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

 

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

Consent Decree.  This report reviews the State Defendantsɀ progress from  July 1 through  

December 31, 2009 in achieving improved child welfare outcomes and in meeting its other 

obligatio ns under the Consent Decree.  The Kenny A. v Perdue Consent Decree established James 

T. Dimas and Sarah A. Morrison as independent Accountability Agents with responsibility to 

produce public reports every six months.   This introduction is intended to prov ide a brief 

overview of the Kenny A. Consent #ÌÊÙÌÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯÔÌÛÏÖËÚɯÖÍɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÐÕÎɯ

ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌȮɯÈÚɯÞÌÓÓɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÚÊÖ×ÌɯÈÕËɯÖÙÎÈÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÐÚɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛȭɯ 

 

A. The Kenny A. v Perdue Consent Decree  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

groupings.  Exhibit I -1 displays these groupings.   

 

B. Methodology  
 

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

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

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

the analyses presented in this report.  These methods include two randomly drawn samples; 

one of all children in DFCS custody between July 1 and December 31, 2009 and the other of all 

licensed foster homes active in the same time period.  All maltreatment in care investigations 

completed between July and December 2009 were reviewed. Appendix B has a full description 

of the methodology  for Period VIII .  The Accountability Agents verified State and county 

reported data except where otherwise noted in the report.  The methodology applied to the 

measurement of each outcome is noted at the beginning of each measurement discussion 

throughout this report.  
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A key component of the methodology  continues to be the monthly meetings with State and 

County ÓÌÈËÌÙÚÏÐ×ɯÈÕËɯÍÐÌÓËɯÚÛÈÍÍɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÙÌɯÙÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯɁ&Ɩȭɂɯɯ3ÏÌÚÌɯÔÌÌÛÐÕÎÚɯÌÔ×ÓÖàɯÈɯ

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

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

strategies for improvement. This iterative process helps participants identify what works to 

produce the desired outcomes, and to hold themselves and each other accountable for doing 

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

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

unavailable or difficult to access.  

 

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

 

EXHIBIT I -1: 

Thematic Grouping of Kenny A Outcomes 

 

Safety 

1. Children in  Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment  

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

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

maltreatment in care and corporal punishment.  

Permanency 

2. Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

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

family  and community at the time of placement.  

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

3. Children Achieve Permanency 

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

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

permanency exits. 

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

permanency efforts. 

Well Being  

4. Children Experience Stable Placements and Worker Continuity  

¶ Consent Decree Outcome 17 related to placement stability.  

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

children and caregivers.  

5. Children and Youth Receive the Services they Need 

¶ Consent Decree Outcome 24 related to the educational achievement of yÖÜÛÏɯÞÏÖɯɁÈÎÌɯ

ÖÜÛɂɯÖÍɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌȭ 

¶ Consent Decree Outcome 30 related ÛÖɯÔÌÌÛÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚȭ 

Strengthened Infrastructure  

6. Effective Oversight of Placement Settings 

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

7. Timely and Complete Court Orders 

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

custody. 
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C. Report Scope and Organization 
 

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

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

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

performance are cited.  

 

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

 

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

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

important to the State and CÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯcontinued pro gress.  

 

Part III, Safety of Children in Care  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯ ÈÕɯ ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VIII  

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

from maltreatment and responding to reports of alleged maltreatm ent. 

 

Part IV,  Children Achieving Permanency ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÈÕɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VIII  

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

maintaining and achieving permanent family connections for childre n in State custody. 

 

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

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

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

Discharge services. 

 

Part VI, Strengthening the Infrastructure  ÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÈÕɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯPeriod VIII  

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

components related to providing services to families and children.  

 

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

of children in DeKalb and Fulton  counties ÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÔÉÌÙɯÈÕËɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛÈÎÌɯÖÍɯɁËÐÝÌÙÚÐÖÕɂɯÊÈÚÌÚɯ

in those counties in Period V I that experienced substantiated maltreatment within the 

subsequent 12 months. 

 

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

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

Appendix C provides selected information about all children in the custody of DeKalb and 

Fulton Counties on December 31, 2009.  Appendix D is a special supplemental report providing 

corrected maltreatment in care data for Period VI and useful  comparisons to Periods V and VII.  

Appendix E ÐÚɯÈɯÊÖ×àɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ$ßÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɯ2ÜÔÔÈÙàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ1ÈÛÌɯ1ÌÐÔÉÜÙÚÌÔÌÕÛɯ3ÈÚÒɯ%ÖÙÊÌɀÚɯÍÐÕÈÓɯ

report.  



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VIII Monitoring Report 

Page 4    

Part II    CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

During the July 1 to December 31, 2009 period covered by this report , the SÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ

performance, for the most part, continued the trend of steady improvement observed over the 

last several periods.    For most of the outcomes measured in Period VIII (22 ÖÍɯƖƝȺȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance was similar to or surpassed its best previous achievement.  In particular, the State 

demonstrated marked improvement  in the frequency and continuity of case manager visits with 

children .  However, the State appears to have lost ground in some areas, primarily in its ability 

to keep worker caseloads at the smaller sizes stipulated by the Consent Decree.     There 

continued to be slippage on the rate of maltreatment in care and there was a reversal of a 

positive trend as the rate of foster care re-entry increased in Period VIII .  

 

The remainder of this chapter highlights the 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ ÛÙÌÕËÚȮɯmajor 

accomplishments, opportunities for improvement Ȯɯ ÈÕËɯ ÛÏÌɯ  ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛÚɀɯ

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

each outcome, summaÙÐáÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÊÛÜÈÓɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÉàɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌȮɯÈÕËɯÖÍÍÌÙÚɯÈɯÊÖÔ×ÈÙÐÚÖÕɯ

to Period VI I performance. 

 

A. Positive Trends and Accomplishments  
 

Safety Performance 
 

¶ Timely Initiation of Maltreatment In Care Investigati ons Continues.  (Outcomes 1 and 3) 

 

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

report receipt (Outcome 1) and 97 percent of all alleged victims were interviewed within 24 

hours by trained CPS investigators (Outcome 3). This was the third consecutive repor ting 

period that compliance with these standards has been maintained at a rate of 97 percent.  

Furthermore, 89 percent or more of the maltreatment in care investigations completed in Period 

VIII had documented compliance with 11 of 13 essential policy requirements. 

 

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

 

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

to the use of corporal punishment in foster homes (Outcome 6).  Of the 161 foster homes 

sampled, 161 (100%) did not have a confirmed instance of the use of corporal punishment in the 

previous 12 months.  The standard for Outcome 6 requires that 98 percent of foster homes be 

without an incident of corporal punishment within the previous 12  months.   
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Permanency Performance 

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

 

 ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÍÌÓÓɯÚÏÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÏÙÌÚÏÖÓËÚɯÍÖÙɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕɯÎÙÖÜ×Úɯ

of children who had been in care a long time, its Period VIII performance was an improvement 

over past periods and by the end of Period VIII , 69 percent of the children entering custody 

since the advent of the Consent Decree (October 27, 2005) had exited to reunification or to 

another family -connected permanency; 59 percent had done so within 24 months.   

 

For the longest staying children (those in foster care prior to October 27, 2005 for as long as one 

day to  as many as six or more years), 70 percent had exited to reunification or to another 

family -connected permanency by the end of December 2009, a little over four years since the 

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

custody on December 31, 2009.    

 

¶ Over Half the Children Who Entered Foster Care Since the Consent Decree Achieved 

Permanency in 12 Months or Less. (Outcome 8a) 

 

For the seventh consecutive reporting period  (since July 2006)Ȯɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ

surpassed the Outcome 8a threshold.  Outcome 8a establishes the expectation of permanency 

within 12 months for at least 40 percent of the children who enter foster care on or after October 

27, 2005.  As of the end of Period VIII  (December 31, 2009), 53 percent of the children who 

entered foster care since the Consent Decree achieved permanency within 12 months.   

 

¶ The Proportion of Children Placed In Settings Close To Their Homes Continued to be 

Extremely High . (Outcome 19) 

 

For the seventh consecutive reporting period (since July 2006), the county placement process 

has met or surpassed the placement proximity requirements for 95 percent or more of the 

children in foster care.  Outcome 19 requires that 90 percent of the children in custody be placed 

within the county or within 50 miles of the home from which they were removed or meet  

certain exceptions to the proximity requirement.  In Period VIII , the State placed 98 percent of 

the children in the sample of foster care cases reviewed within the proximity guidelines.  

 

¶ The Proportion of Children Having Regular Visits with Their Parents  Continued at 90 

Percent. (Outcome 21) 

 

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

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

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



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VIII Monitoring Report 

Page 6    

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

appropriately with their parents.  

 

¶ Sibling Connections are Maintained Through Placement  Together (Outcome 16) and 

Increasingly Frequent Visits Together. (Outcome 23)  

 

In Period VIII , 187 children entered foster care with one or more siblings .  Six children needed 

separate placements to address special circumstances and the State placed together 79 percent 

of the remaining 181 children , falling just short of the Outcome 16 threshold of 80 percent. This 

is the third consecutive reporting period in which the State has been able to place together 79 

percent or more of the sibling s entering custody.   

 

For those siblings who are in separate placements, Outcome 23 requires that at least 80 percent 

visit with each other , each and every month for 12 consecutive months prior to the end of the 

reporting period or date of their discharge.  In Period VII I, 56 percent of the children separated 

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

This proportion  represents another incremental increase in performance compared to the Period 

VI I performance of 50 percent.  While this performance falls short of the exacting standard, the 

continued improvement is encouraging.  

 

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

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

 

For the third  consecutive reporting period  (since July 2008), the State met or surpassed the 

Outcome 15 threshold.1  Among the 897 children who , during Period VIII , reached or surpassed 

their 15th month in cust ody out of the last 22 months and were not living with relatives, 95 

percent were legally free to be adopted or the State had filed to terminate parental rights or 

documented compelling reasons why it had not taken such action.    

 

Well -being Performance  
 

¶ Children Continue d to Experience Foster Care Case Manager Continuity  to a High Degree. 

(Outcome 18) 

 

The State continues to limit the proportion of children in  foster care who experience more than 

two case managers in a year to less than 10 percent.  Outcome 18 requires that at least 90 percent 

of the children in care experience no more than two case managers in a 12-month period.  

During Period VIII , the State met the case manager continuity requirement for 92 percent of the 

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

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

legal caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compelling reasons in the childôs case record why termination of 

parental rights should not be filed. 
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children in custody on December 31, 2009. This was the sixth consecutive reporting period 

(since January 2007) the State has met or surpassed the outcome threshold.    

 

¶ Nearly Two -thirds  of the Children in Foster Care Consistently Visit ed Twice Every Month 

with their Case Managers . (Outcome 20) 

 

Outcome 20 requires that 95 percent of the children visit with their case managers twice per 

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

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

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯÈÕɯÖ××ÖÙÛÜÕÐÛàɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɯÛÖɯÚ×ÌÈÒɯ×ÙÐÝÈÛÌÓàɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÚÌɯ

manager.  In Period VIII , 64 percent of the children in the sample of foster care cases reviewed 

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

Accountability Agents know of no other child welfare agency in the country maintaining such a 

consistent frequency of case manager visits with children. 

 

¶ Eighty -two percent of the Substitute Caregivers Visit ed Once Every Month with Case 

Managers. (Outcome 22) 

 

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

ÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÌÈÊÏɯÈÕËɯÌÝÌÙàɯÔÖÕÛÏɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯƕƖɯÔÖÕÛÏÚɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÈÛÌɯÖÍɯ

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯËÐÚÊÏarge.  In Period VIII , 82 percent of the substitute care givers received the 

ÙÌØÜÐÙÌËɯÝÐÚÐÛÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚɯƕƖɯÔÖÕÛÏÚȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ

performance to date for this outcome. 

 

¶ Half of the Youth Leaving Foster Care at age 18 or older in 2009 were  High School 

Graduates or had Graduate Equivalency Diploma (GED) . (Outcome 24) 

 

Outcome 24 sets increasing targets over a baseline year for the percentage of youth who are 

ɁËÐÚÊÏÈÙÎÌËɯÍÙÖÔɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯÈÛɯÈÎÌɯƕƜɯÖÙɯÖÓËÌÙɯȱɯÞÏÖɯÏÈÝÌɯÎÙÈËÜated from high school or 

ÌÈÙÕÌËɯÈɯ&$#ȭɂ2  With 50 percent achieving this level of educational attainment in 2009, this is 

the second consecutive year the State has improved its performance on this measure but it 

remains below the baseline year measure of 65.7 percent. 

 

Infrastructure Strengthening  

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

 

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

ɁÍÜÓÓɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯÚÛÈÛÜÚȭɂɯ3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯÔÌt or exceeded this standard for the second 

consecutive reporting period  during Period VIII , when 98 percent of children in out -of-home 

ÊÈÙÌɯÞÌÙÌɯÐÕɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÞÌÙÌɯÐÕɯɁÍÜÓÓɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÓÐÊÌÕÚÜÙÌɯÚÛÈÛÜÚȭɂɯɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÞÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ

                                                 
2 See p. 36, paragraph 24 of the Consent Decree. 
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fourth  consecutive period thÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÏÈÚɯÉÌÌÕɯÈÛɯƝƚɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÖÙɯÉÌÛÛÌÙȭɯPeriod 

VIII also marked the second consecutive period in which the documented compliance rate for 

each of the 16 foster home approval and licensing standards exceeded 90 percent. 

