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ABOUT THE STATE PROFILES L /

This 1is one of six volumes wh1ch report the most ambitious study of the
out- of .state piacement of children ever undertaken in America. The master volume,
The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A National Survey, contains the main text

of the study report, plus appendixes which explain the methodologj of the. study and
detail relevant interstate compacts on the subJect .

N

Central to the usefulness of the study report ‘however, is the use of the
detailed profiles of out-of-state placement practices in the 50 States and in the

District of Co]umb1a. This volume contains, in the order Tisted, these State
profiles: ‘

Alabama..ceevevrvecesnsnsesessnssonssssssneenes AL
District of Columbia...eosvvecsvsscensesaeasocs DC
Floridae.ieesesecscessnsencescissossensanasess FL
GEOrgiAseassscessssssasnaressascssssssnsnasaas GA
KentuCKy.eovooosessnssosssccecasessocessnssssans KY
Maryland...ceeesecesessesssncssascssssascasses MD
North Carolind..ceecescecsssvecesesncnsasecsssas NC
South Carolinde.eeceescosccecsccssassscssannss SC
TeNNeSSeeesessovsessossacscnsosssssesasascnses IN
Virginiaeeeeseeeeeesecsiscesnnossssscoscaneaes VA
West Virginiaiceeeseseseseesosscossescecseanes WV

Other volumes, as listed in the master volume, report on North Central, South
Central, Northeastern, and Western States. ‘A further report on the study, ‘in two

vo]umes, is called Qut-of- State Placement of Children: A Search for Rights,
Boundaries, Services. '

Each state profile presents the results of a systematic examination of\ their child care agencies and
their involvement with out-of-state residential care for children. The information is organized in a
manner which will support comparisons among agencies of the same type in different counties or among

different types within the state. Comparisons of data among various states, discussed in Chapter 2, are
based upon the state profiles that appear here.

The states, and the agencies within them, diffe,redfharkedly in" both the manner and frequency of
arranging out-of-state placements in 1978. The organizational structures and the attendant policies also

varied widely from state to state. Yet, all state goversments had major responsibilities for regulating
the placements of children across state lines for residential care. The methods employed by state
agencies for carrying out these responsibilities and their relative levels of effectiveness in achieving
their purposes can be ascertained in the state profiles. As a result, the state profiles are suggestive

of alternative policies which agencies might select to change or improve the regulation of the
out-of-state-placement of children within their states. . :

Descriptive information about each state will also serve to identify the trends in out-of-state
placement policy and practice discussed in Chapter 2. State governments can and .do .constitute major
influences upon- the behavior of both state and Tocal public agencies as they alter their policies,
funding patterns, and enforcement techniques. The effects can he seen in changes in the frequencies with
which children are sent to 1live outside: their home ' states of residence. Ideally, these state

profiles will serve as benchmarks for measuring change, over time, with respect to the  involvement of
pubtic agencies in arranging out-of-state placements.

CONTENTS OF THE STATE PROFILES

Each profile contains four sections. The first two sections identify those officials in state
government who facilitated the completion of the study in the particular state. These sections also
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jescr - to oct the information presented. The third section offers a .-
ekl Mgke general methodo 0%y o gg]tﬁgfu:hie;Cizes as gaeytirelate to out-of-state placement
state's out-of-state -placement

sic  description of the organization
gglici@s. ghe fourth section offers annotated ‘tables

» about that
~practices. The discussion of the suryey results jnciuge: .

+

1 of “childrer-pla in out-of-st sidential settings.
e riumber of “children:placed 1n_out of-state reside
¥ze gut-of-state*p]acement practices of local agencies. -
Detailed data'from Phase Il agencies. . _
U:e of interstate compacts by state and Tocal agencies.
The out-nf-state placement practices of state agencies.

. State agenciges' knowledgé of -out-of-state placement.

i

The final section prééénts some final observations ana conclusions about state and local out-of-state

placement practices that were gleaned from the data.

