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Part| |INTRODUCTION
Background, Purpose, Scope, and Organizatian of Report

This is the seventh report prepared by the Accountability Agents for the Kenny A. v Pedue
200 in achieving improved child welfare outcomes and in meeting its other obligations under
the Consent Decree The Kenny A. v PerdueConsent Decree established James T. Dimas and
Sarah A. Morrison as independent Accountability Agents with responsibility to produce public
reports every six months. This introduction is intended to provide a brief overview of the

Kenny A. Consent#1 EUI 1 wEOEwWUT T w EEOUOUEEDPOPUaw 11 060zU0UwO

performance, as well as the scope and organization of this report.
A. The Kenny A. v PerdueConsentDecree

Under the terms and conditions of the Kenny A Consent Decree the State is to achieveand
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 assessmenservice planning, placement
experience, health care, investigation of maltreatment allegations concerning children in foster
care, and court reviews and reporting. Some are rew 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 andcounties. 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 measurementdiscussion throughout this report.

A key component of the methodology continues to be the monthly meetings with State and
recursive learning process that uses operational data to support the development and testing of
hypotheses about the potential causes of obsered 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 selfevaluation 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 Counties have been very cooperative.

EXHIBIT I -1:
Thematic Grouping of Kenny A Outcomes

Safety
1. Childrenin Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment
e Consent Decree Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 related to investigations of maltreatment in care.
e 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
e Consent Decree Outcomes 7, 16, and 19 related to keeping children connected tg
family and community at t he time of placement.
e Consent Decree Outcomes 21 and 23 related to visitation among family members.
3. Children Achieve Permanency
e Consent Decree Outcomes 4 and 14 related to reentry into care.
e Consent Decree Outcomes 8a & b, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15 reddt to positive
permanency exits.
e 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
e Consent Decree Outcome 17elated to placement stahility.
e 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
e Consent Decree Outcome 24 relatd U OwUT 1 wi EVUEEUPOOEOQWEET B
O U Wffaster care.
e Consent Decree Outcome 30 relatd 0 OwOl 1 UPOT wel POEUI Oz UwU
Strengthened Infrastructure
6. Effective Oversight of Placement Settings
e Consent Decree Outcomes 25 and 31 relat to placement setting conditions.
7. Timely and Complete Court Orders
e Consent Decree Outcomes 26 and 29 related to DFCS authority to assume and maintain
custody.

—————————————— "
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C. Report Scope and Organization

3T PUwUI xOUUWET UEUPEIT UwUT toung tutedine gpnéhaures thiat et @O E 1T wUl O
achieved by the end of Period VII, 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 1l, Conclusions and Recommendations summarizes the accomplishments and status of
State and County actions taken during Period VII. It offers several recommendations believed
important to the State andcO U O Ud@ititiizduprogress.

Part lIl, S afety of Childrenin Care POEOUET UwEOwWE UUI Poridd \D perdrinandsi 1 w2 UE (
related to Outcomes 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6, focused on keeping children in its care safe from
maltreatment and responding to reports of alleged maltreatment.

Part IV, Children Achieving Permanency DOEOUET Uw EOw EUUIT U URglio® Viw OF w UT
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.

/ EU0w50w" T DOEUI Oz UuPOEOQOUE T Ud EOw EQW I' & OReliod W O w 0T 1
performance related to Outcomes 17, 18, 20, 22, 24 and 30, focused on providing for the well

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

Discharge services.

Part VI, Strengthening the Infrastructure DOEOQUET Uw EQw EUUIT U WPeriod Vi O1 w OT 1|
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 countiesEOE wUT 1 wOUOET UWEOQCEWBROOEwBHBEl UwbH:
those countiesin 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 Il CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

During the January 1 to June 30, 2009eriod 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

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

I OU0UI wEEUEwWPOUI T UPUaAwPOwWUT T w2UEUI zUwbOI OUOEUD OO W

The remainder of this chapter highlights the 2 UEUl zUw x1 Ul OU@&OET w UUI
accomplishments, opportunities for improvement Ow EOEw U1 1 w EEOUOUEEDO
recommendations. Table II-1 at the end of this chapter provides the performance standard for

to Period VI performance.
A. Positive Trends and Accomplishments

3T 1T w2UEUI ZUwOYI UEOOwxI1 Ui OUOEOGEIT wbOw/trént) & &téady5 ( ( Owi C
improvement observed over the last several periods. For most of the outcomes measured in

/I TUDPOGEWS ( (wopl Awodl wl NAOwUT T w2UEUIl zUwx1 Ul OUOGEOGET wb
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

e 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.

—————————————— "
KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE

PeriodVIl Monitoring Report

Paged



e 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 caporal 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 homesbe without an
incident of corporal punishment within the previous 12 months.

Permanency Performance

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

OUT OUTT wUT 1T w2UEUT wil 00wUT OU U uittdshaltslfdr cettaid QrouipsO U w# 1 E U
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, 200% 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 percenhad
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 StateOw/ OEDOUDI | zQdsey FAiI) Progtamsyd ghiate foundation
dedicated to improving and ultimately preventing the need for foster care ).! With the
FOUNEEUD OO E£ODEWIUO* WE x x UOY E Ouw QthauStat Eévédpdl iand zx¢cutedda) OUT O
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.

e Half the Children Who Entered Foster Care Since the Consent Decree Achieved Permanency
in 12 Months or Less. (Outcome 8a)

%OUwUT 1 wUBPRUT WEOOUI EVUUDYIT wUI xOUUDOT wx1 UPDOEODwWUT 1 w?2
threshold. Outcome 8a establishes the expectation of permanency within 12 months for atleast

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 engred foster care since the Consent

Decree achieved permanency within 12 months.

! For more information about Casey Family Progragesto wvw.casey.org.
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e Fewer Children are Returning to Foster Care. (Outcomes 4 and 14)

For the second consecutive period, the rate of reentry into foster care within 12 months
improved substantially. 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 that any adoption
disrupted in its first year after finalization (Outcome 14).

e 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 VI, the State placed 99 percent of the children in the sample
of foster care cases reviewed within the proximity guidelines.

e TheState Continues to Place Together theMajority 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 percentof these children, surpassing the Outcome 16 threshold of 80 percentfor 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.

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

e Half the Children Separated from Siblings in Placement Settings 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
Ul xEUEUI EwWUDPEOPOT UwPUwbOx OUUEOUWUOWOEDPOUEBOWUIT 1 UI

2The Period VI performance is adjusted for additionantries 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.

e 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? Among
the 1165 children who, during Period VII, reached or surpassed their 1% month in custody 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 matchesthat of Period VI.

e 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.

e 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 3T PUwP UwUT | w2 UE U -gatewarkEQutddine 8l Ui OUOE

% Outcome 15 achievement requiatdeastd5% of all childrenin carewho have beerin state custody for 15 of the

prior 22 montls to have had either(1) a petition for the termination of parental rights filed as to both parents or

|l egal caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compe
parental rights should not be filed.

