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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

THURSDAY, MARCH 15, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:37 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Mike DeWine (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators DeWine and Landrieu.

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES RECEIVERSHIP
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE DEWINE

Senator DEWINE. Our hearing will come to order. This is the first
for me as chairman, and the first for Senator Landrieu as the
Eanking Member of this subcommittee, so we are delighted to be

ere.

Let me remind all of our witnesses that the full text of your
statements will, in fact, be made part of the record. We ask you to
limit your initial comments to 5 minutes apiece, but your whole
testimony will be submitted for the record, and let me just thank
each one of you. It is a rarity we had your testimony early. It is
not a rarity for you, but it is a rarity in Congress to get everyone’s
testiﬁnony before the hearing starts, and we appreciate it very, very
much.

Without objection, the record will remain open until 5 p.m. on
Wednesday, March 21, for the submission of any additional testi-
mony or responses to questions members have for your witnesses.

D.C. CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM

We are here today because the District of Columbia child welfare
system is at a crossroads. It is at a crossroads. It is at a crossroads
both in terms of responsibility and accountability. We are here
today to begin to determine if this system, a system which, for over
a decade has been wrought with dysfunction, chaos, tragedy, is fi-
nally committed to turning itself around.

We are here to examine what strides, if any, the District has
made in correcting its laundry list of deficiencies, and finally, we
are here today to analyze from a budgetary point of view what the
District’s needs are in terms of resources, and how those invest-
ments can play a part in helping the District create a child welfare
system that puts the safety and health of children first, above all
else.
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The simple fact is that every child in foster care, whether it is
a child here in the District of Columbia, or in Cincinnati, or in New
Orleans, or anywhere in America deserves to live in a safe, stable,
loving, and permanent home, with loving and caring adults. All
children deserve no less.

Unfortunately, many, too many of our children in this country
are not getting what they deserve. Tonight, more than half a mil-
lion children in this country will go to bed in homes that are not
their own homes. Many of these children are at risk.

I first learned this sad fact back in the early 1970’s, when I was
an assistant county prosecuting attorney in Green County, Ohio.
One of our duties was to represent Green County Children’s Serv-
ices in cases where children were going to be removed from their
parents’ custody. I witnessed then that too many of these cases
drag on endlessly, leaving children trapped in temporary foster
care placements which often entail multiple moves from foster
home to foster home to foster home for years and years.

AT-RISK CHILDREN

At-risk children here in the District of Columbia are no excep-
tion. In fact, it would appear that these children may be at even
more risk because of the systemic dysfunction in the District’s child
welfare bureaucracy. Let me explain. Over 10 years ago, the Dis-
trict’s child welfare system was considered among the worst in the
Nation. In 1989, the American Civil Liberties Union filed a class
action lawsuit against the city, LaShawn A. v. Barry, arguing that
the District was failing to protect neglected and abused children.

In 1991, the case went to trial, where the court ultimately found
that the District was liable. Following this decision, the parties in-
volved in the case developed a remedial action plan. The court used
this plan as the basis for its modified final order, which required
the District by law to correct the vast deficiencies in its child wel-
fare system.

RECEIVERSHIP

By 1995, however, little had changed, prompting U.S. District
Judge Thomas Hogan to install a receiver to oversee the system
and appoint the Center for the Study of Social Policy to monitor
the District’s performance. Today, the receivership is still in place,
though the city is preparing to regain control.

In order to get that control back, the District must meet the
terms of the consent order, which was entered by the court this
past October. The question now is this: Is the District ready and
able to take control back?

GAO REPORT

A recent GAO report provides us with the most current snapshot
of the system, which, from all appearances, remains below national
averages, and far from meeting the goals outlined in the consent
order. Just listen to a few examples, and they do, regrettably, paint
a very disturbing picture.

In 1991, the average stay for children in the District’s foster care
system was 4.8 years. According to the GAO report, the average
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stay for children is 3.7 years. This certainly represents progress. It
also represents an average foster care stay in the District that is
twice as long as the national average.

Over 10 years ago, the District continuously failed to initiate in-
vestigations into reports of neglect or abuse within 24 hours and
complete these investigations within 2 weeks. Now, the GAO found
that for the recent time period, October 1999 to July of the year
2000, still 37 percent, over one-third of investigations were still not
initiated within 24 hours, while 52 percent, over one-half of inves-
tigations were not completed within 30 days.

Ten years ago, the District consistently failed to ensure that chil-
dren in its custody received timely judicial administrative reviews
regarding the continued necessity and appropriateness of place-
ment. According to the GAO report, the District made some
progress between 1998 and July 1999 in reducing the number of
cases with no review at all. However, the GAO also found the city
made no progress in reducing the number of cases with untimely
reviews. Moreover, of the cases with untimely reviews in July 1999,
about half—yes, about 50 percent—had not been reviewed in more
than 1 year.

Ten years ago, the District’s automated information system was
wholly inadequate for keeping track of the number and location of
children in the District’s custody and their needs. Today, the Dis-
trict has a new, automated information system, FACES. However,
according to the GAO, that system, now a year old, cannot produce
all the reports required by the modified final order. The GAO also
found that staff do not fully use the system. While District officials
estimated that, as of September 2000, about half of all case plans
had been entered into FACES, a superior court judge has indicated
that this estimate may well overstate the accurate rate of data
entry.

Ten years ago, the cases handled by social workers consistently
exceeded reasonable professional standards, preventing the District
from carrying out its responsibilities under both Federal and Dis-
trict law. District social workers today in 6 of 10 child welfare pro-
grams are carrying actual case loads that exceed the limit put in
place by the court’s modified final order. Let me repeat that. Dis-
trict social workers today in 6 of 10 child welfare programs are car-
rying actual case loads that exceed the limits put in place by the
court’s final order.

For example, the GAO reports that social workers in the Dis-
trict’s traditional foster care programs have been carrying case
loads that range from 13 to 55, as high as 55. That compares with
the modified final order that sets a limit at 16.

Now, though some may argue that the District’s child welfare
system is at least in better shape than it was 10 years ago, I am
not convinced necessarily that it is anywhere close to where it
should be. A couple of very disturbing recent events involving the
District’s handling of child protective matters have fueled every-
one’s concern. First, there is the tragic, well-known case involving
2-year-old Brianna Blackman.
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ADOPTION AND SAFE FAMILIES ACT

In Brianna’s case, she had been placed in foster care for 4
months due to her mother’s consistent neglect and reports of abuse.
However, a D.C. Superior Court judge ordered Brianna and her sis-
ter back to their mother on December 23, 1999, despite the fact
that Brianna’s mother, who is mentally retarded, did not want
Brianna and her sister back. Rather, she only wanted her older
children returned, because with her limited capacity she found
them easier to care for.

Two weeks after being united with her mother, Brianna died of
severe head injuries. She had been bludgeoned with a belt. As stat-
ed in the law that I sponsored, and that went into effect in Novem-
ber 1997, the Adoption and Safe Families Act, which incidentally
was in effect for at least 2 years before Brianna’s death, according
to that law, when determining reasonable efforts to preserve and
reunify children with their families, the law now states the health
and safety of the child shall be the paramount concern. The health
and safety of the child shall be the paramount concern. That is the
language in the law that went into effect in November of 1997.

In Brianna’s case, from the facts we know, it does not appear
that this tiny little girl’s security, this tiny little girl’s life was a
high priority for the District, nor even a priority at all.

In passing the Adoption and Safe Families Act, which has helped
increase adoptions, by the way, nation-wide by 30 percent, it was
my hope that children like Brianna would be protected, but as
Brianna’s case tragically demonstrates, the District still has a long
way to go before that goal is reached. As the facts of this case con-
tinue to come out, it appears that virtually ever agency in the Dis-
trict that interacted with this family made a mistake.

The guardian ad litem assigned to protect Brianna did not visit
her or the home where she was living. The social worker assigned
to Brianna did not file her report with the judge in time, and had
this been done, the judge would have known that the social worker
did not recommend sending Brianna back to her mother.

The social worker also did not closely inspect the home where
Brianna would be living, or find out that Brianna’s mother was ille-
gally living in subsidized housing. Had this been done, it would
have been clear that Brianna’s mother had no legal residence,
which would have prevented the children from being returned to
her mother.

Furthermore, the Mental Retardation and Development Disabil-
ities Administration failed to provide Brianna’s mother with the
housing and assistance she needed.

Next, the judge made the decision to send Brianna back to her
mother without holding a hearing.

The Health Department lost track of Brianna and her mother,
routinely closing the case, rather than providing assistance.

And finally, the neighborhood health clinic failed to follow up on
a call that Brianna might be in trouble, and waited a full day be-
fore notifying authorities.

All of these errors, all of these unbelievable lapses in judgment
indicate a total collapse of the system, a complete, unquestionable,
inexcusable breakdown.
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REPORTS OF SEXUAL ABUSE

In a more recent incident, the Washington Post reported just last
week that at least 150 filed reports of child sexual abuse from the
years 1999 and 2000 fell through the cracks, going uninvestigated
by police until they were alerted to a box containing a stack of
these reports.

Apparently, the reports went through the District’s Child and
Family Service Agency, but it does remain unclear whether they
were ever transmitted directly to the city’s seven district police sta-
tions. According to the Washington Post, law enforcement sources
believe that since the police became aware of these missing reports
last year, some of the original victims have been molested again.

Stories like this should make us all sick. We, as a society, must
not tolerate this kind of incompetence, utter incompetence. We can-
not allow blatantly irresponsible acts like this to continue.

Now, I recognize that the District child welfare system did not
collapse overnight, and we are well aware that it will not be fixed
overnight, either, but our oversight responsibility, as members of
this subcommittee, is to determine if the District has adequate re-
sources available to meet its needs so that the city can repair itself
and can comply with the court-ordered consent agreement. We
have, I believe, an obligation to ensure that budgetary resources
are sufficient, and are being used effectively and appropriately to
get the job done.

We have an obligation, further, to review the District’s proposed
budget with close congressional scrutiny to ensure that any dollars
that flow into this system are used for the proper protection of the
children involved, so yes, a part of this hearing is about money. It
is about resources. The system was broken. The court stepped in
and said, in essence, fix it.

Now, we are here to determine if the District has fixed it, and
if the city has not, we want to know why not. Is it because of a
lack of resources? Is it because of the ineffective use of resources?
Are there sufficient funds available for the city’s component parts
to function together effectively? What are the District’s goals for
the future? Can those goals be met from a budgetary perspective?
Can additional resources help prevent another Brianna from dying?
Can additional resources prevent cases of sexual molestation from
falling through the cracks, from going uninvestigated for periods of
well over a year?

REFORMING THE SYSTEM

We are anxious to hear our witnesses and hear the answers to
these questions. However, this hearing must go beyond questions
of resources. The fact is that resources are no substitute for the
kind of responsible management required to make the systemic re-
forms necessary for the District’s child welfare system to function
effectively. In my view, the reform of the system should be the Dis-
trict’s number 1 priority. Let me repeat that. Considering budget,
in considering responsibility, in considering public policy, there
should be nothing more important than the protection of the chil-
dren whom this District has in its power, has under its control, and
has an obligation to protect.
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As the new chairman of this subcommittee, I want to make it
vividly clear that protecting at-risk children in the District is also
my number 1 priority, and I intend for the next 2 years at least
to focus on the children of this District, and I intend to focus par-
ticularly on those children that are most at risk, and many of those
children who are most at risk are the children who are part of our
social system and our child protection system.

This should come as no surprise for anyone. For years, especially
since coming to the U.S. Senate, I have devoted my attention to in-
stitutional reform in the foster care and child welfare systems
across our Nation. The adoption of the Safe Families Act essen-
tially was about making the necessary reforms to move children
from foster care to permanency, and more importantly to make the
health and welfare of these children paramount. I believe it is nec-
essary to see how these reforms are impacting the District’s child
welfare system specifically, and to examine how the goals of this
important law will work to the benefit of all children in our Na-
tion’s capital.

Let me at this point turn to the Ranking Member of this com-
mittee, Senator Landrieu, someone whom I have worked with, and
worked with on the Safe Families Act that I have been referencing,
someone who has really been a leader in the protection of children
and a leader in the issue of foster care and adoption. Senator
Landrieu.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, all,
to our first hearing today, and I want to begin by commending the
chairman for his extraordinary work and focus in this area during
the time that he has been in the Senate, and I have had the privi-
lege to join him on many bills, particularly the Adoption and Safe
Families Act as an original cosponsor, and so his leadership has
just been an extraordinary help to us.

He is the father of eight children. He comes at this issue from
a lot of real personal experience, and so I want to commend him.
I have a lengthy statement for the record, but I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the chairman. He and I think very
much along the same lines in this regard, so it is not necessary for
me to repeat all of the statistics and history, which he did in an
excellent and wonderful way.

I would just like to note, however, having worked in this area of
child welfare for many, many years, that many of the issues that
the District is facing today are not necessarily unique to the Dis-
trict, that communities and States around the Nation are really
struggling with this problem. We are well aware of that. In my own
State of Louisiana, we are also faced with overburdened case work-
ers, backlogs in reports, too many children in care for too long, a
disappointing, in my opinion, lack of focus on permanency and
adoption, minimizing options for families, and I could go on and on.

So we must keep our focus in this hearing through our budget
process on the budget of D.C., and I also want to join the chairman
in saying that this will be my number one priority, as a new mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, to keep my focus on helping



7

the District, that it is not necessarily only unique to the District
of Columbia.

I also want to bring out, and I am so pleased that the chairman
will not let us forget the tragedy surrounding Brianna Blackman’s
death. I also note that just a few months ago, not too far from here,
in the State of Virginia, Caitlin Frasier suffered the same horrible
fate, and I could give hundreds of examples.

So let us just remember that this really is a national crisis. It
really is going to require a national focus and national solutions.
We will continue, as we have done in the past several years, to
sponsor bills and amendments and new approaches in giving new
tools to local officials as we work through these difficulties, but it
is important for us to stay focused, to know that we have made
some incremental progress here, but there is a lot to do.

I will only say this, that while it is a complicated problem, in this
Senator’s opinion there are solutions. There are clearly solutions
that work. There have been turn-arounds, success stories all over
this Nation. We know what works. There are some wonderful best
practices out there, and it is my hope that as I listen and learn
more about what you all have been through in the last couple of
years, that I can help to get those tools into your hands to help
shape a solution so that the thousands of children that the chair-
man has pointed our attention to can receive help quickly.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Their needs are urgent, their needs are real, and I for one am
not going to be one of the people that says it is just too much, we
just cannot do it, there are no solutions. I know there are, and I
am looking forward to working with you to find them.

Thank you so much, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU

Good Morning. I would like to begin my remarks by thanking the witnesses for
giving of their time to come and share with us the progress they have made and
the remaining challenges they still face in the child welfare system in the District
of Columbia. I sincerely believe that there is no greater accomplishment one can
achieve in this world than making a difference in the life of a child. Yet, I also un-
derstand that this type of work is uniquely demanding, with little thanks and even
less glory. So, I thank you.

It has been said that there is no such thing as a simple solution to a complex
problem. For a number of reasons, I think that that maxim applies to the topic of
this hearing today. To think that one hearing, one bill, one reform, one court order
or one person can single handedly solve the problems facing the child welfare sys-
tem in DC would be a mistake. The solution to this very complex problem lies in
system wide reform, led by the Mayor and those he sees fit to appoint. This process
will require continued support and financial investment by the federal government.
And above all else, it will require that the district be willing to do what, quite truth-
flfl‘llly, is hard for many governments to do—to put their children’s needs first instead
of last.

It has also been said that an undefined problem has an infinite number of solu-
tions. For me, exploration is the best use of this hearing, and perhaps future hear-
ings on this issue. To encourage the district to explore their challenges, assist them
in developing real short term and long term solutions and most importantly, deter-
mine what the federal government, through its appropriation power, can do to sup-
plement and support those reforms. In my view, this is not a situation in which it
would be prudent for us to give “unfunded mandates.” Rather, we should use our
uriique relationship and responsibilities to the district to help them to help them-
selves.
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Child Welfare experts from across the country have been a part of drafting their
plans for reform. Others have reviewed this plan and agree that it is based on the
best practices of other successful reform efforts. What the District needs now is the
freedom to implement this plan and the tools necessary to make it work.

As a child welfare advocate, I think it is important to note that many of the child
welfare issues faced by the district are not unique to this city. In my own state of
Louisiana, they are also faced with overburdened caseworkers, back logs in the
courts, and too many children in care for too long. While we must keep our focus
on the tragic death of the little girl from DC foster care, Brianna Blackmond, we
must also remind ourselves that two months ago a little girl from Virginia, Katelyn
Frazier, suffered the same horrible fate. The foster care crisis is a national crisis.
Reforms made in DC can and should be coordinated with nationwide reform for chil-
dren in care.

This is not to say that there are not issues here that are unique to DC. There
are and that is why it is so important to allow the Mayor and the newly created
agency to have the flexibility necessary to address the challenges. DC suffers from
a more desperate lack of qualified caseworkers. The national shortage in these types
of professionals is hardest felt here. In addition, their inability to recruit foster par-
ents far exceeds the national scope of this problem. Finally, the demographics of
their children pose unique challenges that need to be addressed.

I look forward to hearing from the officials present about their renewed vision for
the future of the child welfare system in DC.

Senator DEWINE. We will now turn to our first panel. Deputy
Mayor Carolyn Graham is currently the Deputy Mayor for Chil-
dren, Youth, and Families, formerly serving as the Senior Policy
Advisor to the Mayor for Children and Youth. She has had an ex-
tensive career in the field of human services and nonprofits, at one
time serving as the Director of the Human Services Department of
Broward County, Florida. She has a master’s of education degree
from Antioch College, and a master of public administration, City
University of New York, and a master of divinity from New York
Theological Seminary.

Sondra Jackson currently is the interim receiver for the Depart-
ment of Child and Family Services, and we welcome her as well.

Judith Meltzer is the senior associate at the Center for the Study
of Social Policy. The Center for the Study of Social Policy is a non-
profit policy research and technical assistance organization located
in the District of Columbia. From 1992 to 1995, and from January
1997 to the present, the Center for the Study of Social Policy has
served as the court-appointed monitor of the District’s child welfare
system under LaShawn A. v. Barry.

Eric Thompson, our fourth panel member, is currently with Chil-
dren’s Rights, Incorporated, formerly of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union’s Children’s Rights Project, who brought the class ac-
tion lawsuit of LaShawn A. v. Barry.

Welcome, all of you. We thank you very much for coming. I think
what we will do is start from my right, which would be your left,
with Ms. Graham, and we will just work our way right down the
list. As I indicated to the panel members, Congressman DeLay is
on his way, and when he gets here we will put him on because of
his schedule, and we will interrupt the testimony at that point. If
you could limit your comments to about 5 minutes, then we will go
from there, and in fact I see Mr. DeLay at this point. Congressman,
thank you for joining us. We are going to put you right on, and the
timing could not have been better. You have not been subjected to
my lengthy opening statement

Senator LANDRIEU. Which was excellent, though long.

Senator DEWINE. But I will send you a copy of it.




Mr. DELAY. Thank you, sir.

Senator DEWINE. Let me introduce Hon. Tom DeLay, who in ad-
dition to his leadership in the House of Representatives in general
has been a real leader in this whole area of adoption and foster
care, and anything that has to do with children, you can bet Con-
gressman DeLay is going to be involved in it.

He brings a personal interest to this as well as a public policy
interest. He is someone who has acted on that personal interest,
and someone who has taken his leadership position in the House
of Representatives and used that as a bully pulpit for children.
Congressman, thank you very much for joining us, and the floor is
yours.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN TOM DeLAY, MAJORITY WHIP, U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. DELAY. Thank you, Senator, and Mr. Chairman, and Senator
Landrieu. I greatly appreciate your holding this hearing. It is a
very important issue that you are looking at today, and I appre-
ciate your remarks, Mr. Chairman, but what you failed to say is,
I am very direct, and I am going to be direct this morning.

What has been going on in Washington, DC, although a lot of
people are working right now and doing a great job, including the
mayor, this is an issue that is a travesty. We need to focus on the
best interests of the children, so I am glad to be here with you this
morning, and I am glad that we share a commitment to demand
accountability from the system that protects children in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Both the foster care system and the city’s court system have to
change before the District’s children will begin receiving the protec-
tion that they so urgently need. Resolving the problems plaguing
the District’s foster care system will require a very thorough and
probing analysis, and frankly some very hard decisions.

We begin with an unavoidable consensus: the current system is
flawed, and that system is flawed because some abused children
are still languishing in foster care for almost 4 years. Other chil-
dren lose their lives because people in the District’s systems did
not do their jobs.

ADOPTION AND SAFE FAMILIES ACT

Many of us were concerned by the plight of children trapped in
the District’s child welfare system long before public attention fo-
cused on its shortcomings. In 1997, we passed in Congress the
Adoption and Safe Families Act. Senator DeWine, thanks to you,
with your hard work in passing this legislation, our goal was to
make the child’s health and safety the paramount concern, while
deciding where to place abused children.

We hoped that this legislation would finally begin a trans-
formation to a system that places the best interest of the children
within that system first. That is certainly not happening today, be-
cause the current system still does not work. I think that is intoler-
able, and we should not accept it.

We now know that the benefits of the foster care reform legisla-
tion have not been realized in Washington, DC, because the Dis-
trict simply did not move aggressively enough to embrace the re-
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quired changes. That will only happen if the District takes the con-
crete steps needed to create an effective system. These include but
are not limited to putting children’s interests first, making timely
judicial decisions, shortening the time in foster care, and estab-
lishing a safe, permanent placement as priority.