  

¶ Foster Homes are Not Overcrowded. (Outcome 31) 

 

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

provider -supervised foster homes. For the seventh consecutive reporting period, the State 

surpassed the Outcome 31 threshold.  The Outcome 31 standard stipulates that less than 10 

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

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

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

of the children in the Period VIII  sample of children in foster care were placed in homes that 

exceeded these standards.  

 

¶ The State Continues to Maintain Legal Custodial Author ity with Few Lapses. (Outcome 29) 

 

For the fifth  consecutive reporting period, the State met the Outcome 29 threshold.  Outcome 29 

stipulates that no more than 5 percent of all children in custody of DHS/DFCS for 12 months or 

more shall have a lapse of legal custody within the prior 13 months.  In Period VIII , five  percent 

of the children in the foster care sample of 177 children appear to have had a lapse of legal 

custody within the prior 13 months.  

 

B. Setbacks and Continued Challenges  

 

¶ The Rate of Maltreatm ent in Care Increased. (Outcome 5)  

 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯVIII  performance in keeping children in care safe was mixed.  While 

the maltreatment in care rate was the highest yet measured (1.17%ȺȮɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ

most of the measures related ÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÝÌɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯɁÏÐÎÏɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÔÈÙÒÚɂɯ

established in Periods VI and VII.  A key factor driving the elevated maltreatment in care rates 

observed in the last two reporting periods is illuminated by an analysis conducted for Period 

VIII.  This analysis demonstrates a fairly striking association between the maltreatment in care 

rate in each of the last four reporting periods and the number and proportion of substantiated 

victims whose placement was a congregate care setting. (This pattern does not appear to be 

explained by changes in the proportion of children in care placed in these settings , which has 

remained fairly steady) . The reasons for this association are clear: congregate care settings 

present significant supervision challenges given that multiple teens are usually placed in them 

and supervision is typically provided by non -resident shift -work staff rather than resident 

parental authority figures; and maltreatment reports emanating from them have the potential of 

involving mult iple victims.  
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¶ Worker Caseloads Increased Substantially Between July and December 2009.  

 

On December 31, 2009, 66 percent of the case managers in DeKalb and Fulton Counties had 

caseloads that were at or under  designated caps.  This is a substantial decline from the end of 

Period VI I (June 2009) when 89 percent of the case managers had caseloads at or under the 

ËÌÚÐÎÕÈÛÌËɯÊÈ×Úȭɯɯ%ÜÙÛÏÌÙÔÖÙÌȮɯÛÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯpoorest performance in this area to date.  The 

caseloads of case managers who investigate reports of child abuse or neglect were the farthest 

off the mark with 49 percent of the case mangers having caseloads of 12 or fewer investigations.  

In contrast, 91 percent of such case managers had caseloads at or below the cap in Period VII.  

(According to county staff, the attrition of investigative case managers drove the increase in 

caseloads and also contributed to the decline in timely investigation completions [Outcome 2], 

from 89 percent in Period VII to 66 percent in Period VIII.) Just over half (54%) of the family 

preservation staff ɬ those case managers who work to maintain children safely in their own 

homes ɬ had caseloads of 17 or fewer families.  This too was a dramatic  change from 98 percent 

in Period VII.  The caseloads of foster care case managers remained virtually the same as in 

Period VII with 86 percent of the case managers having caseloads of 15 or fewer children.  Half 

of the foster care managers who work with children in custody for 18 months or more had 

caseloads of 12 or fewer children, down from 92 percent .  Finally, adoption case manager 

caseloads remained under 16 children for all adoption case managers with 80 percent having 

caseloads of 12 or fewer children.  Despite a State hiring initiative in March 2010, caseloads 

appeared to have changed little by the middle of May 2010  as the newly hired staff were not yet 

sufficiently trained to assume full caseloads.  Therefore, the Accountability Agents anticipate 

Period IX (January ɬJune 2010) will show limited, if any improvement.  

 

¶ The Proportion of Children who were Adopted within a Year of Becoming Legally Free for 

Adoption C ontinued to Decline (Outcome 11) 

 

Over several periods, the proportion of children who are adopted within 12 months has 

declined from 74 percent in Period IV to 50 percent in Period VIII.   While this decline merits 

State attention, it does not mean that fewer children are receiving timely adoptions.  By 

comparison to Period VII, when a total of 34 children had been adopted within 12 months 

(representing 68%), 50 children  were actually adopted in Period VIII , 16 more than in Period 

VII .  The Period VIII performance is lower, in part, because the State acted to terminate the 

parental rights of the parents of twice as many children in the last half of 2008 than it had in the  

first half.  In fact, the 100 children whose ×ÈÙÌÕÛÚɀɯparental rights were terminated between July 

and December 2008 was the largest number in a reporting period thus far.  Thus, as the State 

successfully increases the number of children available for adoption, it will need to make sure 

the supply of families ready to adopt keeps pace. 
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¶ Permanency Success is Tempered by an Increasing Proportion Returning to Foster Care. 

(Outcome 4) 

 

After 12 months of declining foster -care re-entry rates, Period VIII saw a substantial rise from 

4.8 percent in Period VII to 9.7 percent in Period VIII.    3ÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÖÖÙÌÚÛɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ

on this outcome to date.    With increasing State efforts to shorten foster care stays for children 

and to safely return them to thei r families , the rise in re-entry is not entirely unexpected since 

children cannot re-enter care until they have been discharged from care.  However, the trauma of 

repeated separation and foster care placement is ËÌÛÙÐÔÌÕÛÈÓɯÛÖɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÏÌÈÓÛÏàɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕt.   

 

The decision to discharge a child or continue custody is often difficult for DFCS and the 

judiciary to make  because of case circumstances.  As a result, some children may be reunited too 

soon while others remain in care too long.  The majority of chi ldren (60%) who returned to 

foster care in Period VIII were from families ordered by the courts to receive in-home services 

ÈÚɯÈɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯreturn home  -- a measure intended to ensure their on-going safety.  

The children returned to care because their parents failed to comply or cooperate with the se 

services.  If reunification had not been attempted, the children would have remained in care, 

ÈÕËɯÛÏÜÚȮɯÉÌÌÕɯɁÜÕÈÝÈÐÓÈÉÓÌɂɯÛÖɯÙÌ-enter.  A large portion of children who re -entered (45%) were 

teenagers; the majority of whom also had open delinquency cases and many of whom had 

×ÈÙÌÕÛÚɯÖÙɯÎÜÈÙËÐÈÕÚɯÞÏÖɯÕÖɯÓÖÕÎÌÙɯÞÈÕÛÌËɯÛÖɯɁËÌÈÓɯÞÐÛÏɂɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÉÌÏÈÝÐÖÙÚ.  Concerned about 

this performance, the Counties are looking at discharges and re-entries to determine what 

strategies may be employed to reduce the likelihood of re -entry to foster care.   

  

¶ Performance in Meeting "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯIndividualized Service Needs Appears to be Declining 

(Outcome 30)  

 

The trend of the last three reporting periods indicates the State may be losing some ground in 

ÔÌÌÛÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚȭɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƗƔɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÛɯÓÌÈÚÛɯƜƙɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯ

have all the needs identified in their case plans met.  In Period VIII, 68 percent of the children 

had all their case plan-identifie d needs met compared to 72 percent in Period VII and 75 percent 

in Period VI.   However, this outcome is measured using a sample of children in foster care 

which has a margin of statistical error of ± 7 percent.  The observed change over the three 

periods is within that margin of error.   The apparent decline in state performance appears to be 

primarily attributable to missed well -child health check-ups and regular dental care.   

 

¶ The Proportion of Children Experiencing Stability in Their Living Arrangement s Appears to 

be Declining. (Outcome 17) 

 

Similar to Outcome 30, the trend of the last three reporting periods indicates the stability of 

ÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯÓÐÝÐÕÎɯÈÙÙÈÕÎÌÔÌÕÛÚɯÔÈàɯÉÌɯËÌÊÓÐÕÐÕÎȭɯ However, also like Outcome 30, this outcome 

is measured using a sample of children in foster care which has a margin of statistical error of ± 

7 percent.  The observed change over the three periods is within that margin of error.  Outcome 
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17 requires that 95 percent of the children in foster care experience no more than two moves 

among placements in 12 months.  In the sample of foster care cases reviewed, 87 percent of the 

children experienced two or fewer placement moves in the 12 months preceding December 31, 

2009 or their last date in custody.  While the proportion of the  foster care population that has 

stable placements remains quite large, this proportion has moved from 91 percent in Period VI 

to 89 percent in Period VII and 87 percent in Period VIII .     

 

C. Recommended Priorities for State Attention  

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

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

on the overall trends and issues facing the State, the Accountability Agents commend four  

pri orities ÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕȭ 

 

¶ Continue Moving Toward Family -based Care and Away from Congregate Care  

 
Most child welfare experts agree that family -based settings provide a placement experience 

superior to that of congregate care. The State has been gradually moving away from congregate 

care in favor of family -based care for several years. However teens, especially those with severe 

behavioral or emotional issues still often end up in group homes and residential treatment 

facilities after several famil y foster home placements disrupt .  This problem defies an easy 

solution, but an analysis that appears in Part III of this report suggests that congregate care 

ÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÏÈÝÌɯÈɯËÐÚ×ÙÖ×ÖÙÛÐÖÕÈÛÌɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÙÈÛÌȭɯɯ,ÌÌÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ

Consent Decree standard for Outcome 5 may require the state to continue moving away from 

the use of congregate care whenever possible in favor of family-based placement settings; 

devising strategies for stabilizing troubled children in family foster homes when possible; and 

finding ways to improve the supervision and safety of youth that must be placed in congregate 

care.   

    

¶ Provide Additional Training to Staff Performing CPS Clearances  
 

The Period VIII review of foster home files identified an instance in which an individual with an 

apparent history of two previous reports of child maltreatment was newly -approved as a foster 

parent.  Such an event is very rare (this was the first such example identified since DFCS acted 

ÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯ/ÌÙÐod V recommendations to address this problem) and in this 

case, the two substantiated reports associated with the would-be foster parent appear not to 

have involved child maltreatment on her part.  However, the fact that it occurred provided a 

valuable opportunity to learn how it occurred, and thereby to strengthen the processes in place 

that are supposed to prevent such an occurrence.  The problem in this case was that faulty 

search logic was employed in the CPS clearance that was run for this individual.  Therefore, the 

ÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓɀÚɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌɯ"/2ɯÏÐÚÛÖÙàɯËÐËɯÕÖÛɯÈ××ÌÈÙɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ"/2ɯÊÓÌÈÙÈÕÊÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯÛÏÈÛɯÞÈÚɯÚÌÕÛɯÛÖɯ

the Child Placing Agency to which she had applied.  DFCS is urged to provide additional 
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training in effective search logic to all staff whose responsibilities include running CPS 

clearances for potential foster parents to prevent a future occurrence such as this. 

 

¶ Reduce and Stabilize Caseloads 

 
Caseload size alone does not predict successful or inadequate casework practice.  Few of the 

2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÚÏÖÙtcomings in Period VII I can be directly linked to high caseloads.  It does appear that 

high investigative caseloads impeded timely completion of investigations, but, at the same time, 

did not affect the timely initiation of investigations or timely face -to-face contact with each 

alleged victim.  Conversely, small adoption caseloads did not increase the proportion of 

children who had timely adoptions after termination of parental rights.   Among foster care case 

managers, where a high proportion of the caseloads continued to be at or under the caseload 

caps, case manager continuity was maintained and case managers visited with children and 

caregivers with increasing frequency, and a larger proportion of children achieved permanency.    

 

High caseloads may present barriers to regular skill building of staff and may diminish the staff 

time available for family and youth engagement.  High caseloads also contribute to staff 

turnover and turnover , in turn, contributes to higher caseloads.  This circular problem is costly ɬ 

for the children and families served and for the State budget.  Thus, the Accountability Agents 

urge the State to continue hiring to fill vacancies, provide timely training to enable new staff to 

become appropriately certified as quickly as possible, and provide the supervisory support new 

staff need as they learn the work and become more confident in their skills. 

 

¶ Address the Rate of Re-entry  
 

As previously noted and described more fully in Part IV, there are two patterns among the re-

entering chi ldren and youth that deserve attention by DFCS and its system partners.  Sixty 

percent of the children who re -entered custody initially left custody under protective orders .  

This suggests that concerns for child safety may have existed when the children exited.   If this 

is the case, DFCS and the courts need to jointly examine the cases that were dismissed by the 

court over DFCS objections and/or placed under a protective order when custody was returned 

to the caregivers.  Such an examination should consider what information was known about the 

family, how it was presented to the court, and whether any additional information might have 

led to a different decision .  The second largest category (45%) of children who re-entered 

custody were youth aged 14-17 and a significant proportion  of these youth had open 

delinquency cases.  These cases suggest the need for a coordinated strategy involving the 

courts, juvenile justice, and DFCS to address the root causes of these re-entries. 
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Table II -1 

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2009 

 

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

Period VIII  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I I 3 

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

neglect of foster children shall be commenced, in accordance with 

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

of report.  