It is important to remember when reading the
data for 1978, collected by the Academy in 1979.

was -completed.

i in self- ted -
state profiles that the tab1es.conpa1n self-reported:
They mgy not reflect all orgaq1zat1ona1 chaqqes that
have occurred since that time and the data might be at variance with reports published after this survey
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A FROFILE: OF OUT-OF=STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN ALABAMA
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- |1« METHODOLOGY

Information was. systematically gathered about Alabama from a variety of sources using a number of
data collection techniquess First, a search for relevant state statutes and case  law was undertaken.
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies

. ‘and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mail survey was used, as a
follow=up to the telephone Interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement

practices of state agencies and those of .local agencies subject to state regulatory control or
supervisory oversights : . . '

An assessment of out-of-state piacement policies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencies. suggested further survey ' requirements to determine the  involvement of public agencies in

arranging out-of=-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
if it was necessary to: S »

¢ vorify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about loca

¢ | agencies; and
® collect local agency data which was not available from state governments’ : :

A summary of the data collection effort in Alabama appears below in Table OI-l.

TABLE 01-1. ALABAMA: AMETHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

‘ i MenTal HealTh and
Levels of CGovernment Child Welfare Education quehlle Justice Menfa( Retardation

State Agencies Telephone Interview Telephone Interview . Telephone. Interview Telephone Interview
o ' ‘Malled Survey:

Malled Survey:
DPS Officlals

Mailed Survey:
SDE Officials

Mailed Survey:
DYS Officlals

DMH Officlals
Local Agenclgs Not Applicable

Telephone Survey:
(State Offices)

10 percent sample
of the 127.school
districts Yo verify
state information®

Telephone Survey:
All 60 local
probation agencies

Telephone Survey:

10 percent sample of
the 36 local MH/MR
agencies to verify
state information?

— . = , - ‘ :
a. :Infermaédon attributed in-this profile to the state!s schoo! districts and local MH/MR agencies
was. gathered from The state educatjon and mental health agencles and the ten percent samples
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{%,615,907)
cot,mﬂés, with over one-third of the state's population residing In six counties:
Jefferson {(Birmingham), Madison  (Huntsviile), Mobile (Mobile), Montgomery (Montgomery), and Tuscaloosa

(Tuscaioosa)s
thirde

111 THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY ‘IN 1978

As - Introductory Remarks

Alabama has the 28th largest land area (50,708 squa‘ré miles) and is the 21st most populated state

in the United States.e The distribution of the population varies significantly among the 67
Calhoun (Anniston),

Birmingham Is the most populated city in the state; Montgomery, the capital city, 'is
The estimated 1978 population of persons eight fo 17 years old was 661,685 :

Alabama has rﬂne Standard Metropolitan Statistical Aréas and one of .them Includes Columbus,f-’lseorgia.

Other ‘contiguous states are Florida, Mississippi, and Tennessee.

Alabama was ranked 45th nafionally in total state and local ﬁer capita e*pendifﬁre‘s, 44th In per

caplita expenditures for education, and 32nd in per capita expenditures for public welfare.

Be Child Welfare

The Department of Pensions and Security (DPS) administers and operates child welfare services
through decentralized offices in each of Alabama's 67 counties. State responsibility for children's
services. is managed by the DPS Office .of Program Administration (OPA), which also administers adult
soclal services, emergency welfare services, social service contracts, and economic assistance. The OPA
Bureau of Family and Children's Services minages adcptions, foster care, protective services, and
licenses all child care institutions, group homes, day-care facilities, and child-placing agencies, "

The DPS is the only public agency in Alabama that can legally place children out of state utitizing
state funds. DPS personne! report that the DPS office located in each county cannot place children out
of state without its knowledge If such placements are to be .supported with state funds.

In 1978, Alabama was not a member of the .Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC)e
However, a bureaucratic mechanism did exist which incorporated many of . the provisions of this compacts
(Some local probation agencies believed the state had enacted the ICPC, and reported arranging placements
through the ICPCs) The 1979 session of the Alabama legislature passed the ICPC and delegated administra-
t1ve responsibilty to the DPS. The IGPC became-effective on January 1, 1980,

e

C. Education

The Alabama State Department of Education (SDE) has the major respons‘ibill’ry for its educational
systeme At the local level, Alabama's |27 school districts provide specialized programs for handicapped
children, in addiﬂqn to fhe, normal curricula for K-i2 students.