* Outcome 27 achievement requirésemst 95% of foster children in custody for six months or nmhave either

(1) assix-month case plan review completed by the Juvenile Court within six months of their prior case plan review,
or (2) DFCSto have subniit e d t h e-month ¢casedlarsto teei Juvenile Court andmitted the documents
requiredto requesia sixmonth case plan review within 45 days of the expiration of thensixth period following

the last review.

® OQutcome 2&chievement requirest least95%of children in custody for 12 or more montoshavehadeither (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(2rDFCSto have subntted the documents requiréalrequest a permanency
hearing within 45 days of the expiration of therb2nth period following the time the child entered foster care or

had his or her last permanency hearing.
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Well -being Performance

e 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 contirues 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 12Znonth 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.

e 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

OT1 wEl POEzUwxOEET Ol OUwWE OE wb O b@peakiprivately withxhe €aged UOD U a w
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 asthe Period VI performance of 48 percent. As with Outcome

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

e 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

A N o~ N AN

performance to-date for this outcome.
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e Improved Performance in Meeting " | D O E ludividgalized Service Needswas Sustained
(Outcome 30)

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

POxUOYI Ol OUwPOwWUT T wi RUI OUWUOwWPT PET WET POEUI Oz UwUI U
at least 85 percent of the children haveall the needs identified in their case plans met. In the

sample of foster care cases reviewed, 72 percent of the children hadill their case plan-identified

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

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

Infrastructure Strengthening

e 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
21 UOOWExxUOYEOQWEOQEx DB WOBEUEGUU WIOw UuwdHlwU RET T ET EwUIT
time during Period VII, when 99 percent of children in out -of-home care were in placements
Ul EQwkl Ul wubOw?1 UOOWExxUOYEOWEOEYOUWOPEI OUUUI wUUEU
the Stateg Uwix 1 Ul OUOEOET wi EVUWET I OWEUWNt wxl UET OUwOUwWET UUI

e Foster Homes are Not Overcrowded. (Outcome 31)

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

/[ TUPOEwWS ( (wUIl xUI Ul OUUwUIT -tate2 Oucbnez3U spdeified tstex iotd OU OE OF
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.

e 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. ¢ 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

® Outcome 26 achievement requires at 1€&86 of foster children in custody at a point in time during the reporting
periodto 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 todate with 71 percent meeting the outcome requirements.

e 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 percentof 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 appearto have had a lapse of
legal custody within the prior 13 months.

. w BT T w UOxOUUPOOWOT w" EUI w, EOET T UUw' EEw" EUI OOEEL

On June 30, 200989 percent of the case managers in DeKalb and FultonCounties 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

EIl UPT OEUI EWEEXxUBww%»UUUT 1T UOOUI OwUT PUWPUwWUT Mw2UEUI z
(December 2006).

B. Setbacks and Continued Challenges
¢ The Rate of Maltreatment in Care Increased. (Outcome 5)

371 w2UEUI ZzUwOYI UEOOwW/ 1 UPOEwWS( (wxl Ul OUOEOGET wbOwoOl |
the maltreatment in care rate was the highestyl OwOIl EUUUI Ewphd Yyt 0 AOwUT 1 w2 UE
the measures related to the investigative process improved, with the State maintaining or

1l UUEEODUI POT wOl pwx1 Ui OUOEOET w?T BT T wbhEUI UwOEUOU? wl
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

1 OEIl EEl EwPOwUI T wUauUl OzUWEEPOaAawxUEEUPEI 6w3T1 OOwOI
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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 the desired system-level
outcomes. Finally the resources necessary to support the foregoing must be available. Tie State
clearly continues to have important work to do to sufficiently satisfy these conditions to meet
OT 1T w" OOUI1 Cothna#rd fér thhltreatroeunt in care.

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

The file documentation indicated that, in Period VI, a diligent search was undertaken and
documented for 108 children (80%) in a sample of 135. The Consent Decree requires at least95
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
x1 UET OUWEOGEwWUT 1 wET EOT 1 wi RET 1T EUwWOT 1 WUEOXxOI zUWUUEUD!

The Accountability Agents believe there are three factors that undermined the Statl z Uwl I I OUUU w
meet the Consent Decree standard:

e 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.

o 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 angowerful 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 VIl and may help improve future diligent search efforts .

e Search ativities are not consistently or sufficiently documented.

e Permanency for Children in Foster Care More than 12 months Remains Challenging.
(Outcomes 8b 9, 10, 11)

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

POwUT T w2UEUI ZUWEUUUOGE a w U b (erinaneddy iwas "a aytimeib thet 1 EUT 1 w
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. Theg 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 everychild may contribute to successfor children that have been in care

" Due to the sampling methodolpgequired 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
2 EUU U0 wx O0Pp éndvendffotindi@idual thidueen who have been in custody for two years
or more have demonstrated that permanency for these children is possible.

e 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

POUOI UUwDOEEYI UUI OUOawUOWEUUDPT OWEOWDOEPYDPEUEOWOO!
Number eOU w? x1 UUOOw( #2 A3 w# %" 2wUUEOEEUEwWOx]1 UEUDPOT wxUbd
to perform a search onthe 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

asUPT Ol EwUOwWUT 1T wEl POEWUOW?EVUUOGEPEUIT »w0T 1T WET POEwPDHUI
allows all the cases a child is involved in (e.g., the CPS case that brought a child into care, a

EIl POEzUwi OUUI UWEEUI wEEUI Ow Edyihe chidEwhie @nUchré) Goube / 2 wUIT x
linked , easily retrieved, and reviewed in SHINES.

"OP1 YT UOwPi WEOWPOUEOI whOUOI Uz UwUI EUET wi OUwOT T wET #
ETDPOEzZUwxUI YPOUUW# %" 2wl PUUOUVUawOEawi Blp&sigped @ ET wET U
Ul EOQEW?2U0PQUI wx]l UUOOw(#86ww3T PUwxUOEOI OwPUWEET (
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

given name. Thus, even a slight missx | OODP 01T wOi wE w KélpiEad Bfukelle)ycdE Ol w o
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

T1 01 UEUI WEWOI PuEUxOPEEUI Awxl UUOOwW( #wlUT EVUwPDPOOwWOC
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
PDEI OUPI apOl wUOT 1 w? 0D U hakeldeen undudead ot thelist.E Asua Wesul, (i E
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 problem 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 conmended for the positive trends and accomplishments evident in Period

