met the Outcome 15 threshold.3  Among 

the 1165 children who , during Period VII, reached or surpassed their 15th month in cust ody out 

of the last 22 months and were not living with relatives, 95 percent 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.  This level of performance matches that of Period VI.  

 

 A Substantial  Proportion of Children had Timely Six -month Case Reviews. (Outcome 27) 

 

For the second consecutive reporting period, at least 80 percent of the children had timely six-

month judicial or citizen panel reviews. 4  While this two -period performance level is a 

substantial improvement over earlier reporting periods, it falls below the Outcome 27 threshold 

of 95 percent. 

 

 The Proportion of Children Receiving Timely Annual Permanency Reviews Increased 

Substantially in Period VII. (Outcome 28)  

 

After three reporting periods during which approximately 80 percent of the sample of childre n 

in foster care had timely annual permanency hearings, 95 percent of the children had timely 

hearings in Period VII, meeting the Outcome 28 threshold.  The Consent Decree requires that at 

least 95 percent of the children in custody 12 months or more have an annual permanency 

hearing held by the Juvenile Court. 5  3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÖ-date on Outcome 28. 

                                                 
3 Outcome 15 achievement requires at least 95% of all children in care who have been in state custody for 15 of the 

prior 22 months to 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 childôs case record why termination of 

parental rights should not be filed. 
4 Outcome 27 achievement requires at least 95% of foster children in custody for six months or more to have either: 

(1) a six-month case plan review completed by the Juvenile Court within six months of their prior case plan review, 

or (2) DFCS to have submitted the childôs six-month case plan to the Juvenile Court and submitted the documents 

required to request a six-month case plan review within 45 days of the expiration of the six-month period following 

the last review.   
5 Outcome 28 achievement requires at least 95% of children in custody for 12 or more months to have had either: (1) 

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 (2) DFCS to have submitted the documents required to request 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. 
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Well -being Performance  
 

 A High Proportion Of Children Continue To Experience Stability in Their Living 

Arrangements. (Outcome 17) 

 

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, 89 percent 

of the children experienced two or fewer placement moves in the 12 months preceding June 30, 

2009 or their last date in custody.  This is the fourth consecutive reporting period during which 

the performance has hovered around 90 percent.  

 

 Children Continue to Experience Case Manager Continuity. (Outcome 18) 

 

The State continues to maintain high performance in limiting the number of case managers a 

child experiences.  Outcome 18 requires that at least 90 percent of the children in care 

experience no more than two case managers in a 12-month period.  During Period VII, the Stat e 

met the case manager continuity requirement for 91 percent of the children in custody on June 

30, 2009. This was the fifth consecutive reporting period (since January 2007), in which 90 to 92 

percent of the children have had two or fewer case managers handling their cases and 

providing services over a 12-month period.    

 

 Half of the Children in Foster Care Visit Twice Every Month with their Case Managers . 

(Outcome 20) 

 

Outcome 20 requires that 95 percent of the children visit with 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×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯÈÕɯÖ××ÖÙÛÜÕÐÛàɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯto speak privately with the case 

manager.  In Period VII, 51 percent of the children in the sample of foster care cases reviewed 

visited with their case managers according to this standard over the previous 12 months.  This 

performance is about the same as the Period VI performance of 48 percent.  As with Outcome 

23, sibling visits, this performance still falls short of a rigorous standard .  

 

 Three-quarters of the Substitute Caregivers Visit Once Every Month with Case Managers . 

(Outcome 22) 

 

Outcome 22 expects at least 90 percent of the substitute care givers to receive a monthly visit 

ÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÌÈÊÏɯÈÕËɯÌÝÌÙàɯÔÖÕÛÏɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯƕƖɯÔÖÕÛÏÚɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÈÛÌɯÖÍɯ

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯËÐÚÊÏÈÙÎÌȭɯɯ(ÕɯPeriod VII, 75 percent of the substitute care givers received the 

ÙÌØÜÐÙÌËɯÝÐÚÐÛÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯƕƖɯÔÖÕÛÏÚȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ

performance to-date for this outcome. 
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 Improved Performance in Meeting "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯIndividualized Service Needs was Sustained 

(Outcome 30)  

 

Reversing a trend identified in Periods IV and V, the file documentation reflects substantial 

ÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÌßÛÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯÈÙÌɯÔÌÛȭɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƗƔɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯ

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, 72 percent of the children had all their case plan-identified 

needs met.    Although t his performance is a decline from the 75 percent achieved in Period VI , 

the decline is within the margin of statisti cal error for the sample.   

 

Infrastructure Strengthening  

 
 Nearly All Children are in Approved Placements. (Outcome 25)  

 

Outcome 25 requires that 98 percent of children in out-of-home care be in placements that are in 

ɁÍÜÓÓɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯÚÛÈÛÜÚȭɂɯ3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÔÌÛɯÖÙɯÌßÊÌÌËÌËɯÛÏÐÚɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÙÚÛɯ

time during Period VII, when 99 percent of children in out -of-home care were in placements 

ÛÏÈÛɯÞÌÙÌɯÐÕɯɁÍÜÓÓɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯÚÛÈÛÜÚȭɂɯɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÞÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÛÏÐÙËɯÊÖÕÚÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɯ×ÌÙÐÖËɯÛÏÈÛɯ

the StateɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÏÈÚɯÉÌÌÕɯÈÛɯƝƚɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÖÙɯÉÌÛÛÌÙȭɯɯ 

 

 Foster Homes are Not Overcrowded. (Outcome 31) 

 

For the sixth consecutive reporting period, the State exceeded the Outcome 31 threshold and 

/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɯÙÌ×ÙÌÚÌÕÛÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÖ-date.  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 homes 

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 three percent of the children in the Period VII 

sample of children in foster care were placed in homes that exceeded these standards.  

 

 Court Order Documentation  for Supporting Federal Reimbursement Eligibility.  

(Outcome 26) 

 

The performance levels for Outcome 26 have remained virtually the same for several periods.  

Over the last four reporting periods, approximately 65 percent to 71 percent of the sample of 

children in foster care had all the necessary court orders with all the language required to 

support claiming federal financial reimbursement. 6  Until Period VI I, however, the only time 

Outcome 26 had exceeded 65 percent was when a special effort was made by DHR legal staff to 

                                                 
6 Outcome 26 achievement requires at least 95% of foster children in custody at a point in time during the reporting 

period to have all applicable language in court orders necessary to assess qualification for federal funding under 

Title IV-E of the Social Security Act. 
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locate the necessary court documentation.  No such intensive effort was made in Period VII and 

the performance was the best to-date with 71 percent meeting the outcome requirements.   

 

 The State Continues to Maintain Legal Custodial Authority with a Minimal Proportion of 

Lapses. (Outcome 29) 

 

For the fourth consecutive reporting period, the State exceeded the Outcome 29 threshold.  

Outcome 29 stipulates that no more than 5 percent of all children in custody of DHR/DFCS for 

12 months or more shall have a lapse of legal custody within the prior 13 months.  In Period VII, 

4 percent of the children in the foster care sample of 181 children appear to have had a lapse of 

legal custody within the prior 13 months.  

 

  ɯ'ÐÎÏɯ/ÙÖ×ÖÙÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ"ÈÚÌɯ,ÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯ'ÈËɯ"ÈÚÌÓÖÈËÚɯ ÛɯÖÙɯ!ÌÓÖÞɯÛÏÌɯɁ"È×Úȭɂɯ 

 

On June 30, 2009, 89 percent of the case managers in DeKalb and Fulton Counties had caseloads 

that were at or under designated caps.  This is a substantial improvement over the end of Period 

VI (December 2008) when 72 percent of the case managers had caseloads at or under the 

ËÌÚÐÎÕÈÛÌËɯÊÈ×Úȭɯɯ%ÜÙÛÏÌÙÔÖÙÌȮɯÛÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÈÙÌÈɯÚÐÕÊÌɯ/ÌÙÐÖË II 

(December 2006). 

 

B. Setbacks and Continued Challenges  
 

 The Rate of Maltreatment in Care Increased. (Outcome 5)  

 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯÒÌÌ×ÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÚÈÍÌɯÞÈÚɯÔÐßÌËȭɯɯ6ÏÐÓÌɯ

the maltreatment in care rate was the highest yÌÛɯÔÌÈÚÜÙÌËɯȹƕȭƔƚǔȺȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ

the measures related to the investigative process improved, with the State maintaining or 

ÌÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏÐÕÎɯÕÌÞɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯɁÏÐÎÏɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÔÈÙÒÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÌÈÊÏɯÖÍɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌÚɯƕȮɯƖȮɯÈÕËɯƗȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯ

suggestive of one of the great challenges in child welfare reform efforts.  Large systems are 

relatively adept at implementing prescribed processes and procedures; given sufficient time 

and incentive, such processes and procedures are readily internalized and the desired result can 

dependably be delivered.  However, delivering system -level outcomes, such as the absence of 

maltreatment in care (or permanency), is a more difficult proposition.   

 

Delivering system -level outcomes is not merely a matter of institutionalizing a new expectat ion 

for a routine process (e.g., initiating all maltreatment in care investigations within 24 hours of 

report receipt  or visiting children in care twice each month).  Successfully producing such 

outcomes typically involves influencing the behaviors and dec isions of individuals beyond the 

direct control of the child welfare agency (e.g., service providers) as well as those within the 

agency. To transform system-level outcomes, typically a number of conditions must be met. 

First, a shared understanding must be established of which processes and interventions actually 

work to deliver the desired outcome. Next, those processes and interventions must be 

ÌÔÉÌËËÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɀÚɯËÈÐÓàɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌȭɯ3ÏÌÕȮɯÓÌÈËÌÙÚÏÐ×ɯÈÕËɯÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÔÜÚÛɯÉÌɯÌßÌÙÊÐÚÌËɯ
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throughout the syst em to hold actors and processes within and outside the direct control of the 

child welfare agency accountable for doing their parts to achieve the desired system-level 

outcomes.  Finally the resources necessary to support the foregoing must be available. The State 

clearly continues to have important work to do to sufficiently satisfy these conditions to meet 

ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯstandard for maltreatment in care.   

 

 Performance on Diligent Search for Relatives and Others Declined.  (Outcome 7) 

 

The file documentation indicated that , in Period VI, 7 a diligent search was undertaken and 

documented for 108 children (80%) in a sample of 135. The Consent Decree requires at least 95 

percent of children entering care in the reporting period to have a diligent search undertaken 

and documented within 60 days.   This is a decline from the Period IV performance of 93 

×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÈÕÎÌɯÌßÊÌÌËÚɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔ×ÓÌɀÚɯÚÛÈÛÐÚÛÐÊÈÓɯÔÈÙÎÐÕɯÖÍɯÌÙÙÖÙȭɯ 

 

The Accountability Agents believe there are three factors that undermined the StatÌɀÚɯÌÍÍÖÙÛÚɯÛÖɯ

meet the Consent Decree standard: 

 Some children were not being interviewed specifically about who loves them and with 

whom they have spent time and with whom they could live.  This may be both a 

documentation issue and practice issue for the State.   

 Efforts to obtain contact information for identified individuals were hampered  by what 

information families could , or were willing to provide ; and limited search tools available 

during Period VI .      The State has invested in a comprehensive and powerful contact 

information search technology (known as Accurint) , but this new technology was not 

fully implemented during Period VI.   This technology became more widely used in 

Period VII and may help improve future diligent search efforts .    

 Search activities are not consistently or sufficiently documented.  

  

 

 Permanency for Children in Foster Care More than 12 months Remains Challenging. 