REFORMING THE SYSTEM

Unfortunately, it took the death of yet another innocent child to
expose the lamentable state of the District’s foster care system to
the public eye. It will only be through the sustained attention of
men and women in the District that the system will be reformed,
and only reform will ensure that children will not be further
harmed by the system tasked with protecting them.

Those of us calling for accountability have taken some criticism
of late. Opponents of reform claim that the catalyst of our attention
has been the headlines surrounding Brianna Blackman’s death.
Well, I, for one, am still upset by the filings that killed Brianna,
but her tragic death only exacerbated concerns we already had
with shortcomings in many foster care systems around this coun-
try.

The truth is that we are trying to prevent the additional deaths
that will inevitably flow from a system that is recklessly incom-
petent and unaccountable. We have also got to make certain that
the District does not continue allowing children to linger endlessly
in foster care. We need to speed their transition to permanent
placement.

We are here today to get a status report on the steps the District
is taking to meet these unmet needs, and I am glad that Mayor
Williams shares our frustration, and has done an incredible job in
standing up to some incredible opposition. I also think he shares
our determination to mandate the changes that will protect chil-
dren in Washington, DC.

We can only hope that the people empowered to protect children
will put aside parochial concerns and make the children’s best in-
terests their sole overriding criterion. When that happens, I think
the District will finally be on the right track, and I want to work
closely with those of you in the Senate to move the District’s foster
care system from receivership to a successful program that can be
a model for reform, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing.

Senator DEWINE. Congressman, thank you very much. We really
appreciate your testimony. We will let you go back to the other
side, and we just appreciate your commitment. We know that this
is the first of probably several hearings that we are going to hold,
and we look forward to working with you to help the District re-
solve these issues.

Mr. DELAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you. We appreciate it very much.

Ms. Graham, thank you.

STATEMENT OF CAROLYN N. GRAHAM, DEPUTY MAYOR, OFFICE OF
THE MAYOR, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Ms. GrRAHAM. Good morning, Senator DeWine, and Senator
Landrieu. I am Carolyn Graham, Deputy Mayor for Children,
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Youth, and Families in the District of Columbia, and on behalf of
Mayor Anthony A. Williams I welcome the opportunity to testify at
this oversight hearing today, and wish to commend each of you for

Kle work that you have done on the Adoption and Safe Families
ct.

RECEIVERSHIPS

As you know, the quality of our child welfare system in the Dis-
trict of Columbia has been a longstanding concern for the city. In
September of last year, I testified before the House of Representa-
tives Committee on Government Reform Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, that it was time for the Child Welfare Agency
to return to the control of the Mayor. I told the committee that al-
though some improvements had been made during the receivership
in terms of infrastructure within CFSA, substantial improvements
have not been seen in terms of case practice and better perma-
nency outcomes for children.

I also testified at that time that receiverships are not intended
as permanent solutions, and further, that this administration has
clearly demonstrated a commitment to improving the child welfare
system in the city. I am thus pleased to report to you today that,
following that hearing, a consent order was approved by the U.S.
District Court on October 23, 2000, in the LaShawn case.

In this order, the Federal court approved the parties’ agreement
to terminate the receivership and return the agency to the control
of the District of Columbia upon the satisfaction of four specific
conditions. The first is the enactment of legislation to unify the
child welfare system, and to establish the CFSA as a Cabinet-level
agency. The second is the promulgation of regulations for foster
and group homes, the third is the selection of a Director, and the
fourth is the Director’s selection of a senior management team for
‘(cihe agency. We are well on our way to satisfying each of these con-

itions.

The legislation to unify the agency and to establish it as a Cabi-
net-level was developed and is now in Congress, going through its
30-day approval process. We would expect that, by the end of this
month, that process will have been completed. The regulations for
foster homes and group homes will be published in the District
Register within the next 30 days. A search firm has nearly com-
pleted its work in the identification of a director for the agency. We
expect to select this individual by next month, and anticipate that
the senior management team will be in place in May 2001.

Based on our progress to date, we expect the receivership to ter-
minate, and the Child Welfare Agency to return to the control of
the Mayor before the end of the current calendar year. We also are
aggressively moving to implement the emergency child welfare re-
form plan that was submitted to the House of Representatives fol-
lowing the September 2000 hearing.

MAYOR’S REFORM PLAN

This reform plan was developed by the Mayor, and has six major
areas of foci. One is the unification of the child welfare system, de-
velopment of an integrated approach to the investigation and pros-
ecution of child abuse and neglect, the development of a neighbor-
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hood-based service delivery system, augmentation and reconfigura-
tion of the legal staffing in the Office of Corporation Counsel in
order to more expeditiously process abuse and neglect and adoption
cases, the collaboration with the D.C. Superior Court, and the
Council for Court Excellence, to address the backlog of adoption
and foster care cases, and to explore family court models.

CFSA’S INFORMATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Finally, the integration of CFSA’s information management sys-
tem into the District’s newly developed safe passages information
system. Here again, I am pleased to report that significant progress
has been achieved. Regarding the systems’ unification, we are
working with the American Humane Association to train staff and
to move that program component of abuse that the Court currently
have into the Child Welfare Agency. With respect to the interstate
compact for the placement of children, we are also moving that into
the Child Welfare Agency. The agency will assume responsibility
for this function as of April 1.

Child abuse investigations. On March 7, we took major strides
towards improving our system for investigating and prosecuting
child abuse cases. An MOU was signed by all of the agencies re-
sponsible for the investigation, and prosecution of child abuse. This
agreement will ensure that children are interviewed only once dur-
ing a child abuse investigation.

The neighborhood based service delivery system, we are explor-
ing ways to expand that network now. Chapin Hall, a premier child
welfare research and technical assistance organization, conducted
an initial assessment of the current private service provider’s ca-
pacity, and a follow-up assessment is currently being planned.
With respect to legal resources, we are substantially increasing the
legal resources for the child welfare agency. The Office of Corpora-
tion Counsel is now beginning the process of hiring more than 30
new legal and paralegal staff to process abuse and neglect com-
plaints, as well as termination of parental rights petitions and
adoptions.

With respect to the family court, as you perhaps know, the Supe-
rior Court is currently undertaking an internal assessment to de-
termine the best strategy to pursue for establishing such a court.
It should be noted that resources still appear to be a significant
issue for the court. The Mayor has met on several occasions to dis-
cuss his support of the court’s adoption of a family court model.
While not being prescriptive, Mayor Williams has stressed the need
for such a court, and his willingness to support the court’s ade-
quate resourcing in order to bring a family court to the District of
Columbia.

FACES

With respect to the information system, work has begun to inte-
grate CFSA’s information system, FACES, into the District’s Safe
Passages information system. Safe Passages will ultimately com-
bine information from all of the agencies in the city that serve chil-
dren, including child welfare, juvenile justice, mental health, the
Department of Health, early intervention, and the public school
system.
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This system will allow us to look across agencies and identify the
services the children are receiving, as well as determine spending
on a per-child basis. Safe Passages will also facilitate interagency
communication and a coordinated case management approach to
addressing the needs of our children in the city.

The child welfare system is, indeed, a top priority for this admin-
istration. Among other things, this is reflected in this administra-
tion’s fiscal year 2002 budget submission. The Mayor has requested
$188 million in funding for the Child Welfare Agency. This con-
stitutes full funding of the consent order. It represents 11.8 percent
over the fiscal year 2001 approved budget. In dollars, this trans-
lates into approximately $20 million new dollars over fiscal year
2001’s approved budget.

Senator DEWINE. Ms. Graham, could we ask you to wrap up,
please?

Ms. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Senator DEWINE. We would appreciate it.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Ms. GRAHAM. In closing, the administration looks forward to re-
gaining responsibility for the full functions of this agency on a day-
to-day basis. We are committed to working with all stakeholders to
better protect our children from abuse and neglect, and to quickly
find permanent homes for those children who cannot live safely
with their parents.

I thank you for this opportunity.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CAROLYN N. GRAHAM

Good morning Senator DeWine, Senator Landrieu and members of the Committee.
I am Carolyn N. Graham, Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth and Families in the
District of Columbia. On behalf of Mayor Anthony A. Williams, I welcome the oppor-
tunity to testify at this oversight hearing today.

As you know, the quality of our Child Welfare System has been a longstanding
concern for the City. The City has been under a Federal court order since 1991 and
the Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA) has been in some form of receivership
since 1994.

In September of last year, I testified before the House of Representatives (Com-
mittee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on the District of Columbia) that it
was time for the Child Welfare Agency to return to the control of mayor. I told the
Committee that, although some improvements have been made during the receiver-
ship in terms of infrastructure within CFSA, substantial improvements have not yet
been seen in terms of case practice and better permanency outcomes for children.

I also testified at that time that receiverships are not intended as permanent solu-
tions and, further, that this administration has clearly demonstrated a commitment
to improving the Child Welfare System in this city.

I am thus pleased to report to you today that, following that hearing, a consent
order was approved by the United States District Court on October, 23, 2000 in the
Lashawn case. In this order, the Federal court approved the parties’ agreement to
the terminate the receivership and return the agency to the control of the District
Government upon the satisfaction of four specific conditions:

—First, the enactment of legislation to unify the Child Welfare System and estab-
lish CFSA as a Cabinet-Level Agency with independent personnel, procurement
and licensing authority, consistent with District of Columbia Law;

—Second, the promulgation of regulations for Foster and Group Homes;

—Third, the selection of a CFSA Director; and

—gmérgh, the selection, by the new Director, of a Senior Management Team for

FSA.
We are well on our way to satisfaction of each of these conditions:
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—The legislation to unify the Child Welfare System and establish CFSA as a Cab-
inet Level Agency was developed by the Mayor and approved by the District
Council. It was forwarded to Congress for the 30-day Congressional review pe-
riod and should be enacted on March 30, 2001.

—Regulations for Foster Homes and Group Homes have been drafted (with exten-
Siv?i stakeholder input) and will be published in thE DC register within the next
30 days.

—A Search firm has been engaged through George Washington University’s Cen-
ter for excellence in Municipal Government to help us with conducting a na-
tional search for a CFSA Director. This work is being supported by a generous
grant from the Annie E. Casey Foundation. The first round of candidate inter-
views for the position of Child Welfare Agency Director has been completed. We
expect to select a Director by next month and anticipate that the senior man-
agement team will be in place during May 2001.

Based on our progress to date, we expect the receivership to terminate and the
Child Welfare Agency to return to the control of the Mayor before the middle of the
current calendar year.

We are also aggressively moving forward to implement the emergency Child WeL-
fare Reform Plan that was submitted to the U.S. House of Representatives following
the September 2000 hearing. This reform plan was developed by the Mayor and has
six major areas of focus:

—Unification of the Child Welfare System, the functions of which are currently
split among CFSA, the Metropolitan Police Department and the Social Services
Division of the District of Columbia Superior Court;

—Development of an integrated approach to the investigation and prosecution of
child abuse and neglect;

—Development of a neighborhood-based service delivery system through expanded
partnerships with community service providers;

—Augmentation and reconfiguration of legal staffing in order to more expedi-
tiously process abuse and neglect and adoption cases and in order to provide
more direct legal support to CFSA Social Workers;

—~Collaboration with the D.C. Superior Court and the Council for Court Excel-
lence to address the backlog of adoption and foster care cases and to explore
family court models; and

—Integration of CFSA’S information management system into the District’s newly
developing safe passages information system.

Here again, I am pleased to report significant progress.

—System Unification.—As I noted above, the Legislation to unify the Child Wel-
fare System was passed by the Council and is under Congressional review. In
addition, we have contracted with the American Humane Association—a nation-
ally renowned expert in Child Welfare System Reform—to assist with ending
bifurcation and to manage the process of transferring Court Social Services
(CSS) staff and cases to the Child and Family Services Agency. Indeed, plan-
ning for the transfer is underway. We negotiated a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with the Superior Court that establishes the conditions that
must be met in order to transfer CSS’ staff to CFSA. We are currently negoti-
ating terms for the transfer of the CSS employees with the personnel director
at the Superior Court. The American Humane Society is working with Rep-
resentatives from CFSA and CSS to develop the programmatic aspects of the
transfer, which we hope to accomplish by October 1, 2001.

—ICPC.—The Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children—known as
ICPC—is also being transferred to CFSA pursuant to the October 23, 2000 con-
sent order and the new enabling legislation. this function is required when chil-
dren from the District are placed in other states. previously, the function was
handled by the District’s Department of Human Services. CFSA staff are cur-
rently being trained by the American Public Human Services Association
(APHSA) to assume this function. The agency will assume the responsibility on
April 1, 2001.

—Child Abuse Investigation.—On March 7, 2001, we took major strides toward
improving our system for investigating and prosecuting child abuse. An MOU
was signed by all of the agencies responsible for the investigation and prosecu-
tion of child abuse. this agreement will ensure that children are interviewed
only once during a child abuse investigation and that this interview will be con-
ducted in a place that is friendly to children by someone who is an expert in
working with children. Previously, children had to endure multiple interviews
with multiple agencies, further traumatizing them. This agreement was signed
by the Mayor, the United States Attorney, the Superior Court, the Child and
Family Services Agency, the Office of Corporation Counsel, the Safe Shores
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Children’s Advocacy Center, Children’s National Medical Center, the Commis-
sion on Mental Health Services, and the D.C. Public Schools. The MOU estab-
lishes a clear process that will facilitate appropriate communication and collabo-
ration amongst these agencies.

—Neighborhood-Based Services.—We are continuing to partner with community-
based organizations, which are working in our neighborhoods with families. We
are exploring expanding our partnerships with private service providers. Chapin
Hall—a premiere Child Welfare Research and Technical Assistance Organiza-
tion—conducted an initial assessment of current private service provider capac-
ity and a follow-up assessment is now being planned. Once this work is com-
plete, we will be able to determine the degree to which we might increase our
use of these agencies.

—Legal Resources.—We are substantially increasing legal resources for the Child
Welfare Agency. The Office of Corporation Counsel is now beginning the process
of hiring more than 30 new legal and paralegal staff to process abuse and ne-
glect complaints as well as termination of parental rights petitions and adop-
tions. The Mayor’s fiscal year 2002 budget request for the Office of Corporation
Counsel includes approximately $1.9 million in additional funding in order to
maintain these new positions.

—Family Court.—As you perhaps know, the Superior Court is currently under-
taking an internal assessment to determine the best strategy to pursue. It
should be noted that resources still appear to be a significant issue for the
court. The Mayor has met on several occasions to discuss his support of the
court’s adoption of a family court model. While not being prescriptive, Mayor
Williams has stressed the need for such a court and his willingness to support
the court’s adequate resourcing in order to bring a Family Court to scale in the
District.

—Information System.—Work has begun to integrate CFSA’s information sys-
tem—“FACES”—into the District’s safe passages information system. Safe pas-
sages will ultimately combine information from all of the agencies in the city
that serve children, including Child Welfare, Juvenile Justice, Mental Health,
Department of Health, Early Intervention and the Public School System. This
system will allow us to look across agencies and identify the services children
are receiving as well as determine spending on a per child basis. Safe passages
will facilitate interagency communication and a coordinated case management
approach to addressing the needs of children.

Child Welfare is a top priority for this administration. Among other things, this
is reflected in this administration’s fiscal year 2002 budget submission. The Mayor
has requested $188 million in funding for the Child Welfare Agency. This con-
stitutes full funding.

We are taking every opportunity to ensure that there is a seamless transition of
CfSA back to the Mayor’s control through the development of linkages between the
Child Welfare System and our Health and Human Service Agencies.

—The CFSA receiver participates in twice-monthy meetings with the Directors of
all our Human Service Agencies. This provides an opportunity to identify and
resolve cross-agency issues.

—CFSA participates in several interagency work groups coordinated by the May-
or’s Office, including one focusing on developing community-based services for
children with mental health needs. This group is focusing on bringing foster
children who are in out-of-state mental health facilities home to the District by
developing the needed services here in the city. This work is being supported
by the Casey Family Program.

—A Memorandum of Understanding was signed between CFSA and the Depart-
ment of Health’s Addiction Prevention and Recovery Administration (APRA).
Under this MOU, APRA will be developing and implementing detoxification and
Substance Abuse Treatment Services and Programs for children and families in
the Child Welfare System.

In addition to initiatives directly related to the Child Welfare System, this admin-
istration is also taking a very proactive and preventive approach to improving child
well-being as evidenced by the following:

—LEstablishmnent of Neighborhood based Parent Development Centers;

—Im(}i)lementation of home visits to families with newborns and young children;
an

—Significant expansion of after school programs for children and youth.

Indeed, the Child Welfare Agency returns to the city at an exciting time as we
embark upon a major initiative to rebuild our Human Services Network in the Dis-
trict. We are now developing a plan to establish a system of “Neighborhood Places”
throughout the City. These neighborhood places will be centers in neighborhoods



16

where public services for children and families will be available and integrated
across agency lines. In other words, there will be one place in a neighborhood where
you can go to get child care, medicaid, food stamps, SSI, TANF, and employment
information and services. Ultimately, Child Welfare, Juvenile Justice, Health and
Mental Health Services will be aliged with these neighborhood places. These centers
will also be closely linked to existing private and faith-based networks, ensuring
that families benefit from the range of community partners who are already working
in these neighborhoods. The vision is of a seamless system of Human Services that
families can access in the neighborhoods where they live. A primary focus of these
centers will be on supporting families so that child abuse and neglect does not occur
in the first place.

In closing, this administration looks forward to regaining responsibility for the
full functions and the day-to-day operations of the Child Welfare Agency. We are
committed to working with all stakeholders to better protect children from abuse
and neglect and to quickly find permanent homes for those children who cannot live
safely with their parents. The City’s children deserve no less than this. I thank you
for the opportunity to testify before the distinguished members of this committee
and am happy to answer any questions that you may have.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you very much. We appreciate it.
Ms. Jackson.

STATEMENT OF SONDRA JACKSON, ACTING CHIEF, CHILD AND FAM-
ILY SERVICES AGENCY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Ms. JACKSON. Good morning, Senator DeWine and Senator
Landrieu. My name is Sondra Jackson, and I am the court-ap-
pointed interim general receiver for the Child & Family Services
Agency. I was appointed in December 2000. However, I have
worked with the agency in an effort to bring the agency into com-
pliance with the modified final order for 3%2 years now. I thank you
for this opportunity to provide testimony on the status of the Child
and Family Services Agency, particularly as the agency begins the
transition back into the District of Columbia.

I would like to begin my testimony by highlighting some of the
accomplishments CFSA has made that I believe make transitioning
possible at this time.

CHALLENGES

The District of Columbia has been confronted with many chal-
lenges over the past 3 years. There have also been some successes.
We have exceeded our performance goals in areas of the child wel-
fare system such as increasing the number of adoptions by about
49 percent, increasing the number of foster homes by about 16 per-
cent, and improving Federal reimbursement by 22 percent from
last year.

We have also developed D.C. Kids, our health care program,
which is designed to provide comprehensive health services for chil-
dren. In other words, we are doing mental health screenings, phys-
ical health screenings, comprehensive exams, and now over 80 per-
cent of all of these children have been put into a health care track-
ing system.

We also want to expand our family preservation and support
services by the use of community based partners, and I think it is
going to be important that we continue that effort in the District
of Columbia.

The fastest-growing population in child welfare today is relative
care. We have over 2,545 children in the city in our system placed
with relatives. The agency will need to continue to develop sup-



17

ports for relatives. So far, we have a 4(e) demonstration project
that works with the community to try to enhance the services for
relatives.

We also have a kinship-guardianship program, subsidized guard-
ianship program, which starts within a month. The automated sys-
tem that you referenced, Faces, is undergoing modifications this
year, and enhancements. We are excited to work with the Mayor’s
office on integrating our system into the city’s child information
system.

The agency continues to work to achieve greater interagency co-
operation with other agencies in the city. The Superior Court is im-
portant, the Corporation Council, the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment are all important agencies in terms of coming into compliance
with the Adoptions and Safe Families Act.

In addition, the agency must form a better relationship with
other District agencies that offer specialized services for children,
such as D.C. Public Schools, the Mental Health Commission, and
the Addictions Prevention Recovery Administration. We are fund-
ing several initiatives with these agencies to develop specific serv-
ices for children in the child welfare population.

Appropriate staffing levels continue to be a major concern for
CFSA, and we have put in incentive packages which have recently
been approved by the Mayor and the city council. CFSA also con-
tinues to recruit individuals with bachelor level degrees in social
work to augment the service delivery. As you know, all of our social
workers are master’s level people.

A major challenge, though, has been in retaining workers, and
there are several problems with that. The one that I think we are
going to try to find a solution to is to get adequate legal representa-
tion for our social workers in the court to help prepare workers as
they go into their hearings. The agency is transferring $1 million
to the Corporation Counsel to make this happen.

CFSA wants to improve and recruit foster parents. We have sev-
eral projects with foundations to help us accomplish this.

Senator DEWINE. Ms. Jackson, if you could just wrap up please,
we would appreciate it.

Ms. JACKSON. Okay. Finally, CFSA is working with the city and
plaintiffs in transitioning the agency back. We have had satisfac-
tory relations as we attempt to do this.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In conclusion, I want the committee to know that we are very
concerned about our children, that we continue to work closely to
provide better services, and I thank the committee for hearing me.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SONDRA JACKSON

Good morning Chairman Dewine and members of the Subcommittee. My name is
Sondra Jackson and I am the court-appointed Interim General Receiver for the
Child and Family Services Agency. I have served in the capacity of Interim General
Receiver since December 2000. Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony
on the status of the Child and Family Services Agency, particularly as the Agency
begins the transition back into the District of Columbia government.