VIl 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
priorites UOwUOT 1 w2 UEUI zUwEUOU]I 6UPOOS

e Improve SHINES data integrity

In response to the problem described above and in greater detail in Parts Il and VI of this
report concerning individuals with duplicate person IDs, DFCS reports that a number of
procedural and training interventions are being planned:
0 Atintake, 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 ;
0 A traini ng packet showing the process for correctly entering Special Investigations
cases into SHINES should be available midJanuary 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
UUI EWEQGEwWPDPOOwWOI Ui 1T w(#zUwWEUwWUI gUBUI E
o0 wWREUxDPOT »wlUOPUwWPPOOWET wEUUDT OI EwlT 1 wUEUOWOI 1
EUxOPEEUI wxlI UUOOw( #zZUwUUEUI PPEI
0 The issue of duplicate pl UUOOQw( # z Uwb b O @WE IEeRlp Pcadenaex EU U wOI w
callsO 2
0 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 QuerieswilberUOwWOOOUT CawUOwWPET OUPI awxOUI OUPEOwWOPUOD
U1 wOUT wOi wOEOI UOWEEUT UwoOi wEPUUT UOwW22- zUOwWI UL
referred back to the appropriate county for correction and merging ; and,
0 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
EQEwWUI xOUUwWOOwWUT T w2UEUTI zUwxUOT Ul UUwbOwbOXx Ol OI O6UDO
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e Strengthen Monitoring and Oversight of Private Provider -supervised Placement
Settings

The high maltreatment in care ratein 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 VIl 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.
OUT OUTT wbUwbDUwbHDOxOUUPEOI wUOwWGUEOUPI awUl 1T wiprUI O
EEOUOUEEDPODUawW TEQOYUUWDEDECE aPpWWELAOT wi axoUiT 1 UD|

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.

e 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 solutionto 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
El uOEPDOUEDPOI EWEOEwWDOXxUOYI EwPUwUT | w2UEUI zUWEDODT 1 O
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 VIl but needs

continued refD O1 Ol OUwHPUw?/ 1 UOEODI OBakl wdU OF EBEQIWIRRUWE Ul T a w
UOGEI Ux1 Ui OUOEOGET wOOw. UUEOOTI UwNwWEOE why Oekslb ahduE OE w/ O
Fulton counties, PPUT wUT T wUUxxOQUUwWOI w" EVUl awwEOPOaw/ UOT UEOD
RoundtEEOT U» wi OUwl EET wET POEwU]I OEPOPOT wbOwUI T w. UUEOBC
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 havebeen instrumental in getting the

EEUI Uw Ol wEIl UUEPOWET POEUI OwDPDOWEEUI w?2UOUUUEOO? wEUI
OOEI U0OawlUOwUT 1T w20EUI zUwxi Ui OUGEDBET woOOw. VUEOGOT Vw
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 Il -1
Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as ofJune 30, 2009

Safety Outcomes Period V11 Comparison to

Children in Foster Care are Safe From Maltreatment in Care Performance Period V I8
Outcome 1: At least 95% of all investigations of reports of abuse or
neglect of foster children shall be commenced, in accordance with

) . . L . 7% imil
Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual, within 24 hours of receipf] 7% Similar
of report.

Outcome 2: At least 95% of all investigations of reported abuse or
neglect of foster children shall be completed, in accordance with 90% Improved

Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual, within 30 days of receipt
of report.
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 97% Same
faceto-face contact with a child who is non-verbal due to age or for
any other reason.
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.
Outcome 6: 98% of all foster homes will not have an incident of
corporal punishment within the previous 12 months.

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 80% Declined
documented within 60 days of entering foster care.
Outcome 16: At least 80% of all foster children who entered foster
care during the reporting period along with one or more siblings shall 81% Similar
be placed with all of their siblings.
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 9% Similar
mile radius of the home from which they were removed, subject to
the exceptions in Paragraph 5.C.4.b (ii) and (iii).

1.08% To be assessed

100 Similar

®The characterization of differences between Period VII and Period VI is based on the following criteria for
Outcomes measured using the entire population (numbdr@,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 31lemployed a statistical tessthat rthe
differences between the results between the two periods that accounted for the margin of error of each sample. For
these outcomes similar=change up te 2%,; improved/declined= change greater than the margin of error;
improved/declined withimargin of errorchange +/3% or more but still within the margin of error
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Table Il -1, continued

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as ofJune 30, 2009

Permanency Outcomes
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections

Period V1
Performance

Comparison to
Period V|

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.

9%

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,
OUwUT 1 wEPUUEOEIT w E Ipldemdntdsundie ithanBs0
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 least40% 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 least74% 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
EUUUOEawUxOO0wi O0UawoOi wlOilT w" 60L
EEEOOOT wx000? Ao wwnOUWEOOWET POEU
pool after the third reporting period at least 40% by the end of the
fourth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency
outcomes: reunification, permanent placement with relatives,

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.

1%

Similar
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Table Il -1, continued
Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as ofJune 30, 2009

Permanency Outcomes Period VIl | Comparison to
Children Achieve Permanency Performance Period V|
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 10% Declined
period shall have one of the following permanency outcomes:
reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal
custody, adoption, or guardianship.
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 68% Similar
termination or release of parental rights
Outcome 12: For children whose parental rights have been 94%
terminated or released and the child has an identified adoptive or One Time
legal guardian resource at the time of the entry of the Consent Measure N/A
Decree, 90% shall have had their adoptions or legal guardianships Taken in
finalized within six months after the entry of the Consent Decree. Period |
Outcome 13: For all children for whom parental rights have been 30%
terminated or released at the time of entry of the Consent Decree, One Time
and the child does not have an identified adoptive resource, 95%
. . . ) Measure N/A
shall have been registered on national, regional, and local adoption Taken in
exchanges, and have an individualized adoption recruitm ent plan or Period 19

plan for legal guardianship within 60 days of the Consent Decree.
Outcome 14: No more than 5% of adoptions finalized during the
reporting period shall disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to 0% Same
the reporting period.

Outcome 15: Permanency efforts (15/22): At least95% 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 95% Same
caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compelling reasons in
Uil weil POEZUwWEEUI wuUl EOQUEwPT awl1 U
be filed.

° The children to whom this outcome applied have recruitment plans. Those who have been discharged since Period
| have been included in the Outcome 9 and 10 results.
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Table Il -1, continued
Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as ofJune 30, 2009

Permanency Outcomes Period VIl | Comparison to
Children Achieve Permanency Performance Period VI

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
x UDOUWEEU] wx OEQwUI YDPI POwOUwW# %" 2 80% Similar
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.
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.

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.
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

95% Improved

8% Similar

91% Same

sick or maternity leave.

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.

Outcome 22: At least 90% of all children in care at a point in
time during the reporting period shall have had visits between Improved
their DFCS placement case manager and their foster parent, 75% within Margin
group care, institutional or other caretaker at least one time each of Error
month during the prior 12 months in custody.