97% Same  

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

neglect of foster children shall be completed, in accordance with 

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

of report.   

66% Declined 

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

neglect of foster children during the reporting period shall include 

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

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

any other reason. 

97% Same 

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

the victim of substantiated  maltreatment while in foster care.  
1.17% Declined 

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

corporal punishment within the previous 12 months.  
100% Same  

Permanency Outcomes  
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

  

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

had a diligent search for parents and relatives undertaken and 

documented within 60 days of entering foster care.   

To be 

reported on 

in Period IX  

 

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

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

be placed with all of their siblings.   

79% Similar  

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

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

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

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

98% 
Similar  

 

 

                                                 
3The characterization of differences between Period VIII and Period VII is based on the following criteria for 

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

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

period (numbered 6,7,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,25,26,27,28,29,30, and 31employed a statistical test that measured the 

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

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

improved/declined within margin of error= change +/- 3% or more but still within the margin of error. 
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes  
Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  

Period VIII  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I I  

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

reunification shall have appropriate visitation with their parents to 

progress toward reunification.  

90% Same 

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

during the reporting period who have one or more siblings in 

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

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

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

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

ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯƙƔɯ

miles and the child is placed with a relative.  

56% 

Improved  

within Margin 

of Error   

Permanency Outcomes  
Children Achieve Permanency  

  

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

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

placement episode.   

9.7% Declined 

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

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

following permanency outcomes within 12 months or less after 

entering custody: reunification, permanen t placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.  

53% Improved  

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

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

following permanency outcomes within 12 months or less after 

entry: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, or shall 

have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 24 

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

guardianship.  

59% Improved  

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

ÊÜÚÛÖËàɯÜ×ÖÕɯÌÕÛÙàɯ ÖÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯ ÛÏÌɯɁƖƘɯ

ÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƘɯÔÖÕÛÏɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ

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

fourth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency 

outcomes: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.   

19% Same 
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period   VIII  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I I  

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

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

remaining in the over 24 month backlog pool after the third 

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

period shall have one of the following permanency outcomes: 

reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal 

custody, adoption, or guardianship.   

16% Improved  

Outcome 11:  For all children whose parental rights have been 

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

adoptions or legal guardianships finalized within 12 months of final 

termination or r elease of parental rights 

50% Declined 

Outcome 12:   For children whose parental rights have been 

terminated or released and the child has an identified adoptive or 

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

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

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

94% 

One Time 

Measure 

Taken in 

Period I 

N/A  

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

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

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

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

exchanges, and have an individualized adoption recruitment plan or 

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

30% 

One Time 

Measure 

Taken in 

Period I4 

N/A  

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

reporting period shall disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to 

the reporting period.  

0% Same 

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

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

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

termination of parental rights filed as to both parents or legal 

caregivers as applicable OR (2) documented compelling reasons in 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÙÌÊÖÙËɯÞÏàɯÛÌÙÔÐÕÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛÈÓɯÙÐÎÏÛÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÕÖÛɯ

be filed. 

96% Similar  

 

 

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

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

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2009 

 

Permanency Outcomes 
Children Achieve Permanency  

Period VIII  

Performance 
Comparison to 

Period V I I  

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

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

review completed by the Juvenile Court within six m onths of their 

×ÙÐÖÙɯÊÈÚÌɯ×ÓÈÕɯÙÌÝÐÌÞȮɯÖÙɯ#%"2ɯÚÏÈÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÚÜÉÔÐÛÛÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÐß-

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

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

six-month period following the last  review.   

77% 

Declined 

within the 

Margin of Error  

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

more months shall have either had a permanency hearing held by 

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

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

have submitted the documents required by the Juvenile Court for 

and requested a permanency hearing within 45 days of the 

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

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

87% 

Declined 

within the 

Margin of Error  

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children Experience Stable Placements and Worker 

Continuity  

  

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

fewer moves during the prior 12 months in custody.  
87% Similar  

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

during the reporting period shall have had 2 or fewer DFCS 

placement case managers during the prior 12 months in custody.  

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

adoption worker or Specialized Case Manager; case managers who 

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

ÔÈÕÈÎÌÙÚɯÞÏÖɯÏÈÝÌɯÊÖÝÌÙÌËɯÈɯÊÈÚÌɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÈÚÌɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÙɀÚɯ

sick or maternity leave.  

92% 

 

Similar  

 

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

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

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

their case manager during the prior 12 months in custody.  

64% 

 

Improved  

 

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

time during the reporting period shall have had visits between 

their DFCS placement case manager and their foster parent, 

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

month during the prior 12 months in custody.  

82% 

Improved 

within Margin 

of Error  
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Table II -1, continued  

Kenny A. Outcomes: Progress as of December 31, 2009 

 

Well -Being Outcomes  
Children and Youth Rece ive Services They Need  

Period VIII  

Performance 

Comparison to 

Period V I I  

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

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

over baseline by 20 percentage points.   

50% Improv ed 

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

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

ÕÌÌËÚȮɯÈÊÊÖÙËÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ

most recent case plan.   

68% 

Declined 

within Margin 

of Error 

Strengthened Infrastructure Outcomes  
Effective Oversight of Placement Settings  

 
 

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

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

full approval and/or licensu re status.   

98% Similar  

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

time during the reporting period shall have all applicable language 

in court orders necessary to assess qualification for federal funding 

under Title IV -E of the Social Security Act.  

69% Similar  

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

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

within the prior 13 months.  

5% Similar  

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

be placed in foster care homes that exceed the capacity limits 

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

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

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

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

ÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÍÈÔÐÓàɀÚɯÉÐÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÈÕËɤÖÙɯÈËÖ×ÛÌËɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕȭ 

4% Similar  
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Part III    SAFETY 
Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment   

 

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

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

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

the custody of the State (DHS/DFCS).  This part  ÙÌ×ÖÙÛÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÈÙÌÈÚɯ

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

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

employed to address reports and concerns of maltreatment in care.   

 

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

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

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

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

below provides the measured performance summary for each outcome in Period VIII .   The 

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

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

about issues surrounding the work that p ÙÖÝÐËÌɯ Èɯ ÊÖÕÛÌßÛɯ ÍÖÙɯ ÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance.  3ÏÐÚɯ×ÈÙÛɯÈÓÚÖɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÛÙÌÕËÚɯÖÝÌÙɯ

the eight reporting periods to date.  

 

Table III -1 

Children in Foster Care are Safe from Maltreatment:  Progress as  of December 31, 2009 

Consent Decree Outcome 
Period VIII  

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

substantiated maltreatment while in foster care.  
1.17% 

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

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

Manual, within 24 hours of receipt of report.  

97% 

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

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

Manual, within 30 days of receipt of report.   

66% 

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

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

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

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

97% 

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

punishment within the previous 12 months.  
100% 

                                                 
5 See p. 4, Principle 4, of  the Consent Decree 
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1. Maltreatment in Care: Occurrence and Investigation of Reports  

 

Outcome 5 ɬ Maltreatment in Foster Care  

 

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

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

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

which they were removed.  It is unacceptable that any such child should again experience 

maltreatment in the ir  foster care setting.  

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

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

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolved  int erpretation and measurement 

issues.  Appendix D is a special Period VI Supplemental Report that contains corrected Period 

VI data on maltreatment in care and useful comparisons to Periods V and VII. 6 The Consent 

Decree standard for maltreatment in care (Outcome 5) since the end of 2007 (Period IV) has 

been 0.57 percent. This percentage (0.57%) represented the federal standard for maltreatment in 

care that was in effect at the time the Consent Decree was finalized.  (The federal standard has 

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

of maltreatment in care as it existed in 2005: ɁOf all children in foster care in the State during the 

period under review, 0.57 percent or fewer were the subject of substantiated or indicated maltreatment by 

a foster parent or facility staff member." 7  The data used to measure the outcome performance are 

derived from a  review of all 91 investigations of alleged maltreatment concerning class member 

children in foster care completed during Period VIII  (July-December 2009).   

 

b. State Performance 

 

¶ The State Fell Short of  the Outcome 5 Threshold  

 

For Outcome 5, approximately one percent (1.17%) of all children in foster care between July 1 

and December 31, 2009 had been victims of substantiated maltreatment during that time period.  

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

Period VIII rate is higher than the Period VII rate of 1.06 percent, and represents the highest 

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

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

discussed more fully in Appendix D. The Accountability Agents conducted additional case-finding activities for 

Period VI and any comparisons made to Period VI in this report are based on the corrected data that appear in 

Appendix D. 
7 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on 

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

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



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VIII Monitoring Report 

Page 20    

maltreatment in  care rate measured thus far. Figure III -ƕɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯ

eight reporting periods.  

 

Figure III -1 

Eight Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 5 : 

Maltreatment in Care  

 

 

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

 

 

In Period VIII , the case record review found 25 instances of substantiated maltreatment fitting 

the federal definition among the 2,142 children in custody at any point during the reporting 

period.  This is about the same as the 25 substantiated maltreatment cases in Period VII. The 

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

alone (16 children); physical abuse alone (4 children); emotional abuse alone (2 children); 

inadequate supervision along with inadequate health and medical care (1 child) ; inadequate 

food, clothing and shelter (1 child); and inadequate health and medical care (1 child). During 

the reporting period, 3 other class-member children were the victims of substantiated 

maltreatment that did not fit the federal definition of maltreatment in care. Two child ren were 

maltreated by a daycare provider; and one child by his/her  biological parent during an 

unsupervised visit .  In one additional case, the maltreatment perpetrator could not be 

identified.  

 

In Period VIII as in previous reporting cycles, the overall maltreatment in care rate proved to be 

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

congregate care setting.  The reasons for this are clear: congregate care settings present 

significant supervision challenges given that multiple teens are usually placed in them and 
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supervision is typically provided by non -resident shift -work staff rather than residen t parental 

authority figures; and maltreatment reports emanating from them have the potential of 

involving multiple victims.   

 

However, in Period VIII, the relationship between the maltreatment in care rate and the number 

of substantiated victims whose pl acement was a congregate care setting differed from earlier 

reporting periods in one important respect. Virtually all previous instances of maltreatment in 

care substantiated in congregate care settings were in group homes, residential care facilities, or 

other institutions supervised by private providers, but in Period VIII seven of the 11 

substantiated victims placed in congregate care facilities were placed in a Ɂtemporary 

transitional ÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÊÌÕÛÌÙɂɯÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÌËɯÉàɯ#%"2ȭ  According to DFCS policy and the Kenny 

A. Consent Decree, no child is to spend more than 23 hours in such a temporary facility.8  

  

The incidents involving these seven substantiated victims occurred over a single weekend.  

They were the subject of two separate reports made on the same day.  The youth involved had 

two related things in common: each presented somewhat challenging circumstances to timely 

placement, and the placement for each exceeded the 23 hour standard.  Youths 1 and 2 are 

teenage sisters with a history of mental health issues; they were in the temporary transitional 

assessment center for 26 and 36 hours, respectively.  Youths 3, 4, and 5 are also teenage siblings, 

one of whom has a history with the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ); two were in the 

temporary transiti onal assessment center for five days, the third (with the DJJ history) for six 

days.  Youths 6 and 7 were unrelated teenagers with histories of mental health issues; youth 6 

was in the temporary transitional assessment center (with her baby) for 12 days, youth 7 for 

four days.   

 

The maltreatment in care reports involving these seven youths were substantiated for 

inadequate supervision.  According to youths 6 and 7, during their longer -than-usual stays at 

the temporary transitional assessment center, they deduced that the staff made their final bed 

check of the night at about 3:00 a.m. In the first incident, youths 6 and 7 snuck into the room 

shared by youths 1 and 2 sometime after 3:00 a.m., awakened them and proposed they engage 

in sexual activity.  Youths  1 and 2 rebuffed the proposal.  In the second incident, youths 6 and 7 

snuck into the room shared by youths 4 and 5 sometime after 3:00 a.m. and made a similar 

proposal which resulted in sexual activity taking place.  

 

A review of County records for the te mporary transitional assessment center show that the 

month of October 2009 (the month in which these two incidents occurred) was exceptional with 

respect to the number of children having stays in excess of 23 hours.  County data also show 

that this problem  has largely abated in the months since October 2009.  During Period VIII, 

there were a total of 94 instances of the 23 hour rule being exceeded at the temporary 

transitional assessment center by as little as 30 minutes or as much as 12 days; 42 of these 94 

instances occurred in the month of October 2009.  In the month of November 2009 there were 

                                                 

8 See Section 5.C.4.c. of the Consent Decree.  
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nine such instances.  In the six months between November 2009 and May 2010 there were a 

total  of 15 instances of the 23 hour rule being exceeded: with a maximum of four such instances 

in any single month.  

 

In response to the Period VIII incidents, the State has taken steps to minimize the number of 

children that exceed a stay of 23 hours at the temporary transitional assessment center.  These 

steps include: 

¶ ContracÛÐÕÎɯÞÐÛÏɯÚÌÓÌÊÛÌËɯ×ÙÐÝÈÛÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙÚɯÍÖÙɯÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯɁÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÉÌËÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯ

that require higher level treatment or specialized placement services; 

¶ Developing a detailed protocol with tightly prescribed timeframes covering the various 

steps of the assessment process; and 

¶ Establishing a communications and problem -solving process with triggers for escalating 

decisions to higher levels when needed, designed to limit stays to 23 hours or less.  