' The . State Department of Education and its_local- school districts are restricted by law from using
state funds to -place children out of state. According to information provided by SDE, the state
provides 86 percent of local school” fundinge The remaining [4 percent is provided by both local and
federal monies. In addition, SDE personnel report that they would be "aware of any out-of~state
placements arranged and funded by local school districts and -indicated that no such placements were
arranged in 1978 ‘ -

Do Juvenile Jus‘flcg
‘ ; ’ ~ Q\\\

Juvenile and family matters are adjudicated by state-cperated district courts which are logated in
almost every Alabama countye = Juvenile probation Is the responsibility of Alabama's 67 county:govérpments .
and . services are provided elther solelv- by each county or cooperatively by aggregates of countiess
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Counties working togeth * | : . R o 5
60 agencies. g Together fo provide probation services accounts for the fact that there are a total of
Th + of . ' ~
I+ s ea'[;ip.ar"efsmeonni; i%fl Yofufh Services (DYS) has responsibility for state juvenile corrections in Alab;
and eValuaﬂonpcenf ,-e i °"M licensing local detention facilities. The department maintains a dia ’a‘ a??'
provides consul faﬂoﬁ; sen ion‘rgimerv. three training schools, and’ six group homes. Moreover ?hosovg
supporting local youth sre-\;v??:ses ° g‘r:lf:'e”lyf c;%esras’rc;m an;j a;19m713n e saate/fedaral subs Idy pro‘ar a“‘z for
+ . et up In the DYS : ‘
khe expansion of probation services by providing a 50 percent Sl:bsidy h goeupn%ryfzdov‘g:‘antne:‘:shas encoufaged

. 'The lInterstate Compact on Juvenii '
adminte. niles (1C57 was adopted by the stat is
placing ecr;\eldl drl?Zn 1.23? DZ?' st H+°Wever. The DYS reportedly has aZ Informal eadr!rﬁ%lli'li'?;%?/e ' lllgc6 15 andi kii
probation staff should be ates  Although out-of-state placements ordered- by “courts of'poini)r' a1'gead nsl;
Sould bo mad piinould be :;;:r?c?ie:urzhr;ugshfa?rn ;nﬂ;rsfa're compact, it was conceded that some pI'aE::emen*rz
Intervention. In such cases, they would be unﬁnoxz ida!ggs' prs*ce‘f:rse: ey eould be mds without compact

Ee Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health and mental retard i
Alabama, atjon services are provided by both stat
r‘egio'rTZI O;Tp? Depar_;!'menf of Mental Health (DMH) delivers services through hgssifanlds laci'?lwgo;elrnmenfs in
‘ cess There are 24 catchment. areas located throughout these 21 regions s commun |ty
L .
serviggg .' gﬁ:r?;:rteg:alipher:::sﬁg;i a'lne::::'ar ::?il:: ba;wad dl8fm<an‘ral retardation boards which provide direct
in rur , , rds frequently serve more tha . T
al areas; and have the authority +& set up public mental health and rer‘;a?-gifﬁg:nfgénffrpsec;r? I*g

contract with nonprofi+ centers.

of stote. However, It was reported that these boards did not place children out

Sirce 1975, Alabama has been a b | ~ ‘

admi y , ; member of the Interstate Compact on Ment § '
regf:lig?gr?g ?..y h?l;el TDMH- Yet, DMH persorinel report that there are both esq'aa"r,u*}:?-aﬁahd(mMH)’wmc“ Is
pro ing DMH from using state funds to place chitdren vut of state A sdnintstrative