51% Similar

—————————————— "
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Table Il -1, continued

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as ofJune 30, 2009

Well -Being Outcomes Period V11 Comparison to

Children and Youth Receive Services They Need Performance Period V|
Outcome 24: The percentage of youth discharged from foster care at To be
age 18 or older with a high school diploma or GED will increase | reported on NA
over baseline by 20 percentage points. in Period

VIlI
Outcome 30: At least 85% of children in care shall not have any Declined
lﬂn‘m‘et 'rm,edi_cal, ‘deAnt?I," nje.r.nal ~h(AaaIth,Aegiucatjop or othgr §efviceA 7906 within Margin
Ol l EUOWEEEOUEDOIl wUOQwWUI T wUl UYDE of Error
most recent case plan.
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 9% Similar
full approval and/or licensure status.
Outcome 26: At least 95% of foster children in custody at a point in
. . . . . Improved
time during the reporting period shall have all applicable language - .
. e ! 71% within Margin
in court orders necessary to assess qualification for federal funding of Error
under Title IV -E of the Social Seurity Act.
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 4% Same
within the prior 13 months.
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 thi Improved
requirement that no child shall be placed in a foster home if that 3% within Margin
placement will result in more than three(3) foster children in that of Error
foster home, or a total of six (6) children in the home, including the
i OU0T Uwi EOPOaz UWEDOOOT PEEOQWEOE Y
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Part lll  SAFETY
Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltr eatment

Principle four of the Consent# 1 E U1 1 w HHe SthteJHad)pdimaPy responsibility for the care and
protection of the children who enter the foster care systefts a consequence of this responsibility,

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

the custody of the State DHR/DFCS). Thispart Ul x OUUUwOOwUT T w2 UEUI zUwxUOB
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 arond keeping children safe while they are

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

performance thresholds that were to be achieved before Period IV (December 2007) Table I11-1

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 iUUUT Uw UUDUUOUOEDPOT wUTT whPOUOWUT EDwxUOYDPET wEW EC
performance. 31T PUwx EUOWEOUOWDOEOQUET UwET EUOUwPT PET WEDPUX Ol
the seven reporting periods to date.

Table Il -1
Children in Foster Care are Saf e from Maltreatment: Progress as of June 30, 2009
Period VII
Consent Decree Outcome
Performance
Outcome 5: No more than .57% of all children in foster care shall be the victim of 1.06%
. 0

substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.

Outcome 1: At least95% of all investigations of reports of abuse or neglect of foster
children shall be commenced, in accordance with Section 2106 of the Social Service 97%
Manual, within 24 hours of receipt of report.

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 Serviceq 90%
Manual, within 30 days of receipt of report.

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

. o . . . . 97%

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.

Outcome 6: 98% of all foster homes will not have an incident of corporal 100%

0

punishment within the previous 12 months.

19See p. 4Principle 4, of th&Consent Decree
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1. Maltreatment in Care: Occurrence and Investigation of Reports

Outcome 5¢ 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 1V) has been0.57 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: ?Of all chidren 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 merideiThe data used to measure the
Outcome performance is derived from a review of all 111investigations of alleged maltreatment
concerning class member children in foster care completed during Period VII (January-June
2009)

b. State Performance

e The State Fell Short of the Outcome 5 Threshold

For Outcome 5, approximately one percent (1.08%) of all children in foster care between
January 1 and June 30, 200%ad 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 VIl 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, ACBHM-01-07. August 16, 2003.

2 During analysis of Period VIl data, the Accountability Agents identified a problem with SHINES that resulted in
the undercounting of maltreatment in care reportsianthe 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 amdident 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 thé&/IPeriod
maltreatment in care data that may have been affected by this problem. The Accountability Agents will be
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In Period VII, the case recordreview found 25 instances of substantiated maltreatment fitting
the federal definition among the 2,348children 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 classmember children were the victims of substantiated maltreatment that did
not fit the federal definition of maltreatment in care. Six children (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 VIl 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 n

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

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

provider agencies. One of these agencies, a group home, was responble 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
POwUPOwWUI xEUEUT wi UOUx wi 001 UWEOCEwWOO! wYPEUPOwWOI wbOE
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 the27 substantiated
victims of maltreatment in care that period included a total of 11 children associated with three
reports against congregate care settings. In Period Vthe rate dropped to 0.90 percent and there

conducting additional cadanding activities for Period VI and will issue corrected data for that period which will
include appropriate comparisan
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were four substantiated maltreatment in care cases in congregate care settings, but each
involved a single child. Against that backdrop, it is clear that the Period VIl 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

T UITTEOC>wUT UUOUDPOT wbOwUIT 1T wi OUxPUEOPAEUDOOWOI woOol
xUOYDPEI Uwbi DPET wbOEOUEIT EwUUUxIT OEDPOT wUIT 1 PUwWDOUEOI Ow
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
YPUPUOUwWUOOwWUT T wi EEPOPUawWwUOUPOWUT T wul OOET OPOT wx UONI
completed and all youth who had been moved to the cottages have been returned to the newly

refurbished main facility.

However, another dynamic 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 adivities 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

Ul UYPETI UWEUUaA WEOQEwWUI UPUI O1 OUB ww# Ul wOOwUT T w2UEUI z U
This had a number of significant impacts:

e 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.

e During Period VI, approximately 30 percent of the foster homes supervised by large
CPAs were visited each quarter; and about 65percent 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.

e 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 becaméffiee of Provider Utilization & Outcomes Management
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o In contrast, during Period VII, unannounced visits were made only when a
"/ zUwPOUEOI wi EEwWEI 1 OwUUUxI1 OEl EWEOEWEWEOUUI

ACUT OUTT whPUwhPUwDHOxOUUPEOI wlOOwWw@UEOUDPI awUT T wl RUI OC
U1l w EEOUOUEEDPOPUawW T1 OUzUwWUI T E U EQuDREIEWRCO W] 11 1Tub2Ed
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 s staffed at a level that will allow it to resume the level of monitoring

and enforcement activity that were evident in Period VI.
Outcomes 1, 2, and 3t 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. Oucome 3 relates to the frequency
with which such investigations include face -to-face contact with the alleged victim within 24
T OUUUBww! T EEVUT w# %" 2wxOOPEaAawETI I PO Uwl0T 1T w?2EOO
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.

I OEI

Data for these outcomes are based on the universe ofl1ll 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 where in the State of Georgia the

chiOEz Uwi OUUI UWEEUI wxOEEI Ol OUwPUWOOEEUI EGww# %" 2wx O
El wbOYI UUPT EUI EwEawUT T w" OUOUawoOl wiOT 1T wET DPOEzZUwUI UF
involve a class member who is placed outside DeKalb or Fulton County, the allegation is

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

counties outside DeKalb and Fulton are referred to throughout UT PUw Ul x OUUwW EVUw ? x|
counties.?

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

e The State Surpassed the Outcome 1 Threshold

As noted in Table IlI-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 Il1-1 displays OT 1 w2 UEUI z U
performance on Outcome 1 over seven reporting periods.