  

These incidents underscore the reasons congregate care facilities can have such a large impact 

on the overall maltreatment in care rate: supervision of the groups of teens typically placed in 

these facilities can be a challenge in itself; and incidents that occur in such facilities have the 

potential of involving multiple substantiated victims.  Given the Consent Decree standard for 

Outcome 5 of 0.57 percent and the number of children in the legal custody of DeKalb and 

Fulton Counties during Period VIII (2142), substantiated maltreatment during the Period would 

have had to be reduced to 12 or fewer victims for the standard to be met. This was rendered 

extremely unlikely when a single congregate care facility accounted for seven substantiated 

victims by itself.    

   

Tables III-2 and III -3 examine more closely the relationship between State performance on 

Outcome 5 and maltreatment incidents in congregate care facilities.  Table III-2 and III -3 

display, respectively, the number and proportion of substantiated victims of maltreatment in 

care, and the number and proport ion of maltreatment in care investigations, by placement type 

for the four most recent reporting periods.  

 

While these tables display no apparent association between the period-specific maltreatment in 

care rate (Outcome 5) and the number of maltreatment in care investigations (Table III -3) or the 

number of substantiated victims of maltreatment in care placed in family -based settings (Table 

III -2), a fairly striking association is apparent between the period-specific maltreatment in care 

rate and the number and proportion of substantiated victims placed in congregate care settings 

(see Table III-2 dark gray shading).  Furthermore, neither the number nor the proportion of 

substantiated victims of maltreatment that resided in congregate care settings appear to be 

explained by the proportion of children in care placed in these settings; according to the 

random sample of children in foster care drawn each period, the proportion placed in 

congregate care settings (15 percent in Period V, 19 percent in Period VI, 19 percent in Period 

VII, and 21 percent in Period VIII) bears little relationship to the number or to the proportion of 

substantiated maltreatment in care victims that resided in congregate care settings during those 

periods.  
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The Accountability Agents w ill continue to monitor the effectiveness of the steps the State has 

taken to minimize the number of children that experience stays of greater than 23 hours in the 

temporary transitional assessment center.  Given the disproportionate impact of congregate care 

ÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÙÈÛÌȮɯmeeting the Consent Decree standard for 

Outcome 5 may require the State to continue moving away from the use of congregate care 

whenever possible in favor of family -based placement settings. 

    

Tabl e III -2 

Outcome 5: Substantiated Victims of Maltreatment in Care,  

By Placement Type, Periods V, VI, VII, and VIII  

 
Table III -3 

Maltreatment in Care Investigations,  

by Placement Type, Periods V, VI, VII, and VIII  
 

Source: Case file review of all investigations completed January 1, 2008 ɬ December 31, 2009.  
a Includes: relative placements, DFCS-supervised foster homes, provider -supervised foster homes, and trial 

discharges to birth parents. 
 b Includes: group homes, residential care facilities, specialty hospitals, Metro YDC, and the Fulton Family Resource 

Center. 

Placement Type 

Period V Period VI  Period VII  Period VIII  

Outcome 5: 0.90% Outcome 5: 0.55% Outcome 5: 1.06% Outcome 5: 1.17% 

Number  
% of 

Total 
Number  

% of 

Total  
Number  

% of 

Total 
Number  

% of 

Total 

Family Based Care a 19 79% 11 85% 15 60% 14 56% 

Congregate Care b 5 21% 2 15% 10 40% 11 44% 

Total 24 100% 13 100% 25 100% 25 100% 

Placement Type 

Period V Period VI  Period VII  Period VIII  

Outcome 5: 0.90% Outcome 5: 0.55% Outcome 5: 1.06% Outcome 5: 1.17% 

Number  
% of 

Total 
Number  

% of 

Total  
Number  

% of 

Total 
Number  

% of 

Total 

Family Based Care a 66 80% 68 76% 79 71% 63 69% 

Congregate Care b 16 20% 21 24% 32 29% 28 31% 

Total 82 100% 89 100% 111 100% 91 100% 
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Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 ɬ Maltreat ment Investigation Process Measures  

 

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

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

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

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

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

hours.  !ÌÊÈÜÚÌɯ#%"2ɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯËÌÍÐÕÌÚɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÖÔÔÌÕÊÌÔÌÕÛɂɯÖÍɯÈÕɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ×ÖÐÕÛɯÈÛɯ

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

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

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

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

it takes to complete such investigations.   

 

Data for these outcomes are based on the universe of 91 maltreatment investigations completed 

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

This represented a 19 percent decrease from the 111 such reports completed during Period VII.  

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

adjudicated custody of DeKalb or Fulton counties, regardless of where in the State of Georgia 

ÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÊÈÙÌɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚ located.  DFCS policy stipulates that alleged maltreatment is 

ÛÖɯÉÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÙÌÚÐËÌÕÊÌȭɯ3ÏÜÚȮɯÞÏÌÕɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯÛÖɯ

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

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

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

counties.ɂ 

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement  

 

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

Appendix B provides a summary of previously resolved interpretation and measurement 

issues.   

 

b. State Performance 

 

¶ The State Surpassed the Outcome 1 Threshold  

 

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

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

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

investigations be commenced within 24 hours.  This represents the third  consecutive reporting 

period for which the Outcome 1 threshold was surpassed and the third consecutive period with 
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a rate of 97 percent.  Figure III -2 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕɯÖÝÌÙɯeight 

reporting periods.  

 

Figure III -2 

Eight  Reporti ng Periods of State Performance on Outcome 1:  

Maltreatment in Care Investigations Commenced  

Within 24 Hours of Receipt of Report   

 

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

 

As displayed in Table III -4, DeKalb and Fulton counties commenced 100 percent of the 

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

perimeter counties was 88 percent. This represents an improvement for DeKalb/Fulton 

comparable to their Period VII rate of 97 percent, but a decline for the perimeter counties 

compared to their Period VII 24 -hour investigation commencement rate of 98 percent.  

 

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

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

happen were investigated by perimeter count ies.  In one of these three cases, the alleged victim 

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

ÔÈËÌȭɯɯ ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÐÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÊÖÜÕÛÚɯÈÚɯÈɯɁÔÐÚÚɂɯÛÖÞÈÙËɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƕȮɯÐÕɯÛÌÙÔÚɯÖÍɯÌÕÚÜÙÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËɯ

safety it is important to recognize that in 88 of the 90 investigations (98%) the alleged victim(s) 

were seen by or removed from potential risk by child welfare professionals within 24 hours.  9 

This represents about the same level of performance as in Period VII in which 99 percent of 

alleged victim(s) were seen by or removed from potential risk b y child welfare professionals 

within 24 hours.   

                                                 
9 One alleged victim was deceased at the time the report was made; therefore the Outcome 1 and 3 analysis is based 

on 90 investigations. 
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Table III -4 

Outcome 1 ɬ Commencement of Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=90* 

Investigating 

County  

Not Commenced  

Within 24 Hours  

Commenced 

Within 24 Hours  
Total  

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

Number of 

Investigations 

Percent  

of Total 

DeKalb/Fulton  0 0% 66 100% 66 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 
3 12% 21 88% 24 100% 

Total  3 3% 87 97% 90 100% 

  Source:  File Review of All Completed Investigations, July ɬ December 2009. 

*One alleged victim was deceased at the time the report was made. 

 

 

¶ The State Fell Short  of the Outcome 2  Threshold  

 

For Outcome 2, 66 percent of maltreatment in care investigations ( 60 of 91) were completed 

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

reporting period.  This was a substantial decrease from the Period VII rate of 90 percent, and 

represents the poorest performance on Outcome 2 measured thus far.  However, in Period VIII 

an unusually large proportion of investigations (29%, representing 26 investigations) were 

completed within 31 -36 days; and the remaining 5 investigations (5%) within 37 ɬ 41 days.   

 

Outcome 2 requires that 95 percent of maltreatment in care investigations be completed, in 

accordance with DFCS policy, within 30 days. For Period VIII, 95 percent of such investigations 

were completed within 36 days. This compares to the 33 days it took to complete 95 percent of 

such investigations during Period VII. Figure III -3 displÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯ

2 over eight reporting periods.  
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Figure III -3 

Eight Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 2:  

Maltreatment in Care Investigations Completed  Within 30 Days of Receipt of Report  
 

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

 

 

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

declined substantially compared to Period VII (from 93% to 73%) while that of the perimeter 

counties declined by an even greater margin (85% to 46%), remaining substantially below that 

of DeKalb and Fulton.  The Period VIII  performance of DeKalb, Fulton, and the perimeter 

counties is displayed in Table III -5. 

 

Table III -5 

Outcome 2 ɬ Timely Investigations  

N=91 

 

Investigating 

County  

Completed in > 30 Days Completed in Ȁɯ30 Days Total  

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

DeKalb/Fulton  
18 27% 49 73% 67 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 13 54% 11 46% 24 100% 

Total 
31 34% 60 66% 91 100% 

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

 

For Outcome 3, 97 percent (111 of 115) alleged victims of maltreatment in care during Period 

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

review data from all investigations completed during the reporting period. 10  While this falls 

slightly below the Outcome 3 performance standard of 99 percent, it represents the third 

consecutive reporting period with a rate of 97 percent . Figure III -4 ÐÓÓÜÚÛÙÈÛÌÚɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀs 

performance on Outcome 3 for eight reporting periods.  

 

 

Figure III -4 

Eight Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 3:  

Maltreatment in Care Investigations with Timely Face -to-Face Private Contact with All 

A lleged Victims  

 

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

 

In addition, the 115 alleged victims of maltreatment in care represented a 26 percent decrease 

from the 145 alleged victims reported for Period VII.  The performance of the perimeter counties 

declined substantially,  from 97 percent in Period VII to 85 percent in Period VIII, while the 

performance of DeKalb and Fulton counties improved from 98 percent for Period VII to 100 

percent for Period VIII.  Period VIII data for Outcome 3 is displayed in Table III -6.  

                                                 
10 There were a total of 116 alleged victims of maltreatment in care during Period VIII, but one medically-fragile 

child died of medical complications prior to the investigation.  In such circumstances, it is DFCS practice to conduct 

an investigation to determine whether maltreatment contributed to the childôs death.  This investigation found no 

evidence of maltreatment. 
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Table III -6 

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

N=115* 

In vestigating 

County  

No Contact Within 

24 Hours 

Removed Prior To or 

Within 24 Hours  of 

Report  

CPS Contact Within 

24 Hours 
Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

of Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

of Total  

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent  

Of Total   

Alleged 

Victims  

Percent of 

Total  

DeKalb/Fulton  
0 0% 0 0% 88 100% 88 100% 

Perimeter 

Counties 3 11% 1 4% 23 85% 27 100% 

Total 
3 3% 1 1% 111 97% 115 100% 

Source:  File Review of All Completed Maltreatment in Care Investigations, July ɬ December 2009. 

*One alleged victim was deceased at the time the report was made. 

 

In measuring Outcome 3 performance, only alleged victims having face -to-face, private contact 

ÞÐÛÏɯÈɯÛÙÈÐÕÌËɯ"/2ɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÖÙɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯƖƘɯÏÖÜÙÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɀÚɯÙÌÊÌÐ×Û are considered to have 

met the standard. The four alleged victims who were not seen within this time frame were in 

cases investigated by perimeter counties.  In one of these cases, the failure to meet the Outcome 

3 standard was caused by the CPS supervisor erroneously assigning a five-day response time 

(whi ch was met) to the case.  In another, one of two alleged victims was interviewed within 24 

hours, but a second alleged victim was not interviewed for 48 hours.  In the third case, there 

was a delay of two days in the county that received the intake call (D eKalb) forwarding the case 

for investigation to the perimeter county in which the allegation occurred (Gordon).  In the 

fourth case, there was a similar delay in the county receiving the intake call (Rockdale) 

forwarding the case for investigation to the c ounty in which the allegation occurred (Newton).  

In this case, the day the report was received the alleged victim was removed from the 

placement setting in which the maltreatment was alleged to have occurred by the Fulton 

County placement case manager. However, to meet the Outcome 3 standard, the contact 

required within 24 hours must be made by a trained CPS investigator.  

 

c. Operational Context  

 

3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(((ɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÐÕɯÒÌÌ×ÐÕÎɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÚÈÍÌɯÞÈÚɯÔÐßÌËȭɯɯ6ÏÐÓÌɯ

the maltreatment in  care rate was high and the proportion of investigations timely completed 

ÍÌÓÓɯ ÚÜÉÚÛÈÕÛÐÈÓÓàȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ 2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯ ÖÕɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÔÌÈÚÜÙÌÚɯ ÙÌÓÈÛÌËɯ ÛÖɯ ÛÐÔÌÓàɯ ÐÕÐÛÐÈÛÐÖÕɯ ÖÍɯ

investigations (Outcome 1) and timely face-to-face contact with all alleged victims (Outco me 3) 

ÙÌÔÈÐÕÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯɁÏÐÎÏɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÔÈÙÒÚɂɯÌÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏÌËɯÐÕɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(ɯÍÖÙɯÈɯÛÏÐÙËɯÊÖÕÚÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ

period.  
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The factors associated with the high maltreatment in care rate for Period VIII were covered in 

the Outcome 5 discussion, above.  With respect to the large decline in timely investigation 

completion (Outcome 2), three factors merit further discussion.  