The Child and Family Services Agency operates under the mandates of the Modi-
fied Final Order (MFO) issued by U.S. District Court Judge Thomas F. Hogan in
January 1994. For the past three (3) years, I have been a part of the Agency’s ef-
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forts to bring this Agency into compliance with the requirements of the Modified
Final Order. Although there are areas that still need improvement, I believe that
we have made significant progress.

I would like to begin my testimony today by highlighting some of the accomplish-
ments CFSA has made under the current Receivership that make transitioning back
into the District of Columbia government possible at this time, and conclude by pro-
viding the Subcommittee with an update on CFSA’s role in the transition.

CFSA ACCOMPLISHMENTS

While the Child Welfare system in the District of Columbia has been confronted
with many challenges this past year, there has also been significant improvement
and progress over the last three years. I am pleased to report briefly on a number
of accomplishments for fiscal year 2000, and the status of the Agency’s performance
goals and targets contained in our fiscal year 2001 budget document.

Fiscal year 2000 Performance Goals and Targets

CFSA targeted a 32 percent increase in the availability of neighborhood based
services to children and families through the Healthy Families collaboratives. A 33
percent increase was achieved; from 987 to 1,316 families.

CFSA targeted a 100 percent rate of safely protecting children within their fami-
lies. A rate of 97 percent was achieved; 7,435 out of 7,641.

CFSA targeted a 40 percent increase in the number of finalized adoptions. A 37
percent increase was achieved; from 250 to 343.

CFSA targeted a 15 percent reduction in the length of time between the decision
to pursue adoption and finalized adoption. A 44 percent reduction was achieved;
from 2.36 to 1.32 years.

CFSA targeted a 33.6 percent increase in federal reimbursement under titles IV—
E, XVI (SSI), and XIX (Medicaid). A 22.6 percent increase was achieved; from $45.6
to $55.8 million.

CFSA targeted a 10 percent increase in the number of licensed foster care homes.
A 16 percent increase was achieved; from 437 to 507.

DC KIDS

The DC KIDS Health Care Program was implemented in fiscal year 2000. This
health system was developed to ensure that children entering the care and super-
vision of the Agency receive a full health screening and follow-up health care. Ap-
proximately 80 percent of all foster care children were enrolled in DC Kids. We are
currently in the process of reviewing the existing contract, which expires September
30, 2001, and re-negotiating a new contract to ensure that this system of services
continues to meet the needs of the children we serve. In addition, we are also in
discussions with Children’s Hospital to provide a full range of health care services
for all children, including those currently served by Court Social Services, and to
expand services specifically for child victims of sexual abuse.

Community-Based Services

Expanding family preservation and supportive services in the community is crit-
ical to achieving compliance with the Adoptions and Safe Families Act, regardless
of whether a child resides in the home, with a relative, with an adoptive parent,
or in foster care. Using neighborhood supports and the professional help of social
workers from the Agency, we have been able to augment the strengths of the fami-
lies in their own communities. It is not good practice to remove children from every-
thing they know and love if a nurturing, safe, and supportive home can be found
where they live.

Kinship Care

In fiscal year 2000, CFSA provided services to 986 families with 2,545 children
living with kin in their communities. The number of children in kinship care, who
might otherwise have been removed from their community, increased 22 percent
from fiscal year 1999. “Connecting Families” is a five year Title IV-E Child Welfare
Demonstration Program which was launched in fiscal year 2000. This project will
assist CFSA in documenting the effectiveness of a service delivery system that relies
on community-based partners to provide concrete support and services to kinship
families.

In addition, CFSA is in the process of launching a kinship guardianship subsidy
program for relative caregivers. The regulations needed to implement this program
are being reviewed by the Office of Corporation Counsel and are expected to be pub-
lished in the D.C. Register by April 2001.
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Policy Manual

The Agency has developed and updated policies for all major components of child
welfare service delivery, including Intake and Investigations, Foster Care Services,
Placement, Kinship and Family Services, and Monitoring Homes. These policies
have been converted to an online format for easy staff use and regular updates.

FACES /Child Welfare Information System

The Agency’s automated system, FACES, was succesfully implemented in fiscal
year 2000. Its functionality includes the critical components to support service deliv-
ery, tracking and financial management. To date, interfaces between FACES and
the District’s SOAR and ACEDS systems have been completed. Interface require-
ments for the DC KIDS program and the Office of Paternity and Child Support En-
forcement remain under development. Modifications and enhancements to the
FACES system will continue during fiscal year 2001. In addition, CFSA has actively
participated in the Mayor’s Safe Passages Child Information System project with
the expectation that FACES information will be integrated into the District-wide
system.

Training and Staff Development

In 1999 the Agency contracted with Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU) to
deliver comprehensive training. During fiscal year 2000, the CFSA/VCU Training
Project held 50 training courses, conducted 110 days of training, and trained 887
CFSA staff.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 HIGHLIGHTS

Inter-Agency Initiatives

The Agency continues to work to achieve greater inter-agency cooperation between
CFSA and the D.C. Superior Court, Corporation Counsel, and the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department in fulfilling the mandates of the Adoptions and Safe Families Act.
In addition, CFSA has initiated memoranda of understanding and issued requests
for proposals to improve the Agency’s ability to ensure mental health and substance
services to the children and families currently served by the child welfare system.
In this regard, CFSA has worked very closely with the Commission on Mental
Health Services and the Addiction Prevention Recovery Administration to expedite
this process. As a result of those discussions the Agency has also made funding
available to ensure that our clients receive specialized treatment and services
through programs administered by those agencies.

Staffing | Recruitment and Retention

Appropriate staffing levels continue to be a major concern. CFSA submitted a re-
cruitment and retention compensation incentive package to the Mayor that included
a hiring bonus and an additional income allowance designed primarily as a reten-
tion incentive. The Mayor and the D.C. Council have approved this incentive pack-
age on an emergency basis.

CFSA has implemented other compensation incentive programs. An employee re-
ferral program and a program to reimburse new hires for relocation expenses are
designed to enhance recruitment and to recognize employee contributions in the hir-
ing of social workers. The Agency’s recruitment plan envisions the hiring of an addi-
tional 50 new social workers who will be graduating this Spring from social work
programs. In addition, CFSA continues to recruit and hire individuals with bach-
elor-level degrees in social work to augment the caseload responsibilities of existing
workers. It 1s anticipated that prior to the end of this fiscal year new tangible pro-
grams proposed by our retention committee will positively impact our recruitment
and retention needs.

Legal Representation

A major challenge the Agency has experienced in retaining qualified social work-
ers has been the absence of adequate legal preparation and representation in court
hearings. To address this particular area of concern, and to improve the Agency’s
working relationship with the D.C. Superior Court in achieving compliance with the
Adoption and Safe Families Act, the Agency is transferring $1 million to the Office
of the Corporation Counsel for the hiring of additional attorneys and paralegal staff
to be co-located within CFSA.

Foster Home Recruitment Incentives

CFSA’s campaign to approve and recruit foster and adoptive parents has faced a
number of challenges. However, in an effort to create additional homes in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Agency has commenced the My Community My Children Ini-
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tiative in collaboration with the Annie E. Casey Foundation. This initiative will in-
volve community partners in recruiting new homes and resources in the District of
Columbia. In addition, the Modified Final Order requires CFSA to pay a board rate
equal to the full cost of raising a child in the urban southeast. The Agency recently
increased these rates to comparable levels in fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2001.
It is the Agency’s expectation that these recent increases will also improve the
Agency’s ability to recruit more foster homes in the District of Columbia.

UPDATE ON CFSA’S ROLE IN THE TRANSITION

As you may be aware, under the terms of a Federal Court Order entered on Octo-
ber 23, 2000, there are four (4) requirements that must be fulfilled before the
LaShawn Receivership will terminate. The first requirement includes passage of leg-
islation creating a separate department with independent personnel and procure-
ment authority, licensing responsibility for child welfare related facilities, and con-
solidation of the abuse and neglect case responsibility in the new department. Sec-
ond, the District must promulgate licensing regulations for both group and foster
homes, and maintain Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) re-
sponsibility for children currently in the care of CFSA. Third, the District must hire
a Director of the new department. Finally, the Director must assemble a manage-
ment team for the new Department. CFSA has been working very closely with the
Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth and Families to satisfy these transition require-
ments so that the Receivership will end this Spring.

Transition Legislation

Legislation establishing the Department of Child and Family Services and other-
wise meeting the requirements of the Order was passed in December 2000, was
signed by the Mayor and forwarded to Congress, and is awaiting the completion of
the congressional review period. This Receivership has always advocated for legisla-
tion that would establish a single-State child welfare agency in the District of Co-
lumbia with primary responsibility for investigating child neglect and abuse cases.
In fact, prior to the submission of the Mayor’s emergency reform plan, the Agency
requested the American Humane Association (AHA) to study the issue of bifurca-
tion. This report, which was completed in November, 2000, provided the impetus for
the plans now underway for the unification of child abuse and neglect responsibil-
ities. Presently, representatives of the D.C. Superior Court, the Office of the Deputy
Mayor for Children, Youth and Families and CFSA are working with AHA to coordi-
nate this effort.

Licensing Regulations for Foster Homes and Group Homes

CFSA drafted the initial foster home licensing regulations and is working very
closely with the District to develop regulations for the licensure of group homes.
Over the last several months, working groups have been meeting to develop the reg-
ulations, and both sets of proposed regulations are in final draft form.

Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children Transfer

The October 23rd Order and enabling legislation also require the transfer of re-
sponsibilities related to the Interstate Compact for Placement of Children (ICPC)
from the Department of Human Services to the new Department of Child and Fam-
ily Services. I have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Dep-
uty Mayor for Children, Youth and Families to effect this transfer. The American
Public Human Services Association (APHSA) has agreed to train staff and to notify
all other states of the transfer of responsibilities. Under the terms of the MOU, the
Receivership will absorb all costs related to the transfer during this fiscal year. This
transfer is expected to take place April 2001.

Selection of CFSA Director and New Management Team

With respect to the search for a new Director, a national search is underway. The
process for selection includes input from a committee comprised of the Deputy
Mayor for Children, Youth and Families, the District’s Director of Personnel, Plain-
tiff's Counsel, the Court Monitor, the Director of the District’s Youth Services Ad-
ministration, and the Chair of the D.C. Council’s Human Services Committee. I also
serve on this committee. The Director of the District’s Office of Personnel is coordi-
nating the search.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while the Child Welfare System in the District of
Columbia has been confronted with many challenges this past year, there has also
been significant improvement and progress. Ensuring the safety and well being of



21

the children in our care continues to be the responsibility we take most seriously.
Thank you for the opportunity to address the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
on the District of Columbia. I would also like to thank the Congressional staffers
who visited our offices this month to observe first hand the positive things the Agen-
cy is doing to support children and families in the District of Columbia. I ask for
your continued support in our efforts to achieve compliance with the requirements
of the Modified Final Order and the return of the Agency to the District of Columbia
government. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have.

Senator DEWINE. We thank you very much.

STATEMENT OF JUDITH MELTZER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
THE STUDY OF SOCIAL POLICY

Senator DEWINE. Ms. Meltzer, thank you for joining us.

Ms. MELTZER. Thank you. Good morning. I want to thank you for
inviting me, and I especially want to thank both of you for your
opening statements, and the importance that you have given to this
issue in those statements.

I am Deputy Director of the Center for the Study of Social Policy,
and the center, as you mentioned previously, serves as the inde-
pendent monitor of the District’s system under the LaShawn de-
cree.

LASHAWN DECREE

As monitor, I am responsible for independently and objectively
assessing the progress of the Government and the receivership in
implementing the decree. We do this in as collaborative a way as
possible, working with the receiver, with District government offi-
cials, with outside advocacy groups, and with the plaintiffs. We re-
view administrative and case load data provided by the agency on
a monthly basis, we perform independent case record reviews, we
do case studies, and we perform special studies as needed. We have
recently commissioned an independent audit of the agency’s finan-
cial activity for fiscal year 2000, and we expect to have that audit
completed by June 15.

We are near completion of an in-depth review of children in
group care facilities, which involved us doing on-site visits at these
facilities, as well as focus groups with the children and youth who
attended the facilities. We have also just initiated an in-depth re-
view of the quality of care provided under the DC Kids health care
initiative.

CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM

It is important for you to know that the child welfare system has,
in fact, improved since 1992, when I first began as monitor, and
some of the clear improvements have been in the development of
capacity to support families in neighborhoods through the Healthy
Families, Thriving Communities Collaboratives, the creation of a
staff training capacity, which never existed before, multiyear in-
creases in numbers of adoptions, and significant increases in the
agency’s ability to draw down Federal funds under title 4(a) and
title 19 of the Social Security Act.

Saying this, however, is not meant to imply that the system is
anywhere near where it should be in terms of compliance, and it
has been extremely frustrating for me as monitor, for the leader-
ship of the agency, and for the public at large to understand why
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it has been 10 years and the agency is still so far from where it
needs to be.

Early on in Mayor Wiliams’ tenure he made it clear that he was
committed to reassuming responsibility, and effectuating a transi-
tion. A first test of his commitment was his deliverance on the fis-
cal year 2000 budget, which he did deliver on in the budget for fis-
cal year 2000 for the agency at $184 million, representing about a
$30 million increase from the prior years.

That was the first time that that agency ever had enough money
to adequately carry out its mandates, and we actually do not even
know at this point whether it is significant, but at this point they
now have enough money that they have properly budgeted to put
in place some of the resources for children and families that have
been so sorely absent.

The fiscal year 2001 budget is going to enable the development
of substance abuse resources, mental health service resources, in-
crease in foster parents’ rate, and additional specialized placement
resources. Those are just absolutely essential.

TRANSITION ORDER

Having delivered on the fiscal 2001 budget process, we entered
into negotiations of this October 23, 2000 transition order, which
everybody has mentioned. The order lays out prerequisite require-
ments for ending receiverships and for monitoring progress during
a transitional period. It also provides some clear commitments to
address some of the structural issues which have really impeded
progress over these last 2 years, and that is why the inclusion in
that order of the requirements for bringing abuse and neglect to-
gether and for dealing with the Superior Court and for providing
lawyers and corporation counsel is so significant.

I want to underscore, though, that the receivership has not yet
ended, although we are engaged with the District in meeting with
the prerequisite requirements in an expeditious way. Attached to
my written testimony is a report that I just filed with the court on
where we are with all those transition requirements.

PREREQUISITE FOR TRANSITION

It is my best estimate that if things proceed as they are now, the
prerequisites for a transition will be accomplished in June or July
of this year. At that point, the receivership will end, and a proba-
tionary period will begin. During the probationary period, the agen-
cy will be expected to meet certain performance benchmarks re-
lated to remedial order requirements, and these are really children-
related requirements. They are things like timely completion of in-
vestigations, placement of children in licensed foster homes, place-
ment of children with siblings, reduction of children experiencing
multiple placements.

We have set benchmarks for improvement over a 6-month period.
These progress benchmarks were set deliberately low, or I would
say conservatively, because we are not trying to set the bar so high
that the agency has to go back into receivership, but we are trying
to make sure that progress continues.
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LASHAWN ORDER

It is important also to emphasize, though, that at the end of the
receivership, when the probationary period ends, the LaShawn
order is still in effect, and the LaShawn order remains in effect
until it is complied with. Under current circumstances we will con-
tinue to monitor the District’s progress in complying with the agen-
cy’s order.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I wanted to briefly indicate what some of the challenges are that
I think exist going forward, but I know I am out of time, so I will
do whatever you want.

Senator DEWINE. We will do that in questions, and when we get
a chance in the questions just jump in at some point. We will make
sure that gets covered, because we want to hear that.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDITH MELTZER

Good morning. I want to thank the Committee for inviting me to testify this
morning and for your interest in improving the child welfare system in the District
of Columbia. I am Judith Meltzer, Deputy Director of the Center for the Study of
Social Policy. The Center has been appointed by U.S. District Court Judge Thomas
Hogan as the independent monitor of the District’s child welfare system under the
LaShawn A. v. Williams lawsuit. We have served in that capacity from 1992-1995,
and from 1997 to the present, with a brief hiatus when the system was first placed
in Receivership.

As Monitor, I am responsible for independently and objectively assessing the
progress of the District of Columbia government and the Receivership in imple-
menting the LaShawn decree. The decree establishes the framework and require-
ments for a child welfare system that operates in compliance with District and fed-
eral law and that adequately protects children and supports and preserves families.
I carry out the monitoring function in as collaborative a way as possible, working
closely with the Receiver, District government officials, outside advocacy groups and
the plaintiffs in the lawsuit. We review administrative and case flow data provided
by the Agency on a monthly basis, do independent case record reviews and case
studies and perform special studies as needed. For example, we have commissioned
an independent audit of the Agency’s financial activity which is underway, and ex-
pected to be complete by no later than June 15, 2001. We are near completion of
an in depth review of children in group care facilities, which included on-site re-
views to half of the facilities under contract to care for children as well as focus
groups with the children and youth residing in the facilities. We have also just initi-
ated an in depth review of the quality and adequacy of health care services provided
to children in the foster care system under the DC KIDS initiative.

It is important for you to know that the child welfare system has in fact improved
since 1992, when I first began as Monitor. Some clear improvements have been the
development of the capacity to support families in the neighborhoods through the
eight Healthy Families, Thriving Communities Collaboratives; the creation of a staff
training capacity through Virginia Commonwealth University and local schools of
social work; a multi-year increase in the numbers of children adopted; and signifi-
cant increases in the Agency’s ability to properly draw down available federal rev-
enue to support its work. Saying this, however, is not meant to imply that the sys-
tem is anywhere near where it should be in terms of compliance with the LaShawn
Remedial Order. There are many problems that have proven intractable to reform
efforts and there are some things that have gotten better for awhile, only to move
backward over time. The pace of progress and the ability to fix problems perma-
nently has been extremely frustrating for me as Monitor, and is equally frustrating
for leadership and staff within the Agency and for the public at large.

Early on in Mayor Williams’s tenure, he made it clear that he was committed to
re-assuming responsibility for child welfare functions in the District and that he
was prepared to provide the leadership required to effectuate a transition from Re-
ceivership. A first test of his Administration’s commitment was the funding of the
fiscal year 2001 budget for the Receivership. Despite the rhetoric over the years



24

which has implied that the Receivership has been free to establish its own budget
and operate independently, the Receivership has always had to go through the reg-
ular budget and appropriations process of the District and until this year, was never
adequately funded. The fiscal year 2001 budget included an infusion of approxi-
mately $30 million which should enable the Agency to fund many previously un-
available resources such as substance abuse treatment, mental health services for
children and families, as well as foster parent rate increases and additional special-
ized placement services.

Having delivered on the Mayor’s budget promise for fiscal year 2001, we recently
completed negotiations with the District and the plaintiffs which resulted in Judge
Hogan’s October 23 Transition Order. This Order lays out a series of prerequisite
requirements for ending the Receivership and for monitoring progress during a tran-
sitional period. It provides clear, lasting commitments to address some of the struc-
tural issues that have inhibited compliance over these many years, and builds in
long-term protections on such things as the budget and staffing for the Agency. I
want to underscore that the Receivership has not yet ended but that we are engaged
with the District in meeting the prerequisite requirements in an expeditious way.
Attached to my testimony is a written report to Judge Hogan dated March 13, 2001
which assesses the current status of efforts to meet the transition requirements.

It is my best estimate that if things proceed as they are now, the prerequisites
for transition will be accomplished in June or July, 2001. At that point, the Receiv-
ership will end and a probationary period will begin. During the probationary pe-
riod, the Agency will be expected to meet certain performance benchmarks related
to Remedial Order requirements. These are, for example, benchmarks regarding
timely completion of investigations, placement of children in licensed foster homes
that do not exceed licensed capacities, placement of children with siblings, reduction
of children experiencing multiple placements, etc. Progress will be measured accord-
ing to agreed-upon levels of improvement over a six-month period. As Monitor, we
will establish the baseline performance at the point of transition and measure again
at six months. The improvement targets were set extremely conservatively because
the Court did not want to set the bar unrealistically high, thereby insuring District
failure. The intent of the probationary benchmarks is to assure that progress will
steadily continue after the Agency is removed from Receivership. It is important to
emphasize that the end of the Receivership and the end of the probationary period
does not mean the end of the LaShawn Order. The underlying Court Order and its
requirements will remain in effect until substantial compliance is achieved. As Mon-
itor, I will be working with the new Administrator to develop a revised implementa-
tion plan to achieve compliance with the LaShawn Order. Until compliance is dem-
onstrated, there will be ongoing Court oversight of this agency’s functioning.

I want to briefly indicate what some of the most important systematic and pro-
grammatic challenges for this agency in the next year.

The first and most important is to develop a stable workforce. Over the year 2000,
the Agency hired 132 social workers but lost 128 workers, thus leaving them in
much the same place, characterized by severe understaffing, high caseloads, worker
burnout and inadequate service provision. The current staffing situation with a va-
cancy of almost 50 social workers is a crisis requiring immediate attention. I have
asked the Agency to develop an emergency plan for utilizing BSW as well as MSW
social workers and to reenergize their recruitment activities, utilizing hiring bo-
nuses, incentive payments, payments to current workers to identify and recruit new
staff, relocation allowances and reciprocity on licensure.

A second challenge is to improve the functioning and accountability of the front
door of the system—that is the intake and investigation process—for both child ne-
glect and child abuse cases. This will involve implementing joint investigations with
the police, the transfer of Court Social Services staff currently serving families with
substantiated child abuse, and working in greater partnership with the Healthy
Families/Thriving Communities Collaborative and their community partners.