Figure Il -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, 2005t June 30, D09

Percent of Investigations

1)
100% 1 91% 87% 85% 86% 0% 96% 97%

90% A
80% A
70% A
60% -
50% A
40% A
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10% -
0%

Goal:295% | Goal:295% | Goal:295% | Goal:295% | Goal:z95% | Goal:295% | Goal:295%

Period| (June |Periodll (Dec| Periodlll |PeriodIV (Dec|PeriodV (JunePeriodVI (Dec| PeriodVIl
2006) 2006) (June 2007) 2007) 2008) 2008) (June 2009)

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

As displayed in Table IIl -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 casesin 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
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EUw? OPUUI U? wUOPE UE w erdwify©rd safetyOtisBntpoutarit td Gddagidize 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 Il -2
Outcome 1+ Commencement of Maltreatment in Care Investigations
N=111
Not Commenced Within Commenced Within 24 Total
Investigating 24 Hours Hours
County Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent
Investigations | of Total Investigations of Total | Investigations | of Total
DeKalb/Fulton , - 68 97% 20 100%
Perimeter 1 2% 40 98% 41 100%
Counties
Total 3 3% 108 97% 111 100%

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

The State Fell Short of the Outcome 2 Threshold

For Outcome 2, 90 percent of maltreatment in care investigations (100 of 113 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 10percent, were investigated within 45 days.)
Figure lll-l WEPUx OEaUwUT I w2UEUI zUwxI Ui OUOEOET wOOw. UUEOOI

]
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Figure 1l -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, 2005t June 30, 2009)
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Source: File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, October 2005¢ June 2009

The Period VII performance of DeKalb and Fulton counties in timely investigation completion
was 93 percent; he 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 11 -3.

Table Il -3
Outcome 2t Timely Investigations
N=111

Investigating Completed in >30 Days | Completed in AaﬂDays Total

County Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total
DeKalb/Fulton 5 74 65 9% 20 100%

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, Januaryt June 2009
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e 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
VIl had faceto-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

performance on Outcome 3 for seven reporting periods.

Figure 11l -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 ¢ June 30, 2009

Percent of Children

100% 97% 97%
any, 4 85% 87% 2304 5304 88%
80% o
T0% ~
60% o
50% o
40% A
30% o
20% o
10% A
0%

Goal: 299% Goal: 299% Goal: 299% Goal: 299% Goal: 299% Goal: 299% Goal: 299%

Feriod | (June Feriod Il Feriod Il {June Feriod IV Feriod v {June Feriod VI Feriod VI
2008) (December 2007) (December 2008) (December {June 2009)
2006} 2007 2008)

Source: File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, October 2005¢ 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 VII data for Outcome 3 is displayed in Table
" -4.
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Table Il -4
Outcome 3 ¢ Faceto-Face Contact with Alleged Maltreatment V ictims within 24 Hours

N=145
No Contact Within | emoved Prior To o 1 -5 o ntact within
Investigating 24 Hours Within 24 Hours of 24 Hours Total
County Report
Alleged Percent Alleged Percent Alleged Percent Alleged Percent of
Victims of Total Victims of Total Victims Of T otal Victims 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, Januaryt June 2009

Measurement of Outcome 3 performance counts as successe®nly alleged victims having face -

to-face, private contact with a trained CPS investigator within 24 hours O1 wUT T wUIl x.OU Uz Uw
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 EOOI T 1 Ew Y D E U b MeKall @ BFultohi céunty Eréal uoth

EOQOI TT EwYPEUDPOUW? OPUUI E hadifieanusinbviediirerh tbebséitindJin whiole OU O U DT |
the maltreatment was alleged to have occurred by a child welfare professional prior to, or at the

time the allegation was made.

AIOT OUT T wOT 1 Ul wEEUIT UwE OU O U wE Ushicul® Beldddghizeduiatobtiel E w. UUE
145 alleged victims in Period VII, 144 (99%) had their safety ensured by child welfare

professionals within 24 hours.

c. Operational Context

371 w2UEUI zUwWwOYI UEOOwW/ 1 UPOEwWS ( (wx1 Ui OUOEOET wbOwOl I
the maltreatment i OWEE Ul wUEUT whEUwT BT T OwUT T w2UEUI zUwx1 Ul OU(
investigative process improved, with the State maintaining or establishing new performance

2T DT T wPEUI UwOEUOU? wi OUwI EET wOi w. UUVEOOTl Uwrddw! OwEOD
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.

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

for a routine 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.q., service providers) as well as those within the agency. To transform systemlevel outcomes,

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

established about which processes and interventions actualy work to deliver the desired
OUUEOOI Gw-T1RUOwWUT OUT wxUOET UUI UWEOEwWHOUI UYI OUPOOU
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 worktodo UOwUUI | PEDPI OUOa wUEUDPUT awUIl 1 Ul wEOBEDUE
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

identified 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

DOEEYI UUI OUGawEUI EUPOT WEUXxOPEEUI wxl UUOOwWPET OUDI DF
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
PEUUOGEPEUIT »wUT 1 wET POEwPDUT wUOT T wOl PwUI xOUUBG wwei 1 Ow
which a child is involved (e.qg., the child protective services (CPS) case that brought a child into

EEUI OWEWET POEzUwi OU0UI UWEEUI WEEUI OwEOawUUEUI gUI 60w
be linked and easily retrieved and reviewed in SHINES.

"OPI YI UOwPi WEOwWDOUEOI whOUOI UzUwUI EVUET wi OUwUOT 1 wETd
chOEz UwxUl YPOUUwW# %" 2wi PUUOUaAawWwOEawi EPOWUOWET wET Ol
Ul EOOEwW?2UOPQUI wx]l UUOOwWw( #6ww3i PUwxUOEOI OwbUWEEI
SHINES search engine. When a person search is conducted in SHINES, the systeneturns 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

Cy PN b

OT 1T wi YT OWOEOI w317 UUOwI YI OwE wU Okellyinttead®d® Kelley ta® OD 01 wo
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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Black (non-Hispanic) Female + E U w w ? Dais® BuBlack (non-Hispanic) Female, SHINES will

Ul OUUOWEwWOPUUWOI wx OUI OU D pWMnEe(oh-| DUYEEDELAEOPQR D &ED
) EOQItBladki(non- DPUxEOPEAwW, EOI ®Whitg GBan O IDWk EVBDEwRel OEOI Ow? 4 (
# EY BUphite (non- DPUxEOPEAwW, EOI Ow w E G ERace/Bti¢iH Unknevd0a8 O b 02 w
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 T 1 WET POEzUwxUI YPOUUwW" / 2wOUwi OUUI UWwEEUI wEEU
Reporting, and Evaluation (DARE) division generates a list of maltreatment in care

POYI UUPT EUPOOUW I OUwW UTT w Ul xOUUDPOT wxI UPOEOwW ) EODIT w
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 VIl are now complete and correct. However, it is probable that
this problem resulted in maltreatment in care reports and substantiated victims being
undercounted 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¢ Corporal Punishment

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

PT PET wUOT 1T w" OOUI OUw#1 EUI |1 wET I POl UWEUWPROEORAEW U avwPBE.
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

TheConsentDlI EUI I zUwUUIT woil wOT T wx |1 UsksperattodakzedCsudll @stdd | Uwi OO
homes with a class member in custody during the reporting period for measurement purposes.

d. State Performance

e 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 Ill-1, 100 percent of the

4 See p. 2 of th€onsent Decree
% bid, 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 oi56

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 II-Kw DOOUUUUEUT Uw 0T 1
performance on Outcome 6 over the six reporting periods to which the Consent Decree

standards applied.