(Outcomes 8b 9, 10, 11) 

 

Although permanency has been achieved for  nearly two -thirds  of the children who  have been 

ÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÊÜÚÛÖËàɯÚÐÕÊÌɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯÚÛÈÙÛÌËȮɯpermanency was a long-time in the 

making for many children  and it continues to be elusive for some. Children that remain in care 

longer than 12 months face a number of barriers to permanency.  These barriers include 

untreated parental substance abuse and/or mental illness, substance abuse relapse, 

incarceration, homelessness and joblessness, and the special needs and behaviors of the children 

themselves.  Casework activities such as initial and on-going diligent search for relatives and 

others, timely case planning and decision making, and maintaining a sense of urgency about 

finding permanency for every child may contribute to success for children that have been in care 

                                                 
7 Due to the sampling methodology required to measure Outcome 7, the most current performance measurement is 

for Period VI.  
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a long time. Casework efforts to engage foster parents and family members around the need for 

a child to have permanency in addition to a stable living arrangement and State willingness to 

ɁÉÜÚÛɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÉÈÙÙÐÌÙÚɂɯon behalf of individual children who have been in custody for two  years 

or more have demonstrated that permanency for these children is possible. 

 

 User Inexperience Affects SHINES Data Integrity.  

 

Although t he State continued to enhance SHINES during Period VII and offer on-going 

training, a serious data integrity challenge that needs to be addressed is the ability of intake 

ÞÖÙÒÌÙÚɯÐÕÈËÝÌÙÛÌÕÛÓàɯÛÖɯÈÚÚÐÎÕɯÈÕɯÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯÖÕÌɯɁÜÕÐØÜÌɂɯ/ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(ËÌÕÛÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯ

Number ȹÖÙɯɁ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ɂȺȭɯ#%"2ɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɯÖ×ÌÙÈÛÐÕÎɯ×ÙÖÊÌËÜÙÌɯÈÛɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÐÚɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɯ

to perform a search on the name of all alleged victims associated with a new report to determine 

if they have any previous DFCS history.  If the search identifies any previous DFCS 

involvement of the child, the intake worker is to use the unique person ID that previously was 

asÚÐÎÕÌËɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÛÖɯɁÈÚÚÖÊÐÈÛÌɂɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÞɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛȭɯɯ6ÏÌÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÐÚɯ×ÙÖ×ÌÙÓàɯËÖÕÌȮɯÐÛɯ

allows all the cases a child is involved in (e.g., the CPS case that brought a child into care, a 

ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯÊÈÚÌȮɯÈÕàɯÚÜÉÚÌØÜÌÕÛɯ"/2ɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÐÕÝÖÓÝÐng the child while in care) to be 

linked , easily retrieved, and reviewed in SHINES. 

 

'ÖÞÌÝÌÙȮɯÐÍɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɀÚɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÊÖÙÙÌÊÛÓàɯÖÙɯÛÏÖÙÖÜÎÏÓàɯÌßÌÊÜÛÌËȮɯÈɯ

ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ#%"2ɯÏÐÚÛÖÙàɯÔÈàɯÍÈÐÓɯÛÖɯÉÌɯËÌÛÌÊÛÌËɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÌÙÙÖÕÌÖÜsly assigned a 

ÚÌÊÖÕËɯɁÜÕÐØÜÌɂɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯÐÚɯÈÉÌÛÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÓÖÎÐÊɯÌÔ×ÓÖàÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ

SHINES search engine.  When a person search is conducted in SHINES, the system returns a list 

of potential matches, listed in order from the highest to t he lowest probability that each 

potential match listed is the person of interest. The SHINES search engine appears to accord 

ÏÐÎÏÌÙɯ×ÙÖÉÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÌßÈÊÛɯÚ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÔÈÛÊÏÌÚɯÖÍɯÈɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɀÚɯÚÜÙÕÈÔÌɯÛÏÈÕɯÛÖɯÚÐÔÐÓÈÙÐÛÐÌÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ

given name. Thus, even a slight miss×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÜÙÕÈÔÌɯȹKelly instead of Kelley) can 

place the true match well down the list of potential matches; after individuals with given names 

different from that used in the search. If the intake worker fails to work their way carefully 

down the list, they might erroneously conclude that a child has no previous history and 

ÎÌÕÌÙÈÛÌɯÈɯÕÌÞɯȹËÜ×ÓÐÊÈÛÌȺɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ɯÛÏÈÛɯÞÐÓÓɯÕÖÛɯÉÌɯÓÐÕÒÌËɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ"/2ɯÖÙɯ

foster care cases.  

  

This problem initially caused a number of Period VII malt reatment in care reports to be omitted 

from the list of such reports originally provided to the Accountability Agents.  Once the 

problem was discovered, DFCS staff were instrumental in confirming its cause and in 

ÐËÌÕÛÐÍàÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯɁÔÐÚÚÐÕÎɂɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÚÏÖÜÓË have been included on the list.  As a result, the 

Accountability Agents are confident that all Period VII maltreatment in care reports have now 

been accounted for and included in the analysis presented in this report.  However, it is likely 

that this prob lem also caused the true number of maltreatment in care reports and of 

substantiated victims of maltreatment to be understated in the Period VI Report.  The 

Accountability Agents will work with DFCS staff over the coming months to conduct case 

finding for reports that may have inadvertently been omitted from the Period VI list of such 
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reports, to review those reports, and will release updated Period VI data and analysis when it is 

available. 

 

C. Recommended Priorities for State Attention  

 

The State is to be commended for the positive trends and accomplishments evident in Period 

VII as previously described. However, as noted, there remain some serious challenges. Based on 

the overall trends and issues facing the State, the Accountability Agents commend three 

pri orities ÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕȭ 

 

 Improve SHINES data integrity  

 
In response to the problem described above and in greater detail in Parts III and VI of this 

report concerning individuals with duplicate person IDs, DFCS reports that a number of 

procedural and training interventions are being planned:  

o At intake, all reports of maltreatment in care that originate from DFCS staff will 

require that the foster care worker supply the intake worker with the correct Person 

ID of the child(ren) involved ; 

o A traini ng packet showing the process for correctly entering Special Investigations 

cases into SHINES should be available mid-January for distribution to all intake and 

investigative staff ; 

o Intake and investigative supervisors will be instructed to check to make c ertain that 

the correct Person ID that links the child in the investigation to the foster care case is 

ÜÚÌËɯÈÕËɯÞÐÓÓɯÔÌÙÎÌɯ(#ɀÚɯÈÚɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌË; 

o  ɯɁËÌ-ËÜ×ÐÕÎɂɯÜÕÐÛɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌɯÈÚÚÐÎÕÌËɯÛÏÌɯÛÈÚÒɯÖÍɯÐËÌÕÛÐÍàÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌÕɯÔÌÙÎÐÕÎɯ

ËÜ×ÓÐÊÈÛÌɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ɀÚɯÚÛÈÛÌÞÐËÌ; 

o The issue of duplicate pÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ɀÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌÊÖÔÌɯÈɯ×ÈÙÛɯÖÍɯ#%"2ɀ weekly Ɂcadence 

callsȰɂ 

o Monthly data runs will be compared with the County -maintained  special 

investigation logs to make certain that investigations are linked to children in care ; 

o Queries will be rÜÕɯÔÖÕÛÏÓàɯÛÖɯÐËÌÕÛÐÍàɯ×ÖÛÌÕÛÐÈÓɯÔÐÚÔÈÛÊÏÌËɯ/ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ɀÚɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯ

ÛÏÌɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÕÈÔÌÚȮɯËÈÛÌÚɯÖÍɯÉÐÙÛÏÚȮɯ22-ɀÚȮɯÌÛÊȭɯɯ.ÕÊÌɯÐËÌÕÛÐÍÐÌËȮɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÐÕÚÛÈÕÊÌÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌɯ

referred back to the appropriate county for correction and merging ; and, 

o The SHINES development team may review and adjust the SHINES search engine 

file matching algorithms.  

 

The Accountability Agents regard this undertaking as extremely important and will monitor 

ÈÕËɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯÐÕɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÏÈÕÎÌÚȭ 
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 Strengthen Monitoring and  Oversight of Private Provider -supervised Placement 

Settings 
 

The high  maltreatment in care rate in Period VII appeared to be influenced by two  interrelated 

factors. First, although only 51 percent of class member children were placed in provider -

supervised settings in Period VII, those settings accounted for 76 percent of substantiated 

maltreatment in care cases.  Second, Period VII saw a marked reduction in the number of visits 

made by the Provider Relations Unit (the organizational unit within DFCS respo nsible for the 

monitoring and supervision of private providers) to Child Placing Agencies (CPAs) and Child 

Caring Institutions; a decrease in the number and proportion of individual CPA -supervised 

foster homes visited; and a reduction in the proportion of such visits that were unannounced.   
 ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÐÛɯÐÚɯÐÔ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯÛÖɯØÜÈÕÛÐÍàɯÛÏÌɯÌßÛÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯ/14ɀÚɯÙÌËÜÊÌËɯÔÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ

ÌÕÍÖÙÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛÐÌÚɯÔÈàɯÏÈÝÌɯÊÖÕÛÙÐÉÜÛÌËɯÛÖɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɀÚɯÏÐÎÏɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÙÈÛÌȮɯÛÏÌɯ

 ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯÙÌÎÈÙËɯÐÛɯÈÚɯÈɯÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛÓàɯÚÛÙÖÕÎɯÏà×ÖÛÏÌÚÐÚɯÛÖɯÞÈÙÙÈÕÛɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

attention.  DHS has already made some leadership changes as part of the reorganization of PRU 

into the Office of Provider Utilization & Outcomes Management  (OPUOM).  DHS is encouraged 

to ensure that OPUOM is staffed at a level that will allow it to resume the level of monitoring 

and enforcement activity that were evident in Period VI.  

  

 Continue Efforts to Accelerate the Pace of Permanency for Children in Custody 

More than 12 Months  
 

As previously note d, finding permanent homes for children in custody longer than a year 

continues to require State attention.  Past success suggests that permanency can be achieved for 

many of these children and for some of them, achieved sooner.  There is no easy solution to this 

problem. The State is encouraged to continue trying to help these children find permanency by 

maintaining and improving existing strategies that have demonstrated efficacy; and 

developing, implementing, and refining new strategies.  An example of a  strategy that needs to 

ÉÌɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯÈÕËɯÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌËɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯËÐÓÐÎÌÕÛɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÌÍÍÖÙÛÚȭɯ3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÏÈÚɯËÌÔÖÕÚÛÙÈÛÌËɯÐÛÚɯ

commitment to improving this strategy with its procurement of the Accurint system 

technology. However, diligent search efforts appear to have fallen off in Period VI and steps to 

ensure they are conducted and capitalized on may produce more potential permanency 

resources for children.  

 

 An example of a new strategy that was developed and implemented in Period VII but needs 

continued refÐÕÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯɁ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ1ÖÜÕËÛÈÉÓÌÚȭɂɯ   ÚɯÈɯÙÌÔÌËÐÈÓɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

ÜÕËÌÙ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌÚɯƝɯÈÕËɯƕƔȮɯ#'2ɯÈÕËɯ/ÓÈÐÕÛÐÍÍɀÚɯ"ÖÜÕÚÌÓɯÈÎÙÌÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯDeKalb and 

Fulton counties, ÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯ"ÈÚÌàɯ%ÈÔÐÓàɯ/ÙÖÎÙÈÔÚȮɯÞÖÜÓËɯÊÖÕÝÌÕÌɯɁ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ

RoundtÈÉÓÌÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÏÐÓËɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƝɯÈÕËɯƕƔɯÊÖÏÖÙÛÚɯÖÍɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯ

Period VII.  These round tables re-engaged case managers and supervisors and practice experts 

around the strengths of the children and families represented in the Outcome 9 and 10 cohorts, 

and the challenges to permanency each child continued to face.  As a result, new plans were 
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developed for each child, and in some cases, policy requirements were waived to facilitate 

permanency.  The Permanency Roundtables appear to have been instrumental in getting the 

ÊÈÚÌÚɯÖÍɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯɁÜÕÚÛÜÊÒȮɂɯÉÜÛɯÛÏÌɯÚÜÊÊÌÚÚɯÛÏÜÚɯÍÈÙɯÏÈÚɯÊÖÕÛÙÐÉÜÛÌËɯÖÕÓàɯ

ÔÖËÌÚÛÓàɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌÚɯƝɯÈÕËɯƕƔɯÈÕËɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÞÈÚɯÕÖÛɯÌÝÌÕÓàɯ

distributed across counties.  The State and Counties are encouraged to delve into this 

experience to identify the factors that made Permanency Roundtables successful for some 

children, and to apply that knowledge to the challenge of helping those who remain in the 

Outcome 9 and 10 cohorts find permanency. 
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Table II -1 

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of June 30, 2009 

 

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

Period V I I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I 8 

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.  

