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FOREYORD

Years of effort and countltss studies have been

devoted to seeking better ways to help Californis’s
foster children who reside in twenty~fourfhour, out-
'of~home Placement, - 1n theory, the Original goal of
but~of~home Placement to Provide "tcmporary" shelter

. o
and care persists; whereas in rea71L/ many children
remain in the foster care system until the aqe Of

O

elghtotn. Theoretical ¢oals and present practices

£l i’ -

have rarely been farther apart. . -

Theory to the - contrary the durdtlon of the out-
of-home plaéemrnt can be For an extended p “ricd of
time, R1s1ng numbers of children in out: OL-hbma
placement, whether for bricf or extenﬁtd periods
time, are the result of changing social pattgrﬁs:“”//
Many children who enter thoe fostbr cafe system will f

) never return home, Man;!childrenvrcqurrt hlghly ) 4
ssphisticdtedﬂ professional. treatmcnt SCrvices either
at lntakc or durlng their fFfoster care, Very large
nwnbsrs can do well in home settings, Out—of-hbme”

placemtnt policy should be designed tOfpoet the
“»

,reallty of varylng typos of care. '
. ‘

+
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Not'only are the populatior characteristics of

the' children and thei} necds dcsérving of attention, v
-Qﬁﬁ the onctary costs deserve scsutiny to insure the -
best POssible ugse of the funds.to help the children.
"The total 1974 estimateq cost to fcgeral, state and

local governments for the approxinate 55,820 chjildren

%267,000,000 anpual1y, 1/ o ’ - R
Major.newspaperé, including the Los Angelces Times
and the San Prancisc? Chironicle, have'indicatcd in
éditdrials and articloes that the foster carc system
needs drastic overhaul to insurc that éhildren are
well servcd_by the'expeﬁditures. Theifoster carg
>/,systémxiéxa bufeaucratig/éightmare; it serves child~
feh badly, ang thévtaxﬁayer ncgligently, Many Ffactors
contribute to thig Situation. |

The foster care’system is funded by and through .

pr

rs

a plethora of agencies, bureaus, divisions ang depart- -
‘ments within the County, State'and’Federal govern-
mental structures, (See Chart on page IV.)‘ The fund-

ihg provideq through thg multi~agencics and delivered

. >

1/ "...68% (of the foster ehildren)....;emain in the

" program two or more years..,ard almost one chilq -
in four has baen in foster care continuously for five ‘ *
years or more." Lcgislative Audit Committen Reports

148.2, p. 9. ang 143.1, p. 22. '
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— social velfare And probation 3dm1nlstrntors to cval- .

.
.

* by a myriadgd oF p(rdonncl in various family, aroup
and 1n°t1tutlonﬂ1 sottings, jig ofton icopnrdizcd by

lock of PIoner supervision and clearly defiined op- >

jeetives, - Tt ig Possible the funding maze may holp ’
soeme children vho enter the fostcf care system, hut
the odds are éaninstvthls POssibility,

Tho Childr‘n S Research Instityte APpreciates
the suppept of th. Dcnnrtment of Be¢alth, Education -
and. whlf“lu. who through tholr_Crant tlo. 90»C1?3, . ' <

!

May 13, 1974, mﬁdc the Synthosis of the Scven Foster "
{

Care studies paosibla, r-;e: - Particularly gratcful

for technicnl SSSistnncc pr ov1d\ﬂ by both Sam Miller

and Rebacea Shuey, of £ha San Franciseo Regionny | '
office, yem, Office of chilq Developriant,

. Our intrraogt 18 2n Institute wag to dray unon ' . 7

-

the export knowlrdae anq vast exporicnce. gf retired

a

O

ate Previous work ane make tinely recommendantions,
- The consn1tnnto have Proviticd a clany statement of
3y

foster care prlorltlc”. ) '
Resnoctfully submitted,
" i : } A /’." " _.) | .
I & /n/ PR “of vt L’/ /6 .
s - Delmer J. Pnscoo, M.p.
. Projoct Riroctor

[4d

Decembor 20, 1972 )
San Ir"nc11co, California .
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ORGANTZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF _
FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS IN CALIFORNIA

——
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It scempd appropriate

to review all the recent

work conccrncd with the out-of-home Qiacemont of

fostcr children in California,

demographic and goographic

Bocause of the dlvcrse
///

ChdruCtOrlSthS of Cali-

fornia, the Childien's Reqcarch Institute fult that

a synthoesis und revicyw of rocommgndatlons made 1n many

reports, if brouuht togﬁtn

r, would provide a guide to

decision nie kcrs and interested citizens.

The study h:

'S5 bean conducted Qu}ing a

Six-meonth

Pcriod by twelva consultants, most of whom arc retired

adrimisirators with

Ccerns for chillien,

<

high nloF 258

carcers Gistinguished by dcep con-

sionzl standards, and
/

who in manh.ln stances were rospon31ble for 1nuovat1ve

and rospcctcd administy

and probation'systcms.
-

major recommandations were

tpe reports. Sccond,

as to 1mporta1ce and practicability,

2tive changas i

Seven Reports have beon rcviewed.

¢

in thq/welfarc

i
H

First, the

sorted and extracteds from

the recommendations wcre ranked

Third, the

comments were brounht together into a narrative form.

uourth the single compolling rucommendatlon for a |

“"Children's Departnant” wag carcfully considered,

Unansweroed qucstions warg listed and appear horein.

o N »

\Y

)

1

">

3

-
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Despite the numerous suggestions made for a e
comprehensive Children's Sexvices Unit,' the Consul-

. t
tants- who grappled wiph the manner and level for

) Placement of such a ﬁiopésed unit within the Staté
Government were able only to formulate a list of a
\ ' few of tho structural considerations. For ekample: e
| \\ 1) Can one consider "childr.n's services" without
:2, \\ including;tﬁc education system? To do sd would imp1§
l ove:poming'conqtitutional prohibitions in California,
?) Can one daovelop an ¢xclusive Children's Services
Unit W1thout including the Probatlon and Callfornla
Youth Authorlhy youngsters? 3) 1Ig it apvroprlatb to
include -a protbctlve and nurturlnq" functlon with one
traditionally corrective Qnd\rehabllltative? 4) Aré e
there clearly distincuishable characteristics §m<nq b
qﬁdpulations of children who are mentally ill, develop-

-

muntally dlsabled or abused and noglected? 5) Does

-—-

One begLn w1th thc very young child, as in a separate
Department of Chlld Development? ] \y

_Becausq,the issua of\a'single Children's Serv1ccs
i

Unit is of such 1mportdnce to an ovnrﬂll review of fos-

¢

. ter carg, the Childrenis: Reeuarch Ins tltute of Califor-

% ) ) «

+ nia'urgﬁs the Governor and the Legislature to establish

* a task force to define and to make the legislatiye and

. - e * 1

e\
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N ’ !
Tegulatory changes ncéossary to establish such a unit
during the 1975 Legislative Sdssién,
There should he no illusions aboué this report,
It is not original work. Its intent and its final
effort ¥as to utilize the rccommendatiaps made by others *
in cag}icr s:gorts( The form ang structure of thisg pre-
sentation may improve £ie odds for docision-makors and
AN
-eitizens who wish to briné about change in the pPresent
systems +o bcttcr scrve chlldrcn. It may: point to '
wherc@flollars nay best be speni.  Tha Tecommondations
alone, however, do not Quarantcg effectivaness., ;f the
) Lo

B gonl Vere survival of a'systcm, things ceoulg remain as

they are. one need - never do Very rmuch other thay make

i *

a few suggesti #ns, orfer a groater proliferation of

.

rcﬁﬁrtg, and perhaps hold a fow hea ings Thesg insurc
ajstatic, unduring systen o ;

It was felt. thcre would b valuF En bringing into
oneldocument the major findings of the Seven Studies,
establishing prinritv 2mong the flndlnq and if pog-
sible, ucttllnq on' one or two recommendatiqps which‘
would be 1mnrovmentg for foster care deliveory,

. Hﬂw would onc accomplish this goal? Were there

knowledgeabla persens who could view the Yarious sog-~

ments of the foster care systcin objectively, without

“ ©

-
a

VIT oy

—

- B4 N ’
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the paralyﬁis of their uwn professional Perspoctive? |

A de0151on W38 made for heavy uso of,cross-d@scipI@nes,
a . -
ot

. Arawn almost exclusively from the ranks of roriroq per-
. . 4

SOons. The distance by their rctlrumont ond e tine to

W e  be reflective Seeqed to the Trus tees of the Children's .

Resecarels Institute to he important 1nqrudlxr' Tor such

.
-

a reviocw, a rcscrv01r of cxperience has he. - T awm

\ upon. The report is submitted with the cort. n hpa-

. . .
ledge that outstanding retired.aﬂministrator: in Cali-

, 1/ ‘"Foreign Affairs", ch 3, Vol. 35, (aApril a7y,
P, p. ' 394, )
" vIT

LRy

' ERIC | a

- fornia hav con idered the subject of what c:f Bt o
‘help chlldr n 11v1ng‘twcnty~four-hours a daf.'"-j Lrcm
, their own pakents, A, ‘ ¢
\
/ " Our cne @isnppoint&cnt is sthat we wore . e to
. /
/ agrec on the ¢ Lructurc of a Chllaren’s sexvi .. bn{t,
[
The report mah;s sugocstions reg gd ng sdqh Tk, but
. * o sztly it asﬂr quStlons. Ch\ngu;alone is n- OOV~
X
‘ ' ment., chry A. hls’inger in 'Stratcgy and 07 viention®

\
writes: “In the ébsénce of a2 gen¢ rally unde . o3 dooe
§rine,'our actions\will of neccss1ty prove h.,.. xd,

L 2 . .
conflicting'proposals w1lJ qpmpotk with ecach i1, . AR
out an effectlvc basz 15 for their rosdlution Uoh

' 'problcm as it arises "\wlll saem novel angd enevoed. . wiil
. be agsorbcd in analyzi g 1t; natPrc rathoer tha: in
Suthnq solutions. LY VAN o L
) N . . .