Figure Il -4
State Performance on Outcome 6:
Incidents of Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes
For Six Reporting Periods (July 2006-June 2009)
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Source:FosterHomeRecord Reviewsluly 1, 2006t June 30, 2009
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B. Other Practice/Process Requirements Regarding Maltreatment in Care
I nvestigations 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. 6 The following discussion

a. Investigations of Reports of Maltreatment in Care

Section 12A. requires all reports of suspected maltreatment of children in foster care to be
investigated by Child Protective Services daff (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 alll11 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 of181 sampled children and 156 foster home records
identified two instances (onefrom the foster home review and one from the placement review)
in which an allegation of maltreatment appears to have beeninappropriately screened out by a
permanency worker. These incidents aredescribed below:

e A child placed in a provider -supervised foster home reported to her provider agency
case manager thatshe had beensubjected 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
UOwWOEOI wEOOUEEUwWPPUT wUOT T wET POEzZUw# %" 2time | UOEOIT
this report was made, the child had recanted her allegation and apologized for lying
EEOUUwWI T Uwi OUUT Uwi EVT T UBww#UTl wOOwUT 1T weEl POEZzZUw
false allegations against foster parents, the supervisor decided it was unnecessary to
make a CPS referral in this case.

e 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 casesshould have been referred to the CPS unit for assessment and
screenout or investigation. These cases were referred to the Fulton and DeKalb County

16 See pp.280 of theConsent Decree
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leadership for further action. As a consequence, the worker and supervisor involved in the first
case werecounseled on the appropriate 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 ssue was discussed with all permanency supervisors at the quarterly
Permanency Supervisors meeting. Based on a careful vetting of the specificsof these casesthe
Accountability Agents are satisfied that they representisolated incidents 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 theConsent# 1 EUI | wUUEUI UwUOT E0w? OOwoé wUI xOUUUwOI
children in foster care shall be investigated by DFCS child protective services staff in the

manner EOEw PPUT POwUT 1T wUDOT wi UEOIT w x UOW MEGSEulicy 2omu OE b w E C
OEOUUI EUOI OUwWPOWEEUI wbOYI UUPT EUPOOUWmPT PET WEUIT WEO
in Section 2106 of the Social Services Manual® Section 2106 contains guidance onthe 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 discreteequirements 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.) Theresults are presented in Table 1lI-5 for the 11 investigative standards common to
most placement types. The percentages reported in Table IIF5 represent the number of
instances for which the investigative file documentation was adequate to provide a con clusive,
affirmative response.

7 See p. 28 of th€onsent Decree
18 Social Services Manual, Chapter 2100, Section VI, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005
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Table Il -5
Proportion of Investigations Meeting Policy = Requirements
(N varies based on placement setting and other case characteristics)

Percent of Applicable
Investigations with
Investigative Policy Requirement Documented
Compliance
Period VII 19
Investigator saw/interviewed every alleged maltreated child
100%
separately (N=111)
All other adults frequently in the home interviewed separately
96%
(N=23)
Continued safety of the child(ren) placed in the home was 96%
adequately evaluated and assessed (N=111) °
Alleged maltreater was interviewed separately (N=107) 95%
All approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed separately
92%
(N=111)
Investigator reviewed the DFCS  history of the foster 88%
parent/caregiver (N=74) °
At least two relevant collateral sources contacted during the
: L 86%
investigation (N=111)
Investigator saw/interviewed each of the other children (non - 850/
alleged victims) separately (N=89) °
Investigator reviewed previous CPS reports for foster 84%
parents/caregivers (N=74)
File contains physical evidence to support case documentation
83%
(N=54)
DFCS case managers required to visit in this foster care setting were
78%
contacted (N=111)

Source: Case file review of all maltreatment in care investigatio ns completed Jnuary 1, 2009t June 30, 2009

As reflected in Table I11-5, 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

9 As indicated previously, during analysis of Period VIl data, the Adediiity 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 nog; tomiplist
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
casefinding actvities for Period VI and will issue corrected data for that period which will include appropriate
comparisons.
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(DFCS case managersquired to visit in this setting were contacjedThe Accountability Agents
believe that the Georgia 2 ' ( - $ @gmoatdn system may understate the true level of
performance on certain of these policy requirements.

%OUwl REOx Ol Owbkbl POI amRE ¢ E B5QTurEudOWuE@RERH Ul wlT EQwUT T wi
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 reviewedhe

CPS history compiled by the intake worker. The only place in SHINES an investigator can
DOEPEEUI wUOT EVOwWUT T awUl YPI Pl EwxUI YDPOUUW"/ 2wUI xOUUU!
OEUUEUDYI 2 wi Bl OEwmkT DET wUUx x OU U U w iKehhyl Aufile @uewvw U1 R UK S
team has to look for documentation that the | OU U1 U wBFES histodyzob) previous CPS

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

contacted in the course of the investigation. OEwUOOI UUwUT 1T wbOYI UUDPT EUOUZ L
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 Requlatory Services,
the Provider Relations Unit, and the DFCS Policy Unit

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

EQw? OPAUEUDYI w/ EEOI U2 wEIT UEDPOPOT wUIT 1 wbOEPEI OUWEO
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 12B. of the Consent Decreerequires 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 (OR5) and the

Provider Relations Unit (PRU).2° The purpose of the review specified in the Consent Decree is
20UOWET U1 UODOT wbT 1 0T T UWEWxEUUT UOwWOT WEEUUT wOUwdI 1 C
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, CCland OTPs wishing to serve DFCS children once they have been licensed by
ORS.
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To assess ompliance 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 ofmaltreatment 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

"OOxOPEOEI wpbUT wUOI | weatthéntlih care notificaidd Ireuirdmer®taOtden a

EOOET UOwUOwWUT 1 w EEOUOUEEDPOPUawW T1 OUUWUDPOET w/ 1 UDOE
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

iUwUI TEVUEl EWEVUWEUPUPEEOWUOwWUT 1T w2UEUI ZUWEEDPOPUa wUOL
improvements were identified in Periods Ill, 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.2

Fulton and DeKalb Counties conducted the largest number of maltreatment in care
investigations: 42 and 28, respetively. 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 IIl -6 displays
data on county reporting of maltreatment in care investigations to the DFCS Policy Unit.

2L SeeSection 12 B, p. 28f the Consent Decree
22 30cial Services Manuabection 2106.11Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE
PeriodVIl Monitoring Report
Page38



Table Il -6

Policy Unit Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Care Investigations
N=111
Investigating Total Investigations Notified Not Notified
County 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: Surveyof Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, January 1+ June 30, 2009

The Period VIl 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 adecline
from the ORS Period V notification rate of 91percent and the lowest ORS notification rate
recorded since Period IlI, 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 they 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 Counties conducted the largest number of maltreatment in care
investigations in provider -supervised settings at 19 and 16, respectively. Severteen 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 Il -7 displays
data on county reporting of maltreatment in care investigations to ORS.