97% Similar   

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.   

90% Improved  

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

neglect of foster children during the re porting 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% Same 

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

the victim of substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.  
1.06% To be assessed 

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

corporal punishment within the previous 12 months.  
100% Similar   

Permanency Outcomes  
Childre n 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.   

80% Declined 

Outcom e 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.   

81% Similar  

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, subject to 

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

99% 
Similar  

 

 

                                                 
8The characterization of differences between Period VII and Period VI is based on the following criteria for 

Outcomes measured using the entire population (numbered 1,2,3,4,5,8a,8b,9,10,11,14,15,16,18, and 24): 

similar=change up to +/- 2%; improve/decline= change +/- 3% or more; Outcomes measured using a sample each 

period (numbered 6,7,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,25,26,27,28,29,30, and 31employed 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. 
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of June 30, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes  
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

Period V I I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I  

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

reunification shall have appropriate visitation with their paren ts to 

progress toward reunification.  

90% 

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 ha d visits with 

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

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

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

ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯplacement is more than 50 

miles and the child is placed with a relative.  

50% 

Improved  

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.   

4.8% Improved  

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 les s after 

entering custody: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.  

50% 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 with 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% Same 

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

ÊÜÚÛÖËàɯÜ×ÖÕɯÌÕÛÙàɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯɁƖƘɯ

ÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƘɯÔÖÕÛÏɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ

pool after the thi rd 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.   

19% Similar  
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of June 30, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period   V I I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I  

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

in custody upon entry of th e 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.   

10% Declined 

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 w ithin 12 months of final 

termination or release of parental rights  

68% 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 recruitm ent plan or 

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

30% 

One Time 

Measure 

Taken in 

Period I9 

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 ri ghts filed as to both parents or legal 

caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compelling reasons in 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÙÌÊÖÙËɯÞÏàɯÛÌÙÔÐÕÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛÈÓɯÙÐÎÏÛÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÕÖÛɯ

be filed. 

95% Same 

 

 

                                                 
9 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 June 30, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period V I I  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I  

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#%"2ɯÚÏÈÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÚÜÉÔÐÛÛÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÐß-

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.   

80% Similar  

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. 

95% Improved  

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children Experience Stable 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 mon ths in custody.  
89% 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% 

 

Same 

 

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.  

51% 

 

Similar  

 

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 caretake r at least one time each 

month during the prior 12 months in custody.  

75% 

Improved 

within Margin 

of Error  
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of June 30, 2009 

 

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children and Youth Receive Services They Need  

Period V I I  

Performance 

Comparison to 

Period V I  

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.   

To be 

reported on 

in Period 

VIII  

NA  

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

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

ÕÌÌËÚȮɯÈÊÊÖÙËÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

most recent case plan.   

72% 

Declined 

within Margin 

of Error  

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.   

99% Similar  

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

time during the reporting period shall have all applicable language 

in court orders necessary to assess qualification for federal funding 

under Title IV -E of the Social Security Act.  

71% 

Improved 

within Margin 

of Error  

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% Same 

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 that 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 

3% 

Improved 

within Margin 

of Error  
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Part III    SAFETY 
Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltr eatment  

 

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

protection of the children who enter the foster care system.ɂ10 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).  This part  ÙÌ×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 in Period VII.    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 iÚÚÜÌÚɯ ÚÜÙÙÖÜÕËÐÕÎɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÞÖÙÒɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ×ÙÖÝÐËÌɯ Èɯ ÊÖÕÛÌßÛɯ ÍÖÙɯ ÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance.  3ÏÐÚɯ×ÈÙÛɯÈÓÚÖɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÙÌÕËÚɯÖÝÌÙɯ

the seven reporting periods to date. 

 

Table III -1 

Children in Foster Care are Saf e from Maltreatment:  Progress as of June 30, 2009 

Consent Decree Outcome 
Period VII  

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

substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.  
1.06% 

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.  

97% 

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.   

90% 

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.  
100% 

                                                 
10 See p. 4, Principle 4, of  the Consent Decree 
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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.  It is unacceptable that any such child should again experience 

maltreatment in the ir  foster care setting.  

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

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

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  

issues.  The Consent Decree standard for maltreatment in care (Outcome 5) since the end of 2007 

(Period IV) has been 0.57 percent. This percentage (0.57%) represented 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." 11  The data used to measure the 

Outcome performance is derived from a review of all 111 investigations of alleged maltreatment 

concerning class member children in foster care completed during Period VII (January-June 

2009).   

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of  the Outcome 5 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 5, approximately one percent (1.06%) of all children in foster care between 

January 1 and June 30, 2009 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.  The Period VII rate is similar to the Period IV rate of 1.01 percent, and represents the 

highest maltreatment in care rate measured thus far.12  

                                                 
11 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. 
12 During analysis of Period VII data, the Accountability Agents identified a problem with SHINES that resulted in 

the undercounting of maltreatment in care reports and in the number of substantiated victims.  This problem is 

discussed more fully later in this part of the report, and in the Part VI discussion of SHINES.  Upon discovering this 

problem, the Accountability Agents took  additional case finding steps and are confident that the data presented here 

for Period VII are now correct, but it is probable that this problem resulted in maltreatment in care reports and 

substantiated victims being undercounted in Period VI.  Therefore, no comparison is made to the Period VI 

maltreatment in care data that may have been affected by this problem.  The Accountability Agents will be 
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In Period VII, t he case record review found 25 instances of substantiated maltreatment fitting 

the federal definition among the 2,348 children in care at any point during the reporting period.  

The type of maltreatment substantiated for these 25 children consisted of: inadequate 

supervision alone (15 children); inadequate supervision along with inadequate health an d 

medical care (3 children); physical abuse (3 children); inadequate health and medical care (2 

children) ; inadequate supervision along with physical abuse (1 child); and inadequate 

supervision along with inadequate food, clothing and shelter (1 child). Du ring the reporting 

period, 16 other class-member children were the victims of substantiated maltreatment that did 

not fit the federal definition of maltreatment in care. Six child ren (five of whom were sibling 

victims in a single report) were maltreated by their  biological parent during an unsupervised 

visit, one by his biological mother while transitioning into her home, one by a daycare provider, 

and eight by relatives (or fictive kin) in whose care the child ren had been placed. 

 

The high  maltreatment in care rate in Period VII appears to be influenced by two  interrelated 

factors. First, a relatively large number of substantiated maltreatment in care cases occurred in 

provider -supervised placement settings.  Second, Period VII saw a marked reduction in the 

number of visits made by PRU staff to Child Placing Agencies (CPAs) and Child Caring 

Institutions; a decrease in the number and proportion of individual CPA -supervised foster 

homes visited; and a reduction in the proportion of such visits that were unanno unced.  Each of 

these factors is discussed in greater detail below. 

 

Maltreatment in care originating in provider -supervised placement settings accounted for 19 of 

25 Period VII substantiated reports (76%); nine in provider -supervised foster homes and 10 in 

congregate care settings such as group homes and residential care facilities.  Eight of the 19 

Period VII substantiated reports in provider -supervised settings were accounted for by two 

provider agencies.  One of these agencies, a group home, was responsible for a total of five 

substantiated victims (four victims in one incident of inadequate supervision and one victim in 

a separate incident of inadequate supervision and inadequate medical care).  The second agency 

was responsible for a total of three substantiated victims (two victims of inadequate supervision 

ÐÕɯÛÞÖɯÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌɯÎÙÖÜ×ɯÏÖÔÌÚɯÈÕËɯÖÕÌɯÝÐÊÛÐÔɯÖÍɯÐÕÈËÌØÜÈÛÌɯÔÌËÐÊÈÓɯÊÈÙÌɯÐÕɯÖÕÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯ

family foster homes).  

 

In Period VII, as in previous reporting cycles, the overall maltreatment in care rate and the 

proportion of that rate attributable to provider supervised placement settings was 

disproportionately influenced by the number of substantiated victims whose placement was a 

congregate care setting.  The reason for this is clear: maltreatment reports from congregate care 

settings have the potential of involving multiple victims.  For example, Period IV had the 

second highest maltreatment in care rate measured to date (1.01%), and the 27 substantiated 

victims of maltreatment in care that period included a total of 11 children associated with three 

reports against congregate care settings.  In Period V the rate dropped to 0.90 percent, and there 

                                                                                                                                                             
conducting additional case-finding activities for Period VI and will issue corrected data for that period which will 

include appropriate comparisons. 
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were four substantiated maltreatment in care cases in congregate care settings, but each 

involved a sin gle child.  Against that backdrop, it is clear that the Period VII rate of 1.06% was 

heavily influenced by the 10 substantiated incidents arising in congregate care settings, one of 

which involved four children.  

 

This incident occurred in a group home that  has enjoyed a strong reputation in the community 

for many years.  The incident that led to the four substantiations of inadequate supervision 

involved adolescents that had been moved to little -used cottages on the facility grounds while 

the main facility was being extensively remodeled.  While residing in the cottages, one of the 

youth stole cleaning chemicals from a maintenance cart which the four involved youth 

ɁÏÜÍÍÌËȮɂɯÙÌÚÜÓÛÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÚ×ÐÛÈÓÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÖÕÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÔȭɯ#'2ɯÛÖÖÒɯÚÛÙÖÕÎɯÈÊÛÐÖÕɯÈÎÈÐÕÚÛɯÛÏÌɯ

×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌËɯÚÜÚ×ÌÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÐÕÛÈÒÌȮɯÖÙËÌÙÐÕÎɯÈɯÙÌÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯÏÈáÈÙËÖÜÚɯ

substances handling procedures, ordering certain immediate improvements to the physical 

plant of the cottages pending completion of the remodeling project, and i nitiating daily site 

ÝÐÚÐÛÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛàɯÜÕÛÐÓɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÔÖËÌÓÐÕÎɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÐÖÕȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯÙÌÔÖËÌÓÐÕÎɯÏÈÚɯÕÖÞɯÉÌÌÕɯ

completed and all youth who had been moved to the cottages have been returned to the newly 

refurbished main facility.  

 

However, another dyna mic that may have contributed to the relatively large proportion of 

maltreatment in care occurring in provider -supervised placement settings was the reduced 

intensity of provider monitoring that was evident in Period VII.  The monitoring and 

enforcement activities of the Provider Relations Unit (PRU) 13 appear to have been less intense in 

Period VII than in previous periods. According to PRU officials, staffing levels declined 

throughout Period VII as a result of attrition, promotion, extended medical leave, armed 

ÚÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯËÜÛàɯÈÕËɯÙÌÛÐÙÌÔÌÕÛȭɯɯ#ÜÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÍÐÚÊÈÓɯÊÙÐÚÐÚȮɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÌÔ×ÓÖàÌÌÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÕÖÛɯÙÌ×ÓÈÊÌËȭɯ

This had a number of significant impacts:  

 

 During Period VI, PRU made quarterly, site visits to 100 percent of the administrative 

offices of large CPAs (those with more than 20 foster homes) and small CPAs (those 

with fewer than 20 foster homes) and to foster homes they supervise to review files for 

compliance with contract provisions, interview children, and inspect physical plant.  

o In contrast, during  the first half of Period VII, visitation of large and small CPAs 

fell to about 75 percent.  During the second half of Period VII, visitation of large 

CPAs fell to approximately 32 percent; while about 48 percent of the small CPAs 

were visited.   