A third challenge is to comply with ASFA requirements on permanency. This will
require vast improvement in assessment and case planning, developing a functional
working relationship with the Office of Corporation Counsel, insuring that Corpora-
tion Counsel has the budget authority to hire a sufficient number of attorneys and
that they outstation them to work closely with CFSA workers, and making struc-
tural improvements at the DC Superior Court.

A fourth challenge is to greatly accelerate the identification, study and support
of foster and adoptive parent resources in the District of Columbia. This will require
partnerships with communities, faith organizations, private agencies, the media as
well as enhanced internal capacity to study and approve potential families.

The fifth challenge is a leadership challenge. The new Administrator must have
the ability to create a common vision for child welfare services in the District and
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to heal the fractures and finger-pointing among stakeholders that have made this
job even harder than it should be. The Administrator must be experienced, talented,
tough and bold and will need to be able to operate the Agency with a fair amount
of independence. At the same time, the Administrator will need the clear support
and backing from the Mayor, as unpopular decisions that rock the status quo must
be made and sustained. The Administrator must demonstrate a commitment to out-
comes and a willingness to work in new ways with communities and neighborhoods
which break down the isolation of the child welfare agency. If children are to be pro-
tected, CFSA must make the community at large a real partner in their work on
behalf of vulnerable children and families.
Thank you and I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.

PROGRESS REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF OCTOBER 23, 2000 CONSENT ORDER
GOVERNING TRANSITION OF THE LASHAWN RECEIVERSHIP

This is the second report prepared by the Monitor on the progress made to fulfill
the conditions of the October 23, 2000 Consent Order governing the termination of
the LaShawn Receivership.

Under the terms of the October 23, 2000 Consent Order, there are several actions
that need to occur prior to the termination of the LaShawn Receivership. The Dis-
trict government is moving forward to accomplish the pre-termination requirements
of the Consent Order. Current progress in each of these areas is described below:

1. Enactment of legislation to end the bifurcation of abuse and neglect and to es-
tablish the Child and Family Services Agency as a cabinet-level agency with inde-
pendent personnel authority, independent procurement authority, and authority to
license foster and group homes. The legislation also is to provide for the transfer
of responsibility and authority for child abuse cases currently vested in the Director
of the Superior Court Social Services to CFSA.

Status: Legislation was passed by the District Council on December 19, 2000 and
was subsequently signed by the Mayor and approved by the Control Board. It was
forwarded to the U.S. Congress on February 7, 2001 for required Congressional re-
view and approval. If no objections are raised, it will become law after 30 legislative
days which should be March 30, 2001. The bill established the child welfare agency
as an independent cabinet level agency with responsibility for personnel functions
and independent procurement authority consistent with District law. It also places
responsibility for the licensing of foster homes and groups homes as well as for the
Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children (ICPC) approval process within
the child welfare agency. Finally, the bill requires joint investigation of abuse cases
by CFSA and the Metropolitan Police Department and the transfer of Court Social
Services’ responsibility to CFSA for serving families in which there is child abuse.

Planning is underway for the transfer of Court Social Services staff, functions and
responsibilities so that child abuse and neglect functions in the District can finally
be merged. The American Humane Association is facilitating the planning activities
and is coordinating the work of the many involved agencies including the Mayor’s
Office, the Office of Corporation Counsel, the Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia, the Metropolitan Police Department and the Child and Family Services
Agency. There is much work that must be accomplished for this transition to be
smoothly completed by October 1, 2001 (which is the planning target for the com-
plete transfer of responsibility). In order for this to happen, interim milestone and
performance benchmarks must be met and staff must be hired and trained. Despite
some initial reluctance, all parties are now working together to make this happen.
In the short term, Court Social Services is experiencing some attrition of existing
staff. This is creating caseload pressures at Court Social Services which parallel the
caseload pressures at CFSA. Discussion has begun about expediting the hiring of
additional workers at CFSA who can be detailed to Court Social Services in this in-
terim period. This will accelerate cross-training and ensure that the critically impor-
tant abuse caseloads are not underserved.

H2. Development and Promulgation of Licensing Standards for Foster and Group
omes

The October 23, 2000 Order requires that foster and group home licensing stand-
ards be developed and promulgated prior to the termination of the Receivership.

Status: Neither of these two conditions is accomplished yet but substantial
progress has been made.

The proposed foster home regulations were sent this last week to the Office of
Corporation Counsel for final legal review. They should be published for comment
in the District Register within two weeks. The comment period is 30 days after
which the regulations can be finalized. If all goes as planned, the regulations can
be completed by mid-May.
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Draft group home regulations were developed by the Office of the Deputy Mayor
for Children, Youth and Families with outside assistance from Holland and Knight.
Two drafts of the regulations have been sent out for stakeholder comment and a
series of stakeholder focus groups have been conducted. The regulations are cur-
rently under final revision after which they will be sent to the Office of Corporation
Counsel for final legal review and publication in the District Register. This process
will take somewhere between three weeks to one month. The comment period will
be another 30 days after which the regulations will be finalized. It is the Monitor’s
hope that all of these steps will be accomplished by June, 2001.

3. Recruitment and Selection of an Agency Director

A Director for CFSA, selected and appointed by the Mayor with concurrence of
Plaintiffs and the Monitor, must be in place prior to termination of the Receivership.

Status: There has been continuing activity to recruit a new administrator for the
Agency. The Director of the District’s Office of Personnel (DCOP) is coordinating
this work with the help of an outside search firm, Bennett and Associates. The
Annie E. Casey Foundation has underwritten this process through a grant to the
George Washington University Center for Excellence in Municipal Government to
provide assistance with the process of recruiting a new Director, as well as for re-
cruiting, developing and training the new leadership team.

The selection process has not gone as quickly as was originally anticipated. At
this time, an initial round of candidates has been identified and interviewed by a
small committee composed of the Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth and Families,
the District’s Director of Personnel, Plaintiff's Counsel, the Mayor’s Special Counsel,
the Court Monitor, the Interim Receiver and the Director of the District’s Youth
Services Administration. The search firm has been compiling reference material and
it is hoped that the selection of final candidates will be made shortly. Finalists will
be invited back for a fuller range of interviews with key stakeholders in government
and the community after which a recommendation for selection will be made to the
Mayor. It is the Monitor’s hope that a candidate will be identified and recommended
to the Mayor within a month. Given this timetable, it is unlikely that the new Ad-
ministrator would be available to begin work much before June, 2001. Sondra Jack-
son, the Interim Receiver, has indicated her willingness to remain until an Adminis-
trator is hired, assuming it is accomplished expeditiously.

4. Recruitment and Selection of a Management Team

Prior to termination of the Receivership, the new Director must have an accept-
able management team in place.

Status: Progress on this requirement will need to await the selection of a Director.
As noted above, the Annie E. Casey Foundation grant can be used for help in re-
cruiting a qualified management team and for a strategic planning retreat or other
activities designed to develop the agency’s senior leadership team.

In addition to the four areas discussed above, where action must be completed
prior to termination of the Receivership, the October 23 Consent Order required ac-
tion to begin in several other areas. These include:

5. All responsibility for the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children
(ICPC), currently carried out by an office within DHS; is to be transferred to CFSA.

Status: The Memorandum of Agreement governing the transition of the ICPC
function to the Child and Family Services Agency was signed on February 6, 2001.
The originally scheduled date for the transfer of this responsibility was March 1,
2001. The transfer date has been postponed pending completion of training of the
new staff at CFSA who have been hired to carry out these functions. That training
is underway with the expectation that the function will be transferred in April,
2001.

6. Employment of BSW and Paraprofessional Staff

The October 23 Consent Order allows CFSA to employ staff with BSW degrees
as well as paraprofessional staff under appropriate circumstances to deliver services
required under the MFO with agreement by Plaintiffs. The Order further stated
that within 30 days, the parties were to negotiate the specific circumstances under
which these staff are to be used.

Status: Upon agreement of the parties, the Monitor was to request and review a
proposal from CFSA for the uses of BSW and paraprofessional staff. An initial pro-
posal was developed by the Receivership and forwarded to the Monitor on November
21, 2000. One of the Monitor’s comments on the initial proposal was that it did not
go far enough, particularly in light of the hiring crisis at CFSA. Currently, there
are close to 50 social worker vacancies at CFSA. The experience over the past few
years has been that every spring and summer, the Agency hires as many MSWs
as they can, primarily new graduates of schools of social work. Over the course of
the year however, the rate of hiring slows and monthly turnover continues. Thus,
by spring of the subsequent year, the Agency finds itself in roughly the same place
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with respect to hiring goals as the prior year. In fact, during the calendar year 2000,
CFSA hired 132 social workers but lost 128 workers due to resignation or termi-
nation.

It has been the Monitor’s belief that the staffing pattern ought to include a com-
bination of MSW and BSW trained social workers as well as a range of paraprofes-
sional support staff. With proper training and supervision as well as clarity in job
function and expectations, staff other than MSWs can properly carry out the case
management and social work functions of the Agency. As a result of recent discus-
sions with the Monitor, the Receivership is in the process of preparing a more ambi-
tious plan for diversification of staff which will rely on both MSW and BSW social
workers. Both the District and Plaintiffs support this approach. It is expected that
a revised plan will be submitted to the Monitor within the next week and forwarded
to the Defendant’s Counsel and to Plaintiffs for their review and approval.

7. Fiscal Year 2002 Budget

The October 23 Consent Order stipulates that the Mayor will take all reasonable
steps within his authority to obtain passage of the CFSA budget using the fiscal
year 2001 budget of $184 million as a baseline, with required adjustments for imple-
menting the new legislation, providing for foster parent rate increases, and pro-
viding additional staff necessary to meet MFO caseload standards.

Status: The District’s fiscal year 2002 budget process is just beginning and the
Mayor’s proposed budget is expected to be complete by mid-March. The Mayor’s Of-
fice has verbally indicated the CFSA budget will include the $184 million baseline,
as agreed upon in the Consent Order, plus the necessary additions to cover the costs
associated with implementing the new legislation, principally the assumption of re-
sponsibility by CFSA for investigation of abuse cases; the costs associated with as-
suming the licensing function; the transfer of ICPC responsibilities; the costs associ-
ated with the transfer of the Court Social Services responsibilities and caseload; and
required increases in foster parent rates. These initiatives will cost approximately
$4 million in fiscal year 2002 (assuming that the Superior Court Social Services
staff are transferred under an Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) agreement
and their salary costs do not need to be in the CFSA fiscal year 2002 budget).

In addition to commitments on the CFSA budget, the Office of Corporation Coun-
sel has indicated that the OCC budget will include the funds required to provide
additional staff attorneys and paralegal/support staff to properly carry out child wel-
fare functions. Because of the urgency of this need, the Receiver is transferring
funds from CFSA’s fiscal year 2001 budget to OCC to enable the immediate hiring
of 32 additional positions (25 attorneys and 7 support staff). It is the Monitor’s ex-
pectation, based on verbal assurances by OCC staff, that continued funding for
these positions, as well as funds to meet additional hiring commitments contained
in a proposed OCC staffing plan currently being negotiated by the parties (see Point
8 below), are expected to be included and clearly identifiable in the fiscal year 2002
budget request for OCC.

8. Adequate Legal Staff

The October 23 Consent Order requires that CFSA be provided adequate legal
staff to enable the agency to meet its legal obligations under the MFO. The Order
did not detail what constitutes “adequate staffing,” but there was an agreement that
this would be determined based on an independent staffing study which would take
into account the requirements of the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA), the
MFO requirements, and relevant professional standards. In addition, the Order re-
quires that OCC attorneys assume an attorney-client relationship with CFSA and
that there be a plan for co-location of staff.

Status: As previously shared with the Court, the staffing study prepared for the
Office of Corporation Counsel met neither the Monitor’s nor the Plaintiffs’ expecta-
tions for this requirement. Discussions have been ongoing since December to ad-
dress this issue. The Office of Corporation Counsel developed a revised proposal in
early March which details their commitments to hire additional staff and to
outstation a considerable portion of those staff with CFSA. Discussions on the ac-
ceptability of that plan are continuing. Issues that remain to be resolved are ade-
quacy of staffing commitments for certain functions and lines of authority and ac-
countability between OCC and CFSA. It is the Monitor’s hope that differences in
these areas can be resolved. In the interim, CFSA is transferring funds to OCC to
enable the immediate hiring of 32 new positions (attorneys and support staff) to
meet the immediate legal needs of CFSA staff and clients.

9. Performance Standards

The October 23 Consent Order requires the Monitor to establish the baseline
against which performance standards during the post-termination probationary pe-
riod will be assessed. The Monitor will conduct the baseline study on performance
using data from the month prior to the termination of the Receivership. At this
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point, as mentioned previously, it is not possible to precisely determine when that
will occur.

During this interim period, CSSP is continuing its ongoing monitoring activities
with respect to the requirements of the LaShawn Order. These include monthly re-
view of administrative data and preparation of formal progress reports for the Court
and the public; informal monitoring meeting with the Agency Receiver and staff;
completion of work in progress on a review of children in congregate care facilities;
initiation of a targeted study of the DC Kids Health Care Program for Children in
Foster Care; monthly convening of case reviews by an independent Practice Develop-
ment Case Review Committee; and contracting for an independent fiscal audit of
CFSA for fiscal year 2000. The audit firm of Williams, Adley and Company, LLP
was engaged by the Monitor in early February and is currently doing an inde-
pendent audit of the Agency for fiscal year 2000. The audit should be completed by
no later than June 15, 2001.

STATEMENT OF ERIC THOMPSON, STAFF ATTORNEY, CHILDREN’S
RIGHTS, INC.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Thompson. Thank you very much.

Mr. THOMPSON. Good morning, Chairman DeWine, Senator
Landrieu. My name is Eric Thompson and, along with Marsha Rob-
inson Lowrey from Children’s Rights, I represent the plaintiff chil-
dren in the LaShawn class action lawsuit which was intended to
reform child welfare services in the District of Columbia.

On behalf of those abused and neglected children we represent,
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee to
present our perspective on the current status of the District’s child
welfare system. I am also very gratified to hear that the needs of
these children are a priority in this committee.

TRANSITION OUT OF RECEIVERSHIP

Senators, as you know, we are now entering a new phase. We
have negotiated, transitioned out of receivership based on the Dis-
trict satisfying certain conditions, after which administration of the
child welfare system will be returned to the District control. How-
ever, it is important to emphasize that although the receivership
will end if the District meets these specified conditions, court over-
sight over this agency does not end.

In addition, the agreement provides for a 6-month probation pe-
riod after the receivership ends, and the likelihood is that a receiv-
ership will be reimposed if the District fails to meet certain stand-
ards.

Throughout the receivership, those aspects of the District govern-
ment not under the control of a receiver have been enormously re-
sistant to reforms in the agency, and cooperation from other
branches of the District government was nonexistent. Nevertheless,
the agency is now better organized. It has better systems in place
than before it went into receivership. Unfortunately, it is still not
functioning as an agency that can provide appropriate care and
protection for children.

STEPS TO REGAINING ADMINISTRATION OF CHILD WELFARE

The Mayor’s interest in regaining District administration of child
welfare has provided an opportunity and an agreement that we
have heard about this morning to remedy many of the problems
that have long been impediments to the provision of appropriate
services to children. The key provisions to which the District has
recently agreed, and which the Federal court has ordered, are,
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first, adequate funding. The fiscal year 2001 budget amounting to
$184 million was the first compliance budget ever submitted to
Congress since the court’s remedial order almost a decade ago.

Second, the transition order also establishes the agency as a Cab-
inet-level agency, reporting directly to the Mayor.

Third, CFSA will have authority over agency-related functions
such as independent personnel procurement authority, and licens-
ing authority for foster homes and group homes.

Fourth, as required by the transition order, legislation has been
passed by the Council of the District of Columbia to consolidate all
abuse and neglect investigations and services under CFSA. This
will finally end bifurcation and bring the District in line with the
rest of the country.

Fifth, the transition order requires the Office of Corporation
Counsel to hire additional attorneys until there is adequate legal
staffing for the agency. This will need to be reflected in a signifi-
cant increase in the budget for the Office of the Corporation Coun-
sel next year.

LASHAWN ORDER

In conclusion, the District’s child welfare system will continue to
function under the LaShawn remedial order, and the court-ordered
monitor will remain in place to report on whether the system is im-
proving.

We, as plaintiff’s counsel, welcome the desire by the District gov-
ernment to take responsibility for a Government system so critical
to the live’s of the city’s most vulnerable children and their fami-
lies. We are, however, mindful that the city’s government has not
in the past made good on its promises to children.

We are also well aware that the District government did not take
steps necessary to cooperate with the receivership and help
strengthen this agency until very recently. We hope that the city’s
goal in seeking an end to the receivership has not been limited to
realizing its desire for autonomy, and that when the agency does
revert to city control the District government will exercise the com-
mitment and competence necessary to operate an adequate child
welfare agency and protect abused and neglected children in this
city.

PREPARED STATEMENT

While plaintiff’s counsel will not hesitate, should it become nec-
essary, to bring the District back into court with the possibility of
new Federal court sanctions should city government not make good
on its commitments, we are guardedly optimistic.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ERIC THOMPSON

On behalf of the abused and neglected children we represent, I appreciate the op-
portunity to appear before this Committee to present our perspective on the current
status of the District’s child welfare system, and the implementation of the court-
ordered reform plan that grew out of the lawsuit, LaShawn v. Barry. My name is
Eric Thompson, and along with Marcia Robinson Lowry from Children’s Rights, we
represent the plaintiff children in LaShawn, the class action lawsuit intended to re-
form child welfare services in the District of Columbia.
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That case was filed in 1989, was tried in 1991, and resulted in a sweeping court
order mandating necessary changes. When District government failed to comply
with that court order, and demonstrated its inability to do so, we asked the federal
court to find the District in contempt of court and to place the agency in receiver-
ship, which it did in 1995. We are now entering a new phase: we have negotiated
a transition out of receivership, based on the District satisfying certain conditions,
after which administration of the child welfare system will be returned to District
control. However, it is important to emphasize that although the receivership will
end if the District meets these specified conditions, court oversight over this agen-
cy—and the possibility of future contempt findings—does not. In addition, the agree-
ment provides for a six month probation period after the receivership ends, and the
likelihood that a receivership will be re-imposed if the District fails to meet certain
standards.

Throughout the receivership those aspects of District government not under the
control of the receiver had been enormously resistant to reforms in the agency, in-
cluding the Metropolitan Police Department and Corporation Counsel, and insofar
as the receiver was dependent on cooperation from other branches of District gov-
ernment, that cooperation was non-existent. Nevertheless, the agency is now better
organized, and has better systems in place than it did when it went into receiver-
ship—but it is still not functioning as an agency that can provide appropriate care
and protection for children.

The agreement to move the agency out of receivership remedies many of the prob-
lems that have long been impediments to the provision of appropriate services to
children. The key provisions to which the District has agreed, and which the federal
court has ordered, are:

ADEQUATE FUNDING

The child welfare system in the District has never been adequately funded. Even
during the receivership, the agency was dependent on a very convoluted and unreal-
istic budgeting process that made it impossible to plan ahead, and to fund the many
reforms required under the federal court order. Each year the District’s fiscal office
has sought to impose a baseline budget on the agency far below what the agency
had actually spent the year before, and one that never took into account the many
enhancements that were necessary to comply with the court order. Each year the
receivership has had to wage a pitched battle with the District in order to bring the
budget request for the agency up to a reasonable level even to maintain an inad-
equate status quo.

As a result of the negotiations over the transition, the baseline budget has been
established as $184 million, the amount estimated as necessary to comply with the
court order, with an agreement that the baseline will be adjusted upward annually
to meet certain specified additional expenses.

STRUCTURE OF THE AGENCY

Prior to the receivership, the agency responsible for child welfare services, the
Child and Family Services Agency (“CFSA”) was under the authority of the Depart-
ment of Human Services, and did not report directly to the mayor.

The transition order establishes CFSA as a cabinet-level agency, reporting directly
to the mayor.

AUTHORITY OVER AGENCY-RELATED FUNCTIONS

Many functions on which the child welfare agency is dependent have been under
the control of other District agencies, which have had their own operating problems
and to which child welfare has not necessarily been a priority. This has made it very
difficult to hire personnel expeditiously, enter into contracts, or ensure that foster
homes and other facilities that care for children are licensed promptly. Some of
those functions came under CFSA agency control during the receivership, but would
have reverted to external control, once again making CFSA dependent on other gov-
ernmental entities with differing priorities.

The transition order gives CFSA independent personnel and procurement author-
ity, including contracting and contract oversight, and licensing authority for foster
and group homes. In addition, the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children,
under which many D.C. children are placed in neighboring states, will now operate
under CFSA control.
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CONSOLIDATING ABUSE AND NEGLECT

The District of Columbia has been the only jurisdiction in the country in which
responsibility for abuse and neglect cases has been handled by separate govern-
mental entities; abuse complaints have been investigated by the Metropolitan Police
Department, and services provided under the auspices of Court Social Services; ne-
glect cases and foster care services have been under the auspices of CFSA. This bi-
furcation has long been considered a major problem and one that has contributed
to the fragmentation and disorganization of services.

As required by the transition order, legislation has been passed by the Council
of the District of Columbia to consolidate all abuse and neglect investigations and
services under CFSA, and to transfer responsibility for abuse cases to CFSA.

ADEQUATE LEGAL COUNSEL

The child welfare agency has long been hampered in its ability to protect children,
and to facilitate the adoption process, by the lack of adequate legal counsel, by the
lack of coordination with that legal counsel, and by unclear lines of authority with
regard to supervision of the legal staff. The lack of appropriate and vigorous counsel
for CFSA was a contributing factor, among several others, in the Brianna
Blackmond tragedy.