Fs _Recent Developments

In Alabama, there Is some concernv
As a result, the Department of

Although current policies do not a) j
ppear to be a major |
g;‘e]gioﬁl;e ::jf SOf out-of-state placements of hand icappedJ chllzst'?(aen.
have 1o ecég‘r;ify,f"rhe Department of I‘_/Ienfal Health, and the Department of Youth S i
Fesoures, T e a".gera |¥e efforfs_,_ toward improving In-state facilifies and developi zerv ate
fodora) Tit1oere progr-lg; porugv;'idne;sf;;e menfa!r health and mental retardation group homes InpA?gbamg-ST%T:
L er i 1
percent. is allocated by the DPS, DMH, ar?d lf:?fedocla;?e fupdlng for These homes, whils the renaining 25

Ve FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The following discussion and tabul
" ‘ ar display sets forth the findin
:oa'r:h éanc‘lna 33ﬁalq3;:§“gn :gept;c;leeds, N The blln'fo‘rma‘l‘lon I's purposely organized Sl’: afrn:ﬂr'm::'ewr? ?‘3:’ e?ls ?'fesggis?rcg
placement o ch oSt Y pu Vc adminlsfrafors and child advocates about the out=of-state
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, A. - The Numbsr of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings (TABLE 01-3. ALABAMA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
v 7 : IR ? ?lro;g;’gSTgl'EcgldagEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL. AGENCIES
: Y AND AGENC \ ‘ %
¥ PLACEMENTS | Y TYPES REPORTING ¢
The total number of out-of-state placements arranged by relevant state and local public. agencies is 1
: given in Table 01-2s In reviewing Tabl!s 01-~2, it should be recailed that only the Department of Pensions - g
i and Securlty (the child welfare agency) is authorized to expand state funds for the purpose of purchasing . 1978 Number of CHILDREN
: out-of-state services. Therefore, except for those placements arranged by DPS, other placements out of J County N Population@ Placed during 1978 1
! state should either involve no public funds or could be supported by locally generated revenue. ‘ 4 y Name (Age 8=17) mqugﬂee—, !
g . . g
A Table 01~2 shows that the DPS and DYS were unable to report the actual or-estimated number of chil- & Aut ;‘
: dren placed out of state with the involvement of thelr agencies. However, such placements were arrangeds Bglgg?a 6,188 0 '
: Therefore, the 257 out-of-state placements reported for 1978 Is an underrepresentation of the total sum. 1 Barboug 12,889 17 est ?
| . Further review of Table 01-2 reveals that the Department of Education was. not involved in arranging any BIbb 4,883 4 L
out-of-state placements during 1978, Moreover, the DMH adheres. fo a policy. which prohibits the use of Blount 2,930 — :
- state funds. It did help arrange (without the expenditure of funds) some. out-of-state placements. 5,904 0 1
Although the exact number could not be reported, the DMH had knowledge of four. out-of=-state placements in Bul lock |
which the agency had been involved. ; 2,392 3 |
_ . ’ Butler 3,813 !
It can also be determined from Table 01-2 that nelther the school districts nor the county mental F ; gg;ggg,'}s 19,072 2 est |
; health and mental retardation boards were involved in arranging out-of-state placements. However, the Cherok 6,815 0
; survey of county juvenile probation agencies found quite different results, as is clearly apparent in ©9 2,945 0
Table 0l-2. locally operated juvenile probation agencies reported arranging out-of-state placements for 2 Chit+
; 253 children In 1978, . ’ E oh on 5,129 —
| B octaw 3,491 0
| : ) g arke 5,608 9 ost
% 5 ay 2,419 0
A1 Cleburne 2,016 M
TABLE 01~2. ALABAMA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED 1 Coff
BY STATE AND LOCAL. PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY g Cgl»b:ef 6,688 0
AGENCY TYPE ' g o r 9,461 10 est
necuh 3,238 g
—— Soosa . 2,032 0
Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type ovingTon 5,905 6 est
: Levels of “Thild Juvenlle Menfal HealTh and "’*’ Crenshaw ,
E Government “ Welfare - Education Justice Mental Retardation  Total e Cu??:]agw 2,424 0
E ’ ) : P Dale 10,164 0
4 ' Dal las 1,944 !
i State Agency L o 1 De Kalb 11,881 -
Placements?@ n * 0 * 4 i 4 ¢ | 8,518 13 est
: ¢ Elmore
: Local Agency 2 , 7,652 5
o Placements - 0 253 0 253 Escambla 7,167 6 est
L Fayert 18,219 1 est
1 Total * -0 253 4 257 : yerte 3,007 7
! » » ’ Frankiin 4,299 1
- : ) ¥ denotes Not Available, Geneva 4.043
4 ~- denotes Not Applicables Sla'tla:ne 2,140 3
o . w 3,122 0
i Be Max include placements which the state agency arranged and . funded R :enr¥ - 2,575 1
independently or under a court order, arranged but did nof fund, helped I ousTon 12,989 1
arrange, and others  directly invoclving the state agency's assistance or J
knowledge. Refer to Table 01=-15 for specific information regarding state ackson 8,295 6 ost L
agency lnvolvement in arranging out-of-state placements. ‘L]::l:?"sm 109,364 100 est i
2
: Lauderdale 151507 ;
= Lawrerice 5,734 2
| ; Lee
Ty . ‘? Limestone ]é:gzg g
Table 01-3 illustrates the number of out-of-state placements arraaged by éach local juvenile Justice 2y Ll hliowndes 3,107 0
o agency and the name of the county (or counties) in which the agency had jurisdictions  The agency serving M,“‘°°"v 4,234 o -
£ Jefferson County (Birmingham), which Is the most populated county In the state, arranged an estimated 100 adIson . 36,156 7y
' out-of-state placements. This agency's use of such placements was significantly more than any other : -
local agency in the states For instance, those placements reported by the Jefferson County probation marengo 4,929 0 3
. ¥ a?ency represent almost 40 percent of all placements arranged by the state's local juvenile justice agen- : Mg”m‘ 4,744 Vs * g
" cless  Other counties in which the local juvenile justice agencies arranged relatively higher numbers of PR _ Mo:;Sha“ 10,459 & 0
such placements include Baldwin (17), Shelby (15) and De Kalb (13). The single agency with multicounty o M Ile 64,501 / 2 est :
Jurisdiction (Bibb, Butler, Chilton, Conecuh, Dallas, Lowndes, Monroe, Perry, and Wilcox) arranged out- LR onroe 4,417 ( -
oL ~of-state placements for |7 childrens ‘ G, *
o AL-4 AL=5
' . j
S g , Vi i
| 5 ™
‘ i
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TABLE 01-3. (Continued)