 During Period VI, approximately 30 percent of the foster homes supervised by large 

CPAs were visited each quarter; and about 65 percent of the foster homes supervised by 

small CPAs were visited each quarter.   

o In contrast, during Period VII, these rates fell to 9 and 35 percent, respectively. 

 Approximately 75 percent of the visits made in Period VI were unannounced.   

                                                 
13 Effective with the reorganization of the Department of Human Resources into the Department of Human Services 

on July 1, 2009, the Provider Relations Unit became the Office of Provider Utilization & Outcomes Management. 
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o In contrast, during Period VII, unannounced visits were made only when a 

"/ ɀÚɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÏÈËɯÉÌÌÕɯÚÜÚ×ÌÕËÌËɯÈÕËɯÈɯÊÖÙÙÌÊÛÐÝÌɯÈÊÛÐÖÕɯ×ÓÈÕɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÌËȭɯɯ 

 

AÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÐÛɯÐÚɯÐÔ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯÛÖɯØÜÈÕÛÐÍàɯÛÏÌɯÌßÛÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÞÏÐÊÏɯ/14ɀÚɯÙÌËÜÊÌËɯÔÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ

ÌÕÍÖÙÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛÐÌÚɯÔÈàɯÏÈÝÌɯÊÖÕÛÙÐÉÜÛÌËɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɀÚɯÏÐÎÏɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÙÈÛÌȮɯ

ÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯÙÌÎÈÙËɯÐÛɯÈÚɯÈɯÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛÓàɯÚÛÙÖÕÎɯÏà×ÖÛÏÌÚÐÚɯÛÖɯÞÈÙÙÈÕÛɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

attention.  DHS has already made some leadership changes as part of the reorganization of PRU 

into the Office of Provider Utilization & Outcomes Management  (OPUOM).  DHS is encouraged 

to ensure that OPUOM is staffed at a level that wi ll allow it to resume the level of monitoring 

and enforcement activity that were evident in Period VI.  

 

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).  For 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.   

 

Data for these outcomes are based on the universe of 111 maltreatment investigations 

completed during the reportin g period that involved a child in the custody of DeKalb or Fulton 

County.  The Consent Decree covers maltreatment in care investigations that involve any child 

in the custody of DeKalb or Fulton counties, regardless of w here in the State of Georgia the 

chiÓËɀÚɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÓÖÊÈÛÌËȭɯɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÚÛÐ×ÜÓÈÛÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÛÖɯ

ÉÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÙÌÚÐËÌÕÊÌȭɯ3ÏÜÚȮɯÞÏÌÕɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÛÖɯ

involve a class member who is placed outside DeKalb or Fulton Count y, 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 VII .  

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement 

issues.   
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b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 1 Threshold  

 

As noted in Table III-1 for Outcome 1, 97 percent of maltreatment in care investigations were 

commenced within 24 hours according to file review 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 second consecutive 

reporting period for which the Outcome 1 threshold was met and the highest compliance rate 

measured thus far for Outcome 1 in any reporting period.  Figure III -1 displays ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance on Outcome 1 over seven reporting periods. 

 

Figure III -1 

State Performance on Outcome 1: Maltreatment in Care Investigations Commenced  

Within 24 Hours of Receipt of Report   

For Seven Reporti ng Periods (October 27, 2005 ɬ June 30, 2009) 

 

 
    Source: File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, October 2005 ɬ June 2009. 

 

As displayed in Table III -2, DeKalb and Fulton counties commenced 97 percent of the 

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

perimeter counties was 98 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.  Two of the three cases in which this d id 

not happen were investigated by DeKalb or Fulton County  and the third was investigated by a 

perimeter 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 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Period VII Monitoring Report 

Page 27    

ÈÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚɂɯÛÖÞÈÙËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕȮɯÐÕɯÛÌÙÔÚɯÖÍɯensuring child safety it is important to recognize that 

in 110 of the 111 investigations (99%) the alleged victim(s) were seen by or removed from 

potential risk  by child welfare profe ssionals within 24 hours. 

 

Table III -2 

Outcome 1 ɬ Commencement of Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=111 

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  
2 3% 

68 97% 70 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 
1 2% 40 98% 41 100% 

Total 3 3% 108 97% 111 100% 

  Source:  File Review of All Completed Investigations, January ɬ June 2009. 

 

 

 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 2  Threshold  

 

For Outcome 2, 90 percent of maltreatment in care investigations (100 of 111) 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 .   (The remaining 11 cases, or 10 percent, were investigated within 45 days.)  

Figure III -ƖɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƖɯÖÝÌÙɯÚÌÝÌÕɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÌÙÐÖËÚȭ 
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Figure III -2 

State Performance on Outcome 2: Maltreatment in Care Investig ations Completed  

 Within 30 Days of Receipt of Report  

 For Seven Reporting Periods (October 27, 2005 ɬ June 30, 2009) 
 

 
   Source: File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, October 2005 ɬ June 2009. 

 

 

The Period VII  performance of DeKalb and Fulton  counties in timely investigation completi on 

was 93 percent; the performance of the perimeter counties on this outcome was 85 percent. The 

Period VII  performance of DeKalb, Fulton, and the perimeter counties is displayed in Table III -3. 

 

Table III -3 

Outcome 2 ɬ Timely Investigations  

N=111 

Investigating 

County  

Completed in > 30 Days Completed in Ȁɯ30 Days Total  

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

DeKalb/Fulton  
5 7% 65 93% 70 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 6 15% 35 85% 41 100% 

Total 
11 10% 100 90% 111 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, January ɬ June 2009. 
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 The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 3  Threshold  

 

For Outcome 3, 97 percent (141 of 145) alleged victims of maltreatment in care during Period 

VII 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 

slightly below the Outcome 3 performance standard of 99 percent, it matches the highest 

compliance rate measured thus far for Outcome 3. Figure III -3 ÐÓÓÜÚÛÙÈÛÌÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀs 

performance on Outcome 3 for seven reporting periods. 

 

Figure III -3 

State Performance on Outcome 3: Maltreatment in Care Investigati ons with  

Timely Face-to-Face Private Contact with All Alleged Victims  

For Seven Reporting Periods of (October 27, 2005 ɬ June 30, 2009) 

 

 
   Source: File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, October 2005 ɬ June 2009. 

 

The Period VII  Outcome 3 performance for DeKalb and Fulton counties was 98 percent, while 

the perimeter counties were at 97 percent.  Period VI I data for Outcome 3 is displayed in Table 

III -4.  
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Table III -4 

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

N=145 

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 T otal   

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent of 

Total  

DeKalb/Fulton  
1 1% 1 1% 84 98% 86 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 0 0% 2 3% 57 97% 59 100% 

Total 
1 1% 3 2% 141 97% 145 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, January ɬ June 2009. 

 

 

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. 

Four alleged victims were not seen by CPS investigators within this time frame; two in cases 

investigated by DeKalb or Fulton County and two in cases investigated by the perimeter 

counties.  One of the two ÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÝÐÊÛÐÔÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌËɂɯÉàɯDeKalb or Fulton county and both 

ÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÝÐÊÛÐÔÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌËɂɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ×ÌÙÐÔÌÛÌÙɯÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɯhad 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. 

 

AlÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÊÖÜÕÛɯÈÚɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚɂɯÛÖÞÈÙËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƗȮɯÐÛɯshould be recognized that of the 

145 alleged victims in Period VII, 144 (99%) had their safety ensured by child welfare 

professionals within 24 hours . 

 

c. Operational Context  

 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5((ɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯÒÌÌ×ÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÚÈÍÌɯÞÈÚɯÔÐßÌËȭɯɯ6ÏÐÓÌɯ

the maltreatment iÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÙÈÛÌɯÞÈÚɯÏÐÎÏȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÚɯÙÌÓÈÛÌËɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ

investigative process improved, with the State maintaining or establishing new performance 

ɁÏÐÎÏɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÔÈÙÒÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÌÈÊÏɯÖÍɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌÚɯƕȮɯƖȮɯÈÕËɯƗȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÚÜÎÎÌÚÛÐÝÌɯÖÍɯÖÕÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÎÙeat 

challenges in child welfare reform efforts. Large systems are relatively adept at implementing 

prescribed processes and procedures; given sufficient time and incentive, such processes and 

procedures are readily internalized and the desired result can dependably be delivered.  

However, delivering system -level outcomes, such as the absence of maltreatment in care, is a 

more difficult proposition.   

 

 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Period VII Monitoring Report 

Page 31    

Delivering system -level outcomes is not merely a matter of institutionalizing a new expectation 

for a rout ine process (e.g., initiating all maltreatment in care investigations within 24 hours of 

report receipt).  Successfully producing such outcomes typically involves influencing the 

behaviors and decisions of individuals beyond the direct control of the child  welfare agency 

(e.g., service providers) as well as those within the agency. To transform system-level outcomes, 

typically a number of conditions must be met. First, a shared understanding must be 

established about which processes and interventions actually work to deliver the desired 

ÖÜÛÊÖÔÌȭɯ-ÌßÛȮɯÛÏÖÚÌɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚÌÚɯÈÕËɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÌÕÛÐÖÕÚɯÔÜÚÛɯÉÌɯÌÔÉÌËËÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɀÚɯËÈÐÓàɯ

practice. Then, leadership and supervision must be exercised throughout the system to hold 

actors and processes within and outside the direct control of the child welfare agency 

accountable for doing their parts to achieve of the desired system-level outcome.  Finally the 

resources necessary to support the foregoing must be available. The State clearly continues to 

have important work to do  ÛÖɯÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛÓàɯÚÈÛÐÚÍàɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÛÖɯÔÌÌÛɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯ

standard for maltreatment in care.  

 

 

d. SHINES Undercount of Maltreatment in Care Cases   

 

In the process of analyzing Period VII maltreatment in care data, the Accountability Agents 

ident ified a problem with SHINES that resulted in the undercounting of maltreatment in care 

reports and, therefore, understated the number of substantiated victims  of maltreatment in care.  

This problem, also referenced in the Part VI discussion of SHINES, involved intake workers 

ÐÕÈËÝÌÙÛÌÕÛÓàɯÊÙÌÈÛÐÕÎɯËÜ×ÓÐÊÈÛÌɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯÐËÌÕÛÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÕÜÔÉÌÙÚɯȹÖÙɯɁ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ÚɂȺɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ

processing of new maltreatment reports.  When a report alleging maltreatment is received, 

DFCS standard operating procedure at intake is for the intake worker to perform a search on 

the name of all alleged victims associated with a new report to determine if they have any 

previous DFCS history.  If the search identifies any previous DFCS involvement of the child, the 

intake worker is to use the unique person ID that previously was assigned to the child to 

ɁÈÚÚÖÊÐÈÛÌɂɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÞɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛȭɯɯ6ÏÌÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÐÚɯ×ÙÖ×ÌÙÓàɯËÖÕÌȮɯÐÛɯÈÓÓÖÞÚɯÈÓÓɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÚÌÚɯÐÕɯ

which a child is involved (e.g., the child protective services (CPS) case that brought a child into 

ÊÈÙÌȮɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯÊÈÚÌȮɯÈÕàɯÚÜÉÚÌØÜÌÕÛɯ"/2ɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÐÕÝÖÓÝÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÞÏÐÓÌɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌȺɯÛÖɯ

be linked and easily retrieved and reviewed in SHINES.  