The transition order mandates a reorganization of legal support for CFSA, re-
quires the Office of Corporation Counsel to hire additional attorneys until there is
adequate legal staffing for CFSA, and also requires that many of these attorneys
be physically located in the same offices as the case workers who are their clients.

In addition, the receivership will not end until a strong administrator has been
selected to head the agency, and that administrator has enlisted an experienced and
competent management team. Only after these conditions are satisfied will the re-
ceivership terminate. We must emphasize that the receivership will not end unless
these conditions are met and although progress is being made, there are still prob-
lems with the provision of adequate legal counsel, about which the parties are still
in negotiation, and a new administrator to run the agency has not yet been identi-
fied. When such a person is identified, it is likely that the transition will still take
several months.

Assuming that these conditions are satisfied, and the receivership is terminated,
after the agency moves back into District control, the agency will move into a six
month probationary period, during which it must show improvement on a number
of child-related criteria. The Monitor will be collecting the information necessary to
determine whether these improvements have taken place. Failure to demonstrate
this improvement could lead to the reimposition of the receivership by the federal
court.

Even after the probationary period ends, the District’s child welfare system will
continue to function under a far-reaching federal court order, designed to reform a
child welfare system that has failed to protect this city’s children for far too long.
The court-ordered Monitor remains in place to report on whether the system is im-
proving.

We welcome the desire by District of Columbia government to take responsibility
for a government system so critical to the lives of the city’s most vulnerable children
and their families. We are, however, mindful that this city’s government has not,
in the past, made good on its promises to these children. We are also well aware
that the District government has not, until only very recently, cooperated with the
receivership that has been in charge of this agency and responsible for the city’s
children, and did not take the steps necessary to cooperate with the receivership
and help strengthen this agency.

Since the receivership has not yet been terminated, and may continue for several
more months, the agency—and the city’s children—need the support of this city’s
political leadership now.

We hope that the city’s goal in seeking an end to the receivership has not been
limited to asserting its control and realizing its desire for autonomy, and that when
the agency does revert to city control, District government will exercise the commit-
ment and competence necessary to operate an adequate child welfare agency and
protect the abused and neglected children of this city.

However, the neglected and abused children of this city will not be left on their
own. The child welfare system will continue to function, for the foreseeable future,
under the supervision of the federal court, under the careful oversight of the court-
appointed Monitor, and with vigilant counsel for the children who will not hesitate,
should it become necessary, to bring the District back into court, with the possibility
of new federal court sanctions, should city government not make good on its commit-
ments.
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Senator DEWINE. Thank you very much. Let me thank our panel.

One of the things that we are trying to accomplish today is to
get a snapshot of where the system is, and how children are being
cared for today, and your opening statements, your comments, and
your written testimony are certainly helpful in that regard.

I want to start my questioning, however, by asking you all some
very specific questions, and I would invite anybody on the panel to
respond who can respond. I think there are certain basic questions
that you have to ask about any child protection system, certain
things you have got to know. If you do not know these things, or
if the system does not know it and the public does not know it,
then we really do not know how well we are doing. It is not that
these statistics tell you the total story. They do not, but I think
they are a good place to start.

Let me first ask what the average length of time children are in
foster care today. Does anybody know that figure, what the mean
is?

Ms. MELTZER. Based on a case record we did about 1%2 years
ago, and which from my perspective is probably the most recent ac-
curate data, because I do not trust the data that comes out of the
information system since then, it is about 3.7 years.

Senator DEWINE. It is about 3.7.

Ms. MELTZER. Right.

Senator DEWINE. And it is significant that what you are saying
is, the only statistics that we have are statistics that you have pro-
vided, really, as an outside monitoring group. In other words, there
is no one on the panel who can tell me that, internally, the District
of Columbia’s statistics show that the average time spent in foster
care is, blank, am I correct, or is that wrong?

Ms. MELTZER. That is my perception.

Senator DEWINE. That is your perception. Is there anybody else
that can give me the figure?

Ms. JACKSON. You know, these information systems take a while
to get accurate data, but what I have now is 3.5, which is not that
great of an increase, but we are retrieving data from that system
now, and we know that it is not 100 percent accurate——

Senator DEWINE. We have got everybody in the system?

Ms. JACKSON. We have 70 percent of the people in.

Senator DEWINE. Okay, so we have got 70 percent of the
people——

Ms. JACKSON. Well, with good data. All of the children are in the
system.

Senator DEWINE. All of the children are in the system, but only
70—so for 30 percent of the children, the data is not good for them,
is that what you are telling me?

Ms. JACKSON. It is not complete.

Senator DEWINE. It is not complete. Can you break it out beyond
the average, or the mean? In other words, can you tell me how
many children have been in foster care longer than 3 years, how
many have been in longer than 5 years, how many have been in
foster care longer than 8 years, if we wanted to know that?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes. The system will give you that. I do not have
that right now.
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Senator DEWINE. Okay. You do not have that today. Can you
supply that to me?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, sir.

Senator DEWINE. Can you give me a breakout of, let us say, 2
years, 4 years, anything above 5 years, what percentage, because
those are very relevant statistics. The average is interesting. That
tells you something, but what you really want to see is, where do
these kids really break out, and how many we have got there a
long time.

Let me ask another question. Do you know the average age of
your children in the system today? I am not trying to embarrass
anybody. I am not trying to give everybody a hard time, so if you
all do not know, just tell me and we will move on.

Ms. MELTZER. They have data, but that average does not tell you
much.

Senator DEWINE. It does not tell you much. Let us start with
that, and then you can tell me any other breakouts you have got.

Ms. MELTZER. The system can provide information on the age
distribution of the children in foster care, and they should be able
to provide you that.

Senator DEWINE. Okay, and you think that your system can give
me that figure?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, it can.

Senator DEWINE. Okay. We would like that, and I agree that the
average is interesting, but it is probably not the most important.
What you need to see is the age breakouts, what percentage are
8 years old, what percentage are 10 years old, et cetera.

Understanding that a third, 30 percent of the children do not
have complete files in the system—and by the way, when do you
think that will be finished? When will you be able to say that the
children have completed files in the system that are retrievable?

Ms. JACKSON. 2002.

Senator DEWINE. 2002. When in 20027

Ms. JACKSON. Early.

Senator DEWINE. Early 2002.

Ms. JACKSON. We have hired a team of people.

Senator DEWINE. Have you got enough money to do that? I
mean, do you, or don’t you?

Ms. JACKSON. We have enough money for this year, until 2002,
yes.

Senator DEWINE. All right. Do you know what the breakout is
in regard to what the plans are, the case goal plan for each child?
In other words, the national statistics from the Adoption and Fos-
ter Care Analysis and Reporting System—AFCARS—would show
that—just as an example, 42 percent of the children nation-wide
have a goal of reunification, 19 have a goal of adoption, 7 have
long-term foster care, 5 emancipation, 4 percent guardianship, and
19 percent have no goal established, at least those are the figures
that I have nation-wide. Do you have comparable figures?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes. I do not have them here, but I can get them
to you.

Senator DEWINE. Do you have any idea what they are?

Ms. MELTZER. I do.

Senator DEWINE. You do.
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Ms. MELTZER. They provide them to me monthly. About a third
of the children in this system have a goal of adoption. It is not the
same pattern as the national data.

Senator DEWINE. About a third have a goal of adoption.

Ms. MELTZER. About 900 children in this system right now have
a goal of adoption.

Senator DEWINE. Okay, so the total number of children is

Ms. MELTZER. The total number of children—well, this is an in-
teresting figure. For the last year we have been told it is between
3,100 to 3,300 children. This last month, the data coming off of the
automated system is down to 2,800 children. That is a huge
change. This is the first month that the data has been produced off
the automated system.

Senator DEWINE. So we do not know why that is?

Ms. MELTZER. No. I still think that there are about 3,000 chil-
dren in care, and the agency is trying to figure out exactly, so
about a third of them have a goal of adoption.

Some significant number of them, a couple of hundred, and I can
give you the exact figure, have a goal of independent living, or
emancipation, and the rest have goals of either return to a parent
or a relative. There are a couple of hundred children in the most
recent month’s data who did not have a permanency goal assigned.

Senator DEWINE. Analyze for me, then, those statistics. What
does that tell you? What does that mean to a lay person, someone
who is listening to this and who is not an expert and does not un-
derstand all the terms, what does that mean?

Ms. MELTZER. What it means to me is that there are still too
many children in the system who have been in foster care for too
long. The large number of children with the goal of adoption means
that ASFA is not being implemented adequately. They need to be
moved into permanent——

Senator DEWINE. The law is not being implemented.

Ms. MELTZER. Right, so

Senator DEWINE. The law that applies to every child in this
country today, basically. I mean, the overall Federal law does. We
have implementing laws at the State level and the District, but
Federal law applies to everything.

Ms. MELTZER. So what it suggests to me are all the problems we
have been talking about in terms of adequate lawyers to move
these cases, number of judges to hear these cases, and making sure
about the 900 children with the goal of adoption. The agency indi-
cates that about half of them are in homes that are willing to adopt
them, so for those children the actions have to be taken to move
those children and to finalize those adoptions. For the other chil-
dren, there are a whole range of steps that have to be taken, in-
cluding adoption recruitment.

Senator DEWINE. Now, my time is up, and I have a whole bunch,
as you can imagine, more questions about statistics. I am going to
flip it to you. This is a logical place I think to do it, Mary, but in
regard to adoption, how does it work in the District of Columbia?

I know that in Ohio and in most States we terminate parental
rights, which is a separate proceeding. Once that is done, if the
system is working right, following the Federal guidelines, following
what the State has, we move quickly into making that child avail-
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able for adoption, and then we hope that that child is ultimately
adopted.

How does it work in the District? What is the process? Is that
a separate process? Do you terminate parental rights first?

Ms. JACKSON. No.

Senator DEWINE. No.

Ms. JACKSON. We have to have an adoptive place before the court
will terminate parental rights in the District.

Senator DEWINE. Where else does that exist in this country? Is
that a common thing?

Ms. MELTZER. No, it is not.

Senator DEWINE. It is not common.

Ms. MELTZER. The remedial order requires that rights be termi-
nated for children with the goal of adoption within a very short pe-
riod of time after the goal of adoption is established. The District
has never implemented that provision of the order. The court and
other people here can comment on that. The court has been reluc-
tant, and basically what workers are told is that there have been
two problems. The Office of Corporation Counsel has never brought
TPR proceedings routinely for a combination of reasons.

Senator DEWINE. TPR meaning?

Ms. MELTZER. Meaning termination of parental rights.

Senator DEWINE. Sometimes I know, sometimes I do not know.
I just want to make sure.

Ms. MELTZER. It has been a combination of adequate staffing and
a sense that the court will not approve it unless there is an adop-
tive placement, and that, of course is a chicken and egg problem.

Senator DEWINE. Well, that is right. If you are an adoptive par-
ent, you are sitting there, you have no clue whether this child is
eligible for adoption or not. I mean, what in the world is going on?
Why does the District do it this way? Does anybody else in this
world do it this way?

Ms. GRAHAM. Not to my knowledge, Mr. DeWine.

Senator DEWINE. Well, for heaven’s sake, isn’t it about time the
District caught up with the 21st Century

Ms. GRAHAM. Yes.

Senator DEWINE [continuing]. And got with the program about
protecting kids and getting kids adopted?

Ms. GRAHAM. Absolutely, Mr. DeWine. One of the things that we
found—the Williams administration has been in place 2 years. Last
year, we began to work very aggressively with this agency. So
much had not been done, and actually the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act in the District was just passed this past February.

Senator DEWINE. Which is again a shocking thought.

Ms. GRAHAM. Absolutely.

Senator DEWINE. We passed that when? November 1997 it be-
came law.

Ms. GRAHAM. Absolutely. It certainly did. That was one of our
first findings. As we did further research into the challenges of the
agencies, we found that there was no communication with the
other Departments. Actually the Office of Corporation Counsel was
so grossly understaffed that there was no way that it could begin
to implement the requirement not only of the order but also of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act.




36

Senator DEWINE. Let me at this point—I want to come back to
this, but this is a good segue to Senator Landrieu, because Senator
Landrieu is probably in Congress one of the most, if not the most
foremost expert on the whole issue of adoption and has really taken
a lead in this whole area, and has tremendous knowledge and great
passion for this, and we apparently have a vote that is going on.

I will turn it over to Senator Landrieu at this point, and we will
then break for the vote. Does anybody know if we have one or two?
We have two votes, so you can relax once we leave. It is probably
going to be 25 minutes until we get back, I would suspect.

Senator LANDRIEU. There are so many questions I have I do not
know where to start, but I would say that at least from what I
have learned this morning, the consent agreement has outlined at
least five important steps that need to take, or five important foun-
dations that should be laid down, the consolidation of the agency,
the selection of a new Director, and I am most heartened to learn
about the specific directive to have a senior management team.

Because even the best, most outstanding Director could be
brought in, and if that Director is not given latitude to have their
own senior management team, in my opinion, when you are trying
to fix a situation like this, which is a serious turn-around situa-
tion—I would fall on the side of giving not only the Director and
senior management team even broader latitude to hire and fire, to
reorganize, and to rearrange, and I think that the Senator will
agree with me that, as passionate as we are about trying to help
you fix this, that it would not be in our interest to micromanage
this turn-around, that what we need to do is try and get good data,
good, solid measurements, and then give you all as much flexibility
within what the courts will allow, and this is an additional safe-
guard, perhaps, to actually get this done sooner than later.

The other point I just want to make is, regardless of whether this
system stays, quote, in receivership, or moves to the mayor’s office,
which I have great confidence and respect and regard for the
Mayor, and frankly think there could be no better mayor suited to
take this on, since he himself is a product of a foster care system
that in his case worked for him and for his family beautifully, so
I most certainly understand his passion to try to get this system
to work for other children that were in his similar circumstance.

But even with his great abilities, unless we help to fashion and
give him the budget and the tools and the flexibility, I am afraid,
Mr. Chairman, we are going to be many, many more years, so my
questions would be to all of you, what are some of the obvious bar-
riers, even let us say this receivership moves to the Mayor, assum-
ing we get an excellent Executive Director, a wonderful manage-
ment team in place, which I think could be done, what are some
of the sort of barriers that jump out at you that you think will even
prevent us from making great strides quickly, and I will just ask
each of you to identify one that comes to your mind, and perhaps
we can direct our resources and attention there.

Ms. JACKSON. I think one of the huge barriers has to do with the
court system, the fact that there are 59 judges, the fact that we
have to listen to each one, the fact that the Council for Court Ex-
cellence put out a report that shows how long it takes to get these
cases through the system. We have a very adversarial relationship



37

with the courts, and it makes it very hard to effect permanent
plans for children.

Senator LANDRIEU. Just in response to that, there are a number
of us, and I think Senator you actually have a bill that I am going
to be joining you in helping to fashion if it is not already intro-
duced, that is going to basically mandate that that court identify
a specific number of judges, whatever we could agree would be a
good number, that would focus and be permanently seated on these
cases, so that the judges themselves become familiar with the
cases, and with the case work team, and with the child advocates
involved, so that there is more of a collaborative team effort to
move some of these cases.

And just let me say for the record that I am very respectful of
what the judges might think about the way the system operates.
We are going to move forward with mandating this court to do this,
and unless they can come up with some extraordinary reason
which I cannot imagine, I think that is one of the immediate steps
that needs to be taken, so in fashioning how many judges and how
it should work, I would appreciate that input.

What, Judith, would you say is in your mind, even with a great
Director and adequate budget, a good management team in place,
which I am certain that the mayor could actually deliver, what do
you think the biggest barrier is?

Ms. MELTZER. I think that recruiting and retaining a stable
workforce has got to be one of the highest priority challenges for
them, because even in this last year they recruited 132 workers,
and then they lost 128 of them.

Senator LANDRIEU. So for the record, we successfully recruited
132 workers, and lost 128.

Ms. MELTZER. So they are back where they started from, basi-
cally, and it is a crisis.

Now, let us talk about the three reasons why, and anybody jump
in, what was the number one reason for losing them, what was the
number two, and what was the number three reason, in your opin-
ions?

Ms. JACKSON. In terms of our exit interviews—in fact, we did not
lose 120 of the 130.

Ms. MELTZER. Well, they are not the same people.

Ms. JACKSON. Not the same people, okay. What we get from exit
interviews is poor supervision, number one.

Senator LANDRIEU. Poor supervision, not enough supervision and
support.

Ms. JACKSON. Exactly. Number two, working with the courts,
and the third one is just for a different experience, or a different
professional experience. We hire all master-level licensed MSW’s.
That is what we, according to the modified final order, had to hire.
Now we are looking at hiring bachelor’s level.

Senator LANDRIEU. You were originally required to hire master’s,
but now you have had some relaxation of that?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes.

Senator LANDRIEU [continuing]. And you can take those with
bachelor’s degrees?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes.
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Senator LANDRIEU. Let me ask this, given that number 1, accord-
ing to exit interviews, was lack of proper supervision, do we have
anything in our plan that allows us to fire managers that are not
doing—I am not talking about senior management. I am talking
about the supervisory level. Do we have any way to either give ad-
ditional help and training to those managers that could use it, or
ways that we can ask or require managers to leave that are not
doing their job?

Ms. GRAHAM. The agency has invested in training, but this past
year the city adopted the management supervisory service and that
has allowed us to move mid-management into that core. We are
now able to require performance plans and then, based on perform-
ance, terminate immediately, without going through the elaborate
processes that one had to go through previously with the Civil
Service System.

Senator LANDRIEU. Let me ask you this, in the last, maybe to be
fair in the last 12 months, how many managers have been termi-
nated for lack of performance?

Ms. GRAHAM. None has been terminated in the agency for lack
of performance. This plan has just really been adopted, and is in
the process of being implemented this fiscal year, so we are all
monitoring our management processes very closely now.

Senator LANDRIEU. And I know I am treading on sort of the sa-
cred cow here, because every State and city has Civil Service rules
and regulations, and they can in many instances become barriers
to reform, with all due respect to the Civil Service and those that
work for the Government, but when you are in a crisis situation,
which I would declare that this is, I think that there are some ex-
traordinary steps that should and could be taken to get the turn-
around on, and then maybe you could put the sort of old system
back in place, is what I am moving towards.

I would like to explore that, not today, but to think about, and
I know it is going to take negotiations between unions and agree-
ments and everything, but I just think in a crisis just the old rules
sometimes need to be lifted to get not only new management at the
top, but sort of a new culture, if you would, throughout the organi-
zation, and then perhaps, and I think your good—and most all are
well-intentioned, would embrace that sort of new approach, because
in the long run everyone would be benefitted.

Now, let me ask this just for the record. What is the starting sal-
ary that we are able—and salary was not mentioned. I am sur-
prised. It was not salary that was mentioned, it was supervision,
courts, and

Ms. MELTZER. I think it is just hard work and a desire to leave.

Ms. JACKSON. We have comparable salaries. The starting salary
is about $38,000.

Senator LANDRIEU. $38,000, okay. Let me ask this, and I am
going to have to leave in just a second. Could you all describe—
when you say, children and out-of-home care, and in Louisiana we
think of that in a foster care situation, like a substitute family,
where there is a single parent, or two parents, they may have bio-
logical children of their own, and they take in one or two or three
children, because ideally you want to reflect that secondary family
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to be as much like a family as possible, as opposed to congregate
living, or group homes, et cetera.

Can you break down in general terms the 3,000 approximate
children? What percentage do you think, that are not with their bi-
ological parents, are in what you would describe, whether they are
with relatives or not—you can include that, because I actually
think relative care and kinship care is a very common sense place
for children who cannot be with their biological, but could you just
sort of outline in broad terms what percentage are in atmospheres
like that, as opposed to group homes where there would be 8 or 10
or 12 children in a group setting?

Ms. MELTZER. Based on the data that——

Senator LANDRIEU. The data that you have just generally.

Ms. MELTZER. It is about 25 percent of children are in congregate
care.

N Senator LANDRIEU. And 75 percent are in more traditional foster
omes.

Ms. MELTZER. And it is mostly—most of the children in the con-
gregate settings are teens, although there are some young children
which we are constantly trying to get them to move out of con-
gregate care settings into family care settings, as well as a lot of
the children in congregate care could be cared for with families if
they were available, which leads to what I would say is the other
challenge I would have put—it was hard to choose, which is the re-
cruitment and support of foster families and adoptive families is
another huge challenge for this agency going forward.

Senator LANDRIEU. How many children do you think are in con-
gregate care?

Ms. MELTZER. I have those figures, but it is not——

Senator LANDRIEU. Just send it in.

Ms. MELTZER. Yes.

Senator LANDRIEU. And there is no barrier to foster care recruit-
ment in the sense, we look for foster care parents in this region.
We are not limited to just within the District. We have no barriers
to trying to recruit foster families regionally?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, we do.

Senator LANDRIEU. Or do you just look in the District? Go ahead.

Ms. GRAHAM. The agency did have a major barrier, the ICPC, the
Interstate Compact Process for the Placement of Children had been
underfunded. There were two individuals staffing that office, re-
sponsible for carrying a tremendous case load in support of about
four agencies’ work.

The agency moved swiftly to arrange placements in Maryland.
About 60 percent of our children are in Maryland. Many of them
are, indeed, in family homes, but they still require the same kind
of scrutiny as the other professional foster homes, so one of the
things that we have done is to move that function, beginning April
1, over to the agency for its own placement. That was a major bar-
rier, because it was a tremendous backlog and lack of processing
papers, just a complete lack of cooperation.