¢

s, o e

o —




1 }
"There 4¢ no question,
4

/
is worthwhile,*

?

the current

noted Garty Ercwo

entirc spnctrum of chlldrun .S dcllvery sy°tcms. He

adds : “an f

act, portlons of it

cver, there are,
l

in gcneral,{mqny m

the system,

and with he

it coulq do far buttcra Many

are not rQCu1v1ng
or they arc 10uu1v1nq the wrong ox-

ttor organl atlon

there are serious gnpsﬂfn SOrViCGS offered,

- \
is.insufficient, contro] is 1nndv

quate, and most im-

port:

'nt the resources

*votqd to scrve our handica
are 1n°uffielcnt. yi

klndu, RMignitvdes, ang 19fér‘

/
problcms‘rcquircs thot wo view the sys

-
Stom compraghon-
. \ <’
sively ang from ‘tho porspoct1VL of - the
needs of childxren, wl/

chlldrdn in{necd

*0 understand, the
]

rclatio?ships of those

basic.scrvice

s

1 \ R
The need for coordifation ig el
1

<

our documenf, Yike €he reRorts whic¢h were revie

short of nglnlng " s&r

wed,

stops uctura

g?r the bringing

togcthor Of the redources foi the chifbren.

Guldeposts

Arc provided for decision makers who
may w1 5h to "brip

g the res ource§~togethcf",and to
~ L

1mplcmqntwthu Re

commendations for
*

"hasic service needs
cf children., ©

e

of

1/ Brevar, .arry D,
The Ron: Ahu‘i",
Ca]zfnrn11

Adren:
)nlCcl A

+ "Serving l“ndlcappgd (hlg
Rand Corpor~ticm ¢ Santa i

e

IX

r in decs hrlblng the

and’ support,

2arw. Unfortunatﬁly,

‘service sysktom

3
arc outstanding. -Hoy-

najor Probloms faciag

Services,

inadcquate sqrvicus;

inforéﬁthon '

Pped

~—

i
I,
Y
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THE_STUDIES, L v |

.

N 4
! B
i

The California Review-and Synthesis of Foster - L

-

Care Studies project has prepqréﬁ hert a document
- ’ ¢ N | [

which reviews ang combines the major recomnendations
. . . " .

.
Al

Thgse studies were«
. ‘Children Yaiting,
. Welfara, 1972

* Report on Fost~2r Ca

Y
.

A

State Department of Social

D
. .

re in Californiia

Joint Lecislafiv
v Lo . (June); 148.1

o

»
.

©f£ seven recent Califonnia studies of Foster Care, -

v,

>

’

.
-

2 Audit Committee, 1973 .

©
-

Joint

T ~.. .- 7 (January), 14p.2

~
L
‘a

¥ An Fvaluation of

'

Accountalility fcr Foster Care

at the Statre Liavea] -

\

Hev Persnactives on _Child "ol fare ;

) Joint Legislative Audit Commitfee, 1074

PO IS

FToster Care Sarvicaes

. Staffing

and Delivery Systém |

Bergice q,

and Paul Veihberger,
Rosenherg and San

( dadiscn and
. collahoration with Norrard Xahn', A.D. Ruperstein.
.San Prancisco,
Francisdo .Founcation ‘and

‘ichael Shapiro in-

1973 under

. ausprices in coo
- Department cf »
San HMateo. Proba

California State University, San Francisco

peration\with the San Mateo
wxlic Health and Telfare and
tién Department '

i

N
By
¥

)

~

/

", "' Report on State's Role in Foster Care in California '’ . R
Lecislative Aucit-Conmittee, 1078~ )
g . ] . P \

e

’ . \ \ oo
Coe Adoptions and Fester Care Study Renort - -
- State .of California, Department ¢f Wealth,

' , Novembeor 1; 1973 \ ,

™. Progress Renort 47

) e B df’ t
. TN E S
. - Justive by’

Backgroungd Information; Sunmary

10 Pﬁbﬁf@mh-ahd-cbnergl ReeomHEEHatlong

tﬁgg;gcnﬂthedcfor Califormians Faor Juvenile
Arthur Bolton Associates, June, 1979
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"After
Calif
deter

by their Priorities.

e 2
Tr—gke

single Chilgdr
f
- Planning, operati
reouiring out-9f-
-

\ .
1
Juvehile Court

2. an

llmltgd’to chlldr

iifornla Velfa

Ca
j //gg;t serious offe

\a comor“50n81ve revier
ornia Foster Care studj
mined these SYstem-
reccmnondatlon will fo
lealth and Welfare A

en's Service Unlt re snon51ble for

K

7 of the seven racent
1es, thé cousultanta,
Rggonmendatlono, rated Jhere
Source ,references for each
llos:.

"

]

gency shouid'develop a

on and evaludtlon for chlldren

home care.

N [

d Drohatlon 1urlsdiction shou}d he

5

.Séqtion.602*

e/

/

en clgssified under
re and Inotltutlon Code), the

ndors

///, Protectlve Serv1ces* should be given juris diction

for children clA551fieﬂ‘under Section 600, abuseqd

Or neglecien children,

Section 601*,

-~

r;peﬁleﬂ

~ &

Bureau* as. modc

‘w

There shoulc he

~
N

de51gnateé to.

&

\

a category reser
are generally out OL D
and an alternatlve syste

Services (public and priv

!
1) 1nclua1nq family crisis

c0Lnsnllnq be nannated

a statewid

monitor pProtatioh dupartments

-

vnd for chlldron who

arental contlol, shouln he

>

m Ox community

o

ate: Youth 9erv1ce

or all countioes,

€ supervising agency . :

¢ estab)l

Please sec Gloss‘ry.
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K L. " standards, and evaluate program effectiveness.

(The California Youth Puthority* would be a o

q
-0 possible choice.) : -t 0
o X
[ . B * ‘
-¥ Please see Glossary. , .
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. ' SOURCR RRFEPricrg (System Recommendations) .."
. L] A\ ] : .
. 150int Leqislative audit Commnittee, An Evaluation
~ of Accountability for Foster Carec at the State Level,
1¢74 (Julyy, 148.3, P. 17, - T )
s

~

2Study conducted for Californians for Juvehile ,
.Justice by Arthur Bolton Associates, Proaress Renort 1.
' PRackqgrouna Information, Surmnmary of t+ha Problar, and
Genaral Recommendations, June, 1970, P. 44,

~
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MANAGP] IR, RECOT DDA Ovag : -

~

4 »
After a comprehensive review of the seven recent
California Foster Care studips, the consultants
determifed thege Hanagement Recommendations, rated
here by their priorities. Source references for each
recomrendation will follow, «

l@

>
3

2.

‘w
.

\

o .

The State Department of Social Mlelfare should
A

X

) . ¢
instruct counties op how to identify those

A
dependenté and wards .0f the Courts eligible for

§ . -
federal relmhugsemcnt. :

Counties should more closely evanmine eligibility

for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),*
. - |

The Department of Health showlq develop a sgetewide
A

foster care caseload standard, ¥

v

A4
L

« .

The Departnent of iealth shdulq'develop a uniform

focter fanily home rate, making allowances for

oo
>

srecial neecds,

" ¢
- f .
1.

. !
The ‘Department of Health shoula develon information

Systems to collect Qata necessary to measure Program ¥

effectiveness. . ' '

The Department of Fealth sﬁoulﬂ increase AI'DC-RBHI
(Roarding liomes ang Institutions)'proqram staff to
No more than 12 (if one foster care system develops -
Still the same need for sufficien%‘progran staf’

to monitor entire system).

o

*

s

Please see lossary S/




Management
. : N Recommerdationg
. . X
. . ; . (2)
7., Bdministrative: : g
’ . co s, A,
. . a) .-Divide foster care into two programs -
, .

i
. long-term and ‘shorf-term

b) Débeiop closer tied hetween foster care and

( . . ., adoptions progfam
" . ' . ' ci‘ Certifyf"réther thar liceﬁsé, foster homes *
N . d) Increase.allowagce to non-needy reiative
V I«‘ | e) ‘Initiate a éyépem of incentive‘payments*

~
*

. ]

N . - N e . .
‘\\ . % mhig recommendation was later rejected,

.
Prease '
see page 29 for c¢) and page ﬁl for e), N
1 i .
- * . Y
\ . . VN !
\
\\ !
. ‘ . ,
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Managemant
. _ Recommendaticns

1 (3)

SOURCH RRFERTWCTS ("lanagement Recommendations) -

lioint Legislative Avdit Committee, Rewport on
Foster Care in California, 1972 (June), 148,71, p. 17.

2Ibid., p. 34,
3Joint Leqgislative Audit Comnittee, Peport on
State'ls Role in Foster Care in California, 1074

. (Janudry), 148.2, p. 29. , . : '
\ *Ibida., p. 25. )
\ SIbid., p. 15. : '
®1hid., p. 17. .
Tagtate of California, Department of Health
Adoptions and Foster Care Study Nenort, Yovomher 1, -
1973, p. @. . N
"orpia., p. s. ' - AN
o Temia., p. 20. ' N S \\\ )
‘ ‘ ¢
"d1bid., p. 22. , .-
' 7°Ibid., p. 17. | '
i \
?
V! |
Y , A ' l-l Q &
* \




. ‘PROGRAM RECOMENDATIONS 0 )

t

5

. After aﬁ}omprehensive reviev of the seven recent
Califormia Foster Care studies, the consultants
determinad these Progran Rgéommendations, rated here
by their pPriorities. Source references for each
recommerrlation wilj follow,

. . . - ¢ .
1. County Devartments of Social Services, upon recéivine

-

a requesﬁ for out-of-home pPlacerent, should maké:

an immé@iate evaluation of the case and fhe alter-
natives for,handiing it. ‘Fvef§_reasonable‘&ffort
should be made to pr;vent entry gﬁ.the child into ‘
the Paster care System. c-

. 2. Servicesg (24-hour orisis ihtervention, homenaker;
, : i s
A
. mothersﬁ helper, day care, counseling, medical and

>

psychiatric-treatment, cfb.) should he abailable,

.

- .
A A ! ’ . . >
and delivered to famiYies in an‘effort to preclude

removal of the chila, : ' s

3. Services should éoﬁtinue to be delivefed to the ~

natural family if the chile is removed. They should

. . <

. ‘be a centra) component of intensive work with the .
family towara the'goal of the return of the child . .
in the near future, ’ N , ' . h

4. The specifics of a é;reful review of out-of~home ’

¢

blacewronts according to a specified time frame

shouléd he develéped*andkenforced.' Written short-

i
terrn and long-tern pPlans which evaluéte possi-

bilities of rctprﬁ to home, adoption, long~term
. » * LN . L4 ,{

\ ' 8 . .

i G.:t} PN '




» oy

i g . . ! |

' . . .. ‘ . Program
Recommendations

.- " (2)

" |

|

foster care, :-etc. should be made for the child )
at évery_point of review. At a definite tine

durina rlacement, a permanent plan should bg. -

madb for the child. If the temporary placement

-exceeds a certain length of time, the permanent ‘

Plan should be revieved, implemented and enforced.