1978 v Number of CHILDREN

Population? Piaced during 1978
‘Tﬁﬁﬁﬁ?rﬁi'Jd%TTdE

County Name (Age 8-17)
Montgomery. = ' 33,612 g est "
Morgan L 16,072 . , 0
Perry 2,787 .
Pickens 3,973 J
Pike 4,432
Randolph ‘ 3,199 ‘ g
Russel | : 8,993 1
Ste Clair 6,739 hest
Shel by 9,222 2 es
Sumter 3,047
Tal ladega 13,190 0
Tal fapoosa 6,317 2
Tuscalocosa 18,449 .
Walker 11,469 :
Washington 3,679
Wilcox 3,347 -
Winston 3,598 0
Multicounty Jurisdictions
Bibb, Butler, Chilton,
Conecuh, Dallas,
Lowndes, Monros, 7
Perry, WilcoxP . ,
Total Number of Placements - .
Arranged by Local Agencies 253 est
Total Number of Local 60
Agencies Reporting »

* denotes Not Avaifables’
- =~ . denotes Not Applicables

as Estimates were developed by the National Center - for Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cépcar
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census. i

be lowndes County operates its own Jjuvenile Justice agency and recelves
certaln .services from the agency with a multicounty Jjurisdiction. :

B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

i

i “resu bama represents a total
: led in Table 01-4, the survey results about local government in Ala ;

of é;; gz:;il:s:l att-127 scﬁbol districts, 60 juvenile probation agencies, 18 mental health agencle?,
and 18 mental retardation agencies. = Table 0l-4 also shows that among local government agencies, only

e i g j ‘ hich

g agencles placed children out of state -in 1978.« The 30 juvenile Justice agencjes W
'g?zggélzhfggté:eougeof sfage represent about I3 percent of. the 223 possible placing agencies and exachy
. one-half of the state's local agencies responsible for juvenile probation and court services. [t Is also

important to note..that 1wo juvenlle ‘ justice agencies. did not know if they were involved in placing