One of the issues, Senator Landrieu, for agencies when they go
into receivership—I think the ideals that they are pursuing are
wonderful, but it isolates agencies from other agencies that they
need to have interactive relationships with. When we came into of-
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fice we found that this agency had been completely isolated. Noth-
ing was moving.

Senator LANDRIEU. The agency to try to identify foster homes is
what you are talking about?

Ms. GrAaHAM. That is exactly right. It had no real—it did what
it wanted to do basically for the agency, and there was a tremen-
dous backlog, and the agency, in order to get children placed in
Maryland, just simply moved out, made its own determinations,
and placed children.

We have a great working relationship with the State of Mary-
land, and they are working with us to bring those files up to date.
The children are in, we believe, safe placements there, and there
is the ongoing monitoring happening now.

This has been a major issue that has plagued the agency.

Senator LANDRIEU. So we are making progress in terms of trying
to recruit foster care families regionally. We are not limited to look-
ing for them within the District.

Ms. GRAHAM. Right.

Senator LANDRIEU. We can find families, if we try to help staff
up that agency. There are many, as you know, hundreds of families
willing to be foster care families, if their applications could be proc-
essed in a timely manner.

Ms. GRAHAM. Let me speak to the District, and I am going to
allow my colleague here to say something.

In the District, our housing stock is quite old, and it has lead in
it. The city has not offered subsidies for families to do lead abate-
ment, which can be fairly expensive.

When the agency just recently, I think, or about a month or two
ago released what was an RFP for foster homes, 50 percent of those
homes came back ineligible because of lead. We have got to do a
massive abatement program here in the District in order to make
homes here available. Regionally we can and do recruit, but we
have got a major issue here in the District.

Senator LANDRIEU. Let me ask this, and I know it is touchy, but
are you suggesting that if a sister of a biological mother, a biologi-
cal mother unable to care for her two children, petitioned the D.C.
system to take care of those children temporarily until her sister
could get it together, or maybe take the children permanently, if
that sister has lead paint in the house, those children would not
be allowed to go?

Ms. GRAHAM. That is exactly right.

Senator LANDRIEU. Now, I would like to just for the record ex-
plore this situation, because while I think lead paint is a serious
problem, and you do not want to put people in danger, I also think
that children who are traumatized, having to be moved for good
reasons, need to be with relatives whenever possible, particularly
if the relatives are responsible and caring and loving, particularly
if there are other children in that house.

Unless you are prepared to remove every child out of every house
with lead in it—which you may want to do. I do not know if we
can afford to do that—then it does not seem to me that we can—
I mean, there would be a question in my mind as to that, but I do
not want to go into more detail, but I just raise it because we
just—you know, put it this way.
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I grew up in a house with nine children. My father was once the
Secretary of HUD. Some people came to his office one day and said
that he did not think children should be placed in homes where
they did not have their own individual bedrooms. Well, he laughed
and sent him out of his office, because we grew up with four kids
in a bedroom our whole life, and shared one bathroom, and he said,
you know, how can I put Government rules and regulations in
when that is not even how it happens in my house.

So sometimes in our efforts to do the best, we overlook some of
the simple things. These kids need to try to be first with respon-
sible relatives, and if we cannot find responsible relatives, then we
go and place them in the most family-like setting possible for a
short time until we can determine—so I will revisit this lead paint
issue with you all, and I have just got to go vote, so let us take
a break for maybe 10 minutes.

Senator DeWine may be back before I do, but let us take a
break—and does the staff know how long we are going to go? Until
1:00, probably another round of questions until 1:00, so thank you,
and I know you all could use a break, too.

We will resume the hearing.

Let me just direct the first question to you. You state that the
Child and Family Service Agency is still not functioning as an
agency that can provide appropriate care and protection for chil-
dren. You go on to state that the consent order moving the agency
out of receivership does remedy many of the problems that impede
the provision of services to children.

In your opinion, what more needs to be done to ensure that chil-
dren are protected, and adequately cared for? That is an open-
ended question that maybe will give you the opportunity to spell
out for us in more detail than you did in your 5 minutes that we
initially gave you.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. What I will do is echo
one of the points that was made a bit earlier by the deputy mayor,
which is that the agency became very isolated during the receiver-
ship. I think it was clearly difficult to get any cooperation with
other District agencies who had responsibilities for some of the
functions that were related to providing adequate services or pro-
tecting children, and I touch upon some of those in my written sub-
mission.

But the one that comes most clearly to mind in the context of the
Brianna Blackman case and some of the other cases that have been
cited is the relationship with Corporation Counsel. Unfortunately,
there is one. There has been a severe staffing shortage for rep-
resentation, particularly to this agency, but also there was a real
lack of any communication, whether it was between social workers
who were going into court without adequate preparation, and then
were not able to be adequately represented on a legal basis on ac-
tual’l1 abuse and neglect petitions, or petitions to terminate parental
rights.

But also the agency as a whole did not have an ability to get on
a daily basis legal advice that would enable the agency to deter-
mine whether a court order that was entered, which the agency
was disputing or did not think was an appropriate order to be en-
tered, could be appealed, for example.
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There was in all aspects no ability for the agency to appeal any
of these orders, and one of the unfortunate consequences of the
Brianna Blackman case is that the agency received an order from
the court to return this child, and instead of aggressively ques-
tioning that order and seeking legal counsel, going back into court
and at least seeking to revisit the issue before the judge, who had
not even held a hearing on it, and then if unsuccessful appealing
the order, nothing of the sort was done because it just was not part
of the process that was in place.

Clearly, as part of the agreement, this consent order, there is a
specific requirement for adequate legal staffing at Corporation
Counsel. I think I highlight the fact that in next year’s budget sub-
mission from the District there certainly will have to be a very sig-
nificant increase in the budget for the Office of Corporation Coun-
sel to be able to meet the ASFA requirements which are not being
met right now.

So that is a process that unfortunately is only now being nego-
tiated with the District, and we have not come on a final number
of additional attorneys, but certainly everybody recognizes and
should have recognized years ago that the Office of Corporation
Counsel is grossly understaffed and cannot adequately represent
this agency. That is a fundamental necessity here, and a roadblock
to getting these children to move forward through the legal process.

Senator DEWINE. Do you feel comfortable that there are the ad-
ditional funds now set aside to do this, and the process is in place
to get this done?

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, as an interim measure, the receiver has ac-
tually made available $1 million out of its budget to fund the im-
mediate hiring of a number of Corporation Counsel attorneys. Now,
it remains to be seen whether the amount that is proposed for fis-
cal year 2002 is adequate, in fact, to meet all the requirements.
There really has not yet been a full, detailed staffing study of what
the actual need is.

Certainly this is a step in the right direction. Corporation Coun-
sel and the District have acknowledged and committed to providing
additional attorneys. It is an open question as to whether the num-
bers that are being considered are going to be adequate to the task.
There is an enormous backlog in petitions to terminate the paren-
tal rights that need to be filed.

Senator DEWINE. How many people work full time now on this,
as far as lawyers? How many are assigned full-time to deal with
this?

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, I defer to my colleagues.

Senator DEWINE. Does anybody know, on the panel?

Ms. JACKSON. They tell us that they are only able to handle 20
percent of our cases.

Senator DEWINE. They are only able to handle 20 percent of your
cases, meaning, what do you rely on them to do?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, to represent us——

Senator DEWINE. In court?

Ms. JACKSON [continuing]. And to be in court with us, yes.

Senator DEWINE. So in only 20 percent of the cases do you have
counsel with you in court.

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, Corporation Counsel.
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Senator DEWINE. And what are the plans to hire additional law-
yers and how will the District ensure that there is that close work-
ing relationship between the counsel and the case worker, whoever
is involved?

For example, in Ohio what they do is, or in some cities, they lit-
erally, physically put them in the same building. They are right
there. You just go see them. They are there.

Ms. JACKSON. We have a plan that Mr. Rigsby, who is the head
of the Corporation Counsel, submitted to us, particularly for the $1
million, that we are transferring, so we should be getting attorneys,
paralegals, and additional staff to represent us. Most of them will
be colocated in our building, so that they will be accessible to the
workers to help them prepare for court and to represent them in
court.

Senator DEWINE. What is the goal as far as your representation?
You cited the figure that in only one-fifth of the cases do you have
counsel. How many cases do you need counsel? Do you need them
100 percent, do you need them in 50 percent? I mean, it is one
thing to have a full-fledged trial, when you are presenting evidence.
You clearly need counsel there. It might be something else in an-
other hearing that you might not need counsel. I do not know.
What is the goal here?

Ms. JACKSON. The goal is to have representation really when we
need it. It is my experience that when the agency has its own rep-
resentation a lot of things are worked out. The lawyers work out
and a lot of cases you do not even have to go to court.

Senator DEWINE. Sure.

Ms. JACKSON. So it would really help how we work with the Su-
perior Court. I think it will limit the number of cases. It would
help the time frames that we need, and we do need agency rep-
resentation.

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. DeWine, there are 16 attorneys in Corporation
Counsel assigned to the agency that work on these issues.

Senator DEWINE. So you have 16 full-time people?

Ms. GRAHAM. Full-time attorneys working on these issues.

The goal is to hire between 25 and 30. In the 2002 budget the
mayor is requesting $1.9 million to fund that attorney corps for the
agency.

Ms. MELTZER. I am concerned that the $1.9 million may not be
enough. I think it needs some close analysis, because the $1 million
that they are transferring this year is only for half of the year, and
it was supposed to be for the startup group of attorneys with the
understanding that an additional increment would come on next
year, plus the funding for all of the ones that were started with
this money. The first time I had seen the $1.9 million is in your
testimony today. I think that bears some close looking at, because
I do not think it is going to be sufficient to meet the needs.

Senator DEWINE. Well, I think that certainly needs to be looked
at, and you also have the whole issue of how this is implemented,
how you recruit these lawyers. These are things we do not have to
go into today, but we all know from a practical point of view that
is a lot of lawyers to get on very quickly. That is certainly going
to be a challenge.
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Let me ask about another issue, and that is the issue of guardian
ad litems. How is that worked in the District? How is that work-
ing? If we look at the Brianna case, we have got a horror story
there that includes the guardian ad litem failure.

Ms. MELTZER. I am not sure I wunderstand the legal
underpinnings of it, but the guardian ad litems are private counsel
that are paid through an office of the Superior Court called the
Counsel for Child Abuse and Neglect, and they recruit people for
this job, and they train them. My experience is that there is wide
variability in the quality and consistency of the services offered by
these lawyers. I know there was an effort early last year where the
court was trying to develop practice standards that they would im-
pose on people that were assigned as guardian ad litems. I believe
that got stalled and has not actually gone forward.

Senator DEWINE. Well, we need to look at that, I think, as well.

The related issue of the case representation, how does that work
in the District? I know in some counties and some States, in some
jurisdictions it works very well. In some they are hardly there at
all. How is it in the District, does anyone know?

Ms. GRAHAM. I would suggest that it is hardly there at all, pri-
marily because of resources. We do have an infrastructure and a
very dedicated team of volunteers, but they have constantly not
had the resources. We recently, or are in the process of transferring
some funding over to them because we support their work. It really
needs to be an integral part of the system.

Senator DEWINE. It seems to me this would be a logical place for
a foundation or some private money to become involved. I mean,
in some jurisdictions you have private resources involved that work
on that to help. Of course, then you obviously have the issue of
finding the people to do it. You have got to find the people who are
willing to spend the time to do that.

Let me get back to some other kind of snapshot questions. Let
me ask about the training of social workers and where we are in
regard to that, and if anyone can give me any statistics in regard
to a snapshot of these people who are out there dealing with these
kids every day. How long have they been with you, how many
years experience they have on the average, what is their edu-
cational background. You did talk about that, I believe a master’s,
but what additional training do they get once they start? Do you
want to give me some statistics on that?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes. Our training contract is with the Virginia
Commonwealth University. When we came, there was no training,
or a training program, but we were able to do an RFP and get Vir-
ginia to come in using Howard and Catholic to train our staffs, so
they are located in our building, and they provide the training.

Now, they do some 110 days of training a year, with 50 new
courses. Because they are all master social workers with licenses,
they try to make the training appropriate. Most of our social work-
ers are new, our new master’s level. Most of them I would say do
not have a lot of experience, but we do have a core in the agency
of social workers who have experience.

Senator DEWINE. I know Senator Landrieu got into this a little
bit in her questioning as well. In addition to the other questions
I would like for you to respond to, we can either do it orally or in
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writing, but I would like the profile, if you could give me the pro-
file, particularly of the experience level, how many years experi-
ence in this field, actually in the field working, what you average.

Ms. JACKSON. I would like to give you that in writing.

Senator DEWINE. That would be fine. Let me talk for a minute,
or ask questions in regard to the training of foster care parents,
and what you do in that regard.

Ms. JACKSON. We have regular training that goes with new foster
parents, but we also have in-service training. We average about 30
foster parents attending that each month. I think there are prob-
ably around 16 courses that are provided.

Senator DEWINE. What is the minimum, or is there a minimum?
I want to be a foster parent. What happens?

Ms. MELTZER. The modified final order requires that the pre-
service training for foster parents be a minimum of 30 hours of
training. The agency has been using the MAP curriculum, which is
a fairly recognized curriculum for pre-service training for foster
parents.

The order also requires that there be a minimum of 15 hours of
in-service training a year for every foster parent, and that that be
actually tracked and monitored according to the needs of the foster
parent.

Senator DEWINE. Is that taking place?

Ms. MELTZER. What they have recently just begun is offering
some courses, but from the standpoint of complying with the re-
quirement that every foster parent knows that they have to do 15
hours and gets 15 hours, my current assessment is no, it is not
where it needs to be.

Senator DEWINE. Let me ask another kind of snapshot question,
and that has to do with case load. What can you tell me about
that? What is the average case load, or what is the range—both?

Ms. MELTZER. We get case load figures monthly from the agency,
and they are not very helpful because the range is quite large, so
that in one unit, which is Family Services, they are pretty close,
or they have been pretty close to complying.

Senator DEWINE. Family Services would do what?

Ms. MELTZER. Those would be service to children and families
where there has been a substantiated neglect, but the children are
still at home, so in those units case loads have been running any-
where from 12 to 15 cases per worker, which is a family.

Senator DEWINE. Which is acceptable.

Ms. MELTZER. Right, which is acceptable. When you go over on
the foster care side, you have huge variability, so you will have
some workers with case loads that are 15, 16, some workers with
case loads of 50, and some uncovered—well, not technically uncov-
ered, because what happens is, they do not have a social worker
assigned, but a supervisor or somebody else is filling in.

Senator DEWINE. Why would you have such a variation with peo-
ple who are doing basically the same work, or are they doing the
same work?

Ms. JACKSON. No.

Senator DEWINE. They are not doing the same work. Let us take
foster care, for example.
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Ms. JACKSON. Foster care is a very difficult service right now,
and so a lot of workers ought not to go to foster care, ought to get
out of there after a period of time, so the degree of difficulty has
a lot to do with the staffing patterns in those services.

They are perceived as more difficult, and the teen services are
even more difficult, so we have a very difficult time keeping our
foster care staffed up. What we have done to address that is to give
foster care cases to Family Services workers, and some of the areas
in the agency where we have lower case loads, we are just giving
them a few foster care cases to help out.

Senator DEWINE. So a case worker might have 12 or 13 cases in
regard to neglect cases, for example, where the child is still in the
home, and they might have three or four foster care——

Ms. JACKSON. That is what we are doing currently, yes.

Senator DEWINE. So it is hard to compare the statistics, because
you are comparing apples and oranges to some extent.

Ms. JACKSON. We know how many children are placed in our
home placement, but we just have had to move them to different
workers when people leave. We hired 19 social workers yesterday.
This is a good time for hiring social workers because the schools
are graduating social workers.

Senator DEWINE. Sure.

Ms. JACKSON. So what has happened is, we staffed up this sum-
mer, and we will begin to look at that, but I think the ultimate
goal for the new Director would probably be to make more generic
case loads, because you cannot have this imbalance where you feel
punished if you have to work with these children all the time, run-
aways, and the more difficult child.

Senator DEWINE. In foster care.

Ms. JACKSON. In foster care, and then you feel like, if you are
working with families you feel less stressful, or if you are working
an adoption.

Senator DEWINE. So one of the issues is, you do have quite a var-
iation in a case load.

Ms. JACKSON. Yes.

Senator DEWINE. It is huge, and you said one person could have
50 different families to deal with.

Ms. JACKSON. Children.

Senator DEWINE. Children in that home, right. They are dealing
with 50 kids who are in foster care. Each one is in a home some-
where, so 50 kids.

Ms. MELTZER. My last estimate from the last data that I re-
ceived, there are 50 vacancies, 50 line social worker vacancies in
the agency.

Senator DEWINE. The last figure that I saw is either last year
or the year before. You got a whole bunch of new people in, you
lost a whole bunch of people. You were basically treading water,
the last figures I saw.

Ms. JACKSON. We have 375 social worker positions, master’s level
social worker positions. We have probably 59 vacancies, but yester-
day I hired 19, so that cuts that down, and we will have no prob-
lem—what we have got to really work on is how to retain, the re-
tention issues.
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Senator DEWINE. Well, I am very curious to know about your re-
tention. Can you get me some statistics on that?

Ms. JACKSON. I will.

Senator DEWINE. It would be pretty easy to give you a statistic
that said, the average length of service with the District of the peo-
ple who you have, the 300-and-some people you have working
today, what is it, what is the range? Those would be statistics that
I assume are not very hard to get. It would tell you something
about your turnover.

Ms. JACKSON. The turnover, yes. We can get a rate for you.

Senator DEWINE. Let us go through this again, then. What is the
goal? How are you going to deal with the turnover? You are always
going to have turnover, and it is a tough business, we understand
that, but what are you going to do to have some consistency?

It is a problem for two reasons, obviously, to state the obvious.
One is experience level, and if you are always dealing with people
who have got less than 2 years of practical experience, you have
got a problem, the system has got a problem.

The other problem is continuity. If you have a tremendous turn-
over, every family, every child is being jerked around from one case
worker to another case worker—to state the obvious, these are
problems. What is the plan to deal with this turnover issue?

Ms. GRaHAM. Mr. DeWine, we recently just a week or so ago in-
troduced legislation for retention incentive and signing bonuses for
new workers coming on board, so those are preliminary steps that
have been taken. We are asking the candidates who we are inter-
viewing for the directorship questions having to do with the reten-
tion strategies, proven, known about, and those that they them-
selves have, in fact, implemented, so that is an area of great focus.

I believe that with the right legal support that we have got to
put in place to support these workers when they go into court, and
the other kinds of supports, moving the transformation or reforma-
tion in the courts that will allow these cases to move quickly
through the system, those are the kinds of things that will ensure
that we are able to augment and retain a good workforce in the
system.

Right now, these workers are pretty exposed when they go into
court, and often go in unrepresented, and not certain of who the
lawyers are there to represent, whether they are representing the
LaShawn case that many of them feel they are still arguing, or
whether they are representing the agency itself, and so these are
young workers, many of them, coming out of graduate school, and
f%el very exposed in that environment. We have got to support
them.

Senator DEWINE. It just seems to me that in this whole area,
that continuity and consistency is certainly something that is very,
very important, and I think not only important to get more law-
yers, but you have to make sure that those lawyers have time to
talk to the case worker more than 2 minutes before they walk into
court.

It is a perennial problem that anybody who has practiced law
has had, or anybody who has been a case worker has had. There
is never enough time, but if you are going to have that assurance
that you are talking about, it is clear that there has to be enough
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time, which is a function of numbers, and there is some continuity
in the relationship between that case worker and that individual
lawyer.

I would say, frankly, it is also important that there be continuity
in the type of case that the judge deals with, which is the reason
that I believe we have to have a family court system, and that the
District absolutely has to move to this, and has to move to it I
think very, very quickly. I think one thing is related to the other,
and that shifting around and handing cases off and handing kids
off throughout the system has to be absolutely minimized, certainly
as much as possible.

You have cited some statistics about the increase in adoptions.
I want to make sure I understood what your testimony was
about—which is where we left off before I went to vote—having to
do with the fact the District only goes through an adoption and at
the same time they simultaneously apparently are filing the motion
to terminate parental rights, and you do not do it that way.

Tell me what the plans are to change that. Are there plans to
change that? When are we going to see that changed, do we know?

Ms. MELTZER. I do not know the answer to that.

Senator DEWINE. I have got to ask somebody else? Okay, we will,
because I just do not see how you ever do what you need to do. I
know your adoption figures are up, but I do not know how you ever
do what you need to do unless you do what everybody else does,
which is make a decision when you are going to terminate the pa-
rental rights. You terminate the parental rights, and then the child
is eligible for adoption, and then you can move aggressively.

Ms. MELTZER. These additional lawyers that the Office of Cor-
poration Counsel is hiring, some number of them are supposed to
be in a TPR unit. Conceptually they are now making the commit-
ment that they will file, that they will do this work, but one of the
issues that we have been negotiating is whether that number is
sufficient to deal with both the backlog of cases as well as new chil-
dren being newly identified, so that is why that is still an out-
standing issue in terms of the adequacy of the staffing.

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. DeWine, let me say that the Office of Corpora-
tion Counsel is currently under the close supervision of the City
Administrator, Mr. John Koskinen, who has looked at the
Appleseed report that was done assessing that particular function
in Government. Indeed, the report does identify a number of issues
that the office must deal with, and this whole issue of the termi-
nation of parental rights in a timely manner will be focused on.

I will indeed talk to Mr. Koskinen as soon as I get back about
this and the committee’s interest in this, and the need to do this
as a part of just best practice in this area.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DEWINE. Well, because of the lateness of the hour, I am
going to stop at this point. I will submit some written questions for
you all, and who should those be submitted to?