 

First, while the decline in measured performance (from 90% in Period VII to 66% in Period VIII) 

appears precipitous, as noted above, an unusually large proportion of Period VIII investigations 

were completed within 31 -36 days.   In Period VII, seven investigations were completed within 

31-36 days (representing 6% of the total); in Period VIII such investigations totaled 26 

(representing 29% of the total).  Thus, 96 percent of Period VII investigations were completed 

within 36 days, while 95 percent of Period VIII investigations were completed within that time 

frame.  This analysis reveals that the change in investigation completion timeframes between 

Periods VII and VIII was not as dramatic as it might first appear.  

 

Second, as discussed further in Part VI of this report, the caseloads of CPS investigators in 

DeKalb and Fulton Counties increased during Period VIII as a result of turnover among the CPS 

inv estigative staff and the lag in filling vacant positions.  According to county officials, in the 

interest of child safety, the timely initiation of investigations (Outcome 1) and timely 

investigator contact with all alleged victims (Outcome 3), took priori ty over timely investigation 

completion given these staffing challenges. 

 

Finally, although the measured Outcome 2 performance of DeKalb, Fulton, and the perimeter 

counties all declined compared to Period VII, the performance of the perimeter counties 

remaÐÕÌËɯ ÞÌÓÓɯ ÉÌÓÖÞɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÖÍɯ #Ì*ÈÓÉɯ ÈÕËɯ %ÜÓÛÖÕȭɯ ɯ 3ÏÌɯ ×ÌÙÐÔÌÛÌÙɯ ÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɀɯ /ÌÙÐÖËɯ 5(((ɯ

performance ended trends of progressively improved performance, and of consistent narrowing 

of the performance gap between DeKalb/Fulton and the perimeter counties on Outcome 2 that 

dated back to Period II.  

 

Outcome 6 ɬ Corporal Punishment  

 

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

ÞÏÐÊÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯËÌÍÐÕÌÚɯÈÚɯɁȱÈÕàɯ×ÏàÚÐÊÈÓɯ×ÜÕÐÚÏÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÏÐÓËɯÛÏÈÛ ÐÕÍÓÐÊÛÚɯ×ÈÐÕȭɂ11 

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

an incident of corporal punishment within the previous 12 months. 

 

a.     Interpretation and Measurement  

 

The Consent DÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÏÙÈÚÌɯɁȱÈÓÓɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌÚȱȭɂ12 is operationalized as all foster 

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

 

 

                                                 
11 See p. 2 of the Consent Decree 
12 Ibid, p. 32 
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b. State Performance 

 

¶ The State Surpassed  the Outcome 6 Threshold  

 

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

corporal punishment in the previous 12  months.  As noted in Table III -1, 100 percent of the 

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

12 months, surpassing the Consent Decree standard.  These data come from the sample of 161 

foster homes that had a class member in care at any point during the reporting period This is 

the same as Period VI I, during which 100 percent of the foster homes sampled had not had an 

incident of corporal  punishment and indicates that DFCS continues to do extremely well  at 

protecting children  placed in foster homes from corporal punishment.  Figure III -5 illustrates 

ÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƚɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯseven reporting periods to which the Consent 

Decree standards applied. 

 

Figure III -4 

Seven Periods of State Performance on Outcome 6: 

Incidents of Corporal Punishment in Foster Homes   

 

 
   Source: Foster Home Record Reviews, July 1, 2006 ɬ December 30, 2009. 
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B. Other Practice/Process Requirements Regarding Maltreatment in Care 

Investigations and Corporal Punishment  

 
1. Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

 

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

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

ÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛÚȭ 

 

a. Investigations of Reports of Maltreatment in Care   

 

Section 12.A. of the Consent Decree requires all reports of suspected maltreatment of children in 

foster care to be investigated by Child Protective Services staff (rather than permanency staff) in 

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

Fulton and DeKalb County staff, with staff of the Office of Provider Util ization and Outcomes 

Management (OPUOM) and the Office of Residential Child Care (ORCC), and the review of 177 

randomly  selected foster care records and all 91 reports of maltreatment in care completed 

during the reporting period indicate that it is the po licy and the practice that all reports of 

maltreatment in foster care are investigated by CPS staff. The review of foster care records of 

177 sampled children  and 161 foster home records identified no instance in which  an allegation 

of maltreatment appears to have been inappropriately screened out by a permanency worker.   

Future file reviews will continue to scrutinize placement and foster home records for 

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

foster care are dealt with appropriately.  

 

b. Investigations Conducted in Accordance with State Standards   

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

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

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

ÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯȹÞÏÐÊÏɯÈÙÌɯÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÌËɯɁ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ(ÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɂȺɯÐÚɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯ

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

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

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

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

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

being investigated. 

 

                                                 
13 See pp.28-30 of the Consent Decree 
14 See p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
15 Social Services Manual, Chapter 2100, Section VI, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005. 
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The file review of maltreatment in care investigations explored the extent to which the 

investigations completed during Period VIII  were conducted in accordance with the 

investigative standards contained in Section 2106.  (The extent to which such investigations 

comport with  the required timeframes is addressed in the discussion of Outcomes 1 and 2, 

above.) The results are presented in Table III-7 for the 11 investigative standards common to 

most placement types.  The percentages reported in Table III-7 represent the number of 

instances for which the investigative file do cumentation was adequate to provide a conclusive, 

affirmative response.   

Table III -7 

Proportion of Investigations Meeting Policy Requirements  

(N shown is for Period VIII cases and varies based on  

placement setting and other case characteristics)  

 

Investigation Policy Requirement  

Percent of Applicable Files with 

Documentation of Compliance  

 Period VII   Period VIII  

Investigator saw/interviewed every alleged maltreated 

child separately (N=90) 
100% 100% 

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

was adequately evaluated and assessed (N=55) 
96% 98% 

Investigator saw/interviewed each of the other 

children (non -alleged victims) separately  (N=62) 
85% 97% 

Investigator reviewed the DFCS history of the foster 

parent/caregiver  (N=53) 
88% 96% 

At least two relevant collateral sources contacted 

during the investigation (N=91)  
86% 95% 

All  approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed 

separately (N=91) 
92% 92% 

Investigator reviewed previous CPS reports for foster 

parents/caregivers (N=53) 
84% 92% 

Alle ged maltreater was interviewed separately (N=88) 95% 91% 

DFCS case managers required to visit in this foster 

care setting were contacted (N=87) 
78% 89% 

All other adults frequently in the home interviewed 

separately (N=17) 
96% 82% 

File contains physical evidence to support case 

documentation (N=45) 
83% 73% 

Source:  Case file review of all maltreatment in care investigations completed January 1, 2009ɬ December 31, 2009. 
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As reflected in Table III -7, documented compliance with each of the most common investigative 

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

(file contains physical evidence to support case documentation).  Compared to Period VII, Period VIII 

showed evidence of improved compliance for six re quirements, two remained about the same 

(± one percentage point), while for three requirements, compliance appears to have declined.  

The case record review found evidence of substantial improvement (8, 8, 9, 11 and 12 

percentage points, respectively) for five of these 11 policy requirements: investigator reviewed the 

DFCS history of the foster parents/caregivers; investigator reviewed previous CPS reports for foster 

parents/caregivers; at least two relevant collateral sources contacted during the investigation; DFCS case 

managers required to visit in this foster care setting were contacted; investigator saw/interviewed each of 

the other children (non-alleged victims) separately.  For one of the investigative policy requirements 

evidence of modest improvement (two percentage points) was apparent:  continued safety of the 

children placed in the home was adequately evaluated and assessed.   

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

child separately; all approved foster parents/caregivers interviewed separately) evidence of compliance 

remained essentially unchanged from Period VII.  

However, for three of the investigative policy requirements, compliance appears to have 

declined by four, ten, and fourteen percentage points, respectively, from Period VII ( alleged 

maltreater was interviewed separately; file contains physical evidence to support case documentation; and 

all other adults frequently in the home interviewed separately).  These are considered separately 

below.  The Accountability Agents believe that the first two of these apparent changes may be 

ÈÙÛÐÍÈÊÛÚɯ ÖÍɯ 2'(-$2ɀɯ ÓÐÔÐÛÈÛÐÖÕÚɯ ÈÕËɯ ÖÕÎÖÐÕÎɯ ÛÙÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ ÊÏÈÓÓÌÕÎÌÚɯ ÈÚÚÖÊÐÈÛÌËɯ ÞÐÛÏɯ ÐÛÚɯ

implementation.   

The four percentage point decline in the policy requireme ÕÛɯÊÈ×ÛÜÙÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÐÛÌÔɯɁalleged 

ÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÌÙɯÞÈÚɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÌËɯÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌÓàɂ reflects a total of eight Period VIII cases for which this 

could not be conclusively affirmed.  In all eight cases, it was clear that all alleged maltreaters 

were interviewed, but in t wo cases, the documentation reflects that the foster parents insisted 

ÖÕɯ ÉÌÐÕÎɯ ÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÌËɯ ÛÖÎÌÛÏÌÙȭɯ ɯ (Õɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÚÐßɯ ÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ ÊÈÚÌÚȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÖÙÚɀɯ ɁÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɯ

ÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌÚɂɯÍÈÐÓÌËɯÛÖɯÚÈàɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍÐÊÈÓÓàɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÊÖÕËÜÊÛÌËɯ×ÙÐÝÈÛÌÓàȭ 

A  limitation  of  SHINES with respect to documenting CPS investigations is that a fairly limited 

ÈÔÖÜÕÛɯÖÍɯÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÝÌɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚɯÊÈÕɯÉÌɯɁÏÈÙË-ÊÖËÌËɂɯÐÕÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯ

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

×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈÙɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛàɯÛÖÖÒɯ×ÓÈÊÌȭȺɯɯ%ÖÙɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȮɯÞÏÐÓÌɯ2'(-$2ɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕÚɯɁÏÈÙË-ÊÖËÐÕÎɂɯÛÖɯÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌɯ

ÌÈÊÏɯÛà×ÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÈÚÌÞÖÙÒɯÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɂɯÔÈËÌɯÉàɯÈÕɯÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÖÙɯȹÌȭÎȭȮɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÈÓÓÌÎÌËɯ

victims, perpetrators, witnesses, collateral contacts, etc.) SHINES previously had no mechanism 

(such as clicking a Ɂradio button ɂ) investigator s could use to indicate that interviews required 

by policy to be private were conducted privately.  Ɂ"ÏÌÊÒɯÉÖßÌÚɂ allowing investigators to hard 

code the fact that interviews were conducted privately were added to SHINES in October 2009, 

however prior to the second half of Period VIII, t he only way an investigator c ould  indicate in 

SHINES that interviews were conducted privately was by entering free-form text to that effect 



 

KENNY A. CONSENT DECREE 

Draft Period VIII Monitoring Report 

Page 35    

ÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÊÖÕÛÈÊÛɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɂɯÍÐÌÓËȭɯɯ3ÏÐÚɯÞÈÚɯÕÖÛɯËÖÕÌɯÍÖÙɯÚÐßɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÌÐÎÏÛɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(((ɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚɂɯÖÕɯ

this policy requirement.   It is expected that the addition of check boxes to hard code the private 

nature of interviews will, as use of this option become s widely used, improve the compliance 

rate on policy requirements such as those mandating private interviews . 

3ÏÌɯÛÌÕɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛÈÎÌɯ×ÖÐÕÛɯËÌÊÓÐÕÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛɯÊÈ×ÛÜÙÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÐÛÌÔɯɁfile contains 

×ÏàÚÐÊÈÓɯÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÛÖɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯÊÈÚÌɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɂ reflects a total of 12 Period VIII cases for which 

such documentation would be expected, but could not be found.  In eight of these 12 cases, the 

record indicates that such evidence was collected or requested, but no such evidence could be 

located by review staff in SHINES or in the companion physical record kept by the counties. 

SHINES was designed to permit staff to capture images of physical evidence as part of the 

electronic case record.  One case reviewed for Period VIII had a note in the contact narrative 

field that specifically stated that pictures had been uploaded to SHINES, but no such pictures 

could be located in SHINES.  The SHINES project team is currently investigating this case and 

other anecdotal reports of missing documentation that caseworker s believed they had uploaded 

to determine the cause of the problem and to address it.  

3ÏÌɯƕƘɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛÈÎÌɯ×ÖÐÕÛɯËÌÊÓÐÕÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛɯÊÈ×ÛÜÙÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÐÛÌÔɯɁall other adults 

ÍÙÌØÜÌÕÛÓàɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÏÖÔÌɯÐÕÛÌÙÝÐÌÞÌËɯÚÌ×ÈÙÈÛÌÓàɂɯis partially a function o f the small numbers involved.  