 

'ÖÞÌÝÌÙȮɯÐÍɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɀÚɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÊÖÙÙÌÊÛÓàɯÖÙɯÛÏÖÙÖÜÎÏÓàɯÌßÌÊÜÛÌËȮɯÈɯ

chiÓËɀÚɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ#%"2ɯÏÐÚÛÖÙàɯÔÈàɯÍÈÐÓɯÛÖɯÉÌɯËÌÛÌÊÛÌËɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÌÙÙÖÕÌÖÜÚÓàɯÈÚÚÐÎÕÌËɯÈɯ

ÚÌÊÖÕËɯɁÜÕÐØÜÌɂɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯ(#ȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯÐÚɯÈÉÌÛÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÓÖÎÐÊɯÌÔ×ÓÖàÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ

SHINES search engine.  When a person search is conducted in SHINES, the system returns a list 

of potential matches, listed in order from the highest to the lowest probability that each 

potential match listed is the person of interest. The SHINES search engine appears to accord 

ÏÐÎÏÌÙɯ×ÙÖÉÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÌßÈÊÛɯÚ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÔÈÛÊÏÌÚɯÖÍɯÈɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɀÚ surname than to any characteristic of 

ÛÏÌɯÎÐÝÌÕɯÕÈÔÌȭɯ3ÏÜÚȮɯÌÝÌÕɯÈɯÚÓÐÎÏÛɯÔÐÚÚ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÜÙÕÈÔÌɯȹKelly instead of Kelley) can 

place the true match well down the list of potential matches; after individuals with given names 

different from that u sed in the search.  
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%ÖÙɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȮɯÐÍɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɯÊÖÕËÜÊÛÐÕÎɯÈɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÔÐÚÚ×ÌÓÓÚɯÛÏÌɯÕÈÔÌɯɁ)ÈÔÐÌɯ#ÈÝÐÌÚɂɯɬ 

Black (non-Hispanic) Female ɬ ÈÚɯɯɁ)ÈÔÐÌɯDavisɂɯɬ Black (non-Hispanic) Female, SHINES will 

ÙÌÛÜÙÕɯÈɯÓÐÚÛɯÖÍɯ×ÖÛÌÕÛÐÈÓɯÔÈÛÊÏÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÙÈÕÒɯɁ)ÈÔÌÚɯ#ÈÝÐÚɂɯɬ White (non -'ÐÚ×ÈÕÐÊȺɯ,ÈÓÌȮɯɁ#ÈÝÐÚɯ

)ÈÔÌÚɂɯɬ Black (non-'ÐÚ×ÈÕÐÊȺɯ,ÈÓÌȮɯɁ)ÈàÔÌɯ#ÈÝÐÚɂɯɬ White (non -'ÐÚ×ÈÕÐÊɯ%ÌÔÈÓÌȮɯɁ4ÕÒÕÖÞÕɯ

#ÈÝÐÚɂɯɬ White (non -'ÐÚ×ÈÕÐÊȺɯ,ÈÓÌȮɯɯÈÕËɯɁ#ÈÝÐÚɯ4ÕÒÕÖÞÕɂɯɬ Race/Ethnicity unknown, as 

ÏÐÎÏÌÙɯ×ÙÖÉÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÔÈÛÊÏÌÚɯÛÏÈÕɯɁ)ÈÔÐÌɯ#ÈÝÐÌÚɂɯɬ Black (non-Hispanic) Female.  If the intake 

worker fails to work their way carefully down the list, they might erroneously conclude that 

this is the first case for Jamie Davies and generate a new (duplicate) person ID that will not be 

linked with t ÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ"/2ɯÖÙɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯÊÈÚÌÚȭɯɯ6ÏÌÕɯÛÏÌɯ#%"2ɯ#ÈÛÈȮɯ ÕÈÓàÚÐÚȮɯ

Reporting, and Evaluation (DARE) division generates a list of maltreatment in care 

ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯ ÍÖÙɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ ×ÌÙÐÖËȮɯ )ÈÔÐÌɯ #ÈÝÐÌÚɯ ÞÖÜÓËɯ ÉÌɯ ɁÔÐÚÚÌËɂɯ ÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯ ÏÌÙɯ

maltreatment  in care report (containing her duplicate person ID) would not be linked to her 

foster care case (containing her original person ID). 

 

Upon discovering this problem, the Accountability Agents , with the full cooperation and 

assistance  of DARE section staff, took  additional case finding steps and are confident that the 

data presented here for Period VII are now complete and correct.  However, it is probable that 

this problem resulted in maltreatment in care reports and substantiated victims being 

undercount ed in Period VI .  The Accountability Agents will be conducting additional case -

finding activities for Period VI, and will issue corrected data for that period . 

 

Outcome 6 ɬ Corporal Punishment  

 

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

ÞÏÐÊÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯËÌÍÐÕÌÚɯÈÚɯɁȱÈÕàɯ×ÏàÚÐÊÈÓɯ×ÜÕÐÚÏÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɯÛÏÈÛ ÐÕÍÓÐÊÛÚɯ×ÈÐÕȭɂ14 

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

an incident of corporal punishment wi thin the previous 12 months. 

 

c.     Interpretation and Measurement  

 

The Consent DÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÏÙÈÚÌɯɁȱÈÓÓɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌÚȱȭɂ15 is operationalized as all foster 

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

 

d. 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, 100 percent of the 

                                                 
14 See p. 2 of the Consent Decree 
15 Ibid, p. 32 
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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 156 

foster homes that had a class member in care at any point during the reporting period .  None of 

the 156 had confirmed incidents of corporal punishment.  This is about the same as Period VI , 

during which 99 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 six reporting periods to which the Consent Decree 

standards applied. 

 

Figure III -4 

State Performance on Outcome 6: 

Incidents of Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes   

For Six Reporting Periods (July 2006-June 2009) 

 

 
   Source: Foster Home Record Reviews, July 1, 2006 ɬ June 30, 2009. 
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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. 16  The following discussio n 

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 181 randomly  selected foster care records and all 111 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 181 sampled children  and 156 foster home records 

identified two  instances (one from the foster home review and one from the placement review)  

in which  an allegation of maltreatment appears to have been inappropriately screened out by a 

permanency worker.   These incident s are described below: 

 

 A child placed in a provider -supervised foster home reported to her provider agency  

case manager  that she had been subjected to corporal punishment by her foster father 

when she failed to get up and get ready for school.  The provider agency case manager 

reported the allegation  to a Fulton County permanency supervisor after she was unable 

ÛÖɯÔÈÒÌɯÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ#%"2ɯ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɯȹ/",Ⱥȭɯɯ!àɯÛÏÌɯtime 

this report was made, the child had recanted her allegation and apologized for lying 

ÈÉÖÜÛɯÏÌÙɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÍÈÛÏÌÙȭɯɯ#ÜÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÙÌÊÈÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯÏÐÚÛÖÙàɯÖÍɯÔÈÒÐÕÎɯ

false allegations against foster parents, the supervisor decided it was unnecessary to 

make a CPS referral in this case. 

 

 A child indicated to his new DeKalb County PCM that he received corporal punishment  

from his maternal great -grandmother with whom he was placed.  The child 

subsequently recanted the allegation which the maternal great-grandmother strongly 

denied, and his PCM failed to refer the allegation to CPS staff for assessment. 

 

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

allegations in both these cases should have been referred to the CPS unit for assessment and 

screen-out or investigation.  These cases were referred to the Fulton and DeKalb County 

                                                 
16 See pp.28-30 of the Consent Decree 
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leadership for further action.  As a consequence, the worker and supervisor involved in the first 

case were counseled on the appropria te procedure to be followed in circumstances such as this. 

In the second case, all permanency and CPS staff were advised again in writing that all 

incidents of alleged use of corporal punishment must be reported immediately to CPS for 

assessment, and the issue was discussed with all permanency supervisors at the quarterly 

Permanency Supervisors meeting. Based on a careful vetting of the specifics of these cases, the 

Accountability Agents are satisfied that they represent isolated incident s and are not indic ative 

of a systemic problem.  Future file reviews will continue to scrutinize placement and foster 

home records 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 

manner ÈÕËɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÛÐÔÌɯÍÙÈÔÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌËɯÉàɯÓÈÞɯÈÕËɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȭɂ17  DFCS policy on 

ÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯȹÞÏÐÊÏɯÈÙÌɯÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯɁ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ(ÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɂȺɯÐÚɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯ

in Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual.18  Section 2106 contains guidance on the many 

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

parties involved, 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 placement setting 

being investigated. 

 

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

investigations completed during Period VII  were conducted in accordance with the 

investigative 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 con clusive, 

affirmative response.   

                                                 
17 See p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
18 Social Services Manual, Chapter 2100, Section VI, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005. 
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Table III -5 

Proportion of Investigations Meeting Policy Requirements  

(N varies based on placement setting  and other case characteristics) 

 

Investigative Policy Requirement  

Percent of Applicable 

Investigations with 

Documen ted  

Compliance  

 Period VII 19 

Investigator saw/interviewed every alleged maltreated child 

separately (N=111) 
100% 

All other adults frequently in the home interviewed separately 

(N=23) 
96% 

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

adequately evaluated and assessed (N=111) 
96% 

Alleged maltreater was interviewed separately (N=107)  95% 

All  approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed separately 

(N=111) 
92% 

Investigator reviewed the DFCS history of the foster 

parent/caregiver  (N=74) 
88% 

At least two relevant collateral sources contacted during the 

investigation (N=111) 
86% 

Investigator saw/interviewed each of the other children (non -

alleged victims) separately  (N=89) 
85% 

Investigator reviewed previous CPS reports for foster 

parents/caregivers (N=74) 
84% 

File contains physical evidence to support case documentation 

(N=54) 
83% 

DFCS case managers required to visit in this foster care setting were 

contacted (N=111) 
78% 

Source:  Case file review of all maltreatment in care investigatio ns completed January 1, 2009 ɬ June 30, 2009. 

 

As reflected in Table III -5, documented compliance with each of the most common investigative 

policy requirements was found in 80 percent or more of the records for all requirements but one 

                                                 
19 As indicated previously, during analysis of Period VII data, the Accountability Agents identified a problem with 

SHINES that resulted in the undercounting of maltreatment in care reports. The Accountability Agents took  

additional case finding steps and are confident that the data presented here for Period VII are now complete, but it is 

probable that this problem resulted in maltreatment in care reports being undercounted in Period VI.  Therefore, no 

comparison is made to Period VI maltreatment in care data.  The Accountability Agents will conduct additional 

case-finding activities for Period VI and will issue corrected data for that period which will include appropriate 

comparisons. 
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(DFCS case managers required to visit in this setting were contacted).  The Accountability Agents 

believe that the Georgia 2'(-$2ɀɯ Ðnformation system may understate the true level of 

performance on certain of these policy requirements.   

%ÖÙɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȮɯÞÏÐÓÌɯ2'(-$2ɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÚɯɁÏard-ÊÖËÐÕÎɂɯÛÖɯÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÛÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒÌÙɯÚÌÈÙÊÏÌËɯ

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 

ÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌàɯÙÌÝÐÌÞÌËɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯ"/2ɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÖÕɯÈÕɯÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÌÙɯÐÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÖÕÛÈÊÛ 

ÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɂɯÍÐÌÓËɯȹÞÏÐÊÏɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛÚɯÍÙÌÌɯÍÖÙÔɯÛÌßÛȺȭɯɯ(ÛɯÐÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÍÐÌÓËɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯKenny A. file review 

team has to look for documentation that the ÍÖÚÛÌÙɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛɀÚɯDFCS history or previous CPS 

reports were reviewed by the investigator , or to identify who the  investigator interviewed or 

contacted in the course of the investigation.  ÕËɯÜÕÓÌÚÚɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÖÙɀÚɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɯÔÌÕÛÐÖÕÚɯ

every report the reviewer was able to identify in SHINES or IDS, or contains a narrative 

description of the specific conversations the investigator had with, for example, DFCS case 

managers required to visit in the placement setting, they were not given credit for those items. 