' r’
' . '

5. The State Department of Health should revise the .
adoptions qaseload tandard to allow adoptlon )
worﬁérs uff1c1ent time to work wlth foster children ‘

, an@ thelr foster parents toward po tential adontive

Placeménts.- . \ o

~6a. County 1ﬂoot10n dnwartrents should be furnished

w1th ouff1c1ent leqal staff to process cases. of

freedom of foster childredn fnom cuqtocy aﬁﬁ con- .
trol of their natural narente. ~ -

X .

6%. Free legal service should be provided to foster »

parents wishing to qualify for -quarcdianship of

’ foster child but lachlng financial-means to . ‘ \

-

; meet costs.* ’ L

il

7. -Training Programs for foster parents should be

nlanned and required,

8. ®raining needs and Programs for child services

- . workers should be revievd and revised,
. 3 » Lt
't

L]

-

. -

* This recormendation vas later rejectfed, Please
) pages 42-473,

.
‘ v 9

D
(0 e
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N _ i Program
’ OZ‘ * Recommendations
(3) "

B Sourcw REVERTVCES ™ (Proaram Recommencdations)

Istdte Department of Social Wlelfare, Children ‘
Vaiting,' 1872, r 10, State of California, Pepartment !
of Health, Adontions and Yoster Care Study Revort, |
Novemher 1, 1273, p. 6. .
* N xb
2State Deflartment of Social Welfare, Children 1 *
TMaitina, 1972, , 1, bernice 0. Madison and Michael ]
Shapiro in collaboration with Pernard %ahn, A.D. ¢
Ruperstein and rayl “einbercoer, ‘lew Persnéctives on '
t Child Yelfare )ostad Care Sorvices, Gtaifing and
Delivery Systen, 1073 under’Rosenberg and fan Francisco
o Foundation and California State University, San .
Francisco ausnicos in cooperation with the San Mateo '
Prohation Deporement, en, A.. Hereafter this report ,
- © . Wwill be refeored to S8imply by its title. State of TN
California, Dopartrient of Health, Adoptions anA
Foster Care Stury Peport, Movember 1, 1573, pPp. 6-8,
ppe 10"111 B \

é

/
. L3 - -, . M' f
Yaiting, 1272, r 13. Yew Perszpectives on Child "lelfare |
e ¢ o . e 0 - ™

Foster Care Strwsggs, ftatiing and Delivery Systen, f
ch., 8. 8%ate o, California, Department of NMealth, <
Adontions ane T"osker Caré Study Remort, Hovember 1, 1973,

p. 12.

{
} 3State Rzpartont of Social elfare, Children

4 : )
4Statc)nepartmcnt_of Social "elfare, Children ,V' :
. . - . . AT A —_,
Waltlng, 1972, r 19, Hew Porsnectives on Child Welfagé

Foster Care Sorvices, Staffing and Deljvavrv System, i
ch, Béipn. 16%~166. State o California, Department
t

i»

of Heglth, Zdontions and Fogtor Care Study Report, i
Novemfier 1,71 :

9“’1’3; :Jl)c 12"1(;0

5.Toi-nt Lﬁgisldtivefﬂudit Committee,¢Report on Séate's

Role in Foster Car~ in California, 1074 (January), b
148.2, p. 372, :

. - /

- ' /
bagtate Beparinent of Social "elfare, Children’
Waiting,. 1972, » 15. Joint Iegislative Audit Commiétee,

Report on State's Role in Foster Care in Californig,

4 1874 (JTanvary), I v I
. oy

GbState Devartment of Social lelfare, Childrgn . \'

. Waitigg, 1972, r 20, . 4 ‘

/
!
7State Departmant of Social Yelfare, Children Lo
Waiting, 1572, r 21l. State of Califoxnia, Department -
of lealth, Adovstions and Foster Care Study Report,

.

: Movember 1, 1673,_9. 23. Joint TLdgislative Audit

.

10 :
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Program '
Recommendations
(4)

* SOURCE REFRRENCES ' . N

o

Committee, Renort on States Role in Foster Care in
California, 1974 (Januaryy, 148.2, p. 1%,
=< .21ornia ! [

8state Department of social Melfare, Children

‘Jaiting, 1972, r 12, ey Perspectives on CWiIa —
Welfare Foster Care Services, Staffina and,Delivery
Service, ¢hs, 57, State of California, Department

Sf'nealth, hdoptionsg and Foster Care Study Revort,

Novemper 1,71973, p. 23,° i




. .- _ \
. . SY8TEMS RECOMIENMDAPLOMS -
. \‘ ’ /

. . . R ; / .
‘ Pecommendation- . S ) . w
. / * M

’ /

-~ The Ilealth and “elfare Agency should develop a

Single 'Children's Sorvice Unit. resnonsible for

. ‘ " pPlanning. operation and evaluation for children
’ - redquiring out-of-home care.

.. . o

Consultants" Comnants: ' : ¥

)

. » All of the~consul£anfs'sﬁiéngly agreed with this
' L . }

. recommendation. They felt' that this recormmendation was

. crucial if the foster care program was to be a truly

A}

. B
. . effectivae system of services to children and their ’

families., .All Management and Program recommencations

can he ®ucces

sfully irplemented onlv if the single unit
: 2

is created,

the unit:

«

Some of the consultant

Caseload stancar

developrnent and maintenance of a reporting system.

d setting, rate settind,

consultant cdes

. Another streas

S specified some functions of

One

cribed the current frasmentation of services.

LY

2d the importance‘of'weilwquafified,

-——

. top-level per'sonnecl. Tha overall concern was the need

. for accountability., S
i B - /

"

%
Source:

: . .
(See gravh and chayt on the following two pages.) '
v ; "There are 14 soparate organizational units in the'state

Health and Welf
foster cara pro

are Aaehcy respon
grame.

. effective sunervision and coordin

sible for the supérvision of

This diffusion of authority precludes

ation of nrograms with local

agencies ‘and prevents the assigrnient of responsibility for either

progran failure or/success at the state’ levelw”

. * ° Report 1?3:3 Ju;&,'l974.‘p. 5. c Y
; :

. ' N

v N .

A ’ 12.

ERIC

. ) .
2 N ’ . .
o o .l




: , ' Systems |

Recommendations

(2)

“"The Healqp and Welfare Agency is not. organized to permit
the effective exchange of information regarding the out~of-homae

" placement of children." 1bid., P.110, '

During the present legislative

to children receiving out-of-home care were introduced.

tho

y

no single organizational unit %0 detor~inn
proposed legislationg Ibid., p, 12.°

a ! ~ \
\

13

There is
irpact of thig

(\

v

{

sessioh, over 70 bills relating

~N¢
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. ORCANIZATIONAL - STEUCTURE OF ~ heeret: S, : ’
FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS 1 CALIFORNIA : Mealzh .ihd ¢ .
=~ < Verfare - )
of - S .
’ . ~ . » v . - . .
- . . . g * - B . v
3 i
.w a - . T
. 1 .
o : Dept. of - . E -
. Youth . . Depi. of . Dept. of ,
Ayttority . Health ¢ Benefie .
NO.%.V - . . . | Payments
0 - -~ I '
: — : = .
f\\ * » . . N v P
Health > o - m , - )
Health «”
Qualiey , H”nanwoan: - , Healceh L . Welfare
Systens . . mkmnemm * Protection Trogram .
—d ’ J . Systenms : . Crerations
. | : :
m v ., = ° 14.— ! - ’ . S~
n»no=m~=w - Developrenta) ) Mental ’ Social AMUC i
Mennmn. . Disab{litdes | .« ' » Disabilities i Services vmonnba,
rogra o !
graa Propran ~ . Fropram PR « | Progran Maangenent
. . - - - ” - 2z ~
| i = B M _ ]
Facil. Reg. MR * -, IMT « Cormi. = sves N . -
Licens. CTRs Huwpital mﬂwu.b....\ ) nonon\.. Hospital] {Services . :.E.w * | AFDC A be s ] arc
Oper.” Service: perviceq Prograsns Services] {Secticn Scer . Coord. Trogram Progran
Socrden Svetion Section - pervices Scerion ee- : 4 . Opex. Systems
—— | - | | .
— T - N . Fa=4ly & .
Prograz Adzin. Fleld * .m._ - . . .
_ . Lhildren
cl1c% Services Service: . ' . pervices *
Unit Unit Unit ’ t. < ' . R'ndt :
. \ .-k 4= ¢ k4 . ’ b
. 7 - lLocal Meatal ’ ;Tbn L] R
< S8 County Health ﬁﬁ ZH1 .
> vmﬁvunno:\ ., Services Consults, * 58 County
tpartoents | & . ’ —{ Welfare S
.. - . T - Departrents ~
) %14 separate organizational units with basic i )

i

Frogran responsibilicies for foster care.

, s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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* 18 years of ‘age.. .

-

. b
R . -
.
* -
’ a
LN ‘.
.
* -
.
* + i )
.
! ¢
' ' 15
’
. p)
O )
o
N ¢
o
Y

g ’ \" ‘ Y
* Legislative Audit .Committee, 148.3, p. 9.