Table Il -7
Office of Regulatory Services Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Care Investigations
N=72
Investigating Total Investigations Notified Not Notified
County 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%
Newton 2 1 50% 1 50%
Polk 1 1 100%

Rockdale 2 2 100%

Taylor 1 1 100%

Troup 1 1 100%

Total 72 53 4% 19 26%

Source: Surveyof Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, January 1+ 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
#%" 2ZwxUOYPEI UWEOQURBDREEOOPOR IOBIWEL wE uFerPeriEd
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 Il ¢ 43%; Perid IV ¢ 51%; Period V¢
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
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missing PRU reports at three. Table 111-8 displays data on county reporting of maltreatment in
care investigations to PRU.

Table 11l -8
Provider Relations Unit Notification of Period VII Maltreatment in Ca re Investigations
N=72
Investigating Total Investigations Notified Not Notified
County 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%

Source: Surveyof Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care SettingsJanuary 1+ 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 thesemeetings have included:

e Issuance of citations, consent agreements, and corrective action plans;
e Suspension of provider intake operations until terms of the consent
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agreement/corrective action plan were met;

e Termination of provider staff;

e Closure to DFCSuse or complete closure of certain foster homes;

e 11 OOYEOwWOI wEI POEUI Owi UOOwWwxOEEI Ol OUwUI UUDOT U
permanency case manager);

e Targeted training by ORS;

, OEPI PEEUPOOwWEaw/ 14 wOi wxUOYDPET UwET Tadd&E DI Uz wE O«

31 OxOUEUawoOOP]l UPOT wEaw/ 14 wli wxUOYPEI UUzwOYI UI

2. Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes

Section 12Cof the Consent Decreé? 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 fosterhome

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

xEUI OUUwWUOGET UUUOOGEWEOGEWETUITEWUOWEOOxQawpkrbUT w# %"
punishment. This is about the same asPeriod 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

POUxT EQwUT T wi OOI1 z00uwil B xuEId v of Uukeud Uubd TG Ew 0T 1T w" /  z Uw

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.

% See pp 280, paragraph 126f the Consat 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%)2* 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 homeslooked 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 insix of the 156 foster home
records reviewed (4%). Five of these six incidents 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 ¢ 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 reasonablecause 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, th€onsent Decree

Ul gUPUT UWEwWUDOI GawEUUT UUOT OUwOi wUi 1 wEOGOI T EUPOOUWE

2 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, h
refer the allegation to CPS fftéor assessment and possible investigation or sepeén
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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

Decreeprovisions. Both counties useexperienced CPS supervisors to assess incoming corporal
punishment allegations. However, the Period VIl 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 bythe Special Investigations Unit with a 24 hour response
time. Those lacking reasonable cause & 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:

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

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

o 7 (88%)file reviewers felt the investigative conclusion was consistent with the
investigative documentation; and,

e 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; ORSwas 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 meeUw UT 1 wEUDUI UPEwi OUWwEwW" /2w bPOYI UUPT EUPOOW UI
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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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
EOQUOUPI UWEOUOWPOEPEEUI EwUTI EQwPi wWEWxOOPEaAawYDOOEUDC
was not amenable to change, the home would beclosed.

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

PDOYI UUPT EUPOOwWUI ET DY wE O wvestigatibng Und. | TOdresuits of ésas UT T w2 x
assessments are indirectly shared with ORS through the SHINES sysem.
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Part IV PERMANENCY
Children in Care Maintain Family Connections and Achieve Permanency

Several of the Consent Decree outcomes and pracice requirements focus on various

components of achieving permanency for children. This part reports oOwUT 1 w2 UEUihz Uwx U Q]
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
2/ 1 UOEOI OE a 8s”12uand. 18, teiatédGid children achieving the goal of adoption , were
one-time, Period | requirements that have been discussed in previous reports.?> 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 pagesprovides 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 Connectioasd Children Acheve Permanency

The discussion following Table V-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

EIl OUI UwUOGET UUUEOGEDPOT wUIT 1T w2UEUI zIU Diksipaitl aBdir@Ed2& 1 wE UwU
ET EUUOUwPRPT PET w E b permateacw peéiforman2eltiends gveruhe seven reporting

periods to date.

% See Dimas, J. T. and Morrison, Beriod | Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdidovember 200&ndPeriodl|
Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdu®ine2007.
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Table IV -1
Permanency Outcomes

Period VI

Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections
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 80%
foster care.

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

0
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 99%
which they were removed, subject to the exceptions in Paragraph 5.C.4.b (ii) and (jii).

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

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

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

50%

the child is placed with a relative.

Children Achieve Permanency

Outcome 4: No more than 8.6% of all foster children entering custody shall have re -

.- . . 4.8%
entered care within 12 months of the prior placement episode. °

Outcome 8a: Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent
Decree, at least40% shall have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 12
months or less after entering custody: reunification, permanent placement with relatives,
permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.

50%

Outcome 8b: Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent
Decree, at least74% shall have had one of the following permanency outco mes within 12
months or less after entry: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, or shall 56%
have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 24 months or less after
entering: adoption, permanent legal custody, or guardianship.

Outcome 9 Children in custody for up to 24 months and still in custody upon entry of
U T w" 6OOUI OU0w#1 EUI 1 wpET DOEUI OwbOwUT T w? ! Kuw
24 month backlog pool after the fourth reporting period at least 40% by the end of the
fith 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

1 O0VUawoOi wOT T w" OOUI OVw#1 EUI 1 wpETl DOEUI OQwb ¢
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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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 68%

within 12 months of final termination or release of parental rights

Outcome 12: For children whose parental rights have been terminated or released and | First Period

the child has an identified adoptive or legal guardian resource at the time of the entry of 94%

the Consent Decree,90% shall have had their adoptions or legal guardianships finalized One Time

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

Outcome 13: For all children for whom parental rights have been terminated or released First period

at the time of entry of the Consent Decree, and the child does not have an identified 30%

adoptive resource, 95% shall have been registered on national, regional, and local One time

adoption exchanges, and have an individualized adoption recruitment plan or plan for measure

legal guardianship within 60 days of the Consent Decree.

Outcome 14: No more than 5% of adoptions finalized during the reporting period shall 0%

disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to the reporting period.

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 95%
lwpl KWEOEUOI OUI EWEOOXx] OODOT wUl EUOGOUWDO

parental rights should not be filed.

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

UPRwWOOOUT UwlOi wlUT 1 PUwxUDPOUWEEUT wx OEQwUI Y-H 80%

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.

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 95%

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

One of the Consent# 1 EUI 1 w x U Dab Bdd-de€tiudilve Eatdily fes should be maintained and
O U U U GeUPrésérwing 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 ¢ Diligent Search

w?Ul EUOOEEOCaAaWEDODT | OUwUI EAU GetionbLB10-85) @ lddiiyi thoseE 4 w OE P L
individuals who may be considere EWE wUIl UOUUET wi OUwx OEET O1270Theu OU wE U U
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 least95 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.