Some investigators were savvy enough to include a statement in the contact narrative indicating 

that these important process steps were performed, but others did not.  

In the near term, it appears that this problem must be approached as an ongoing training 

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

narrative  field to document their compliance with many of the investigative policy 

requirements. 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 

warr anted.   

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

the Provider Relations Unit, and the DFCS Policy Unit   

 

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). 20  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 

                                                 
20 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. 
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×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈÙɯÏÖÔÌÚɯÖÙɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÊÓÖÚÌËȱȭɂ21   

 

To assess compliance with th ese provisions, the Accountability agents collect data directly from 

ORS, PRU, and the DFCS Policy Unit to ascertain which maltreatment reports involving foster 

children had been reported to each office, and interview ORS and PRU leadership and staff to 

confirm that the required reviews are taking place and to understand what actions are being 

taken as a consequence of them. The reporting of maltreatment in care investigations to each of 

these three offices and the review of those reports are considered separately below.    

 

 Notification of the Policy Unit, ORS and PRU of Maltreatment in Care Reports   

 

"ÖÔ×ÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÔÈÓÛreatment in care notification requirement has been a 

ÊÖÕÊÌÙÕɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛÚɯÚÐÕÊÌɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ(ȭɯɯ(ÕɯÓÐÎÏÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÚÛÙÐÕÎÌÕÛɯ

standards for maltreatment in care, improving the completeness of maltreatment in care 

reporting to the th ree statewide offices responsible for identifying maltreatment in care patterns 

iÚɯÙÌÎÈÙËÌËɯÈÚɯÊÙÐÛÐÊÈÓɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÚÜÊÊÌÚÚÍÜÓÓàɯ×ÙÌÝÌÕÛɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌȭɯɯ,ÈÑÖÙɯ

improvements were identified in Periods III, IV, and V in reporting to ORS, PRU, and the DFCS 

Policy Unit.  

 

For Period VII, data collected directly from the DFCS Policy Unit indicate that administrative 

packets were received for 100 (90%) of the 111 Period VII maltreatment in care investigations 

completed during the reporting peri od.  Fifteen (15%) of the 100 reports the Policy Unit received 

for Period VII were  sent within the 10-day window  specified by DFCS policy.22    

 

Fulton and DeKalb Count ies conducted the largest number of maltreatment in care 

investigations : 42 and 28, respectively .  Fulton County reported 38 (90%) of the 42 investigations 

it conducted to the Policy Unit; while DeKalb County reported all of the 28 investigations it 

conducted (100%).  Among the perimeter counties, Clayton and Henry counties each had 

multiple m issing reports to the Policy Unit although they conducted relatively few 

maltreatment in care investigations compared to DeKalb or Fulton counties.  Table III -6 displays 

data on county reporting of maltreatment in care investigations  to the DFCS Policy Unit. 

                                                 
21  See Section 12 B, p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
22 Social Services Manual, Section 2106.11, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005. 
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Table III -6 

Policy Unit Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=111 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

DeKalb 28 28 100%   

Fulton  42 38 90% 4 10% 

Baldwin  1 1    

Bibb 5 5 100%   

Clayton 3 1 33% 2 67% 

Cobb 6 6 100%   

Douglas 6 6 100%   

Fayette 1   1 100% 

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  3 3 100%   

Henry  7 5 71% 2 29% 

Newton  3 3 100%   

Polk 1   1 100% 

Rockdale 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  1 1 100%   

Total 111 100 90% 11 10% 

Source: Survey of Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, January 1 ɬ June 30, 2009.  

 

 

The Period VII file review of maltreatment in care investigations included  72 investigations of 

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

indicate that ORS was notified of 53 (74%) of these investigations.  This represents a decline 

from the ORS Period V notification rate of 91percent and the lowest ORS notification rate 

recorded since Period II, when it was 73 percent.  Among the 53 maltreatment in care 

allegations of which ORS was informed, ORS conducted a joint investigation with DFCS for 24 

(45%) of them.  Notifying ORS of maltreatment reports in the care settings t hey license is 

essential to the ability of ORS to effectively use that licensing authority to help prevent 

maltreatment in care.  Given the relatively large number of Period VII maltreatment reports 

originating in provider -supervised settings and the number and proportion of those that were 

substantiated, DHR should carefully examine the reasons for the decline in the ORS 

maltreatment in care notification rate and take such remedial action as may be warranted. 

 

Fulton and DeKalb Count ies conducted the largest number of maltreatment in care 

investigations in provider -supervised settings at 19 and 16, respectively.  Seventeen of 19 Fulton 

County investigations (89%) and 14 of 16 DeKalb County investigations (88%) were reported to 

ORS.  However, among the perim eter counties, Bibb, Cobb, Douglas, and Henry counties each 

had multiple missing Period VII ORS reports although they conducted relatively few 
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maltreatment in care investigations compared to DeKalb or Fulton counties.  Table III -7 displays 

data on county reporting of maltreatment in care investigations  to ORS. 

 

Table III -7 

Office of Regulatory Services Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=72 

Source: Survey of Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, January 1 ɬ June 30, 2009.  

   

 

 Complete reporting of maltr eatment in care investigations in provider -supervised settings to 

the Provider Relations Unit (PRU), the statewide organizational entity charged with supervising 

#%"2ɀɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÊÖÕÛÙÈÊÛÚȮɯÌÕÏÈÕÊÌÚɯ/14ɀÚɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÈɯ×ÙÜËÌÕÛɯ×ÜÙÊÏÈÚÌÙɯÖÍɯÊÈÙÌ. For Period 

VII, PRU appears to have been notified of 61 (85%) of the 72 maltreatment in care investigations 

in provider -supervised settings. This continues a trend of improved maltreatment in care 

reporting to PRU in recent reporting periods (Period III ɬ 43%; Period IV ɬ 51%; Period V ɬ 

62%).   

 

Fulton  County notified PRU of 1 7 of 19 (89%) of completed maltreatment in care investigations 

in provider -supervised settings.  DeKalb County completed 16 maltreatment  in care 

investigations in provider -supervised settings and notified PRU of 15 (94%).  Among the 

perimeter counties the completeness of PRU maltreatment in care reporting ranged from 100 

percent (Bibb, Clayton, Cobb, Gordon, Newton, Rockdale, Taylor, and Troup counties) to 0 

percent (Baldwin, Fayette and Polk counties).  Douglas County had the largest number of 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Fulton  19 17 88% 2 12% 

DeKalb 16 14 88% 2 13% 

Baldwin  1   1 100% 

Bibb 5 1 20% 4 80% 

Clayton 1 1 100%   

Cobb 6 3 50% 3 50% 

Douglas 6 3 50% 3 50% 

Fayette 1   1 100% 

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  3 3 100%   

Henry  6 4 67% 2 33% 

New ton 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Polk 1 1 100%   

Rockdale 2 2 100%   

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  1 1 100%   

Total 72 53 74% 19 26% 
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missing PRU reports at three. Table III-8 displays data on county reporting of maltreatment in 

care investigations to PRU. 

 

Table III -8 

Provider Relations Unit Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Ca re Investigations  

N=72 

Source: Survey of Notification of  CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, January 1 ɬ June 30, 2009. 

 

 

 Review by ORS and PRU  of Maltreatment in Care Reports in Provider -supervised 

Settings  

 

Interviews with ORS and PRU leadership and staff indicate that every report of maltreatment in  

care originating in provider -supervised settings is reviewed upon receipt by designated staff in 

each office.  Reports received and reviewed by ORS are assigned to appropriate ORS survey 

staff and shared with members of the ORS leadership team and with PRU and other DFCS staff.  

ORS and PRU staff meet jointly, by conference call, or in office conferences with provider 

agencies two to three times per month to review incident reports and provider compliance with 

rules and regulations.   

 

The results of these meetings have included: 

 

 Issuance of citations, consent agreements, and corrective action plans; 

 Suspension of provider intake operations until terms of the consent 

Investigating 

County  

Total  Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Fulton  19 17 89% 2 11% 

DeKalb 16 15 94% 1 6% 

Baldwin  1   1 100% 

Bibb 5 5 100%   

Clayton 1 1 100%   

Cobb 6 6 100%   

Douglas 6 3 50% 3 50% 

Fayette 1   1 100% 

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  3 2 67% 1 33% 

Henry  6 5 83% 1 17% 

Newton  2 2 100%   

Polk 1   1 100% 

Rockdale 2 2 100%   

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  1 1 100%   

Total 72 61 85% 11 15% 
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agreement/corrective action plan were met; 

 Termination of provider staff;  

 Closure to DFCS use or complete closure of certain foster homes; 

 1ÌÔÖÝÈÓɯ ÖÍɯ ÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯ ÍÙÖÔɯ ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯ ÚÌÛÛÐÕÎÚɯ ȹÐÕɯ ÊÖÓÓÈÉÖÙÈÛÐÖÕɯ ÞÐÛÏɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

permanency case manager); 

 Targeted training by ORS; 

 ,ÖËÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÉàɯ/14ɯÖÍɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÈÎÌÕÊÐÌÚɀɯÊÖÕÛÙÈÊÛÜÈÓɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔɯËÌÚÐÎÕÈÛÐÖÕÚȰɯand, 

 3ÌÔ×ÖÙÈÙàɯÓÖÞÌÙÐÕÎɯÉàɯ/14ɯÖÍɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙÚɀɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËɯÊÈ×ÈÊÐÛàȭ 

 

 

2. Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes  

 

Section 12C of the Consent Decree23 contains process and practice requirements related to the 

prohibition of corporal punishment in foster care se ttings 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 p unishment.   In  all 156 foster home 

records sampled (100%), there was a signed written statement or other evidence that foster 

×ÈÙÌÕÛÚɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÖÖËɯÈÕËɯÈÎÙÌÌËɯÛÖɯÊÖÔ×ÓàɯÞÐÛÏɯ#%"2ɀɯ×ÙÖÏÐÉÐÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÊÖÙ×ÖÙÈÓɯ

punishment.  This is about the same as Period VI  performance of 99 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 placin g agencies 

(CPAs), Office of Regulatory Services (ORS), and the Provider Relations Unit (PRU) .  ORS 

requires CPAs, Child Caring Institutions, and Outdoor Child Caring Programs to have written 

policies prohibiting corporal punishment as a condition of licen sure.  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×ÌÊÛɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÔÌɀÚɯÍÐÓÌɯÛÖɯÚÌÌɯÐÍɯÛÏÌ ÍÖÚÛÌÙɯ×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 

the foster home files the CPAs maintain.  

 

                                                 
23 See pp 29-30, paragraph 12C of the Consent Decree 
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c. Compliance with Corporal Punishment Prohibiti on 

 

Actual compliance with the corporal punishment prohibition appears to be excellent.  The 

review of child records of 181 randomly selected children in foster care during Period VII  

identified no confirmed instances of corporal punishment (0.0%).24 This is comparable to Period 

VI, during which there were no confirmed instances of corporal punishment among the 

children included in the placement sample.  

 

The foster home record review of 156 randomly selected foster homes looked for evidence in the 

foster home record that foster parents or other placement resources 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 six of the 156 foster home 

records reviewed (4%). Five of these six incident s received full CPS investigations; one was 

screened out by CPS staff. Four of these five investigations found insufficient evidence to 

support that corporal punishment had been used and one investigation was still ongoing at the 

end of the reporting period.  