E/Exgludes 1;33b‘Dépéftment of Youth Authority (CYA%I

S R O TN h
* “‘ 1 . . '\&‘. .;t ’\."‘ ~ ‘:‘ " b4 - ?
e e et IR S o (2b} .
EN VR ) . A
. : N ’ e :.- ‘ e k.’ .:\2.:{'? Lt ’ If‘" g ‘
e, . Estigated-Number of Childre .
PR N ﬁ‘“;gioutro§~ﬂqme,6arg e X '
) \ °.mmymwlm3f“” e
) ¢ -:' - ; - - . e ) Lo e
I T ..t Estimated - .’ Pertent
Tt ‘ : te p NumbeR.Qf:  Of Total
P —_ . ‘ e ‘Children Children
. 'q . " :': LI ’ ‘ " : A ) - ., B ] . v :‘
"+ Health Protection Systems o : . .
JCoun}y Welfare Departments): - - o
) ,‘n\t. ‘ ‘\. . L e ) [ . - € L
REDC-BHI (Children placéd with. N
4‘ ‘honrelatives) T, 27,020 ¢
770, "AFDE-PG  (Ghildren placed with . * ‘
S relatives) oo 0. 12,500 . 70,84
Health Treatment Systeps:e -
LR i . L . ‘-
' Deﬁelopmedial,disabiiiﬁies 6,650
. . " . ’
Mental disdbilitjes, T . 710 13.2%
¢ T, N ¥ ’ . 1
+ County Probation‘bépantments: " ,
. T /' ' ; ~ ‘
aFpc-purd/ A 2,980
4 . !
. . s J ’
County-funded only ~ : o 5,960 16,0%
" Total childrew . . ¢ 55,820 100.0%

l7Theée children are sypervisted by county probation departments,
but their care 4sg financed in-part by county welfare departments.

children under




Systems -
Recommendations,

(3)
2. Recormendations .

°
1 .

[Py

Juvenile Court and

limited to children

’ (California Welfare
+ Serious offendors,

Probation jurisdiction should be
classified under Section 602
and Institutions Code) ,

rd

the most .

Protective Services should be wiven
children classifiea

neglected children.

jurisdictioq for
under Section 600, abuseqd or '

- Section 6014 o cptegory reserved for children who

are generally outwof parental control, should be
be repealed and an alternative system of community
services (public and private; Youth Services hd

Bureau as model) inciucing family crisis counseling \
, be mandated for all counties,

.

Consultantsg? Comments : '

i
.

All the.consuLBants acreed to the three recommend

ations,
althoug}

- \ ’ , ’
1 a number of concerns were expressed. - First, it ’

¥
. ) - E . ! |
vould be crucial: to mandate Protective services thrqughout‘

the State.’ Second, it wag stressed that organizationally,

the Protective sarvices delivery syster has weakness

" equal to those of the probation system.

es
3

It wvas

suggested, hovever, that.a single State leGel unit for

v children woulgd greétly

}
strencthen the role of

protective services at. the county level. fThe introducation
- 3

of the Family Court (while not spécifieq per se in any
of the reports) Was sugqgested as a posivive move, 1In !

community alternative

relation to repealing Section 601,
have not yet proven to be any
’ )

< ) programs more successful

KRS

than the esﬁablished services. The'repcal Bf 601 would

call for

‘a tremepdous ariount of conperatiop amonga the

public agencies and bhetween the publi.c and cormunity based

f r

| o
“ : ] o 16 :




Syétemf
Rgcommendations
(4)

organizatéons. 1@ reaction of

One other concern was +]

public employee uniong if consideration vas given to

(\

6Nl's,

reducing t?e role of 3 major county agency such as

probation. §Finally, some Probation departmen

T,
t§ ar

kd

T «
&lready beginninq to move avay from dealing wjith

ﬁolto
"The.Section 60
refuses to obey the
of his parents,
who is beyond th
a child who ig !

n p. 44,

1 child 'who persistently or habitually

' e and proper orders or directions
stodian or school authorities, oy
such person, .., ! is by definition
oper and’'effective parental care or,

€ control of
in need of pr

>

Or quardian actus
children fall withij
Welfare ang Instit

such care or c
iction of Secti
Bolton pp. 45

-

17

Y
avt

to exercise or
-0or has no Parent
ontrol.' . ghege
on 600 of the
, 46, ,

!

W




: (5)

DO . ’ 3 : ,/ ;
b____———————i____________________:______________________________;;;;:::::-.---.-T--.q
. Recommendationg ’ /

3. Recommendation: - - ' ' i /

N There shoulg be a statewide-snpervision agency |
designated to nonitor probation ﬁepartments, -~ . -

establish standards, andg evaluatoe pProaram . ,
effectivenesgs, (The California Yonth Mithority o
. -

would be a possible Choice.) _ N

Consultantg' Responsge:

There was strong agreement arong the consultants ¢

on this recommendation, byt equally strong concern was

' Yoiced as to whether the California Youth Aﬁthority ,

AA\ - . 6 .
should be the monitoring State'level_ageﬂcy. It was |
I

Suggested that the recommended single

Source: )
- . . P

M"There is no organizational unit within any stafe agendy -

responsible for coordinating Probation departmcnt Placements,

There is no statewide supervision agency to m@nitqr~proqrams

administered by county probationﬁdepartments or t6 compare Program

effectiveness. This leads to variations in the freatrent of foster

children Supervised by county probation departments and is /

evidenced Y varying caseload sizes and rate structures among - ]
- the counties ang by the greater use of constitutional placements /

in some counties, " -
A. Bolton Report, July, 1974, p. 12, \

k2 AN
\

s
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FIRVAGDHmN RECOMIITNDATTIONS

Rcconmendation:

-~
The Statc Devartment”of Social Yelfare of
California (now the Department of, Benafit Payments)
should instruet counties or % tify those
depeniants ang varés of t
federal reimbursement,

Consultants! Comments -

Consultants agreed that counties ‘had failed in the
pPast to collect fedaral money on the children eligible
for such funding and that this money should be claimed,

.

Only one, consultant Qig not feel i+ hecessary for -

instructions to bhe issued to the counties, In her mind,

the ineﬁficiency in collection had resulted, from

Grroneous Spsy instrhctions'in 1973, which had since heen

corrected, ‘ i

- Source: *

"Recause of inadequate and, in some cascs, inaccurate infor-
mation supvlied by 8Dst, approximately 2,600 federally eligibleﬂ
children placed in foster hopes after having been judged a ward
of the court (elfare and Institutions Code Sections 601 or 602)
have not heecn clainmed for federal\reimbursement, .

"In addition, wé ecstimate that a minimim of 550 federally
eligible children Placed in foster homes aftor being judged
a dependant of the court (Yelfare and Institutions Code Section
600) also havé not been clained for federal reimbursement......

ooooooo.oo..-oo-oooooooo.oo.ooooo.oooo‘onoooo.-ooo4oooooo..oooo.

«e...Since thisg claiming écficicncy has existed since the incep-
‘tion of the federal policy to share in the cost of foster care
(January 2, 12¢7), the loss of faderal reimburscments_amounts to
an estimated $1g8 nillion for the 6~1/2 vyears ending June 30, 1973.¢
Legislative audit Committee, 148.1, pp 4-5,

.

1




Management
Recommendations ™

\ (2)
Recommendation: _ .

“

Countiéé'shoﬁld more closely examine AFDC eligi-
bility{ :

c

Consultants! Conments

Consultantsg agread that both State and Cc;“t‘

43
-

administrations must assist in the identification of
children eligibiewbar federal funding.

. *

Sourcea:

(See citation und

>

er Recommendation 1)
This recommendation stresses the o

claiming federal funds for arpc chil
their homes by court orger.

ounty's responsibility for
dren who have been removed from




Management
Recommundations
(3)

s 3. Recommendetions

The Denartment of Health shoula develop a state-
wide foster care caseload standard.

Consultants! Comments -

Consultants agreed that caseloads must he
standardizedi However, many consultants were concerned
that these be flexible in line with the following

considerations: .

) a) special characteristics of county
. ¢
i - . N . .
b) <dmount of time required to work with foster
' ‘Parents: e.q., six children in one foster ‘
‘ home take less tipe than one child in each
Lo of six foster hores. . . ! |
. 5 ] .
c) separats workers for families which can bhe I
reunited vs. children for vhom no realistic ‘
. family ties exist . '
- 4d) relationship between caseloaqd standards for
foster care and -adoption v
g ' <
Source: ’ N

. . "...we can find no justificatio

n for the wide

variations in cascloads
counties ve visited, the
from 25 to nearly 68,"

/ 148.2, p. 22.

that currently cxist.

In the
average caseload size ranged Y

3 3 73 4
Legislative Audit Committee

r .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

21
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- Average Foster Care .Caseloads <.

For County Welfare ang Probation Departments’
Six-County Sample .

.- April-1973 « P T

\ =
’

e Average Nimher of Cases Per Caseworker

. NS County Welfare Department County Probation

Volunta{z . Court-Ordered Department

+

Los Angelesl/ | - 52 38 38
Monterey ' 2/ - 2/ * '55
Orange 37 3 + .~ 51 .
Riverside " 68 68 ' 40
San Dieqo 25 . 45 65
San Francisco : 33 33 51

.

.1/ Effective May 1, 1973, veluntary and court-ordered (Welfare
and Institutiong Code Section 600) caseloads were combined,

2/ Not avajlable; each chilg placement caseworder Processes
both fos;er.care angd Drotective services cases. .

g . .
* Legis;ahi?é Audit Committee, 148.2, p. 19

e
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4., Regomﬁendation:

The Department
foster fanily home rate,
specidl needs.

Consultants’ Comments:

Consultants agreed that there should be a uniform

family home rate, with allowances
The suggested that these rates be
as t#e child grows older,\ It was
the state and" federal governmgnts

of the cost,

should the county

of Supervisors should be relieved bf the power to

esfablish rates.

of.Health should develop a uniform
Mmaking - allowances for

One consultant Proposed that not only

be relieved of cost, but the Board

[ +

Management o
Recommendations ¢

(4)

v

for special needs.
flexible and increase
also indicated Ehat

should assume more
i

Source:

“"The fostex family hone rates authorizeq by = .
Supervicors range from about $98 ‘
Pexr month...to $160 per month...The BHI* rate ™

largest populated .

] (See following page.)

% Legislative Audit-Committee, 148.2, p. 22.