Ms. GRAHAM. I will take them.

Senator DEWINE. We will submit them to you, and we appreciate
it very much.



49

I believe that the child protection system in the District of Co-
lumbia should be a model for the Nation, and I think that is what
our goal should be. Clearly, it is not a model for the Nation. Clear-
ly, it has huge problems. Clearly, there is some progress being
made, but the progress that is being made, at least for this impa-
tient person, is not fast enough. I suspect there is no one in this
room who thinks it is fast enough. We want to make sure that we
do what we can do from this committee’s point of view and the sub-
committee’s point of view to be of assistance.

If that assistance is sometimes prodding and using the bully pul-
pit of the Senate to talk about these issues, I am not adverse to
doing that, and I will do that. If it is a question of trying to high-
light where the resources need to be put, we will do that as well,
but I intend to continue to spend a lot of time on this, my own time
and my staff’s time.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the witnesses for response subsequent to the hearing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO CAROLYN N. GRAHAM

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU

Question. You testified that the District has drafted and is hoping to publish regu-
lations for foster and group homes. In its study released this year, the Government
Accounting Office found that despite orders, regulations and recommendations to
the contrary, that there are still a significant number of children, particularly chil-
dren under 6, are in group or un-licensed homes. Can you identify for me if and
how these regulations address these concerns?

Answer. The District has drafted regulations governing the licensing and moni-
toring of foster and group homes. These regulations will be published for the formal
30-day public comment period within the next month.

The foster home regulations provide detailed requirements that foster homes and
foster parents must meet in order to be licensed. Below is a selected list of issues
covered in these regulations:

—foster parent qualifications, characteristics and background (age, health, matu-

rity, etc.);

—criminal records and child protection register checks;

—foster parent responsibilities (provide supervision, be sensitive to the child, par-

ticipate in case planning, participate in training, etc.);

—agency responsibility to foster parents (provide adequate information to foster

parent about child, include foster parent in case planning, etc.);

—foster home capacity (limits on number of children in foster homes);

—general physical environment of foster homes (fire, safety, health, etc. require-

ments);

—health care, education and transportation of foster children;

—foster parent training; and

—approval and re-evaluation of foster homes.

Similarly, the group home regulations provide detailed requirements that group
home providers must meet in order to be licensed. Below is a selected list of issues
covered in these regulations:

—required staff qualifications (educational background);

—criminal records and child protection register checks for staff;

—personnel policies;

—general physical environment of group home (fire, safety, health, etc.);

—health, education, transportation, mental health and other services for children

in group homes; and

—initial licensure and re-evaluation of group homes.

These regulations will provide an important framework for ensuring the quality
of foster and group home placements for children as the City moves forward to re-
form and improve the child welfare system. However, these regulations will not, in
and of themselves, address the problems of children placed in unlicensed facilities
and children under the age of six placed in group care. These problems occur due
to a variety of factors including delays in processing ICPC (Interstate Compact on
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the Placement of Children) agreements, delays in lead paint inspections and lack
of adequate numbers of placements for children.

There are a significant number of older homes in the District that have lead paint
and are thus not appropriate for younger children. CFSA is working to expedite lead
paint inspections by contracting directly for these services. Ideally, we would like
to establish a fund in order to provide families with small grants (approximately
$3,000-$5,000) for lead paint abatement.

CFSA is also spearheading a process to recruit more foster homes through the My
Community, My Children initiative that is funded by the Annie E. Casey Founda-
tion. As an adopted child himself, foster and adoptive parent recruitment has been
an area of focus for the Mayor; thus, he created the Bring Our Children Home Cam-
paign, which is a public education effort about the need for foster and adoptive par-
ents. The recruitment of more foster and adoptive homes will continue to be a pri-
ority for the Mayor. This Administration will work closely with community and
faith-based organizations to increase the number of placement resources for children
in foster care.

Question. One provision of the Emergency Plan is to transfer the responsibilities
under the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children from the federal De-
partment of Health and Human Services to the CFSA. When you say that staff is
currently being trained to handle this new responsibility, which staff are you refer-
ring to? How does this transfer comport with your current struggles with staffing
shortages and overburdened case loads?

Answer. To clarify, the transfer of responsibilities for ICPC is from the District
of Columbia’s Department of Human Services (DHS) to the Child and Family Serv-
ices Agency, NOT from the federal Department of Health and Human Services. Cur-
rently, CFSA staff—three staff and a supervisor—are being trained to handle the
ICPC function. CFSA will assume this function on April 1, 2001.

It should be noted that the ICPC function does not require licensed social work-
ers. The staffing shortages discussed at the hearing are most prominent in the agen-
cy’s foster care unit—the unit that manages the cases of children in foster care. To
address staffing shortages, the Mayor and the City Council have approved a plan
to provide hiring incentives and relocation allowances for staff recruited from out-
side the District. Current agency staff that recruit and refer new staff will also re-
ceive bonuses. In addition, a plan has been developed to utilize BSWs in certain so-
cial work functions previously performed only by MSWs. It is expected that the
Monitor and the plaintiffs will approve this plan. The hiring of BSWs to serve some
social work functions will reduce the staffing shortages.

Question. 1 want to commend you for your work on what you call a system of
“neighborhood places”. Many experts believe that the key to providing more effective
services to children and families lies in the ability to integrate these services across
agency lines. Can you identify for me specific steps that have been taken to move
in this direction?

Answer. The Mayor has issued a paper on the Neighborhood Places concept,
which is included in his 2001-2002 Policy Agenda. This document lays out a vision
for an integrated human services system with a single point of entry—rather than
having to access six different agencies to get needed services. Work to implement
this concept is proceeding on a few fronts. We are currently working with a private
contractor to conduct an assessment of all our social services programs and develop
a prototype to align these services. This work will ultimately lead to the creation
of a centralized intake system—one place where a resident can get information and
apply for benefits and services in all health and social services programs. The notion
is that these centralized intake systems will be located at Neighborhood Places.

We are also developing the Safe Passages Information System which will combine
data from all the agencies in the District that serve children—child welfare, juvenile
justice, mental health, schools, health, etc. This system will provide a comprehen-
sive picture of all services provided to children and youth and will support and pro-
mote coordinated case management across agencies. We will need certain federal
agency exemptions, e.g., HCFA, Department of Education, etc., in order to link these
databases at the local level. I would welcome the opportunity to talk with you and
your staff further about this piece because it is so critical to tracking the health and
safety of our children and facilitating early intervention. This information system
will support our work as we increase the types of services provided in neighbor-
hoods.



51

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO SONDRA JACKSON

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MIKE DEWINE

Question. Please provide a breakdown by age of where children in the DC foster
care system are currently placed. (In other words, where are children less than one
year of age, for example, placed?)

Answer. See the attached report “Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and
Placement Type” (APPA 14051-1) that shows 2,723 children who are currently
placed as of April 18, 2001.

CHILDREN CURRENTLY IN FOSTER CARE BY AGE AND PLACEMENT TYPE AS OF APRIL 18, 2001

Age In Years
Placement Type Total
0-2 3-4 5-7 812  13-15  16-17 18+

Adolescent & Pre-Natal 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
Correctional Facility/Non-Paid ... 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Hospital 0 0 0 i 0 2 2 6
Independent Living Group Home ... 0 0 0 0 0 4 100 104
Kinship Foster Care 9 33 79 191 84 43 38 477
Kinship Unlicensed (Non-Paid) .. 0 3 3 3 0 0 0 9
Medically Fragile & Mental Retardation ... 1 0 6 20 14 4 9 54
Non-Relative Unlicensed (Non-Paid) .. 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
Pre-Finalized Adoptive Family ... 8 4 8 3 2 2 0 27
Proctor Foster Care ....... 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 5
Psychiatric Hospital ...... 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Refugee Minor Foster Family . 0 0 0 4 2 3 5 14
Residential Treatment Facility 0 0 3 10 36 37 28 114
Specialized Infant Care ... 31 26 31 19 7 0 0 114
Teen Mothers Group Home 2 0 2 0 2 3 24 33
Therapeutic Foster Family 0 6 35 160 86 63 53 403
Traditional Foster Family .. 98 145 274 411 130 53 77 1188
Traditional Group Home 3 4 5 18 50 50 38 168

Total oo 153 221 446 843 415 268 377 2,723

Question. What are the case goals for children in the DC foster care system?
(What percentages of these children between the age of 12 and 18, for example have
a goal of independent living?)

Answer. See attached report “Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Per-
manency Goal” (APPA 14051-2): Although the following permanency goals (Family
Stabilization, Legal Custody, Relative Placement and Independence) are currently
allowed to be selected in the system, steps are underway to close them out and map
them to other goals that closely comply with permanency goals as described by the
Adoption and Foster Care Data Analysis System (AFCARS) regulations. Of the
2,723 children identified, 495 are recorded in the system without permanency goals.
The Agency has prepared a listing of these children to be distributed to manage-
ment for staff to update the records. As previously stated, the records counted with
“No Goal” are being identified so staff can update the records appropriately.
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CHILDREN IN THE SYSTEM

Question. How many children currently in Foster care have been in the system
longer than 3 years; longer than 5 years, and longer than 8 years?

Answer. See attached report, “Children Currently In Foster Care by Age and
Number of Years Receiving Services (APPA 14051-3). The total number of children
in the system longer than 3 years is 1,581 while the number of children in care
longer than 5 years is 998 and the number of children in care longer than 8 years
is 513. This information is detailed in the attached report and includes the number
of children in care less than 3 years. In addition, three (3) individuals were excluded
from this count (2,720) due to incorrect birth dates recorded in the system. Their
calculated ages were less than the number of years receiving services.

CHILDREN CURRENTLY IN FOSTER CARE BY AGE AND NUMBER OF YEARS RECEIVING SERVICES
AS OF APRIL 18, 2001

Age In Years
Years Receiving Services Total
0-2 3-4 5-7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+
0-0.9 years 83 40 67 108 48 21 16 389
1-1.9 years 55 55 77 126 53 30 27 423
2-2.9 years 9 63 72 108 38 20 17 321
3-4.9 years 0 61 147 172 92 47 64 583
5-7.9 years 0 0 79 203 67 43 88 485
8+ years 0 0 0 128 121 90 174 513
Total oo 147 219 442 845 419 262 386 2,720

Question. What is the average number of different homes a child is placed while
in the foster care system? (Please provide a comparison by age: In other words, are
school age children placed in more or less foster homes than pre-school age children)

Answer. See attached report “Number of Placements and Average Number of
Placements by Age from October 01, 1999 to April 17, 2001” (APPA 14051-4) that
shows the number of placements and the number of children (by age) who had con-
tinuous placements during the report period. This total includes an unduplicated
count of children who exited care during this period. The total placements for each
age group divided by the total number of children in the specified age grouping was
calculated to provide the average number of placements for each age group.

NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS BY AGE FROM OCTOBER
01,1999 TO APRIL 18, 2001

Age In Years
Number of Continuous PI t Total
0-2 3-4 5-7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+
1 176 236 442 793 319 191 238 2,395
2 30 67 146 206 109 68 127 753
3 3 20 50 65 27 21 34 220
4 2 3 11 27 17 4 17 81
5 0 1 6 18 9 1 2 37
6+ 1 1 3 17 4 5 1 32
Total oo 212 328 658 1,126 485 290 419 3,518
Average Number of Placements ................ 1.22 1.38 1.49 1.53 1.56 1.53 163 .

Question. What is the average duration of time that children are in foster homes?
(Please provide a comparison by age: in other words do younger children typically
live with the same foster family for a longer or shorter duration of time than teen-
agers?) Please provide data on the age distribution of children currently in foster
care.

Answer. See attached report “Length and Average Duration of Time in Foster
Homes by Age” (APPA 14051-5) that details the years a child resides in a foster
home by age. Foster Homes are defined as Therapeutic Foster Family, Traditional
Foster Family Kinship Foster Family (Paid), and Proctor Foster Care.
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LENGTH AND AVERAGE DURATION OF TIME IN FOSTER HOMES! BY AGE AS OF APRIL 18, 2001

Age In Years
Length of Time in Pl Total
0-2 3-4 5-7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+

0-0.9 years 78 77 160 320 155 106 91 987
1-1.9 years 36 69 99 240 96 56 68 664
2-2.9 years 3 45 81 157 64 32 44 426
3-4.9 years 0 37 116 162 84 39 67 505
5-7.9 years 0 0 38 132 53 44 68 335
8+ years 0 0 0 39 48 44 91 222

Total oo 115 208 423 810 376 234 347 2,513

Average Duration of Time in Foster Home
in Years 0.73 1.64 2.13 2.53 3.00 3.44 4.62

L Foster homes are Therapeutic Foster Family, Traditional Foster Family, Kinship Foster Care and Proctor Foster Care.

Question. Once the goal of adoption is established, what is the average duration
of time that children are in care before being placed in a pre-adoptive home?

Answer. We have 931 children in foster care with the goal of adoption. The aver-
age number of years children are in care before being placed in a pre-adoptive home
is 1.39 years while the average number of years children are in care awaiting pre-
adoptive homes is 1.82 years. The two charts below provide details of the average
number of years for children who are currently in pre-adoptive homes and those
with the goal of adoption but have not yet been placed in a pre-adoptive home. Of
the total number of children with the goal of adoption, twenty-eight percent (28 per-
cent) are currently in pre-adoptive homes as detailed in Chart 6.1 below. The re-
maining seventy-two percent (72 percent) are awaiting placement in pre-adoptive
homes as detailed in Chart 6.2 below.

CHART 6.1.—CHILDREN IN PRE-ADOPTIVE HOMES
[Average Number of Years = 1.39]

Number

Time from Adoption Goal is established to child being placed in Pre-Adoptive Placement odehiI— Percentz%:nof Chil-
ren

46 17.49

40 15.21

30 11.41

9-12 months 25 9.51
1-2 years ... 55 20.91
2-3 years . 34 12.93
34 years ... 17 6.46
More than 4 years 16 6.08
TORAL oo 263 100.00

CHART 6.2.—CHILDREN AWAITING PRE-ADOPTIVE HOMES
[Average Number of Years = 1.82]

Time from Adoption Goal is established to child being placed in Pre-Adoptive Placement yf:gr?ﬁr Percent?ﬁgﬂof Chil-
ren
83 12.43
75 11.23
73 10.93
9-12 months 59 8.83
1-2 years ... 158 23.65
2-3 years . 94 14.07
34 years 47 7.04
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CHART 6.2 —CHILDREN AWAITING PRE-ADOPTIVE HOMES—Continued
[Average Number of Years = 1.82]

Number :
Time from Adoption Goal is established to child being placed in Pre-Adoptive Placement  of Chil- Percente(aj%:nof Chil-
dren
MOre than 4 YBATS ..ot 79 11.83
TORAL oo 668 100.00

Question. Once the goal of adoption is established, what is the average duration
of time that children are in the foster care system before the adoption is finalized?

Answer. There were 343 finalized adoptions during fiscal year 2000. The Average
Length of Time Between Establishing Goal of Adoption and Adoption Finalization
is 1.7 years and indicated in the chart below. (Based on Children Whose Adoptions
Were Finalized in Fiscal Year 2000)

[Average Number of Years = 1.7]

Time from Adoption Goal is established to child being placed in Pre-Adoptive Placement yf:?l?ﬁr Percent?ﬁgﬂof Chil-
ren

0-3 months 87 25
3-6 months ... 12 3
6-9 months ..... 19 6
9-12 months ... 23 7
1-2 years ... 75 22
2-3 years 55 16
3-4 years 34 10
38 11
TOMAL oot 343 100

Question. What percentages of children who are identified as having a goal of
adoption have had parents’ rights terminated (TPR)?

Answer. The percentage of children with a goal of adoption who have had parents’
rights terminated is seventy-three percent (73 percent).

Chart 8.1
Number of Children With Goal of Adoption and Both Parents’ Rights Termi-
TIAEEA 1.ttt ettt et e et e e bt e tbe et e e sabe e bt e enbe e aeeenbeeneas 681
Total Number of Children With Goal of Adoption .......ccccccevvviivvriiiiniciieenieene 932

Question. How many foster children are currently placed in homes without prop-
erly licensed foster parents?

Answer. Children Currently Placed in Foster Homes Without Valid Permits or Li-
censes. The Agency is currently hiring additional staff to process Foster Home Li-
censing after Licensing Authority becomes the full responsibility of the CFSA.

Chart 9.1

Number Of Children ..........ccooooeciiiieiiiiieeieeeeee et eeare e e earee e 895
Number Of FAClities ......cccocviieriiiiieiiiiieiieeree ettt e s seve e e saee e 529

CASEWORKERS/SOCIAL WORKERS

Question. What is the average length of time most caseworkers/social workers
stay with CFSA?

Answer. Of the 248 caseworkers currently employed, the longest service period is
thirty four (34) years, and the shortest is that of the most recent appointee whose
entrance on duty date was April 2, 2001.

Question. What is the range most caseworkers/social workers stay with CFSA?

Answer. Information was compiled for 100 employees who separated during the
period of July 22, 1999 through a projected resignation effective April 20, 2001. The
range for the length of stay was three (3) months to nine (9) years.
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Question. How many years of prior experience as a caseworker or social worker
did most caseworkers/social workers have when they started working at CFSA?

Answer. Using the social worker selection criteria, it may be possible to extrapo-
late the information requested from the agency’s current social work staff. For ex-
ample, CFSA hires social workers as follows:

DS-9 grade level.—Recent graduates of an accredited school of social work who
are licensed graduate social workers (LGSW) and either have no professional experi-
ence or less than one year of professional experience.

DS-11 grade level.—Social Workers with a minimum of one year of professional
experience at the LGSW level.

DS-12 grade level. —Social Workers who are Licensed Independent Clinical Social
Workers (LICSW). To obtain the LICSW, a social worker must have approximately
three years of professional work experience.

Based on the agency’s selection criteria and its present workforce of forty-two (42)
social workers at the grade 9 level, one hundred forty-five (145) at grade 11 and
sixty-one (61) at grade twelve (12), the data supports a finding that most of the so-
cial workers hired at CFSA have at least one year of prior professional social work
experience in a case carrying capacity.

Question. What is the retention rate for caseworkers/social workers at CFSA?

Answer. During fiscal year 2000, CFSA experienced an attrition rate of twenty-
seven and one-half percent (27.5 percent).

Question. Please provide a breakdown of the reasons why social workers/case-
workers left CFSA in the past five years. (For example, what percentage of social
workers cited poor supervision?)

Answer. The primary reason cited for leaving CFSA was job opportunity/career
change. For a detailed breakdown, please see the attached Exit Interview Report
and the accompanying Social Work Staff Exit Report Key.

SOCIAL WORK STAFF EXIT REPORT KEY

Reason for Leaving Codes

I—No Reason Provided

II—Terminated During Probationary Period
III—dJob Opportunity/Career Change
IV—Transfer to Another DC Agency (DCPS, etc.)
V—High Caseload

VI—Poor Supervision/Management Issues
VII—Stressed/Overwhelmed
VIII—Court/Attorneys/Judges

IX—Lack of Support and/or Appreciation
X—No Involvement in Management Decisions
XI—Family/Personal Reasons/Retiring

EXIT INTERVIEW REPORT SYNOPSIS

Percent

Total Number of employees included in this report 100 100
Number of exit interviews completed 76 76
Total Number of reasons for leaving submitted 120 (1)
Number of employees citing Job Opportunity/Career Change 34 34
Number of employees supplying no reason 18 18
Number of employees citing Poor Supervision/Management Issues 15 15
Number of employees citing Transfer to another DC Agency 11 11
Number of employees citing High Caseload 9 9
Number of employees citing Stress/Overwhelmed 7 7
Number of employees citing Family/Personal Reasons/Retiring 10 10
Number of employees citing Lack of Support and/or Appreciation 5 5
Number of employees citing No involvement in Management Decisions 4 4
Number of employees terminated during probation 5 5
Number of employees citing Court/Judges/Attorneys 2 2

Many workers who left CFSA employment submitted more than one reason for
leaving. As a result, CFSA received a total of 120 reasons from the one hundred
people who left between July 1999 and April 2001. These 120 reasons have been
reduced to eleven main reasons, which are identified in the “Reasons for Leaving
Codes” chart above.
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The above percentages reflect the percent of employees from the total number who
left (100), who identified one of the eleven reasons from the list in the “Reason for
Leaving Code” chart identified above. For example, the number of employees citing
court/judges/attorneys is two (2). These two employees are obviously reflected in the
two percent appearing at the end of the “Number of employees citing Court/Judges/
Attorneys” column. These employees may have also cited high caseload as another
reason for leaving. That being the case, both employee would also be reflected in
the ten percent at the end of the “Number of employees citing High Caseload” col-
umn on the “Exit Interview Report Synopsis” chart.

REPORTING AND INVESTIGATION

Question. How many cases of child abuse and neglect were investigated per year
in the last calendar year (2000)?

Answer. The number of reported abuse and neglect allegations investigated are
listed below by calendar years 1999 and 2000 is listed in Charts 10.1 and 10.2.

CHART 10.1.—Number of Referrals for Calendar Year 1999

Accepted for Investigation
Not Accepted for Investigation (Screened Out) ....

CHART 10.2.—Number of Referrals for Calendar Year 2000

Accepted for INVestigation ...........cccceeviiiieciieeeiee et 4,156
Not Accepted for Investigation (Screened Out) ........ccoeceeeviiiiiiiiiiniiiiniieieeieee 203
TOBAL oottt et ete e et e et e e eete e e e eae e eeetaeeeetreeeeteeeeareeens 4,359

Question. In 1999 and 2000, how many reported cases of abuse or neglect resulted
in the removal of the child/children?