The Period VIII data reflect a total of three cases in which other adults in the home did not 

appear to have been interviewed separately; in Period VII by comparison, there was one such 

case.  However, the denominator for this  rate declined from 23 foster homes in Period VII to 17 

ÐÕɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(((ȮɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÔÈÎÕÐÍÐÌËɯÛÏÌɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÛÞÖɯÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯɁÔÐÚÚÌÚȭɂ 

 

c. Referrals of Reports of Maltreatment in Care to the DFCS Policy Unit, Office of 

Residential Child Care (ORCC), and the Of fice of Provider Utilization and 

Outcomes Management (OPUOM)   

 

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

ÈÕɯɁ ËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÝÌɯ/ÈÊÒÌÛɂɯËÌÛÈÐÓÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÊÐËÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯÍÐÕËÐÕÎÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÖÊÐÈÓɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙɯ

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

investigative summary is also to be sent to ORCC and OPUOM .  

 

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

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

settings to be referred to and reviewed by the Office of Residential Child Care (ORCC) and the 

Office of Provider Utilization and Outcomes Measurement (OPUOM) .16  The purpose of the 

ÙÌÝÐÌÞɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍÐÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯÐÚɯɁȱÛÖɯËÌÛÌÙÔÐÕÌɯÞÏÌÛÏÌÙɯÈɯ×ÈÛÛÌÙÕɯÖÍɯÈÉÜÚÌɯÖÙɯÕÌÎÓÌÊÛɯ

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

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

ORCC. 
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ÌßÐÚÛÚɯÞÐÛÏÐÕȱɯȻÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÈÎÌÕÊàȼȱȭɯÛÏÈÛɯÊÖÕÛÙÐÉÜÛÌËɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÈÉÜÚÌɯÖÙɯÕÌÎÓÌÊÛȰɯÞÏÌÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÌɯ

contract should be terminated; whether particular h ÖÔÌÚɯÖÙɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÊÓÖÚÌËȱȭɂ17   

 

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

ORCC, OPUOM, and the DFCS Policy Unit to ascertain which maltreatment reports involving 

foster children had been reported to each office, and interview ORCC and OPUOM leadership 

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

are being taken as a consequence of them. The reporting of maltreatment in care investigations 

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

 

¶ Notification of the Policy Unit, ORCC and OPUOM  of Maltreatment in Care Reports   

 

Major improvements in the completeness of reporting to the DFCS Policy Unit  and ORCC were 

evident in Period VIII , while reporting to OPOUM remained about the same .  The 

 ÊÊÖÜÕÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯ  ÎÌÕÛɀÚɯ /ÌÙÐÖËɯ 5((ɯ 1Ì×ÖÙÛɯ ÙÌÎÐÚÛÌÙÌËɯ ÊÖÕÊÌÙÕɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÊÖÔ×ÓÐÈÕÊÌɯ ÞÐÛÏɯ ÛÏÐÚɯ

requirement decreased in Period VII even as the incidence of substantiated maltreatment in 

provider -ÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÌËɯÚÌÛÛÐÕÎÚɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌËȭɯɯ(ÕɯÓÐÎÏÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÚÛÙÐÕÎÌÕÛɯÚÛÈÕËÈÙËɯÍÖÙɯ

maltreatment in care, improving the completeness of maltreatment in care reporting to the three 

statewide offices responsible for identifying maltr eatment in care patterns was regarded as 

ÊÙÐÛÐÊÈÓɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÚÜÊÊÌÚÚÍÜÓÓàɯ×ÙÌÝÌÕÛɯÔÈÓÛÙÌÈÛÔÌÕÛɯÐÕɯÊÈÙÌȭɯɯ 

 

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

packets were received for 91 (100%) of the 91 Period VIII maltreatment in care investigations 

completed during the reporting period.  This represented a substantial increase from Period VII 

when the Policy Unit was notified of 100 of 111 investigations (90%).  Thirty -seven (41%) of the 

91 reports the Policy Unit received for Period VIII were sent within the 10 -day window 

specified by DFCS policy.18  Although this rate remains low, it represents a substantial 

improvement from the 15 percent of maltreatment in care reports received within the 10 d ay 

window in Period VII.  Table III -8 displays data on county reporting of maltreatment in care 

investigations to the DFCS Policy Unit.  

                                                 
17  See Section 12 B, p. 28 of the Consent Decree 
18 Social Services Manual, Section 2106.11, Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, July 2005 
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Table III -8 

Policy Unit Notification of Period VIII Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=91 

Investigating 

County  

Total Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Fulton  38 38 100%   

DeKalb 29 29 100%   

Bibb 2 2 100%   

Carroll  1 1 100%   

Cherokee 1 1 100%   

Clayton 2 2 100%   

Cobb 2 2 100%   

Douglas 2 2 100%   

Fayette 2 2 100%   

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  2 2 100%   

Newton  2 2 100%   

Paulding  2 2 100%   

Richmond 1 1 100%   

Rockdale 1 1 100%   

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  2 2 100%   

Total 91 91 100%   

Source: Survey of Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, July 1 ɬ December 31, 2009.  

 

 

The Period VIII file review of maltreatment in care investigations included 50 investigations of 

maltreatment that occurred in provider -supervised settings and therefore should have been 

reported to both ORCC and OPOUM .19  Data collected directly from ORCC and OPUOM 

indicate that ORCC was notified of 47 (94%) of these investigations.  This represents a 

substantial improvement from Period VII when ORCC was notified of 74 percent of such 

maltreatment in care investigations .  Table III-9 displays data on county reporting of 

maltreatment in care investigations to ORCC. 

 

                                                 
19 There were a total of 56 investigations that involved children placed in provider-supervised settings, but in six of 

these the alleged maltreatment occurred elsewhere (including school or daycare, summer camp, and at the home of 

the biological parent) and therefore fell outside the jurisdiction of OCRR and OPUOM. 
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 Table III -9 

Office of Residential Child Care Notification of  

Period VIII Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=50 

Source: Survey of Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, July 1 ɬ December 31, 2009.  

 

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

provider -supervised settings at 17.  All 17 (100%) were reported to ORCC.  This is an 

improvement compared to Period VII when DeKalb County notified ORCC of 88 p ercent of 16 

investigations.  Fulton County conducted 13 maltreatment -in-care investigations in such 

settings and notified ORCC of all thirteen (100%). This represents an improvement from Period 

VII when Fulton County notified ORCC of 17 of 19 (89%).  Eleven of the 14 perimeter counties 

that completed maltreatment in care investigations in provider -supervised settings notified 

ORCC of 100 percent of those investigations, two perimeter counties notified ORCC of 50 

percent, and one perimeter county notified O RCC of none. Notifying ORCC of maltreatment 

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

licensing authority to help prevent maltreatment in care.   

 

Complete reporting of maltreatment in care invest igations in provider -supervised settings to 

the Office of Provider Utilization and Outcomes Management (OPUOM), the statewide 

ÖÙÎÈÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÌÕÛÐÛàɯÊÏÈÙÎÌËɯÞÐÛÏɯÚÜ×ÌÙÝÐÚÐÕÎɯ#%"2ɀɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɯÊÖÕÛÙÈÊÛÚȮɯÌÕÏÈÕÊÌÚɯ./4.,ɀÚɯ

ability to be a prudent purchaser of car e. For Period VIII, OPUOM appears to have been notified 

of 42 (84%) of the 50 investigations of alleged maltreatment that occurred in provider-

Investigating 

County  

Total Investigation s Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Fulton  13 13 100%   

DeKalb 17 17 100%   

Bibb 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Carroll  1   1 100% 

Cherokee 1 1 100%   

Cobb 2 1 50% 1 50% 

Douglas 2 2 100%   

Fayette 1 1 100%   

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwin nett 2 2 100%   

Newton  2 2 100%   

Paulding  1 1 100%   

Richmond 1 1 100%   

Rockdale 1 1 100%   

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  2 2 100%   

Total 50 47 94% 3 6% 
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supervised settings.  This is about the same as Period VII, when OPOUM was notified of 85 

percent of the investigations of alleged maltreatment that occurred in provider -supervised 

settings. Table III-10 displays data on county reporting of maltreatment in care investigations to 

OPUOM. 

 

Table III -10 

Office of Provider Utilization and Outcomes Management  

Notification  of Period VIII Maltreatment in Care Investigations  

N=50 

Source: Survey of Notification of CPS Investigations in Foster Care Settings, July 1 ɬ December 31, 2009. 

 

DeKalb County notified OPUOM of 16 of 17 Period VIII investigations of maltreatment alleged 

to have occurred in provider -supervised settings (94%).  This was about the same as Period VII 

when DeKalb County notified OPOUM of 15 of 16 such investigations (94%).   Fulton County 

conducted 13 investigations of maltreatment alleged to have occurred in such settings and 

notified OPUOM of 12 of these (92%). This represents an improvement from Period VII when 

Fulton County notified OPUOM of 17 of 19 investigations (89%).  Bibb, Cherokee, Fayette, 

Gordon, Newton, Paulding, Richmond, Rockdale, Taylor and Troup counties all had OPUOM 

notification rates of 100 percent. However, Carroll, Cobb, Douglas and Gwinnett counties each 

failed to notify OPUOM of half or more of their maltreatment in care investigations.    

 

The Period VIII notification data illustrate that county incident reporting enables prudent, 

collaborati ve action by ORCC and DFCS.  Among the 47 maltreatment in care allegations of 

which ORCC was informed, ORCC elected to conduct a joint investigation with DFCS for 38 

Investigating 

County  

Total Investigations  Notified  Not Notified  

Number  Number  % of Total Number  % of Total 

Fulton  13 12 92% 1 8% 

DeKalb 17 16 94% 1 6% 

Bibb 2 2 100%   

Carroll  1   1 100% 

Cherokee 1 1 100%   

Cobb 2   2 100% 

Douglas 2   2 100% 

Fayette 1 1 100%   

Gordon 1 1 100%   

Gwinnett  2 1 50% 1 50% 

Newton  2 2 100%   

Paulding  1 1 100%   

Richmond 1 1 100%   

Rockdale 1 1 100%   

Taylor  1 1 100%   

Troup  2 2 100%   

Total 50 42 84% 8 16% 
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(81%) of them.  This represents a sharp increase from Period VII when ORCC conducted joint 

investigations with DFCS in 45 percent of the 53 investigations of which they were informed.  

Not surprisingly, among the 3 complaints that were not reported to ORCC, no joint 

investigations were conducted.   

 

¶ Review by OR CC and OPUOM of Maltreatment in C are Reports in Provider -

supervised Settings  

 

Interviews with ORCC and OPUOM leadership and staff indicate that every report of 

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

designated staff in each office.  Reports received and reviewed by ORCC are assigned to 

appropriate ORCC survey staff and shared with members of the ORCC leadership team and 

with OPUOM and other DFCS staff.  ORCC and OPUOM staff meet jointly, by conference call, 

or in office conferences with provider agencies two to three times per month to review incident 

reports and provider compliance with rules and regulations.   

 

The results of these meetings have included: 

 

¶ Where appropriate, ORCC has issued Enforcement Actions (civil penalties, restricted 

license and revocation of license) on some licensed facilities. 

 

¶ Where patterns of repeat maltreatment have been identified, OPUOM follows up 

with the provider by addressing the outcome of a CPS investigation via phone 

conference, office conference and/or a visit to the facility. Prior to the development of 

an agreed upon corrective action plan with the provider, intake can be suspended.   

 

¶ Once a corrective action plan is implemented to address any identified areas of 

ËÌÍÐÊÐÌÕÊàȮɯ ÛÏÌɯ ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɀÚɯ ÚÜÉÔÐÛted and accepted corrective action plan is 

monitored for adherence via a higher frequency of monitoring that can include 

announced visits, unannounced visits, and review and approval of all prospective 

placements prior to admission throughout the following  quarter.  

 

¶ (Õɯ ÖÕÌɯ ÊÈÚÌȮɯ Èɯ /ÙÖÝÐËÌÙɀÚɯ .1""ɯ È××ÙÖÝÌËɯ "ÖÙÙÌÊÛÐÝÌɯ  ÊÛÐÖÕɯ /ÓÈÕɯ ÞÈÚɯ ÑÖÐÕÛÓàɯ

accepted by OPOUM and jointly monitored for adherence.  Monitoring results from 

ÌÈÊÏɯÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯÝÐÚÐÛÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÚÏÈÙÌËɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯ.1""ɯÈÕËɯ./4.,ȭɯ 

 

2. Corporal Punishment in Fost er Homes 

 

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

prohibition of corporal punishment in foster care settings and investigations of reports of 
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corporal punishment.  20  The following discussion summarizes th e requirements and how DFCS 

is meeting them. 

 

a. Awareness of Corporal Punishment Prohibition   

 

All placement settings are to prohibit the use of corporal punishment.   In  161 of 161 foster 

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

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

punishment.  This is the same as Period VI I performance of 100 percent. 