County Boards of

schedule for California's 20
counties ig prescnted. ., "

»

* Please see glossary




a3 : ‘ " Management .
: ’ Recommeqda:iqns
- /i (4a)

! LN
/

!
/ . / <

Boarding Homes ang Institutions

. - Caseloads, Rates and Average Pa ents
For the Twenty Largest Counties ’
) June 1973+ Co
1/ Highest - ! Average3/ ' Average
BHI Regular Foster Payment/child Payment/chilg
Caseload Home Rate2/ IQiFoster Home 1In Institution-

: if -
Alameda 1,344 $130 /. $128° $574 |
Contra Costa 861 130 /' 119 - 631
Fresno 591 1ro - // 102 74
Kern . 692 110 / 103 ceeeees 426
Lps Angeles 13,180 i 107 @// 122 466
Marin ’ 150 160 / 133 ' 474
Monterey . 219 - 125 117 4/
Orange ' 721 148 1 ' 118~ —. 444
Ri%¥side, " 797 125 i/ 106 T 438 v
Sacramento 975 125 i 132 . 487
San Bernardino 943 120 i 104 “ 430
San piego 1,635 127 / 121 471
San Francisco 2,024 ' 130 I/ 150 588
San Joaguin 423 125 ' 122 451 .
San Matco 632 130 | 122 542
Santa‘Barbara 335 -, 126 123 395
Santa Clara 1,303 . 98 /' ; 147 - 507,
Sonoma 427 108 ' 146 - ~456
Stanislays - A34 110 133 - 474
Ventura ) ,285 115 /- 109 k74

/ ‘ : ’ e
1/ Public Welfare in California, June 1973, | -
2/ County Boards of Supervisors set. the rates in each county; higher
rates are usually set for older ‘children. This is the rate for an *
P older child without unusual special nceds. °

3/ BHI Caseload Movement angd Expénditures Report (CA 237), June and
July 1973 average. - .

. 4/ Insufficient cases to produce a meaningfyul average,

* Legislative Audif Cormittee, 148.2, p, 23.° .. - s
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- ' Management |
ﬁs“
L * 4

. (5) '
5. Recommendation: :
Department -of Health shoule develop information
Systom to collect data hecessary to Neasure
Program effectivenesgs,
' . [
Consultants Comments s . , -

. ‘ ) . .
1) 1o identify the Placement best suited to
the chila ' *
. . . [}
2) To nlan and control’ cases
T . = . e
3) To Prepare relfable and prompt reports fer federal,
state and county officials
4) 7o develcp Criteria’ for county systems
d
5) mo identify»adoptivc children at ap early age —
6) To measure effectiveness of achieving goals
tegislative Audit Committee, 148.2, pp. 14-15
h S

Countics are rnot
data on fostey children.
Program cffcctiveness.

Consulyanis agreed with the recommendation and

goals Stated

£

ahove,

requlated by . the State to collect pertinent
Thus, it ig impossible to measure Y
An information system should he developed:




s ) v

R¢commendation:

A

Program staff to no
sufficient staf

Consultants' Comments:

6 The consult

N

. to wonitor the ADC~RHI pProgram.

“«

The Deépar .mont of-Health shonld

nere than 12
. 2 systen ddvelops,]the heed st

£ to monitor this

ants agreed to the need for more

that twelva staff&membersawas a suf

Mahagement
Recom@endations
16)

X

* .

increase AFDC-RBHY-
(if one foster
ill exists for
system) . ‘

3

Il

staff
»”
There was some doubt *

ficient number,,

‘Source: )
.‘ ' e
- 7 ""The state has alloc

_to monitor the $108 milli
third consultant was not
1973, These consultants h

during the last 24 wonths.”
. 148.2, p. 16,

Legislative

ated only three full-time
on per vear AFDC-BHI pProgram.
hired by the department until October

ave visited only 12 of the 58 counties

consultants
The

hdudit Committee,
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e
.

7a. Recormendation:

Divide foster care into

and short-torm,

Consultants Comments:

Most consultants

- be beneficialz, However, one

¢ that the.disadvantages outwe

this separation of foster ca

point system for evaluating

caseloads could solve the pr

« .

Management
Recomnendationy
: (7)

two prdgrams -- long-tern

1

felt that such a division wouia

consultant felt strongly
igh the advantages by

o )
She felt that a check

L

re,

Pldcements ang reduced

oblen,

2.

.

S .
source:

»

Distin

*

isdimpgrtant b
differgnt ang

¥
LY

A

guishing between long-

. v
texrm and short-
the children j;

,
i

term foster care

€cause the needs of

I3

this

division would

f »

Department of Heaith, P. 8.

*




| ' ‘ Management”,

. ’ ) . Reccemmendations '’ . )

. , ’ . . T (e -
) ‘ )

AN 7.  Recomméridation: .

.
[

- . Develop closer ties between Foster Care and the,
’ ! Adoptions Proaram. - ,

& ..
- Consultants' Comments: B £

[

\ Consultants agreed with this recommendation, As .
{ [ .
1 3 (Y
, ' ohe consultantegrote: “Current compartmentalization, ) >
. . . i

-

- is Qfscrtedly attributesd to administrative convenience. °.
N . . . , ‘

\ :
.. Dbwn \wi th burcaucratic convenience as g ;ationalJ; .
: I

LYY - ‘.

' 5 ’ . : -
This pronosition is logical and shonld be.supported:.."

t L
a < e

’7 Other conSultantswnoted‘that in some countigs ’
A .

Foster Care ang Adoptions Units wor!: closely and

effectively. 1f the Foster Care Systems were given
[ 2 .
a higher priority within the State Department of BSaith .

- axd there vere more than three techﬁical stﬁﬁf fo*the o

~

\ .
entire State, the Tecormendation would Possibly be
s - *

iwplementod simply through sharing of ideas among the .

counties,

. - hope of reunification with family never receive a permanent
' placement through adontion. These programs need to work
together more to end the 'limbo' situation for.children,

Department of Health, p. .

¢

| A . 3
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Mnnagemeni
Recommendqtions
, ' (9) .o

Al * - ,.

.y "7c. Recommendatidn: —_— : , L

&

Certify, vather than license, foster homes,

)
¥ ’ 1

A
Consultants! Comments:

Consultants agreed that certification of foster

homes as implemented in nany other states is a policy ' i

3
. /

L]
from which California could henefit., The legal !

-

’ . <>
implications of licensing makes it an inflexible

process. Well-guided certification could be an "]

important supplement: to our ‘current licensing
Procedure. One Suggestion was to  test certification :

in seclected counties and then compare results with

g ;
. licensing i» the same corntieq. R ot ‘
o . TN - ' ,

7c+  Revised Recommendation:

2

In select2d counties, certification should be C
. * tested and results compared with licensing results
in the same counties. . .

A3

Source: \ 2

-

J "One sé%gestcd accomodation to the Program is to convert .
the licensina of family-type foster homzs to a certification
program. The belief is that cextification allows greater
flexibility better to Serve changing nceds in socizl and
administrative Cirswastances," Pepartment of Health, p. 21.

— X o
3, g "

oo i o




7d. Recormendation:

Increase allevance to non-needy relative,

Consultants! Corments:

Consultants agreed.

4 »

¢ «
Managenent
Recommendations
(10)

v
.

Source: .

"Currently, non-needy relatives m

*

ay aqéept responsibility

to care for a related child for whom q{zy,qre not legally

required to pay support. For this ser
through a formula which pays approxima

\pei child.
this amount,® Depa{tment of Health, p
&

e -

ice .they are reimbursed
tely $50 ~ $75 per hionth

Foster care placement usually costs more than double

. 22,

"Q




Managemens

Recommendations
. (11) -
72, Recdmmendatiog: ’ |
Initiate 3 system of incentive Payments, ) ‘
/ ConsultantsA\Comments?
‘ I3
/

|
|
Most Consultants felt that incentive p

ayments wera
Not necessary,

etc,
. >
7e. Revised e commendation -
This recommendation/is nd longer sﬁpported.
B
SQUI‘CG: .
Inceﬁtive

bPayments, as -encoura
returning chiig :

gement tow&&d gnal of
‘0Mme or prowiding p
huve never been

exmanent placement,
tried seriously in California.
Departwent of Health, p, 17, , *
+ . B . }
)

,t)
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ﬁROGRAH RECOMMENDATIONS

\
ngommcndation:

1
A County Department
receiving a request
should make lan irem
and formulat alter
Every Yeasonable ef
entry of thelchila

Consultants! (.om

—

Consultants

whts »
reed
to keep the chil¢ in the

that this is only possib
/

extensive sergibes are pro

N/
£

ediate evalua
natives for

fort sh ula be
inte the Foste

!
/ i
/ !

5,/ upon |
home‘pLacementﬁ
tion of the case
handling it.
pade to preven
Care Systep.

/

of Social Service
for out-of-

t

b Y
that ever effort must be made

]
home, lowever, they st#essed

le if Adequate funds for!

gyéed. j
|
|

/

.‘/ '
/

"When an aqgenc
Placement, a thorou
case planning,
have serious
Program decig
help familieg

e
#

SoMmMreo -
oource:

saves /

’

gh social a

ionz and

avoid family
child, or placemen
must be

Department” of Health,

p. 6.

7

Yy fi¥st receives a

and service or re
pProblews but vho do

t of the child in such
removed from tlie home, v

/

[ .’

- '}. LR
request for out-of-Home
eéssment for diagnosis

S, prompt
ferral can assist familied who
not place the

child in jdopardy,
findings c#n

they reach crisisi
abandonment of th
jeopardy that he

og

S bafore
breakup,

|
|
|
|
i
|
4
!
!
|
|
|
|
1
!
|
i
\

{
i
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Recommandationg
- ‘ (2)
2., Rccommendation: . . .

Services (which vould inclucde 24-hour crisis ,

intervention, honemaker, mother's helper, day ’

care, counseling, medical ang Psychiatric treat-

ment) should be available ang Gelivered to families
s+ in an effort to Preclude removal of the chilg.

Constltantg!’ Coﬁments:

»

‘Consultants agreed that services should be avajl-

able and mancated, Ope consultant vrites: "phjig

should be made to prevent entry of the child into the

Foster Care S¥stem, fThe full gamut of Services shoulgd

be accessible on a 24~hour basis for appropriate A' -
Crisis intervention to prevent removai of the chilad -
P v ‘s
from his hope. " ' .
. ’ ) v -~
Source; ] .

“The removal of a chilq from his home dnes not hclp"Ehe '
family to dea) with its problems. The sole criterig for suc¢h

return of the chilad a difficult ang often lengthy Process, ;
It is essential, therefore, that a full range of serviceg, * ‘

be immediately available to a11 persons involveqd jn a family '

crisis to assist them in dealing with their problems and to

Preclude the nceq for the removal of the child from the home.

Although the services néeds of a family may be varied anq -

‘complex,. it is less Costly in dollars and cértainly in human T

costs, if their provision helps‘to strengthen a family unit

and to prevent the need for placement of a child in foster care.