   

The review of all 111 maltreatment in care reports investigated during the reporting period 

identified eight reports (7%) that began as an allegation of corporal punishment. One of the 

eight investigations completed during Period VII that began with an allegation of corporal 

punishment resulted in a substantiation of abuse or neglect; however in that case, inadequate 

supervision was the substantiated allegation ɬ the allegation of corporal punishment was 

determined to be unfounded. The child was removed from this provider -supervised foster 

home and the home was closed.  In one of the eight investigations that began with an allegation 

of corporal punishment, corporal punishment was confirmed to have occurred (although it did 

not rise to the level of abuse) and the child was removed from that relative placement. In one of 

the eight cases a violation of DFCS disciplinary policy was confirmed and corrective actions 

were put in place pending an in terdisciplinary team meeting to determine if the child should be 

moved. In two cases the children were moved to other placements thought better able to meet 

their needs, and no further action was taken in the remaining three cases.  

 

d. Screening and Inves tigation of Corporal Punishment Allegations   

 

Allegations of corporal punishment 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

                                                 
24 However, there was a child who alleged to his Permanency Case Manager (PCM) and then recanted that his 

maternal great grandmother, with whom he was placed, had used corporal punishment.  The childôs PCM failed to 

refer the allegation to CPS staff for assessment and possible investigation or screen-out. 
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until the assessment is complete. It also stipulates conditions under which homes must be 

closed, and conditions under which homes may remain open u nder a corrective action plan.   

 

Interviews with the Special Investigations units 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 allegations.  However , the Period VII foster care record review did identify one 

allegation of corporal punishment (involving a child placed with his maternal great 

grandmother)  that was not 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 of corporal 

punishment of children in group homes automatically receives a CPS investigation.   

 

As noted above, the review of all maltreatment in care investigations found eight CPS 

investigations prom pted by an allegation of corporal punishment; four  in provider -supervised 

foster homes, two in DFCS-supervised foster homes, one in a relative placement, and one in a 

group home. Of these eight: 

 

 7 (88%) showed that all alleged victims were interviewed sep arately within  24 

hours;  

 8 (100%) showed evidence that the continued safety of the child was evaluated;  

 7 (88%) file reviewers felt the investigative conclusion was consistent with the 

investigative documentation; and,  

 8 (100%) were completed within the  30 days required by DFCS policy.    

 

Five investigation s in provider -supervised placement settings were precipitated by corporal 

punishment allegations .  Documentation indicates that both ORS and PRU were notified of all 

five of these investigations; ORS was notified as well of the investigative conclusion for all five 

of these, but PRU was notified of the investigative conclusion for only three of them.  

 

In both counties, corporal punishment allegations against DFCS-supervised foster homes that 

do not meeÛɯ ÛÏÌɯ 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 
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ɁÏÖÓËɂɯ ȹÉÈÙÙÌËɯ ÍÙÖÔɯ ÙÌÊÌÐÝÐÕÎɯ ÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚȺȭɯBoth counties indicated that if the 

allegation revealed a policy violation that had a direct impact on safet y 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×ÌÊÐÈÓɯInvestigations unit.  The  results of those 

assessments are indirectly shared with ORS through the SHINES system. 

  



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Period VII Monitoring Report 

Page 46    

 

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 part reports  oÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯin 

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, Period I requirements that have been discussed in previous reports.25 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 IV-1 provides a more detailed 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(I.  This part also includ es 

ÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯpermanency performance trends over the seven reporting 

periods to date.  

 

                                                 
25 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 I  

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 6 0 days of entering 

foster care.   

80% 

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.   
81% 

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).  

99% 

Outcome 21:  At least 85% of all children with the goal or reunification shall have 

appropriate visitation with their parents to progress toward reunification.  
90% 

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 compliance 

with ICPC, or the di ÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯƙƔɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÈÕËɯ

the child is placed with a relative.  

50% 

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.   
4.8% 

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: reunificat ion, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.  

50% 

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 outco mes 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 guardianship.  

56% 

Outcom e 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 least 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.   

19% 

Outcome 10:   Children in custody for more than 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 period shall have one of t he following permanency 

outcomes: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal custody, 

adoption, or guardianship.   

10% 
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Children Achieve Permanency  
Period V I 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  

68% 

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. 

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 filed.  

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 

ÚÐßɯÔÖÕÛÏÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÐÙɯ×ÙÐÖÙɯÊÈÚÌɯ×ÓÈÕɯÙÌÝÐÌÞȮɯÖÙɯ#%"2ɯÚÏÈÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÚÜÉÔÐÛÛÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÐß-

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.   

80% 

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. 

95% 
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1. Children in Placement Maintain Family Connections:  Outcomes 7, 16, 19, 21, and 23  

 

One of the Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯ×ÙÐÕÊÐ×ÓÌÚɯÐÚɯɁall non-destructive family ties should be maintained and 

ÕÜÙÛÜÙÌËȭɂ26 Preserving connections between children and their families, friends, and 

community is an important  strategy for achieving permanency when those relationships are not 

destructive.  Preservation of these connections starts with placing 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 7 ɬ Diligent Search 

 

 ɯɁÙÌÈÚÖÕÈÉÓàɯËÐÓÐÎÌÕÛɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÐÚɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌËɯÉàɯÓÈÞɯȹ.ȭ"ȭ&.A. Section 15-11-55) to identify those 

individuals who may be considere ËɯÈɯÙÌÚÖÜÙÊÌɯÍÖÙɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÖÙɯÊÜÚÛÖËàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËȭɂ27  The 

Consent Decree, in Outcome 7, requires the diligent search for parents and relatives to be 

undertaken and documented within 60 days of entry for at least 95 percent of all foster children 

entering care.   A search should be initiated as soon as the child enters custody, if not before 

entry  as information is gathered in the investigation or assessment stage.  Immediate efforts can 

serve to hasten permanency for a child or, at least minimize the trauma of removal by placing a 

child with someone known to him or her.  

 

 IÕɯ×ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌȮɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÍÖÙɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌÚɯÈÕËɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓÚɯÞÏÖɯÏÈÝÌɯɁËÌÔÖÕÚÛÙÈÛÌËɯÈÕɯÖÕ-going 

ÊÖÔÔÐÛÔÌÕÛɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɂ28 should be ongoing until the child has achieved permanency.    In the 

bi-monthly G2 meetings, case managers from DeKalb and Fulton counties have recounted 

stories of finding family members after several years ÞÏÖɯÏÈËɯÕÖÛɯÒÕÖÞÕɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌɀÚɯÊÏÐÓËɯ

was in foster care and were willing to provide a permanent home for the ch ild.  In addition, the 

Accountability Agents have previously commented that the search should encompass all those 

connected to the child whether they are immediately able to provide a home for the child or not.  

The diligent search process can be an effective tool in identifying individuals who are or can be 

part of a supportive team for the child and family.  For example, these individuals may be 

called on to help supervise a safety plan for a child who is returned home or provide housing 

and transportatio n for parents or facilitate regular visits among separated siblings.   

   

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

The performance of Outcome 7 was measured using a randomly drawn sample of 135 children 

who entered custody any time between July 1 and December 31, 2008 and remained in custody 

at least 60 days.  The targeted review of these cases was conducted in July and August 2009.  

The outcome requirement for undertaking a diligent search within 60 days was deemed to have 

been met if one of the following conditions was met:  

                                                 
26 See p. 4, principle 2 in the Consent Decree 
27 Social Services Manual, Chapter 1000, Section 1002.3.1, Georgia Department of Social Services 
28 Social  Services Manual, Chapter 1000, Section 1002.31 Georgia Department of Social Services 
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 the child was placed with a family resource within five to 60 days after entering custody; 

or  

 "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÈÎÌɯƘɯÖÙɯÖÓËÌÙɯÞÌÙÌɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÌËɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÈËÜÓÛÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÓÐÝÌÚɯÞÏÖɯɁÓÖÝÌɯÏÐÔɤÏÌÙɂɯ

or someone with whom they would want to live and one or more family member or 

family friend was interviewed  within 60 days and, when resources were identified, 

there was evidence that one or more of the identified resources were contacted or 

contact was attempted within 60 days .    

Appendix B provides more def inition of a diligent search and a summary of previously applied 

interpretation and measurement issues.   

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Fell Short of the Outcome 7 Threshold.  

 

The file documentation indicated that a diligent search was undertaken and documented for 

108 (80%) of the sample of 135 children . The Consent Decree requires at least 95 percent of 

children entering care in the reporting period to have a diligent search undertaken and 

documented within 60 days.   This is a decline from the Period IV performance of 93 percent 

and the ÊÏÈÕÎÌɯÌßÊÌÌËÚɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔ×ÓÌɀÚ statistical margin of error . Table IV-2 provides the number 

and frequency of different types of diligent search actions undertaken  on behalf of 135 children .   

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÛhree reporting periods for which the outcome has been 

measured is displayed in Figure IV -1. 

 

The Accountability Agents believe there are three factors that undermined  ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯefforts to 

meet the Consent Decree standard: 

 Some children are not being inte rviewed specifically about who loves them and with 

whom they have spent time and with whom they could live.  There was no evidence 

that 25 children, ages 4 to 14 (19% of the sample) were interviewed. This may be both a 

documentation issue and practice issue for the State.   

 Efforts to obtain contact information for identified individuals are hampered by what 

families can or are willing to provide and limited search tools  available during Period 

VI .   As discussed in more detail below, initial interviews oft en identify a range of 

individuals but contact  was documented with only 38 percent of these individuals .  The 

difference between the number of individuals identified and those contacted , in part, is 

because case managers often obtain limited or no contact information for those 

identified.  In addition , new technology to search for contact information  was not fully 

implemented during Period VI .  The State has invested in a comprehensive and 

powerful contact search technology (known as Accurint).  It is possible for electronic 

searches to return multiple possibilities using limited search information such as first 

and last names.  More information, such as age or last known address produces a more 

refined set of possibilities.  Full use of this technology in t he future may improve 

availability of contact information.  
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 Search activities are not consistently or sufficiently documented.  As discussed in more 

detail below, SHINES provides the means for recording the results of all information 

gathering about potent ial resources, but it is not being fully used. 

 

Table IV -2 

Diligent Search Actions Undertaken  

n=135 

 

Actions  Number  Percent 

Children placed with a family resource within 5 days of entering 

custody 

23  

Additional children placed with a family resource between 5 and  60 

days of entering custody 

2  

$ÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÊÏÐÓËɯÈÕËɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÍÈÔÐÓàɯÈÕËɯÖÛÏÌÙÚɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯ

first 60 days and contact made with one or more possible resource, as 

applicable 

83  

Subtotal for Outcome Measurement  108 80% 

Insufficient  search activities in first 60 days: no documented interviews 

of children to gather information about relatives and significant others 

(children ranged in age from 4 to 14) 

18  

Insufficient search activities in first 60 days: no documented efforts to 

locate identified putative/ birth fathers of  interviewed children  

3  

One or more contacts of possible resources did not take place within 60 

days 

6  

Total 135 100%  
Source: Case Record Review, July-August 2009.   
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Figure IV -1 

State Performance on Outcome 7: Diligent Search es Undertaken Within 60 Days 

For Three Reporting Periods (July-December 2006, July-December 2007, July-December 2008) 

 

 
Source: Case Record Reviews  

 

 

c. Diligent Search Results  

 

Locating parents  

 

Mothers (birth or adoptive) were identified  for 131 children ( 99% of the 132 living 

birth/adoptive mothers).  Fathers (putative or legitimated birth fathers /adoptive ) were 

identified for 96 children (76% of the 127 living fathers/adoptive ).  However, the location of 

parents was not always known.  The whereabouts of 19 mothers were not known at the time 

children entered care and the location of three (3) became unknown to case managers in the first 

60 days.  Various search activities were conducted to locate 19 of the 22 mothers.  Two (2) 

mothers were known to be outside the country, one in Guatemala and the other in Mexico.  A 

third mother contacted the case manager but refused to provide her location.    The 

whereabouts of 55 fathers were known when children entered DFCS custody , but the location 

became unknown for one father.  Therefore, some search efforts were required for 73 fathers: 31 

needed to be identified and located and another 42 identified fathers needed to be located.  