 

b. Enforcement of Corporal Punishment Prohibition   

 

Enforcement of the corporal punishment prohibition in DFCS-supervised foster homes is 

carried out by the County DFCS offices.  Enforcement in private provider placements is carried 

out by child placing agencies (CPAs), Office of Residential Child Care (ORCC), and the Office of 

Provider Utilization and Outcomes Management (OPUOM).  ORCC requires CPAs, Child 

Caring Institutions, and Outdoor Child Caring Programs to have written policies prohibiting 

corporal punishment as a condition of licensure.  ORCC monitors compliance wit h this 

requirement by means of a pre-licensure review of all provider policies.  When ORCC receives a 

complaint related to corporal punishment in a provider supervised foster home, they inspect 

ÛÏÌɯÏÖÔÌɀÚɯÍÐÓÌɯÛÖɯÚÌÌɯÐÍɯÛÏÌɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯ×ÈÙÌÕÛȹÚȺɯÚÐÎÕÌËɯÛÏÌɯ"/ ɀs discipline policy.  

 

OPUOM requires providers to refrain from using corporal punishment as part of the Room 

Board Watchful Oversight (RBWO) Provider Contract, the Foster Home Minimum Standards, 

and the Prospective Provider Application.  OPUOM enforces this prohibition through site visits 

to CPAs and to a sample of the foster homes they supervise, and through reviewing a sample of 

ÛÏÌɯÍÖÚÛÌÙɯÏÖÔÌɯÍÐÓÌÚɯÛÏÌɯ"/ ÚɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕȭɯ./4.,ɀÚɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯ5(((ɯÝÐÚÐÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÞÈÚɯÛÖɯ

prioritize visits to the administrative  offices and foster homes of providers with higher numbers 

of reported incidents, while providers with lower numbers of reported incidents were visited 

during the latter part of the monitoring cycle.  

 

c. Compliance with Corporal Punishment Prohibition  

 

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

review of child records of 177 randomly selected children in foster care during Period VIII  

identified no confirmed instances of corporal punishment (0.0%).21 This is comparable to Period 

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

children included in the placement sample.  

 

                                                 
20 See pp 29-30, paragraph 12.C of the Consent Decree 
21 However, there was a child who alleged to his Permanency Case Manager (PCM) and then recanted that his 

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

refer the allegation to CPS staff for assessment and possible investigation or screen-out. 
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The foster home record review of 161 randomly selected foster homes looked for evidence in the 

foster home record that foster parents or other placement resources used corporal punishment 

or permitted it to be used on any foster child, whether or not a subsequent investigation or 

assessment confirmed the allegation.    Such evidence was found in one of the 161 foster home 

records reviewed (0.6%). In this one incident , a CPS report  was made by the placement case 

manager which was screened out by CPS staff and referred to Resource and Development staff 

who determined that no policy violation had been committed.   

 

The review of all 91 maltreatment in care reports investigated during the reporting period 

identified seven reports (8%) that began as an allegation of corporal punishment. This is about 

the same as Period VII, during which eight of the 111 maltreatment in care reports (7%) began 

as corporal punishment allegations. None of the seven investigations completed during Period 

VIII that began with an allegation of corporal punishment resulted in a substantiation of abuse 

or neglect; however in one case a violation of DFCS disciplinary policy was confirmed. In this 

case the relative caregiver was counseled on appropriate disciplinary techniques and a safety 

plan was put in place. Among the remaining six cases that began as corporal punishment 

allegations, three resulted in the children being removed from those placements; two resulted in 

the involved caregivers being counseled: one on appropriate disciplinary techniques and one on 

requirements regarding approved caregivers; and no further action was taken on the remaini ng 

case.  

 

d. Screening and Investigation of Corporal Punishment Allegations   

 

Allegations of corporal punishment must be screened by qualified CPS (rather than foster care) 

staff.  Depending on the screening conclusions, the allegations may be responded to differently.  

Where reasonable cause exists to believe abuse or neglect occurred, or if the allegations arose in 

a group care setting, the allegations must be treated as an abuse referral and investigated 

accordingly. If the screener concludes that reasonable cause does not exist, the Consent Decree 

ÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯÈɯÛÐÔÌÓàɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÈÓÓÌÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÈÕËɯ×ÓÈÊÐÕÎɯɁÏÖÓËÚɂɯÖÕɯÈÕàɯÍÜÙÛÏÌÙɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚɯ

until the assessment is complete. It also stipulates conditions under which homes must be 

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

 

Interviews with the Special Investigations units in DeKalb and Fulton counties indicate that 

both counties are handling allegations of corporal punishment consistent with these Consent 

Decree provisions.   Both counties use experienced CPS supervisors to assess incoming corporal 

punishment allegations.   

 

In DeKalb and Fulton Count ies, incoming complaints are screened by the CPS Intake Unit; 

those showing reasonable cause are investigated by the Special Investigations Unit with a 24 

hour response time.  Those lacking reasonable cause are either screened out or referred to the 

Resource Development Unit if it is a DFCS-supervised foster home.  Incidents that occur in 

provider -supervised foster homes are investigated by the Special Investigations Unit and are 
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referred to the Office of Residential Child Care (ORCC).  In both counties, any complaint of 

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

 

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

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

foster homes, two in relative placements, and one in a DFCS-supervised foster home. Of these 

seven: 

 

¶ 7 (100%) showed that all alleged victims were interviewed separately within  24 

hours;  

¶ 7 (100%) showed evidence that the continued safety of any children remaining in 

the home was adequately evaluated;  

¶ 7 (100%) file reviewers felt the investigative conclusion was consistent with the 

investigative documentation; and,  

¶ 4 (57%) were completed within the 30 days required by DFCS policy; two were 

completed within 31 days and one was completed in 34 days.    

 

The four investigations in private ly -supervised foster homes were comparable to Period VII 

during which five investigations in private care settings were precipitated by corporal 

punishment allegations.  Documentation indicates that both ORCC and OPUOM were notified 

of all four of these investigations; ORCC was notified as well of the investigative conclusion for 

all four investigations , but OPUOM was notified of the investigative conclusion for only two of 

them. 

 

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

ËÖɯ ÕÖÛɯ ÔÌÌÛɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÊÙÐÛÌÙÐÈɯ ÍÖÙɯ Èɯ "/2ɯ ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯ ÙÌÊÌÐÝÌɯ ÈÕɯ ɁÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛȭɂɯ 3ÏÌɯ 1ÌÚÖÜÙÊÌɯ

Development staff in each county conduct the assessment in the home and decide if the home 

should be closed, placed under a corrective action plan, or if counseling or other support 

services are needed.  While the assessment is being conducted, the home is to be placed on 

ɁÏÖÓËɂɯ ȹÉÈÙÙÌËɯ ÍÙÖÔɯ ÙÌÊÌÐÝÐÕÎɯ ÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛÚȺȭɯ !ÖÛÏɯ ÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɯ ÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌËɯ ÛÏÈÛɯ ÐÍɯ ÛÏÌɯ

allegation revealed a policy violation that had  a direct impact on safety or represented a serious 

risk, they would send the case to CPS and a special investigation would be opened. Both 

ÊÖÜÕÛÐÌÚɯÈÓÚÖɯÐÕËÐÊÈÛÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÍɯÈɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÝÐÖÓÈÛÐÖÕɯÞÈÚɯÈɯÏÖÔÌɀÚɯÚÌÊÖÕËɯÝÐÖÓÈÛÐÖÕȮɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÍÈÔÐÓàɯ

was not amenable to change, the home would be closed.   

 

In both counties, all allegations of corporal punishment in provider -supervised foster homes are 

handled by the Special Investigations unit.  Cases that fail to meet the criteria for a CPS 

ÐÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕɯÙÌÊÌÐÝÌɯÈÕɯɁÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɂɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯ(ÕÝÌÚÛÐÎÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÜÕÐÛȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯÙÌÚÜÓÛÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÖÚÌɯ

assessments are indirectly shared with ORCC through the SHINES system. 
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Part IV    PERMANENCY  
Children in Care Maintain Family Connections and Achieve Permanency  

 

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

components of achieving permanency for children.  This part reports  oÕɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯin 

the areas related to children in DFCS custody maintaining their family connections and safely 

returning  home or achieving permanency with new families .   

 

A. Outcome Performance  

 
As described in the Introduction ( Part I), 17 separate outcomes are clustered in the category of 

Ɂ/ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàȭɂɯɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌs 12 and 13, related to children achieving the goal of adopt ion, were 

one-time, Period I requirements that have been discussed in previous reports.22 The remaining 

outcomes apply to subsequent reporting period s with the final phase-in of performance 

thresholds occurring in Period IV .    Table IV-1 on the next two pages provides the most recent 

measured performance summary for each of the permanency outcomes.   For purposes of 

analysis and communication, the 17 outcomes have been further subdivided into two broad 

categories, Children in Placement Maintain Family Connections and Children Achieve Permanency.   

 

The discussion following  Table IV-1 provides a more detailed description of State performance.  

This discussion includes a summary of the Consent Decree requirements,  interpretation and 

measurement issues associated with the outcomes, and contextual information as necessary for 

ÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÌÕËɯÖÍɯ/ÌÙÐÖËɯVIII .  This part also includ es 

ÊÏÈÙÛÚɯÞÏÐÊÏɯËÐÚ×ÓÈàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯpermanency performance trends over the eight reporting 

periods to date.  

 

                                                 
22 See Dimas, J. T. and Morrison, S. Period I Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, November 2006 and Period II 

Monitoring Report, Kenny A. v Perdue, June 2007.   
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Table IV -1 

Permanency Outcomes  

 

Children in Placements Maintain Family Connections  
  Period VIII  

Performance 

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

search for parents and relatives undertaken and documented within 60 days of entering 

foster care.   

To be 

reported on 

in Period IX  

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

reporting period along with one or more siblings shall be placed with all of the ir siblings.   
79% 

Outcome 19:  At least 90% of all children in care shall be placed in their own county (the 

county from which they were removed) or within a 50 mile radius of the home from 

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

98% 

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

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

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

period who have one or more siblings in custody with whom they are not placed shall 

have had visits with their siblings at least one time each month, unless the visit is 

harmful to one or more of the siblings, the sibling is p laced out of state in compliance 

ÞÐÛÏɯ("/"ȮɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯƙƔɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÈÕËɯ

the child is placed with a relative.  

56% 

Children Achieve Permanency   

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

entered care within 12 months of the prior placement episode.   
9.7% 

Outcome 8a:  Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent 

Decree, at least 40% shall have had one of the following permanency outcomes within  12 

months or less after entering custody: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, 

permanent legal custody, adoption, or guardianship.  

53% 

Outcome 8b :  Of all the children entering custody following the entry of the Consent 

Decree, at least 74% shall have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 12 

months or less after entry: reunification, permanent placement with relatives, or shall 

have had one of the following permanency outcomes within 24 months or less after 

entering: adoption, permanent legal custody, or guardianship.  

56% 

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

ÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁƖƘɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ

24 month backlog pool after the fourth reporting period at least 40% by the end of the 

fifth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency outcomes: 

reunification, permanent placement with relatives, permanent legal custody, adoption, 

or guardianship.   

19% 

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

ÌÕÛÙàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɯȹÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÖÝÌÙɯƖƘɯÉÈÊÒÓÖÎɯ×ÖÖÓɂȺȯɯɯ%ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÊÏÐÓËÙÌÕɯ

remaining in the over 24 month backlog pool after the fourth reporting period at least 

35% by the end of the fifth reporting period shall have one of the following permanency 

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

adoption, or guardianship.   

16% 
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Children Achieve Permanency  
Period VIII  

Performance 

Outcome 11:  For all children whose parental rights have been terminated or released 

during the reporting period, 80% will have adoptions or legal guardianships finalized 

within 12 months of final termination or release of parental rights  

52% 

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

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

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

within  six months after the entry of the Consent Decree. 

First Period 

94% 

One Time 

Measure 

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

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

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

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

legal guardianship within 60 days of the Consent Decree.  

First period 

30%  

One time 

measure 

 

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

disrupt within the 12 months subsequent to the reporting period.  
0% 

Outcome 15:  At least 95% of all foster children who reached the point of being in state 

custody for 15 of the prior 22 months, shall have had either (1) a petition for the 

termination of parental rights filed as to both parents or legal caregivers as applicable 

.1ɯȹƖȺɯËÖÊÜÔÌÕÛÌËɯÊÖÔ×ÌÓÓÐÕÎɯÙÌÈÚÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÊÈÚÌɯÙÌÊÖÙËɯÞÏàɯÛÌÙÔÐÕÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍ 

parental rights should not be filed.  

96% 

Outcome 27:  At least 95% of foster children in custody for six months or more shall 

have either had their six-month case plan review completed by the Juvenile Court within 

six months of their prior case plan revÐÌÞȮɯÖÙɯ#%"2ɯÚÏÈÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÚÜÉÔÐÛÛÌËɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯÚÐß-

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

plan review within 45 days of the expiration of the six -month period following the last 

review.   

77% 

Outcome 28:  At least 95% of foster children in custody for 12 or more months shall have 

either had a permanency hearing held by the Juvenile Court within 12 months of the 

time the child entered foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing, or DFCS 

shall have submitted the documents required by the Juvenile Court for and requested a 

permanency hearing within 45 days of the expiration of the 12 -month period following 

the time the child entered foster care or had his or her last permanency hearing. 