Many of the needed ‘services are curxently available byt nead

to be organized, €oordinated angd focused on family crisis’ which

have been identified, Generally, the range of servicesg which i

should be available in a ¢omprehensive family sexvices delivery ) '

<« 33
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.. - Recormendations ) .

O

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric

-

) ' (3) .

system should include at least the following:
Counseling Services Assistance Strvices
Psychological Day Care
Psychiatric Night care in energency
Financial situntiong ,
Crisis intervention Tutorial
Family . Homemakers ana velunteoere
. . Home physical therapy services

Medical/health care

Financial assistance to

maintain home
Children Waiting, pp. 21-27,
. .
, 4
/
. .
/ : /‘
- . ’ ,;
o . .
it 2
A ]
N Y
L4

vt ) 34
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. Program .
Recommendations

(4)

3. Necormendation s

Services “should continue to he delivered to the
natural family if the: child is removed. They should
be a central component of intensiva work “ith the

family toward the goal of the return of the child in
the near futpra,

&

Consultants? Comments .

" Consultants agreed that it jisg absolute&y essential
to provide serviceg to the family éféer tﬁe child has
_been removeﬁ. In many insténces, removal is the only
action which is in the hest interests of both the chila
and his famiiy. As one consultaﬁt stressed, this
Separation can be therapeutic only if ifitensive sérvices
are provicded to the family. Often the parenfs suffer
from guilt and‘a sense of failure, even thouah théy
ﬁnowfthey need and desire the rehoval'of fhe child,
Services nust he provided to these parénts to help thém

>

adjust to and arow in this arrangement and to enable '
: . Ct
the chilo’s early return to the family, : i

Other consultants expressed special concerns,

- —

.?Qese ser:ices should be provided by spaecially trainea -

stafﬂY'not the family wo§keru The family wo:ker/should

. be responsible for securing medical care, housing,
financial assistance, ete. Caseload standards.shou%d

be set. The family vorker's judgment as to when the

child can safely return howe should be decisive.

ca

&8 ]
18]

-

- ==




. Program -
. ' Recommendations
~ , (5) (
Source: . ‘

"Once a decision has been rcached that placement is
necessary, intensive vork with the familykduring the first
six months of Placement ig particularly irmportant to help -
parents - stabiiize their-lives.and reclaim their child,
Essentizl “ervices include problem identif qg%ion, agreemnent ,
upon a mutually understood goal toward which.qounseling and ; .
support of the Parents can be directed, practical advsice and - ,Ey/
guiﬂance, arrangements for redical or psychiatfic\treatment

for the parent or child as needed, work training or employment
for,the'parents, plans for adequate child care or respite help

. when the child retung home, help in learning about ang using ’ "
" ' other resources in the community, and other specific services
. directed tovard crzaating an environment which nakes it possible
) fox the fanily to function with reasonable stability thereafter. " '
! Departwent of feaith, p. 12, .
o - - 1 " ~N
vt 2
) | .
« ;
I o ) .
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Program
- . Recommendations
- (6) .
4. Recommendab{ég: ) : %
The specifics of a careful review of out-of-home
pPlacements according o a specified time frame
should be developed and enforced. Written short-
and long-term plans which evaluate possibhilities .
of return to home, adoption, long term foster care,
" etc. should bé made for the child at every voint
of review. At a definite time during placerant,
a8 permanent plan should be made for the child., If
the temporary pPlacenent exceeds a certain lenqth
+  of time, the permanent-.plan should be revieved,
implemented and ¢nforced, :

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants agreed with and elaborated on this .
recormendation. The focus shéuld be on goal-directed

services. Dynoamic managemeﬂk'and managerial control S
willlbe necessary; A check-point.system Qill@help as |

night Lhe newly eétablished‘foster care fegistry.

Timely review]of cases shouid he made.qt a level abhove

the supervisor of the record-keeping unit. Counties

should establish fos&gr care review committees composed -

of qualified proféssionals outside the agenc¢y. Finally,

accountability will be extremaly import$h$.

. o

SOUISE: ' . ﬁ

“Approxlmately 58 percent of the ¢hildren in our . ; )
Projected sample remained in the program for two or more years."
(See Table on the following page.) Legislative Audit Committée‘,
P. 9. These statistics do not seem to reflect the goals and
intent of the Foster care program,

“Foster Care. should never hecome a way of life for .a child.
By its vexy definition, it is a substitute and temporary solution
to meeting his needs.," Children Waiting, p. 38. 3

The Madison ang Shapiro study and otherS'recognizp that
“children who are kept in ‘temporary' care for donq periods,
even though there is n»n possibility of return to the natural
parents, are deprived of their chance for nérmal development, "

_Madison and Shapiro, p. 32.° . ‘

37




= \\ Program .
. Recommendations.
\ ' : (Ga) o
\ ,. :
\\
\»
\
) \ .
! ‘ . Length of ﬁime a Child Remains
b In the AFDC~BHY Foster Care Program
Six-County Comparison N '
Projected Cascload ¥

“

Total . i

s Undexr Two :
. Years *  Caseload
¥- ’ .
Los: Angeles 3,900 13,180
Monterey o 83 219
Ctrange 397 > 721 ,
Riverside 484 797
San Diego 642 1,635
San Francisdo 513 2,024
Total Number '
. of Children 6,029 12,547 18,576
1 ————
Percent of . T y
Total Children 32.5% 67.5% 10¢.0%
i '

-

.
' i

vJvy . ot i‘
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Program
Recommendations

} (7
Recommendation- -

[ &}
L]

.

The State Department of Health shoulg revise the
adoptions caseload standard to allowy adontion
workers sufficient time to work wien foster .
children angd their foster bParents towarg Potential
adoptive Placements, .

Consultants' Commenté:

1

" Consultantsg generally: agreed with this
recommendation. Ohe consultant wrote; “Presant

regulations define Fre-adoptive care quite restrictively,

. c , ) . .
resulting in varied interpretations among counties,

LR .
These regulations are an effort to maximize Federal 75¢

>3

Services fund; and conserve State adoption funds -- ap I
, admirableAijectivé, perhaps, but'ggg at the high cost

0f leaving children without permanént homes, - R

Another consultant expressed concern th%t this '

fecommendation Not be censtrued as Snoouragaensnt for
viorkers to pPressure foster Parents to hecowe adoptive
parenés. "Many‘foster Parents, are nof fnterestcd in
adopting ang did not become foster pérents Uith adaption
igrmind.' It ié unfair €o such families to uxas them to

adopt, *

X

#
Source:

‘about 4,950 childrﬁn in the siy cownties we Swpled are not
likely t4 be reunited with their natural Parents and are, o woere
-in the recent past, poten ially adortive, This group of children
represents 26,8 percent’ of the foster care cascload., paq ¢ffoctive
adoptive services been madae available to themp in the secong year
of their Placement, they would no longer be receiving fogtoy care
paymentsﬂ ' ' .

"Our June 1973 foster cate report indicatéd that the averaqe

39 -




) Progrem
Retommendations

. 8
cost of maintaining a chila in foster care | cluding both _ ®
those living with a nor~relative ana thosé’t?ving in an institution °
is $201 a month. Estinated administrative overhead and services
costs amount to an additional $93 bexr month.,  The annuval cost
‘savings of placing these children in adoption could arount to as ~
much as $17 million, and if our siv~-county sample is representative N
of the state, then the total number of such children statewide, .
who are not likely to be reunited with their natural parents, . !
would be 8,200 and the potential savings would he an estimated
$29 million annually.” Legislative Audit Committee, 143.2, p. 31.




" ‘ program

Recommendations* .
- , (9) o
TP Recommendation: - P o
County adoption dnpartments should be furnished .

with sufficicnt legal staff to Process cacas of
freedom of foster chlldlen from cuatoéy anc control
of their natural parents, ‘

»

Consultants! CoMments: . . .

“ e Consultants agreed. One consultant offgred.the~

rgmindcr‘that thgse costs would be offset by savings in ~'\\\\'

BHI payments. Host consultants.indicated'thdt provision

P

of tgis/iggal staff ;;st be iegislatcﬂ and Lhat "deoenécﬁcv
on local bar a;ipc1atlons is completely 1nadcqvate.
An additional suaoestlon for this recommendation
was not 1ncluﬂ¢d in the seven studies. A consul* ant
» felt that a legal staff, in and of itself, was not
sufficient. - 54he recommended that lavyers and judees
receivye traininge to assist them in naking decisiong

, which are in the hest intérests of the child. -
- i ; .

. A .
‘ . <
. \ . '.- : r'

4
Source: .

-

(Sce citaéionux—mdnr Recommendation 5. )
‘JAdequato legal staff ig hecessary to insure that, vhen
possible, and advisable, the foster ;.h:.ld is adopted.
Lo d

(( 2 - ) ‘ . l . .

[ . N




- \ Program
Recommendationg
~ : (10) .
" Gb. Recommendation: y -

03

Free legal service, should be Provided “to foster '
parents wighing to nualliy for guardianship of 3
foster chilg but ,Lacking finarcial meang to meet

. ' costs. ~

Consultants! Corments: _ - )
[4

lMost consultants @id not agreé with~théwfgcommendatioﬁ o
as stated. They were nvtromﬂly h951tant about maklnq
foster parents: guardians. AS one consultant stated: -
"y experience wvith foste Cr warents as quard lans has ’ :
> " been 100% negatrve; In almost every 1nstance the . >' h

foster parent haa,a,ked to be relioved ofxauardiansQip

¢

when the chlli/hecomes a teena gcr" -

. Another cowsultaht urote: ”Guardianship generally

» .

Provides littie protection for children andg may prevent - -

1

\.
best interests, " - ' ’

S i

One con°u1tanu strongly dlqaqreed With thiys .

2. -

‘ a responsible placement agepey from acting in the child's

recomendation, Availahility of 1 aal 5@1VJ003 should =
N ' \0 ? . @ »
~ not he hased on Jne'* part1c1nut10n in the Foster Card SR S
Program., All persons shoulc¢ havea access,to ‘these N
services., At any rate, the ageney whose pollcy is in
questicn shoulgd not make tho ﬂetnrnlnatlon Aas to
vhether or not legal.scrvices are availaple‘to those
vho may. he questioning thie agency., . R ST .
- . A. ' ' ¢ L U
. ¢ ' :
Al . » ‘
R 'l . :.
| ’ N
) - . 4 .
. . . \ '
| . . ¥ 3 ' 1 ~
\l}C‘».\ . : \ . " ) . L
- 3 -
\ x \




Program
. Reccimmendations

' - (1)
6b. PRevisecd Recommendation-

.