IOwx UEEUPET OwUOT 1T wUI EVUET wi OUwUI OEUDPYI UWEOKMQUIT I Uwb(
EOOODPUOI OU wGsEhold bk ongoing bt the child has achieved permanency. Inthe

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

stories of finding family members after several yearspb | Owl EEwOOUwOOOPOwUiT 1 PUwU
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 effedte 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 Decembe 31, 2008 and remained in custody
at least 60 days. The targeted review of these cases wasonducted 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:

% See p. 4, principle 2 in the Csant Decree
27 30cial Services Manual, Chapter 1000, Section 1002.3.1, Georgia Department of Social Services
% 30cial 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

"TDOEUI OWET | wuKwOUWOOET Uwkl Ul wbOUI UYDI Pl EWEEOUU
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 least95 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
andtheET EOQT 1 wil REIT | E statidiidalimargicdDerrdrl. Tattle IV-2 provides the number
and frequency of different types of diligent search actions undertaken on behalf of 135children.
3T T w2UEUT zUwx1 Ul bedGapddting perddsifdd whith itheudlitcome has been
measured is displayed in Figure 1V -1.

The Accountability Agents believe there are three factors that undermined U1 1 w2 é¥f@tsioz U w
meet the Consent Decree standard:

Some dildren 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 oftenobtain 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 ina 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 the future may improve
availability of contact information.
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e 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 potential 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 23

custody

Additional children placed with a family resource between 5 and 60 2

days of entering custody

$YDEI OEl woOi wbOUI UYDPI PUwPDUT WET DOE 83

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

Subtotal for Outcome Measurement 108 80%

Insufficient search activities in first 60 days: no documented interviews 18
of children to gather information about relatives and significant others
(children ranged in age from 4 to 14)

Insufficient search activities in first 60 days: no documented efforts to 3
locate identified putative/ birth fathers of interviewed children
One or more contacts of possible resources did not take place within 60 6
days
Total 135 100%

Source: Case Record ReviewJuly-August 2009.
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Figure IV -1
State Performance on Outcome 7: Diligent Search esUndertaken Within 60 Days
For Three Reporting Periods (July-December 2006, July-December 2007, July-December 2008)

Percent of Children
100% A 93%

90% Ao
80%
80% o

73%

70% o

60% o

50% Ao

40% A

30% o

20% A

10% Ao

0% -
Goal:=270% Goal:=z95% Goal:=z95%
Period Il (December 2006) Period IV (December 2007) Period VI (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 locate19 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 for55 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,

UPEODPOT UOwOUT 1T UwUI OEUPYI UOWEOQEwW?1I PEUDYI wObDO? wpbOE
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 dild 6

Source: Case Record ReviewJuly-August 2009.

Resources contacted

A total of 324 individuals (connected to 119children) 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 14 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 Total Percent of those

Identified | Contacted 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 ReviewJuly-August 2009

Placement or visiting resources obtained

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

3T T w2 (-%$2w?#DOPT 1 O0w2i EVUET » wOOEUOI wxUOYPEIT UWEEUI
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 sing place to look for the history and results of on-going
efforts to identify and contact people connected to a child. While this 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 arenot
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 sameresults.

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 Roundable
process (discussed later in this report) is the value of recontacting previously identified
resources to determine if circumstances have changed such thatthey 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¢ 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 beingin a setting within the county or within a 50 mile radius of the home from which the

child was removed.2°

a. Interpretation and Mea surement Issues

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VII. Appendix B
provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement issues The
measurement of Outcome 19 performance is based on the sample of181 children in foster care
at any time between January 1 and June 30, 20Q9

b. State Performance

e The State Surpassed the Outcome 19 Threshold.

The State placed179 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 @0%) 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

2 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 asPeriod 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-2below. 31T | w2 UEUI z Uwx | Uéixddp@t® ET wOY 1
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

Exceptional No reason for
Need Placment, not meeting
5% standard, 1%

Within 50 miles,

38%
’ In County, 54%

With Relatives,

1% outof state
placement, 1%

Source: Case Record Revieluly-August2009
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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

Percent of Children 99%
0, 0, 0, (1]
100% - 88% 89% 97% 98% 97%
90% 4
80% -
70% 4
B0% -
50% 4
40% A
30% 4
20% A
10% A
0%
Goal =70% Goal =80% Goal =90% Goal =90% Goal =90% Goal =90%
Period || Period |1l {June Period IV Period ¥ (June Period VI Period Y1l (June
{December 2006) 2007) (December 2007) 2008) {December 2008) 2009)

SourceReviewPeriodFoser CareCase Record Reviews
Outcome 21¢ 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 effortson
ensuring that appropriate visitation take s place between children and their parent(s) * 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 VII. 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 aany 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:
e 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 ;

*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.

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE
PeriodVIl Monitoring Report
Pages7



o for three children, the location of their parents remained unknown the entire period
despite case manager efforts to locatehem, thus making visits impossible ; and,

e 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, 1013t children were included in the parent -child visitation analysis.

b. State Performance

e 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 percentandD UwUT 1 w2 UE U1 z Uthus fat) towevdr itis OUOE OE |
within the statistical margin of error for the sample . Figure IV-4 EPUxOEaUw UT 1T w20
performance over the five reporting periods to which the Consent Decree standards applied.

#Conclusions drawn from theubsample of 10thildren used in this analysis are subjeca toargin of error of+
10percent. Actual paresthild visitation may bé.0 percentage pointsigher or lowethanthe reported 9percent.
¥See Appendix B for a discussion of how fAappropriate v
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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, 2007to June 30, 20(®)

Fercent of Children
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Sour®: Review Period~oster Caréase Record Reviews

Outcome 16t Sibling Placement and Outcome 23 - Sibling Visitation

The Consent Decree stipulates a sibling placement standard? that intends to keep siblings
connected and establishes two performance outcomes. Outcome 16requires 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 havesiblings in separate
placements to visit with their separated siblings at leag once a month each and every month for
the previous 12 months, or every month they have been in custody if less than 12 months34
Because these Outcome$oth 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.

¥ See p. 16, paragraph 5C.4.dlné Consent Decree.
34 See p.36, Outcome 23, in the Consent Decree.

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE
PeriodVIl Monitoring Report
Page59



Among the 561 children who entered during Period V Il, 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 301children, there were 13 children (6%) who were separated
from one or more of their siblings because of special needs The circumstances of thesel3
children are as follows:

o 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.

o 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

e The State Surpassed the Outcome 16 Threshold.

Of the 288 children who entered custody with one or more sibling s in Period VII 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 performancemeasured thus far. Figure IV -5 illustrates the sibling placement

pattern in Period VI | and Figure V-6 EDUx OEa UwUT 1 w2 UE U the fouurepotiingO UOE OE |

periods to which the Consent Decree standard applied.

% 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 | Foster Care Entries

N=288
Mot placed with any
siblings
8%
Placed with some
siblings
11%
Placed with all
siblings
81%
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 toJune 30, 200)

Source: Review Periodoster Car€€ase Record Reviews and SHINES reports
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