Search activities appear to have been undertaken for 55 of the 73 fathers (75%).  As with the 

mothers, two (2) fathers were known to be outside of the country.  
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Identifying other resources  

 

The diligent search activities undertaken for the sample of 135 children produced a list of 1078 

individuals as possible resources for 132 children. The individuals identified included parents, 

ÚÐÉÓÐÕÎÚȮɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌÚȮɯÈÕËɯɁÍÐÊÛÐÝÌɯÒÐÕɂɯȹÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÞÏÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÏÈÚɯÈɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÖÕÚÏÐ×ɯ

and emotional bond but who are not blood relatives). This represents an average of about eight 

(8) individual resources or family connections per child.  Considering only non-parental 

resources, a total of 852 individuals were identified  creating, an average of about 6 individuals 

per child.  Table IV-3 displays the type and number of non-parental resources identified .   

 

 

Table IV -3 

Types and Frequency of Individuals Identified as a part of Diligent Search Efforts  

n=132 

  

Types of Individual Resources  Number of resources Percent 

Maternal Relatives excluding mother  523 61% 

Paternal relatives excluding father 169 20% 

Adult Siblings  53 6% 

Fictive Kin  96 11% 

Caretakers of minor siblings 1 <1% 

Stepparents 8 1% 

Adult step -siblings  2 <1% 

Total relatives or identified resources other than parents 852 100% 

Average number of non -parental resources per child  6  

Source: Case Record Review, July-August 2009.  

 

Resources contacted  

 

A total of 324 individuals  (connected to 119 children ) were contacted, representing 38 percent of 

all the individuals identified.   This was almost the same as in Period IV in which 39 percent of 

the non-parental resources were contacted.  Table IV-4 displays the pattern of contacted 

resources compared to those identified. 

 

In 11 of the 13 cases where it appeared that resources were identified but none were contacted, 

the documentation did not indicate why the individuals were not contacted.  In one instance, 

the child was placed back with his/her mother within 30 days and in another instance, the 

resources were outside the country  
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Table IV -4 

Types and Frequency of Individuals C ontacted as a part of Diligent Search Efforts  

n=132 

 

Individual  Total 

Identified  

Total 

Contacted 

Percent of those 

identified contacted  

Maternal Relatives excluding mother  523 181 35% 

Paternal relatives excluding father  169 54 32% 

Adult Siblings  53 13 25% 

Fictive Kin  96 68 71% 

Caretakers of minor siblings 1 1 100% 

Stepparents 8 5 63% 

Adult Step siblings  2 2 100% 

Total resources other than the parents  852 324 38% 

Source: Case Record Review, July-August 2009 

 

Placement or visiting  resources obtained  

 

Fifty  children  (42% of 119) for whom the search included contacting individuals by the 60 th day 

had placement, and/or visiting resources within 60 days of entry.  Of the 50, 28 were placed 

with their resource  and another 14 had visited with their visit ing resources.    

 

d. Diligent Search Practice Issue : Effective use of SHINES  

 

3ÏÌɯ2'(-$2ɯɁ#ÐÓÐÎÌÕÛɯ2ÌÈÙÊÏɂɯÔÖËÜÓÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÈ×ÈÊÐÛàɯÛÖɯÐÕÐÛÐÈÛÌɯÈÕËɯ

maintain a running log of all identified individuals connected to a child  and how they might be 

of support to the child  or why they are not a suitable resource.  The module allows case 

managers to enter the known contact information for each individual, how the case manager 

learned of the individual, his/her relationship to the child, and, if the individual was contacted, 

results of the contact.  In addition, case managers can print a report from SHINES that contains 

all this information.  If this capacity is used effectively, it means that supervisors and 

subsequent case managers have a single place to look for the history and results of on-going 

efforts to identify and contact people connected to a child.  While t his technology should 

provide an advantage over maintaining the same information in a paper filing system , at 

present, using this capability means duplicate entry of data usually recorded in the SHINES 

contact narrative field .   

 

 The time-consuming nature of duplicate entry may be the reason that case managers are not 

consistently using this tool to record and consolidate the inform ation they gather about child -

connections.  For example, case record reviewers found documentation of diligent search efforts 

in 79 percent of the SHINES diligent search modules compared to finding diligent search 

activities documented in 91 percent of the contact narratives in SHINES.  In addition, where 
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diligent search results were documented in both places, they were not always the same results.  

3ÏÈÛɯÐÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɯÔÐÎÏÛɯÙÌÍÓÌÊÛɯÈɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯÊÖÕÝÌÙÚÈÛÐÖÕɯÞÐÛÏɯÈɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÝÌȮɯÉÜÛɯÛÏÌɯ

relative was not listed in the diligent search module.  Similarly, the case record reviewers noted 

that resources were identified in the Comprehensive Child and Family Assessments (CCFAs) 

but the information was not transferred into SHINES  in about 15 percent of the cases. 

 

An important lesson cited by case managers when they reflect on the Permanency Roundtable 

process (discussed later in this report) is the value of re-contacting previously identified 

resources to determine if circumstances have changed such that they might now be a 

permanency resource for a child when they have not been in the past.  This has often required 

current case managers to comb through paper files to determine who has been identified in the 

past, re-contacting previously identified indivi duals, or re-initiating a search.  Effective use of 

SHINES could make this process more efficient and potentially produce more timely results.  

 

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.29   

  

a. Interpretation and Mea surement Issues 

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VI I.  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 19 performance is based on the sample of 181 children in foster care 

at any time between January 1 and June 30, 2009. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 19 Threshold.  

 

The State placed 179 children (99%) of the 181 children in the sample of children in foster care 

within the desig nated proximity to the home from which they were removed  or there was an 

accepted reason for a more distant placement. The Outcome performance threshold is 90 

percent. Of the 181children, 167 (90%) children were placed within the same county as the home 

from which they were removed or within a 50 mile radius of the home .  Of the remaining 14 

children  (8%), 12 met one or more of the criteria that exempt them from the placement 

proximity standard . Specifically, nine (9) of the 181 children were placed outside the designated 

proximity because of their exceptional needs and three (3) were placed with relatives in state or 

through the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children requirements.  There were no 

                                                 
29 See p. 35, Outcome 19, of the Consent Decree. 
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reasons documented as to why two children did not me et the proximity criteria .  This 

performance is about the same as Period VI performance of 97 percent because it is within the 

statistical margin of error for the sample .  The distribution of placements among all 181 children 

in the sample is displayed in Figure IV -2 below.  3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯsix reporting 

periods to which the Consent Decree standards applied is displayed in Figure IV -3. 

 

Figure IV -2 

Child Placement Proximity to Home of Removal  

or Reason for Being Unable to Place Within the Proximity Standards  

n=181 

 

 
Source: Case Record Review, July-August 2009 
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Figure IV -3 

State Performance on Outcome 19: Children are in Placements Close to their Homes   

For Six Reporting Periods (July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2009) 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews 

 

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 visitation take s place between children and their parent(s) 30 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 Measurem ent Issues 

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VI I.  Appendix B provides a summary 

of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.    The measurement of Outcome 

21 is based on the sample of 181 children in foster care at any time between January 1 and June 

30, 2009.  Within the sample of 181 children in foster care, 113 were considered to have the 

permanency goal of reunification for purposes of measuring parental visitation.  However , 12 

children were excluded from the an alysis for the following reasons:  

 six children were living with their reunification resources during the entire six months 

of the review period  or were reunited with parent(s) the first week of January ;   

 judicial orders did not allow visits between two children and parent(s) during the 

reporting period ;  

                                                 
30 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. 
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 for three child ren, the location of their  parents remained unk nown the entire period 

despite case manager efforts to locate them, thus making  visits impossible ; and,  

 one child was reunified with her pare nt in less than 60 days, but the child was on 

runaway status off and on during the 60 days. 

 

As result, 10131 children were included in the parent -child visitation analysis.  

 

b. State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 21 Threshold.  

 

Among the 101 children used in this analysis , 91 (90%) had evidence in their records of 

appropriate  visitation to progress toward reunification with the ir  parents or other individuals 

with whom they are to be reunified .32   The performance threshold  for this outcome is 85 

percent.  Among the remaining 10 children, three children had sporadic visits and 7 children  

had no documented visits with their parents .  Half of the 10 children had concurrent goals of 

reunification and live with a relative or adoption.  This performance is an improvement over the  

Period VI  performance of 81 percent and ÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯthus far; however it is 

within the statistical margin of error for the sample .  Figure IV -4 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance over the five reporting periods  to which the Consent Decree standards applied.      

 

                                                 
31Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 101 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 90 percent. 
32 See Appendix B for a discussion of how ñappropriate visitationò was determined. 
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Figure IV -4 

State Performance on Outcome 21: Children are Appropriately Visiting with their Parent (s) 

to Progress Toward Reunification  

Five Reporting Periods  (January 1, 2007 to June 30, 2009) 

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews 

 

 

 

Outcome 16ɬ Sibling Placement and Outcome 23 - Sibling Visitation  

 

The Consent Decree stipulates a sibling placement standard33 that intends to keep siblings 

connected 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.34  

Because these Outcomes both focus on sibling connections, they are reported on together. 

 

 Outcome 16: Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VII.  The analysis 

relied on SHINES data. 

 

                                                 
33 See p. 16, paragraph 5C.4.d of the Consent Decree. 
34 See p.36, Outcome 23, in the Consent Decree. 
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Among  the 561 children  who entered during Period V II, 260(46%) did not appear to have 

entered custody with a sibling.    All remaining  301 children (54%) entered on the same day 

with one or more siblings.  Of the 301 children , there were 13 children (6%) who were separated 

from one or more of their siblings because of special needs.  The circumstances of these 13 

children are as follows: 

 Four (4) children were medically fragile or physically injured and required 

hospitalization or placement settings that could provide the necessary care. 

 Three (3) youth were pregnant or parenting and required  appropriately supportive 

placement settings that could help ensure a healthy pregnancy or help keep mothers 

and children together . 

 Two (2) children had behavioral conditions that required therapeutic treatment  (one 

child had a history of sexually assaulti ng his sibling .)  

 Four (4) children were the single remaining sibling of one of the above children . 

 

The placement arrangements of the remaining 288 children were used to measure the Outcome 

16 performance. 

 

b. Outcome 16: State Performance 

 

 The State Surpassed the Outcome 16 Threshold.  

 

Of the 288 children who entered custody with one or more sibling s in Period VI I and did not 

have a special placement need, 232 children ( 81%) were placed with all of their siblings .35  As 

previously noted, Outcome 16 requires at least 80 percent be placed with all siblings.  Another 

32 children (11%) were placed with some of their siblings and 24 children ( 8%) were not placed 

with any of their siblings  by June 30, 2009.  This is an improvement from  Period VI , when 79 

percent of the children who entered with a sibling were placed with all their siblings  and is the 

best Outcome 16 performance measured thus far.  Figure IV -5 illustrates the sibling placement 

pattern in Period VI I and Figure IV -6 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙ the four reporting 

periods to which the Consent Decree standard applied. 

                                                 
35 This includes children who were placed with all siblings who did not require a separate setting because of special 

needs. 
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Figure IV -5 

Sibling Group Placement for Period VI I  Foster Care Entries 
N=288 

 

 
Source: SHINES report, verified. 

 

 

Figure IV -6 

State Performance on Outcome 16: Sibling Group s are Together in Placements  

For Four Reporting Periods  (July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2009) 

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews and SHINES reports 