, This recommendation is no longer supportad, o

Soufca: | '

¥

This xecomrendation was made by the Children Yaiting
report (p. 33.), Itg intent was to help ameliorate the sjtuvation
of ¢hildren in "lirbo" and to plan a more stable rlaccment at
an carly date by helping foster parents assume guaidianship.

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric
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Program
| Recommendations
) (12)
7. WecommcndationS‘

Training drograms for foster Parents should he
Planned and required,

Consultants! Corments «

ansuitants*agreed that:a training préaram for
foster parents is Necessary. They dgffereﬂ on w@o'
should inplement such a program, .Some suggesteﬁhthe‘
Foster Parents Association. Another cpnsultant'sﬁated
it should be implemented in conjunction with the '
Communi ty Collqu District, Nogg consultants, however,
indicateqd that, whoecver does Ehe'actual4training, the
State must lend support,

?ge consultant in barticnlar felt that this

rccommendation vas éxtremely important ang must he

"Planned very carzfully. - "Training on a one-shot hasis,

or even annually, is not sufficient, hoﬁoverﬁ-to moot
thé needs of foster narents if they are to nect the
daily needs of foster chil@ren, Training must he
coupleé with adequate, on-going consultation an-

support senvice;

"...0of all licensaq foster homes in San Francisco in 1970,
only 18 pearcent were active in April 1973......................
<« .County fostoy parent licensing staff have indicateq that
foster parent turnover is in large part due to the foster parcnts!
inability,to cope with the unique prollema foster children
frequontly present, In our judgnment, au'increase in training

\ a4

o
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Program
Récommendations
. (13)
offercd foster parents would reduce the turnover of foster
Parents. The large turnovey of foster parents contributes
N to multiple placemonts for the indiviipal child. It takes N
costly time for county welfare staff to roecruit new parents,
and increases the chancey for less qualified foster parents
to become licensed, ™
Legislative Audit Committee, 148.2, p. 1
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Recommendations
' (14)

8. Reconmendation-
Training necads ang Programs for child services
vorkers shonlg be reviewed and revisegd., . *

N -

Consultants:® Comments -

Consultants agreed “that training Programs for

chilgd sexrvices vorkers need to hbe reviewed and revised,

They Tade several suggestions:

~

1) The Legislative Audit Committee should

investigate what ‘Californin has becn foing
With Federal training funds;

2)  Schools shoulgd u2grade their academic majors
in children's services; g

3) Agencies MUSt 'hook wp' with schools to
provide training courses ‘in child care work,
child velfaye casework, - etc, ;

4)  The 3tate must tale leadership in this effort, *

-

. [t
Sourea: ) «

-

.

Madison ang Shapiro Provide an extensive evaluation of
training Programs and neads of child services workers, (Chapters
5-"o

The Departwent of Health renort &ists the training
objectives as: "to reduce adnission of children into the foster
care. systen, facilitate the rehuabilitation of the home and the
restoration of the child to the natural‘fanjly, reduce the
incidence of those children vho drife by inadvertence into
long~term foster Care, and insure development of realistic

-long-teym care plans vhether in foster caxe, institutiong or

adoptivea Placement,® (p. 23.)

<
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M FIEEN o OUT-NF-dnwge PL!‘{TEP‘u'E"T.~

—

1

Frém anongst the rccomncndations'evaluatcd, the
'consultnnts cstablished aémn priority the necd for a
- singla, state lavel unit scrving children in nced of
: : 0ut~of~hoﬁe carc.  The logical level at which® to estab-,
‘lish this unit is the svsioms Ievel within the State
of Cnlifornin Departnant of Haalen, ‘ //*’*

Tho consult-nts wore cnn;ernéh with incouitios in
both the 2CCessibility And the quality nf foster care
services. They were also convinced of the' need for
accountabil#y in those sc¢rvices., Ta facilitate the
amelioration of those concorns, the’ consul tants “acom-
nend that this single unit shenld have an establishcd
linc of 2uthority. Placement of A siﬂgle, children's
"systeoms™ unit within the Divartnent of Health woulg
insurce a SUpervisnry powor over all the present public
Programs which effcet childron necding out-nf-homa
care,

An wltermstiv, structura at the Health and Uclfare
Agencey er Dinartronesy level wns rojteted bhatause the
fostor care System iz only o poxtion of a11 childron and

aukh S.rvices, vhether Agonev oy De»zrtmontnl. Also),
¢ y i

.
‘e

47
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. . ¢
an Aéenny ox Dopdrtmeﬁtal level unit woulgd, create
greater diétancclbetwoen the children's scrvice managers
“and the children and parents who are to be scerved., -
. . Onca aqaln the _sharp focus nccess Sary to produce ongoing
accountnbilipy would Be lost. 1In the event of a future
rcorganization nf tha nurront California Health and NN
Wolfqre~A§cncy, the abkove factors should be given pafn«l
> mount consideratinn in dctOLmlnlnq At what level a
glnqlc children's unit shauld be LStﬂbllSh“d
Objectives of - A Childron's Services Unit for "Out~
of»Homo‘Plnc;ment".shou;d includes. 1) comprchensive
planning'process,‘ 2) a nmanagement information system
that tracks 11 c¢hiléren in the system, 3) a coofdinatcd
management opPerotiong System that would hﬂvo the
authority and the copacity to deal with is sums such as
standards, rate sctting, the utlllzatlﬁn of federal
funds, é) an cffective Accounting and reporting mech-
anism if the state should eloct to rPlay a largoer role \

in the financing of fastor care, 5) an evaluntion systom

that would generate acc&untability on 211 levels, both\

to the taxpayer and to the children-and parent3wto'bc

sarved.’ |
Thn functions of such A unit would include:

L. Planning ~

a) fnrocw,tlng trends in ont~of~home care,
funding possibilitics, and nm1111cn1 md
£cononic eonditi-ng H




‘ i

b) assisting countics in é%c Planning ang
development‘of servicae SYstems* designed
to meet Specific local needs, .

2. - Operation

a) standard setting

licensing : -
c) ,rate setting (in conjunctiorhith countiocs)
maintonance of information system :
e) » allocation of funds ’
Accounting qnqg reporting
9) program and manngomcnt‘consultation with
countics-
liaison with impihging Department of noalth
SYStoms, other Hnaltkh and Welfare ang
Departmont of Education agencigs,
8
3. Evaluation I .

.

" @) setting go~ls .
b) translating 401ls into measurable, time-
rclated objectives
c) collection of data (information systcm, as
well as nanacenent audits) o detzrmine
Program succegy and cost' ¢ffectivencss
d) county porformance comparisorsg .
e)  service mode comnarisons
A N .
Scveral consultants Suggested that the eXisting
foster care population categorics coulgd be combincd into
one, overall, out-of-homa placement management system.
Such a combination would include the present Systems for
éhildrcn who are mentally disableq (fprmerly meptally
ill),’developmentally disableqd {rutarded), abused angd
neglectod, ang the children and youth who are in trouble
: . B ~
Wwith the law. 1p California these groupns arc presently

under the sSupervisicn of Hzalth Troatment Systems, Health

Protection Systums, Benefit Paymonts, the California

-
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6. Prob:ution Placements (AFDC & county'maintenance)

a)  fostaer homes
b)" group homes
c) institutions and treatment centers
d) county ranches
4 e) county day. treatment )

\
- N

7. CYA ‘.

a)  state institutions \
b) local programs . - i
4 ~

Wicre one to 1ccépt the nocessity of a single over-
ALl auvthority for all out-of-home placement, aadrcésing,
the program emphas%s of such a supcrvising unit is
mind“b“gqling. The transfor of authority and funding

mechrnisms into A Single unit provide formidable chal-

lengis, even werd one 0 ignore the, political ramifications,

It is dcbhatable whather the Youth Authogity, Pro-
batieca nna gimilar "correctional/rehabilitation" oricnted
pPregrome shonld be suparvis.ed by a foster carc upit[
1s thord marxe commonality 9hun'dispaiity betwocn the
childron who comprisc' the two populatiocns? Should the
unit include the State Hespitals and the Developmental
Disubility‘facilitics which nre obviously designed for
ﬁoro prolonged poriods of twenty-four-hour care? 1If
hospitals arc included under the jurisdiction of an
overill svpervisory unit, porhaps in funding they should

be conusidored vendors scparnte from the dircet systems

51
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- of care providers. On the other hang, it can certainly
be argued that, 1flthc State is to provide a_ Ycomprehens ivei
childrcn's serv1ces dclivery system, all services which

] - affect all children in ali places providing out-of-home

. care should come under the purview of such a system.

R Since the above "laundry list" of cons:.‘ratlons
only scratchus the surface of an excecdlngly complex
1ssue, and since cmnbldnratlﬂn of a single comprehnnsivé
dellvcry system of children's sexrvices (including some

. services other than out-of-home care) exceeds the

-

&

. . . !
SCOpe of thig current review, the Children's Research l

Institqﬁe concludes this Report of Seven Major’ .

IS

Studies with Vory similar statements made by the majority

of thc Seven Studies considered, A Children's Services' _’

*
Unit is recommended. The compesition and scrvicas for
- 1 !
inclusicn ang exclusion of such a single services unit
Y

for children is not declincated. A L

!

- It is the recemmendation that the Covcrnor dircet ,
- the Health and Welfare Agency to cansollmatc all services

to children to the extent possible, and that the Gov-

cernoxr and the Legislature jointly create a 'Task Force
to explore, develop and rcport by AorilABO 1975,
} . céncretc and -det allcd recommendations for cstabllshmont

of a singlc Children's Szrvices Unit within State
4
A}

governnent, . oo *




-

>

Perhaps the task force weuld serve the children

in the various systoems best if the task forecc determincs’

that the notirn of 1 single unit is unrealistic and
poli%icaliy not f2asible. Or perhaps bringing together

all the scrvices which govern the lives of children whn

, {

. . ’ )
cutside their own howe twenty-four hours cach

N
O
]
[
2
©

day is approprinte ond the task force should work to

insure the ostablishment of such a single-~scryices unit

. | :
for all children vhe are cared for outside tholr own

— J

heme.,  In either ovent the interosts nflchildron would

- -

.

be served.