Answer. Number of Reported Abuse/Neglect Cases That Were Accepted for Inves-
tigation and Resulted in the Removal of the Child(ren) during Calendar Years 1999
and 2000 are reflected in Charts 11.1 and 11.2

CHART 11.1.—Calendar Year 1999 Investigations Resulting In Removals

Investigations Resulting in the Removal of At Least One Child ....................... 117

Investigations That Did Not Result in The Removal of Children from Their
5 0] 4o V=SSP PR 4,902
Total ReferTals .......cooocuiiiiiiiieeiie ettt e aree e 5,019

Chart 11.2.—Calendar Year 2000 Investigations Resulting In Removals

Investigations Resulting in the Removal of At Least One Child ....................... 544

Investigations That Did Not Result in The Removal of Children from Their
5 63 44 V=SOSR 3,612
Total REfEITALS .....oooevvveiiee et e e e e eeans 4,156

Question. In 1999 and 2000, what was the average length of time between when
an initial report was filed and when the actual investigation began?

Answer. See report “Average Length of Time Between Intake Date and Investiga-
tion Initiative For Referrals Created Between January 1, 2000 and December 31,
2000” (APPA 14501.12). (Note: The CFSA child welfare information system was im-
plemented on Oct. 1, 1999, therefore only 2000 data has been provided)

Average Length of Time Between Intake Date and Investigation Initiation For
Referrals Created Between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2000
Number of
Length of Time to Initiate Referrals

B D - TSRS PSUPRRN 516
. 155
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Average Length of Time Between Intake Date and Investigation Initiation For
Referrals Created Between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2000—Continued

Number of

Length of Time to Initiate Referrals

Not InItiated 1 ...cooeiiiieiee et ettt e st 2,712
Total ReferTals .......ccocviiieiieeeiee ettt avee e 4,156

1 Not Initiated means not documented properly in the electronic record.

Average time taken (for initiated referrals)—19.71 days.

Question. In 1999 and 2000, on average how many days did it take to investigate
a case?

Answer. The Average Number of Days to Investigate a Case is 57.2 days as indi-
cated in Chart 13.1. (Of Investigations Completed in Calendar Year 2000)

[Average Number of Days = 57.27]

Num. Of Days to Num. Of Complete Investigation Investigations
0—30 AAYS .vreeeerereeiiieeeiieeeeiieeeeitteessteeesereeessreeessseaesaseeesssreaesssreeassseaeasseeenrseeensaen
31-45 days .... .
46-60 days ....
61 + days

TOLAL oot ee et e e e e e e e e e ettt ar e e e e e e trraaaeeeeaaes 3,215

Note: Prior to the implementation of the Agency’s information system, FACES, this informa-
tion was not tracked and is unavailable for calendar year 1999. Implementation of the FACES
system was effective October 1, 1999.

Question. What are the “typical” reasons for removal of a child/children following
an investigation? (Example: Parental drug use, domestic violence, incest, etc.)

Answer. The complete values for “Reasons for Removal” of a Child/Children fol-
lowing an Investigation are:

1. Abandonment 9. Drug Abuse (Parent)

2. Alcohol Abuse (Child) 10. Inadequate Housing

3. Alcohol Abuse (Parent) 11. Incarceration of Parent(s)

4. Caretaker I1l/Unable to Cope 12. Non-Committed Child of Teen

5. Child’s Behavior Problem 13. Physical Abuse (Alleged/Reported)
6. Child’s Disability 14. Relinquishment

7. Death of Parent(s) 15. Sexual Abuse

8. Drug Abuse (Child) 16. Voluntary

Question. Please provide a summary of how the investigative process works. Typi-
cally, what does CFSA do when a child abuse or neglect allegation is made? What
is dCF?SA’S role in the investigation? Will this change as a result of the consent
order?

Answer. All reports are made to the single reporting hotline (202-671-SAFE).
Subsequent to a child abuse or neglect report, the Hotline Supervisor assigns the
referral to an Intake Unit, based on Wards in the District of Columbia. If the refer-
ral contains allegations of physical or sexual abuse, a worksheet is forwarded to the
Metropolitan Police Department (MPD)—Youth & Preventive Services Division
(YSPD). The hotline worker conducts a search to determine if the family has been
previously known or is currently active with CFSA. This information is then relayed
to the investigating unit. The Intake Supervisor then assigns the investigation to
a licensed social worker in the unit to conduct the assessment. Prior to the initial
assessment, closed case records and FACES (CFSA management information sys-
tem) are reviewed if the case has ever been known to the agency.

If the report contains allegations of physical or sexual abuse, the social worker
will conduct a joint investigation with MPD-YSPD. An initial assessment is at-
tempted within 24 hours or immediately if the referral is considered an emergency.
Upon responding, the social worker conducts a safety and risk assessment (food,
clothing, shelter, education, medical care, supervision, and parenting skills) to deter-
mine if the child can remain in the home or if removal is warranted. Reasonable
efforts are made to prevent removal by providing crisis intervention, referrals, and
emergency services. If the child cannot safely remain in the home, the social worker
conducts a removal in conjunction with MPD. The child is medically screened
through DC Kids (neglect) or at the Children’s National Medical Center (physical
or sexual abuse) and a foster care placement recommendation is made. The Place-
ment Unit then searches for the most appropriate facility or home according to the
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child’s needs. The removal of a child requires legal action within 24 hours, therefore,
a Police Hold is requested and the case is presented before the DC Superior Court.

If the child can remain safely in the home, but the allegations are substantiated,
the social worker opens the case and transfers it for further assessment, supportive
services, and ongoing monitoring. If the allegations are unsubstantiated, the social
worker closes the investigation.

The Consent Order is expected to create certain changes regarding the investiga-
tion process and the role of CFSA: the responsibility and authority for child abuse
cases will be transferred form the DC Superior Court Social Services to CFSA and
CFSA Intake staff will acquire direct legal services.

Social Work Staff Exit Report Key

Reason for Leaving Codes

Number Meaning

| No Reason Provided
Il [Terminated During Probationary Period
Il} lJob Opportunity/Career Change
v Transfer to Another DC Agency (DCPS, etc.)
\ High Caseload
VI Poor Supervision/Management Issues
Vil Stressed/Overwhelmed
Vil Court/Attorneys/Judges
1X Lack of Support and/or Appreciation

X No Involvement in Management Decisions

X1 Family/Personal Reasons/Retiring
Exit Interview Report Synopsis %
[Total Number of employees included in this report 100 100%
Number of exit interviews completed 76 76%
[Total Number of reasons for leaving submitted 120 Not Refevanl
INumber of employees citing Job Opportunity/Career Change 34 34%
Number of employees supplying no reason 18 18%
Number of employees citing Poor Supervision/Management Issues 15 15%
Number of employees citing Transfer to another DC Agency 11 11%
INumber of employees citing High Caseload 9 9%
Number of employees citing Stress/Overwhelmed 7 7%
Number of employees citing Family/Personal Reasons/Retiring 10 10%
Number of employees citing Lack of Support and/or Appreciation 5 5%
Number of employees citing No involvement in Management Decisions 4 4%
Number of employees terminated during probation 5 5%

2 2%

Number of employees citing Court/Judges/Attorneys

Many workers who left CFSA employment submitted more than one reason for leaving.

As aresult, CFSA received a total of 120 reasons from the one hundred people who left between July
1999 and April 2001.These 120 reasons have been reduced to eleven main reasons, which are identified
in the "Rea sons for Leaving Codes" chart above.

The above percentages reflect the percent of employees from the total number who left (100}, who
identified one of the eleven reasons from the list in the "Reason for Leaving Code" chart identified above.
For example, the number of employees citing court/judges/attorneys is two (2). These two employees
are obviously reflected in the two percent appearing at the end of the "Number of employees citing
Court/Judges/Attorneys" column. These employees may have also cited high caseload as

another reason for leaving. That being the case, both employee would also be reflected in the ten
percent at the end of the "Number of employees citing High Caseload” column on the “Exit Interview
Report Synopsis” chart.



Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Placement Type

As of April 18, 2001
- Age In Years

Placement Type 0-2 3-4 5-7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+ Total
Adolescent & Pre-Natal 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
Correctional Facility/Non-Paid 0 ] 0 0 0 1 o 1
Hospital 0 0 0 2 [ 2 2 6
Independent Living Group Home o 0 0 0 o 4 100 104
Kinship Foster Care 9 33 79 191 84 43 38 477
Kinship Unlicensed (Non-Paid) 0 3 3 3 0 0 0 9
Medically Fragile & Mental Retardation 1 0 6 20 14 4 9 547
Non-Relative Unlicensed (Non-Paid) 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
Pre-Finalized Adoptive Family 8 4 8 3 2 2 0 27
Proctor Foster Care 0 1] 0 0 i 1 3 5
Psychiatric Hospital 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 T
Refugee Minor Foster Family 0 0 0 4 2 3 5 14
Residential Treatment Facility 0 0 3 10 36 37 28 114
Specialized Infant Care 31 26 31 19 7 0 0 114
Teen Methers Group Home 2 0 2 o 2 3 24 33
Therapeutic Foster Family 0 6 35 160 86 63 53 403
Traditional Foster Family 98 145 274 411 130 53 77 1188
Traditional Group Home 3 4 5 18 50 50 38 168

Total 153 221 446 843 415 268 377 2723

APPA 14051-1
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Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Permanency Goal
As of April 18, 2001

Age In Years 0-2
Per y Goal Number of Percentag
Adoption 12 0.44 %
Family Stabilization 1 0.04 %
Long Term Foster Care 1 0.04 %
Relative Placement 4 0.15%
Reunification 30 1.10 %
No Goal 105 386 %
SubTotal 153 5.62 %
Age In Years 3-4
Per y Goal Number of Percentag
Adoption 85 2%
Family Stabilization 5 0.18 %
Guardianship 1 0.04 %
Legal Custody 4 0.15%
Relative Placement 4 0.15%
Reunification 60 220%
No Goal 62 228%
SubTotal 221 8.12 %

APPA 14051-2
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Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Permanency Goal
As of April 18, 2001

Age In Years 5-7
Per y Goal Number of Percentage
Adoption 218 8.01%
Family Stabilization 13 0.48 %
Guardianship 4 0.15%
Legal Custody 7 026 %
Long Term Foster Care 4 0.15 %
Relative Placement 14 0.51 %
Reunification 96 3.53%
No Goal 90 331%
SubTotal 446 16.38 %
Age In Years 8-12
Per y Goal Number of Percentage
Adoption 420 15.42 %
Family Stabilization 17 0.62 %
Guardianship 11 0.40 %
Legal Custody 16 0.59 %
Long Term Foster Care 34 1.25 %
Relative Placement 41 151 %
Reunification : 181 6.65%
No Goal 123 4.52%
SubTotal 843 30.96 %

APPA 14051-2
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Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Permanency Goal
As of April 18, 2001

Age In Years 13-15
Per y Goal Number of Percentage
Adoption 131 481 %
Family Stabilization 14 0.51 %
Guardianship 10 0.37%
Independence 5 0.18 %
Legal Custody 6 0.22%
Long Term Foster Care 83 3.05 %
Relative Placement 26 0.95 %
Reunification 83 3.05%
No Goal 57 2.09%
SubTotal 415 15.24 %
Age In Years 16-17
Per y Goal Number of Percentage
Adoption 31 1.14 %
Family Stabilization 4 0.15 %
Guardianship 1 0.04 %
Independence 68 2.50 %
Legal Custody 4 0.15%
Long Term Foster Care 105 386 %
Relative Placement 3 0.11 %
Reunification 21 0.77 %
No Goal 31 1.14%
SubTotal 268 9.84 %

APPA 14051-2
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Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Permanency Goal
As of April 18, 2001

Age In Years 18+
Permanency Goal Number of Percentage
Adoption 7 026 %
Emancipation 2 0.07 %
Family Stabilization 4 0.15%
Guardianship 4 0.15%
Independence 276 10.14 %
Legal Custody 2 007 %
Long Term Foster Care 40 1.47%
Relative Placement 5 0.18%
Reunification 10 037 %
No Goal 27 0.99 %
SubTotal 377 13.85 %
Total Children [ 2123 I 100 % —}

APPA 14051-2

Children Currently in Foster Care by Age and Number of Years Receiving Services
As of April 18, 2001

Age In Years

Years Receiving Services 02 34 57 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+ Total
0-0.9 years 83 40 67 108 48 27 16 389

1-1.9 years 55 55 77 126 53 30 27 423

I 2-2.9 years 9 63 72 108 38 20 17 327
3-4.9 years 0 61 147 172 92 47 64 583

5-7.9 years 0 0 79 203 67 48 88 485

8+ years 0 0 0 128 121 90 174 513

Total 147 219 442 845 419 262 386 2720

* Electronic records improperly documented for three childran nnt inalndad
APPA 14051-3



Number of Placements and Average Number of Placements by Age
From October 01, 1999 to April 18, 2001

Age In Years

Number of Continuous Placements 0-2 34 5.7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+ Total

1 176 236 442 793 319 191 238 2395

2 30 67 146 206 109 68 127 753

3 3 20 50 65 27 21 34 220
4 2 3 11 27 17 4 17 81
| 5 0 1 6 18 9 1 2 37
6+ 1 1 3 17 4 5 1 32

Total 212 328 658 1126 485 290 419 3518

Age In Years | Average Number of Pl

0-2 1.22
3-4 1.38
5-7 1.49
8-12 1.53

13-15 1.56

16-17 1.53
18+ 1.63 ]

APPA 14051-4
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Length and Average Duration of Time in Foster Homes by Age

As of April 18, 2001

o Age In Years
Length of Time in Placement 0-2 3-4 5-7 8-12 13-15 16-17 18+ Total
0- 0.9 years 78 77 160 320 155 106 91 987
1-1.9 years 36 69 99 240 96 56 68 664
2-2.9 years 3 45 81 157 64 32 44 426
3-4.9 years 0 37 116 162 84 39 67 505
5-7.9 years 0 4] 38 132 53 44 68 335
8+ years 0 0 0 39 48 44 91 222
Total 115 208 423 810 376 234 347 2513

Age In Years A_verage Duratim? of Time

3 in Foster Home in Years
[ o2 0.73
34 1.64
5-7 213
8-12 2.53
i3-15 3.00
16-17 3.44
18+ 4.62

* Foster homes are Therapeutic Foster Family, Traditional Foster Family, Kinship Foster Care and Proctor Foster Care

APPA 14051-5




Average Length of Time Between Intake Date and Investigation Initiation
For Referrals Created Between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2000

Length of Time to Initiate Number of Referrals
1 Day 516
2 Days 155
3 Days 64
More than 3 Days 709
Not Initiated * 2712
Total Referrals 4156

Average time taken = 19.71 Days
(For Initiated Referrals)

* Not Inititated means not documented properly in the electronic record

APPA-14051-12

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU

Question. Your written testimony stated that CFSA has achieved a 33 percent in-
crease in the availability of community based services to children, raising the num-
ber of children served from 987 to 1,316. What percentage of the total number of
families “eligible” or “in need” of such services does that number represent?

Answer. As a point of clarification, there was a 33 percent increase in the number
of families served by community-based partners (from 987 to 1,316). The actual
number of children served during the same period increased from 2,220 to 3,677.
100 percent of the total number of children and families who came to the attention
of the Child and Family Services Agency as eligible or in need of community-based
services were referred and received those services.

Question. In regard to your 97 percent success rate in safely protecting children
within their families, how exactly is that number determined? What does it rep-
resent?

Answer. Of the total number of children safely protected by the Agency within
their own homes (7,641), 206 of these children had to be removed from their homes
and committed to the Agency’s custody following case intervention for a period of
time in which the social worker attempted to prevent the out-of-home placement.

Question. As to the length of time in care, how was this reduction in time
achieved? Also, do you have any information as to the length of time children are
in care before adoption is identified as the permanency plan? In other words, the
total time in care?

Answer. This reduction was achieved as the Child and Family Services Agency
has continued to make a concerted effort to increase the number of internal perma-
nency staffs to identify appropriate permanency goals for children in care. In addi-
tion, the Agency has increased the number of diligent search investigators who
search for missing/absent parents earlier in the process so that a permanency hear-
ing does not need to be delayed due to the lack of information regarding the child’s
birth parent(s). The Agency is also working very closely with the Adoptions Judge
of the D.C. Superior Court to ensure adoptions are finalized as soon as practicable.
Currently, the average length of time in care to the establishment of the perma-
nency goal of adoption is 2.44 years (28.77 months). However, as I stated at the
March 15th hearing, termination of parental rights does not typically occur in the
District until an adoptive home has been identified.
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Question. Can you help to expose some of the reasons why the district is not able
to obtain the full level of Federal reimbursement to which they are entitled?

Answer. The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) of the Department
of Health and Human Services published 70 percent as the District’s maintenance
payment rate for the 1st quarter of fiscal year 1998, and ACF Office of General
Counsel questioned the interpretation resulting in a revocation of the initial inter-
pretation. ACF then determined that the District is not entitled to 70 percent Title
IV-E reimbursement.

The Agency does not fee it is recovering the federal revenues to which it is enti-
tled. We believe that Title IV=E should be reimbursed at the same rate as Medicaid,
as it is in all other jurisdictions except the District of Columbia and Alaska.

Question. You have increased the number of children in foster care homes to 507.
Can you provide me with a breakdown in the types of placements for the remaining
children. For example, what percentage are in group homes, congregate care, thera-
peutic facilities etc.

Answer. The 507 figure actually represents an increase in the number of foster
homes not children. Provided below is a breakdown of the number of foster care chil-
dren by type of placement as of February 2001.

Percent
Traditional FOSter CAre .........ccooeviriiiinieiericeiesteteseee ettt —46
Therapeutic Foster Care ... e —14
Kinship Care Foster Care . .1 =17
Group Homes ......ccceevvvveeeneenn. -9
Residential Treatment Facilities -5
Special Infant Program ........... —4

OBRET <ottt ettt -5
1The remaining kinship care givers are not receiving the foster care board rate.

Question. Are the 2,545 children living with kin counted in your numbers of chil-
dren in out of home placement?

Answer. Yes, however of the 2,545 children placed with kinship care givers in fis-
cal year 2000 approximately 500 were in paid foster care placement status. In fiscal
year 2001, approximately 1,907 children are placed with kinship care givers (both
in paid and non-paid status).

Question. The hearing highlighted the fact that the District is not in compliance
with ASFA in some areas. There are two requirements regarding time that I am
aware of (1) within 12 months a hearing must be held—how long is that time frame
currently in the District? (2) that any child who is in care for 15 of the past 22
months must be the subject of a hearing to terminate parental rights—again, what
is the time frame currently in the district?

Answer. The Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia
is the entity statutorily responsible for holding a permanency hearing after a child
has been in care for 12 months. On April 28, 1998, Chief Judge Eugene N. Hamilton
issued Administrative Order No. 98-13 which required all judges to review their ne-
glect and abuse cases and to conduct permanency hearings for all cases where eight-
een months had passed since the entry of the order of abuse or neglect.

The Council for Court Excellence recently released a report describing the status
of the Court’s compliance with the new time frames under the Adoptions and Safe
Families Act. A copy of that report is attached.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO ERiC THOMPSON

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MIKE DEWINE

Question. What is your perception of the District of Columbia’s child welfare sys-
tem? Are the problems plaguing the DC child welfare system similar to those across
the country?

Answer. The problems in the District’s child welfare system are similar to those
in other troubled systems around the country but these problems were exacerbated
for many years by the problems within District government itself and then by the
government’s resistance to working with the receivership that had been imposed by
the federal court. We hope those more general problems are abating, with recent
improvements within the government and with the transition plan to end the receiv-
ership. And although there are still significant problems in the District’s child wel-
fare system, the receiver has succeeded in making many structural changes that
should lay the groundwork for better services. Nevertheless, many reform initiatives
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have up to this point been stymied by system-wide barriers both within and without
CFSA.

Within CFSA, there is a critical dearth of competent, experienced supervisory
staff, so that many caseworkers are quitting as fast as they can be hired. Under
the best of circumstances, child welfare is a demanding field. When there is a crit-
ical and chronic shortage of casework staff, as there has been now for years at
CFSA, caseworkers covering inordinately high caseloads are bound to only perform
emergency tasks, if that. This jeopardizes service delivery and child safety. Current
initiatives to recruit and retain competent staff must be continued and fully funded,
and non-performing supervisory staff should be aggressively replaced.

Outside CFSA, there has been a lack of cooperation and coordination between
CFSA and the many other District entities responsible for child welfare, including
the Office of Corporation Counsel, the Metropolitan Police Department, and the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia. In many instances, these agencies have
even been openly antagonistic to CFSA and its staff to the detriment of the
LaShawn plaintiff class of children. As part of the recent LaShawn consent decree,
the District has now agreed to the full staffing of Corporation Counsel for CFSA rep-
resentation, which will be a first. Full funding for these additional positions will be
necessary. The District has also agreed that abuse and neglect investigations and
case management must finally be consolidated in CFSA instead of being artificially
distributed between CFSA, the Police Department and the Superior Court. Reforms
at the Superior Court will also be needed to assure the continuity and competence
of judicial oversight over contested child welfare cases. Finally, the District has
agreed that other child welfare functions, such as foster home licensing and case-
worker hiring, be transferred to CFSA from other understaffed and underperforming
District agencies. With full funding and staffing of these functions within CFSA, the
Agency will no longer be at the mercy of unresponsive District bureaucracies for
these critical child welfare functions.

Question. What role has the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) played in
making systemic changes in child welfare and foster care systems throughout Amer-
ica? What are the positive and/or negative effects of this new law? 