87% 
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1. Children in  Placement Maintain Family Connections:  Outcomes 16, 19, 21, and 23  

 

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

ÕÜÙÛÜÙÌËȭɂ23 Preserving connections between children and their families, friends, and 

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

destructive.  Preservation of these connections starts with placing children with family 

resources whenever possible and placing children with their siblings.  Regular visits between 

children and parents and among separated siblings are also critical ingredient s to maintaining 

family ties  and achieving permanency. 

 

 

Outcome 19 ɬ Placement Proximity  

 

When it is in the best interest of the child for the State to remove the child from his or her home 

and place him or her  in State custody, Outcome 19 defines the acceptable placement proximity 

as being in a setting within the county or within a 50 mile radius of the home from which the 

child was  removed.24   

  

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues 

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VIII .  Appendix B 

provides a summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The 

measurement of Outcome 19 performance is based on the sample of 177 children in foster care 

at any time between July 1 and December 31, 2009. 

 

b. State Performance 

 

¶ The State Surpassed the Outcome 19 Threshold.  

 

The State placed 173 children  (98%) of the 177 children in the sample of children in foster care 

within the designated proximity to the home from which they were removed  or there was an 

accepted reason for a more distant placement. The outcome performance threshold is 90 

percent. Of the 177 children,  161 children (91%) were placed within the same county as the 

home from which they were removed or within a 50 mile radius of the home .  Of the remaining 

16 children  (9%), 12 met one or more of the criteria that exempt them from the placement 

proximity standard . Specifically, seven (4%) of the 177 children were pl aced outside the 

designated proximity because of their exceptional needs (including a youth  from Florida who 

was abandoned in Atlanta by his mother ); six (3%) were placed with relatives (in-state, or out-of 

-state through the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children ), or were placed in birth or 

                                                 
23 See p. 4, principle 2 in the Consent Decree 
24 See p. 35, Outcome 19, of the Consent Decree. 
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adoptive homes.  There were no reasons documented as to why three children (2%) did not 

meet the proximity criteria .  This performance is similar to  Period VII performance of 99 

percent.  The distribution of all 177 children in the sample  among placement types is displayed 

in Figure IV -2 below.  3ÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙɯÛÏÌɯseven reporting periods to which the 

Consent Decree standards applied is displayed in Figure IV -3. 

 

Figure IV -2 

Child Placement Proxim ity to Home of Removal  

or Reason for Being Unable to Place Within the Proximity Standards  

n=177 

 

 
Source: Case Record Review March-May 2010 
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Figure IV -3 

Seven Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 19:  

Children are in Placements Close to the ir Homes   

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews, July 2006-December 2009 

 

Outcome 21 ɬ Parent-Child Visitation  

 

National studies have found that children who have frequent, regular contact their birth parents 

are more likely to be successfully reunified with them.   Outcome 21 seeks to ensure that 

appropriate visitation take s place between children and their parent(s) 25 by setting targets for 

the percent of children who visit with their parents, but there are no stipulations as to timing o r 

visit content.  

 

a. Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VIII .  Appendix B provides a 

summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.    The measurement of 

Outcome 21 is based on the sample of 177 children at any time between July 1 and December 31, 

2009.  Within the sample of 177 children in foster care, 105 were considered to have the 

permanency goal of reunification for purposes of measuring parental visitation.  However , 15 

children were excluded from the analysis for the following reasons:  

¶ tw elve children were living with their reunification resources during the entire six 

months of the review period  or were reunited with parent(s) by July 15, 2009;   

¶ one youth reached age 18 on July 26 and he had been refusing to visit with his parent; 

                                                 
25 In some instances, the child was not removed from a parent.  In these circumstances, the individual from who they 

were removed is considered the reunification resource. 
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¶ one youth refused parental visit s and custody was given to a relative in October;  

¶ one child who entered custody mid -November was on runaway status for a month.  

 

Therefore, 90 children were incl uded in the parent -child visitation analysis.  26 

 

b. State Performance 

 

¶ The State Surpassed the Outcome 21 Threshold.  

 

Among the 90 children used in this analysis , 81 (90%) had evidence in their records of 

appropriate  visitation to progress toward reunificatio n with the ir  parents or other individuals 

with whom they are to be reunified .27   In fact, 16 children (one-fifth of 81) were reunified 

during the period.  The performance threshold  for this outcome is 85 percent.  This performance 

is the same as the Period VII performance of 90 percent.   

 

Among the remaining 9 children, five  children had sporadic visits and  4 children  had no 

documented visits with their parents . Eight of the nine children had concurrent goals of 

reunification and live with a relative or ad option.  The ninth  child had been in custody three 

months and the guardian was initially refusing to visit the child. Seven of the nine did visit with 

other family members during the period.  In at least two cases, the State was making plans to 

change the ÊÏÐÓËɀÚɯ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÊàɯ×ÓÈÕɯÛÖɯÕÖÕÙÌÜÕÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕȭɯɯFigure IV -4 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance over the six reporting periods to which the Consent Decree standards applied.      

                                                 
26Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 90 children used in this analysis are subject to a margin of error of + 10 

percent.  Actual parent-child visitation may be 10 percentage points higher or lower than the reported 90 percent. 
27 See Appendix B for a discussion of how ñappropriate visitationò was determined. 
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Figure IV -4 

Six Reporting Periods  of State Performance on Outcome 21:  

Children a re Appropriately Visiting with their Parent (s) to Progress Toward Reunification  

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews, January 2007 - December 2009 

 

 

 

Outcome 16ɬ Sibling Placement and Outcome 23 - Sibling Visitation  

 

The Consent Decree stipulates a sibling placement standard28 that intends to keep siblings 

connected and establishes two performance outcomes.   Outcome 16 requires at least 80 percent 

of all foster children entering care with one or more siblings to be placed with their sibl ings.    

Outcome 23 expects 80 percent of the children in foster care who have sibling s in separate 

placements to visit with their separated siblings at least once a month each and every month for 

the previous 12 months, or every month they have been in custody if less than 12 months.29  

Because these Outcomes both focus on sibling connections, they are reported on together. 

 

b. Outcome 16: Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation or measurement issues were encountered in Period VIII .  The analysis 

relied on SHINES data. 

 

Among  the 413 children  who entered care during Period VIII , 226 children (55%) did not appear 

to have entered custody with a sibling.   Among the remaining 187 children , there were a total 

                                                 
28 See p. 16, paragraph 5C.4.d of the Consent Decree. 
29 See p.36, Outcome 23, in the Consent Decree. 
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of six children , three groups of tw o siblings each, who were separated from one another due to 

special circumstances. In one instance, the older sibling was pregnant and was placed in an 

appropriately supportive placement setting that could help ensure a healthy pregnancy.   In the 

second instance, the two siblings had been sexually acting out and victimizing each other.  In 

the third instance, one sibling was placed in a psychiatric facility to meet her special behavior 

needs.  The placement arrangements of the remaining 181 children were used to measure the 

Outcome 16 performance. 

 

b. Outcome 16: State Performance 

 

¶ The State Fell Short of  the Outcome 16 Threshold.  

 

Of the 181 children who entered custody with one or more sibling s in Period VIII  and did not 

have a special placement need, 143 children (79%) were placed with all of their siblings .30  As 

previously noted, Outcome 16 requires at least 80 percent be placed with all siblings.  Another 

31 children (17%) were placed with some of their siblings and 7 children ( 4%) were not placed 

with any of their siblings  by December 31, 2009.  This is similar to Period VI I, when 81 percent 

of the children who entered custody with a sibling were placed with all their siblings . Figure IV -

5 illustrates the sibling placement pattern in Period VIII  and Figure IV-6 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ

performance over the five  reporting periods to which the Consent Decree standard applied. 

 
Figure IV -5 

Sibling Group Placement for Period VIII  Foster Care Entries 
N=181 

 

 
Source: SHINES report, verified. 

 

                                                 
30 This includes children who were placed with all siblings who did not require a separate setting because of special 

needs. 
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Figure IV -6 

Five Report ing Periods of State Performance on Outcome 16:  

Sibling Group s are Together in Placements  

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews and SHINES reports, July 2006 to December 2009. 

 

Among the 38 children who  were placed with some or none of their siblings , the majority ( 29) 

were in 4 large sibling groups of 5 or more children.  These children were separated among 

different relatives and foster home s.  The other nine children were in three groups of three and 

they too were split among differe nt placement settings and, in some cases, had different 

permanency plans. One of these groups was reunited after the end of the reporting period.     

 

c. Outcome 23: Interpretation and Measurement Issues  

 

No new interpretation issues were encountered in Period VIII .  Appendix B provides a 

summary of previously resolved  interpretation and measurement  issues.  The measurement of 

Outcome 23 is based on the sample of 177 children in foster care at any time between July 1 and 

December 31, 2009.  In the sample of 177 children, t here were 64 children who were separated 

from some or all of their siblings during some or all of the 12 months preceding December 31, 

2009 or the date they were discharged.  Five child ren were excluded from the analysis.  Four 

children were excluded because of allegation of sexual abuse among siblings and/or therapist 

restrictions on visits .   Another child ɀÚɯ ÚÐÉÓÐÕÎɯ ÞÈÚɯ ÖÕɯ ÙÜÕÈÞÈàɯ ÚÛÈÛÜÚɯ ÍÖÙɯ ÛÏÌɯ ÓÈÚÛɯ àÌÈÙ.   

Therefore, the analysis for Outcome 23 is based on 59 children.  31 

                                                 
31 Conclusions drawn from the subsample of 59 children who were separated from their siblings for all or some of 

the time they were in care would have a margin of error of at +/- 13%.   
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d. Outcome 23: State Performance 

 

¶ The State Fell Short of the Outcome 23 Threshold.  

 

FÖÙɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƖƗȮɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÚÌÕÛɯ#ÌÊÙÌÌɀÚɯÚÐÉÓÐÕÎɯÝÐÚÐÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛɯÞas met for 33 (56%) of the 

59 children  in the sample who had one or more siblings in custody but in separate placements.  

The outcome performance threshold is 80 percent, and requires that separated siblings visit at 

least once, each and every month of the previous 12 months during which they were in custody 

and separated. The 33 children visited with at least one separated sibling  each consecutive 

month for the last 12 months.  TÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯis an improvement  from the Period VII 

proportion of 50 percent, but the change is within  the statistical margin of error  for the sample.  

The cumulative proportion of children w ho had monthly sibling visitation for 11 consecutive 

months or more (missing only one of the required  month s) reached 64 percent in Period VIII  

compared to 62 percent in Period VII.  Table IV-5 describes the visitation picture captured by 

the case record review.  Figure IV -7 ËÐÚ×ÓÈàÚɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ.ÜÛÊÖÔÌɯƖƗɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÖÝÌÙ the six of 

seven reporting periods  to which the Consent Decree standard applied.32 

 

 
Table IV -5 

Separated Sibling Visitation Pattern for the 12 months *  

preceding  December 30, 2009 or the last date of DFCS custody  

n=59 

 

Frequency of meeting required visitation  Number  Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent**  

Met outcome requirement of monthly visits each month for every 

month of previous 12 months. 
33 56%  

Missed visitation in one of the required mon ths (i.e. equivalent to 11 

of 12 months) 
5 8% 64% 

Did not meet outcome requirement but visited with siblings at least 

half of the months separated (i.e. the equivalent of 6-10 visits in a 12 

month period)  

13 22% 86% 

Visitation pattern was infrequent and  sporadic (i.e. the equivalent of 

less than 6 visits in a 12 month period)  
7 12% 98% 

No visits were documented  (a two-week old infant entered care 

12/1/2009 and was placed with a sibling.)  
1 2% 100% 

Total 59 100%  

Source:  Case record review, March-May 2010.  

 *For those children in custody less than 12 months, only the applicable number of months in custody was considered  

 

                                                 
32 The sibling visitation analysis was slightly different in Period II; therefore there is not a comparable set of data 

points to include in Figure IV-7. 
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Figure IV -7 

Six Reporting Periods of State Performance on Outcome 23:  

Siblings Not Placed Together Have 12* Consecutive Monthly Visits   

 

 
Source: Review Period Foster Care Case Record Reviews and SHINES reports, January 2007-December 2009 

*For those children in custody less than 12 months, only the applicable number of months in custody was considered. 

 

2.  Children Achieve Permanency : Outcomes 8, 9, 10, 11, 4, 14, 15, 27, and 28 

 

Permanency for a child can be achieved in many ways.  Subject to the absolute constraint 

represented by child safety, the initial focus of child welfare work  is always on reunification 

with the birth parents  or other reunification resource .  Should that result be unattainable, the 

state may pursue transferring custody to a relative or adoption by a relative , another family  

member, or a family specifically recr uited for the child .  Legal guardianship is also a means of 

securing permanency for a child.    3ÏÌɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÈɯɁÊÖÕÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯÎÖÈÓɂɯÈ××ÌÈÙÚɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎȭɯɯ(Õɯ

such circumstances, reunification usually remains the primary goal, but a concurrent goal of 

custody to a relative, guardianship,  or adoption may be part of  the permanency plan as well in 

the event that reunification efforts fail .  Concurrent planning encourages case managers to be 

focused on more than one permanency option for a child and it provides a  very clear statement 

to parents that the State will move to achieve permanency for the children even if they cannot 

be returned home.  As indicated in Table IV-6, almost 40 percent of the children have 

concurrent permanency goals.   