A

-




G EICINY » 1rmiQepes miseryave

THE PRIMARY T‘ECO'!‘ (CIDATTON OF THIS REVITW AND SYNTHESTS

. OF SEVEN CARLTER AJOI’ I' OSTER CARE STU‘)IES IS THAT THEA(’OVERNOR

AlD THL' LECTSLATURE sHouLp IMNTLY LSTABLISH A TASK FORCE TO

EVALUATE THE PRoGrA cor fmszrwu OF A SINGLE. CHILPREN'S SERVICES
UNTT AT THE STATE LEVEL. '

IT 1S THE Provyye: '%TIIW OF TiE CHILDRE'I'S RI‘QEAPPH
INQTITUT E CONSULTANTS TH" COVSOLTIDATIOY S‘IO(!LD BEGIN TO THE
EXTENT POSSIBLE AD"INIQH’ \TIVELY, Tery L?EFDRE ALL THE TSSUES
HAVE BEEN RESOLVED gy THE COSRTNED EFFQRTS OF THE LECISLATE
AND THE GOVER'R, | : ‘

' QUESTTOMS CHICH StiduLy BE RESOLUMD C()‘JTL."POY’WF OUS WITH

THE URGENT ADETHISTRATIVE CHAVAES APE: - ’

1) ¥hich of the faciliticg providing 24 hour

out-of*"hme care for children should be :mcludcd unelex
jurisdiction of a sinale Children’s Sarvices Unitk? Avong
current 24 hour out-of-heme care pregrans are: Fosté:r.
Forvs, Grouo Homes, Institutions; Statn Hospitals:
Developmontnl Cr-nters,) Youth Puthority Fecilitios:
Frchation P:znch:-s.: Camps; C?Lmty I’)otfmtion Facilitics:

Juvenile Halls, and T.ocn\l, Public ~nd Privato Hospitals,

2) ¥hat sert of "clanzification ! systom of children

should b Aeveleed?  Dew will woilble services vary
<

SA
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L3

.Code 601 children ko ﬂlssolvod'and thc children ;ncorw

" best interxests of a chilAd nav from time to tima, or

, .
A

accordina to the clas°1flcatlon systrn dov;loﬁbd?’
SLF

SHall thu present catcqory of ”learo and, Institutions

3

poratcd under the V&I Coda §oction'600 label? 71f S0, b

offored to this q}dhp of childran

[
.

brovide sufficiont control to pravent furthor rene- ) l\

Will the s servi

‘A

tratlon 1n+o deligque oney?

> . '

. . g
3) While it is rocoanized that thc majorit¥\gf

children are begk served in traditional home softi gs .o

rLS

in most a1l iastances, it ig also roecognizod that T

\
:0r rathor s substantifdl lcnqthb of tim», be brst

A

crved by intens 1va trcatmrnt nroqrame in qroun K .

sot 1noa with multi- dlgc1)11n.d profo°é ional scrvices, - - 4

It lis also recoonizad that some portlwn of the total

t-offhome care pPraaran must nddresq ;ntﬁns1vo servicos
1 e

whra? homr pnv1ronmnnts‘simwly connot Drovido

Should a Chllirhr 8 Qorvmc“ﬂ Unit include all res lﬂnntla]

treatment ang acute trcatnont proqram as well as'the

»

more traditional foster care scttings?

1) Should thao Children's‘Scrvices Unit supervise all
other scrvicog neeassary for the treatrent of +he

childrcn in out-of-hime carc? (Hedimcnl/Cripplod

Children's Scrvicosypohhhili%ation Services/Veeakional

- ~ ' .

55




3 " * %
- ' . ) a ‘v! ' .
. Eddca%ion/mdnpationally Fandicarped?) .
l \ :
’ a
’
. 3) Shﬂuld a thldrcn s farvicees Unit be Drln1rllj

I3
y
v . .

oonchn(d with tho dcvolonq§nt mf mln .munt standards
‘or with 1nnnvatlons suc .ﬂ- orgnnization'qf'thn funding
mecha nlqmc around the neods nf the chlld ’rathbr than
the ageney which c;rcﬂ for. hin? "nr Qs ﬁmp’ ¢ in
. ’ Crippled Children's Services, funas'are dcsignated for
o~ the chi]d, whothar he rpd&i{os tha necassaxy sorviécs

@

*

in his‘homnY in another Tomily's "hom p or in o hﬁsdltPl .
\‘ {

. . 6)  Meuld an amprooriate function of a Children's o

. . .(
SLerCGS Unit be 1o maintaip - cenository of records nn,

- all hhlldrorz in 24 heur ouf-orhams careo : :

»
- »
» .

7)  Can a Children's Seryices thie j .; Lude Maternal

"and Child Tealth A Childr-n's nes il hisabili'ty

Screcning proarams?  If so;. hou crn thﬁ caro of the
child’ ba scparated f'ﬁm th2 care of Lh\ mothcr° ©
- N .

8) Hew can the Children's Scrvices it insure th- '

) ¢
« v . - 4 B .
floxibility nécessary o treat 211 children ‘whaen some
. of them réauire only temnorary sexvices? (Services
, 25 , .
for the deaf ang blind? ps chd At de services?) .

-

Others require permanent, 24 honye, out-nf-hore ecare.

N -
% ' . T
* -
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PAruntext provided by eric

9)  Hov 2oeg one achicve smal} craanizationald,

thsk~sriented units capahiloe of Activerina multiple

services with rerlistic casaloads® FEvory nra
"sers a difforent port. Af {hs elephant” —« YAy
One overcome this in th~ intcrests of the chil

nueds? .

1M Is it possible to voviso the decision- Akina

Process in planning far the childvhosis—+n be placed &

in fester care in order #n insure (A) annd innut from

s
1

the medical peafession aromng neuraleay and ~ther nadical”
decisions: () diagnosis f 1cnrning disordors and .
remediation prescriptiéné'by educating cqnsulténts:
and (C) the rights of ¢children and their pnrchts boing
protectod by +he logal nrefossion®  Tg it nossible ta
bring these resnuress Echthur te help vhat is -

» :
CUrrently burdening tha one lLona (psrhapg untrainbd)
socinl warker who has 1 ChSﬂioad nf 70 in makinqx >
nearly nil determinatinnsg which af%act the fastor

chila? . :




Fpnceany

"600" Refers to particular Section of Welfare and
Institutions code. See Page 59,

\
"601" 1., . 59,

"602" Ibid., p. 59.'

AFDC-RHI Aid to Families with Dependent Children/

Boarding Homes and Institutions.
Federal funding of Arpe children provides

that children who enter foster carc system
from such

a4 caseload origin, -permits the
"County to be reimbursed 2t level differing
, ’ from the non-ArnC child.

\
AFDC-FG  Aid to Pamilies witlh Dependent) Children/
N L ' T Femily Group. Sco above, '

~ i

"In California community progransg
wiich are state flnded and,
‘designated to serye delinquent

.and pre-delinguen youth,

sauthorized undetr Senate Bill

' - \2100/1974. -

Youth Services Burecau

Califoernia Youtl Authority State Agency for .

delinquency/treatmnent
and prevention proarams
in Califoridia
System Throughout this report, refgrs to varidus
related administrative functions within
Stuate Government

Managcment Throughout ,this report, rgfers to
supcrvisory functions / o

Program Refers to quality of cafe for children

served’. Practices of 11 persons involved
in the care of the child are referred
throughout by term "prhgram."

. o
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JUVENTIL:
JUSTTICE
CODES

CALIFORNTA WELFARE AND IHSTITUTIOWS CODE SECTIONS
M.._-__ “ %Mm

+ 600, Persons subject tq jurisdiction

Any P¢rson whose home ig an unfit place for hinm by
- reason of neqlect, Cruclty, depravity, or physical
‘abuse of cither of his parents, or of his guardian
Or other person in whose Custody or care he is,

gor. - _ A

Any Person under the age of 18 years who persistcntly
or habitually refuses o ohey the Ycasonable "ang pProper
crders or direcctions of his Parents, guardian or
Custodian, or wvho ig beyend the control of such

Person or who from ANy cause is jip danger of lecading

an idle, dissolut.., lewd, or immoral life, is within
the jurisdiction of the juavenile court which nay
adjudqge Such pecrson to be a ward of the court,

a) Any person under the age of 18 years who pgrsig- |
tently g» habitually refusces to obey the reasofiable
and Propecr orders or dircctions of schoonl authorities,
and is thys beyond the control of gneh authoriticsg

or who ig 3 habituay truant from schaol within the
meaning of any law of thig state, shall, prior to any
referral to the. juvenile court of the county, be
referregd to a school attendance review_board pPursuant
to Section 12404 of tha Fdueation coge.

—r -

b) If the school attendance review boargd determines
that the avaiiable public ang Private Services aro
insufficient or inappropriate Z0 correct the
insuboraination.or hnbitual'truancy of the minor,
or: if ‘the minor failsg to respong to directives of
the schoo) attendance review board or‘*to servicng
Provided, the minor is then within the jurisdiction
) of the juvenile court whigh may ‘adjudge such person
to be a warg of the court. ‘ '

In the evong that a Paront or guardian or Person in
harqge of d& minor deceribeq in Section 601.1 failg
to respongd to dircetives of the school attendance
review board op to scrvices offered op behalf of the , 1
ninor, the scheol attendanco_review Loara shal} Adirccot .

59
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

JUVENTIR
TUsTICE .
CODLS (2)

that the winor he referred to the Prebation

department Or to the county
Scction 600, ang the school

nay require ghe School dizir

welfare department undyr
Aattendance review boara
ice to file a complaint

against the parent, guardiay, or other person in
charge of such ninor ae provided i, Section 124&?
or Scection 12756 of the Education Code.

602. Minors violatinq laws
failing to okcy court

*Any person ¥ho is under the he
Violates any law of thig state of the United Statn

defining crime; minors
order
Y

age of 18 years when he

Or any orxdinanc. nf any city or connty of thisg stgfte

defining crime or who, after having bean found by
the juveniile court Lo bhe g person describaod by

Scetion 601, fails to obey any lawful order of the
juvenile court, is within the jurindiction of the
juvenile court, whicelh nay adjudge cueh person to he

a vard of the court,

6N
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FOSYER CARE PROGRAMS
ORGAMN) ZATTONAL STRUCTURE
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