» zhildren out of state, or arrapged such placements but could not report the number of chiidren placed.
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TABLE O1-4, ALABAMA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN
ARRANGING QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS N 1978

Number _of AGENCIES, b¥ Agenc‘ T¥ge
JuvenTTe nTa lenta

Response Categories Education Justice Health Retardation

Agencies Which Reported
Out=-of-State Placements 0 30 . 0 0

Agencles Which Did Not
Know if They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of
Children 0 2 0 0

Agencles Which Did Not
Place Out of 3td’as 127 28 18 18

Agencles Which Did Not
Participate In the
Survey LE

Total Local Agencles : 127 60 18 18

Local public agencies In Alabama which did not arrange out-of-state placements In 1978 were asked to
report the reasons for the absence of such placements, The results of thls question are given in Table
0i-5, Consistent with policles described .in Section 11, most school districts, mental health agencles,
and mental retardation agencies Indicated that they were prevented from placing out of state because they
tacked statutory authority to arrange such placements., A few other reasons are reported In Table 0i=5

but, generally, they were associated with state funding restrictlions., Accordingly, the agencies did not
place children out of state, ‘ .

When considering the 28 local juvenlle justice agencles which did not arrange any out-of-state
placements, one can see In Table 0f-5 that a lack of funds and sufficlient .In-state services were the
basic reasons why these agencles did not place chlldren out of state., In addition, 23 local juvenile
Justice agenclies reported "other" reasons for not arranging out-of-state placements for chlidren, which
Included such comments as the child's parents disapproved of sucli placements, the distance Involved was
prohibitive, and because there was a lack of knowledge about facllities located in other states.

Local agencles In Alabama which did arrange out-of-state placements in 1978 were asked to report the
extent to which they cooperated with other public agencies to arrange such placements. Of the 253 out-
of-state placements, 108 (43 percent) arranged by these local juvenile Justice agencies were arranged In
cooperation with other public agencles. Generally, thls Interagency cooperation involved the solicita=-
tlon of ‘Information such as. diagnostic evaluations from iocal mental health offliclals, "Individuallized
Education Plans" from school personnel, and facliity identiflcation data from officlals knowledgeable
about exIsting out-of-state facllity programs. In many cases, ‘Interagency cooperation occurred in the
In the course of arranging a placement through ‘the - Interstate Compact on Juvenlles. Table 01-6 sum=
marizes the extent to which focal juvenlie' justice agencles cooperated with other public agencles to
arrange out-of-state placements. 1t is apparent that interagency cooperation to arrange such placements
Is not a consistent activlity among agencles placing ctilldren out of state. Thirty percent of these agen-
cles did not arrange thelr out-of-state placements with the help of another agency. ' The remalning agen-
cles acted in cooperation wlth other agencles to arrange some out-of-state placements and not others.
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¥ 8 TABLE 01-5. Q&Bﬁ.ﬂmﬁﬁgmg gﬁ?gg;EngjY-ELgE:légng%c|SG|$éE T i Information about the types of children placed out of state by these local juveniie. justice agencies
5 , o : Is given in Table 0l=7. The most commonly reported types of children for whom out-of-stats placements

were arranged included juvenile delinquents, unruly/disruptive children, and children who had been

‘ ~ ' battered, abandoned, or neglecteds It Is also of interest to note that come of these juvenile justi
d Reason(s) . R 4 ’ » eg m J J ce
~ Reasons for Not Placing Humber ot LocalJﬁSE'rﬁ 'IES, Iaznrfz:forhMenfa? ( AR & .agencles arranged.'such placements for truants, children who were mental ly 111 or emotionally disturbed,
‘ Cgﬁ’dren guf of Sfafeag Education Justice - Health Retardation o - and some with drug and alcohol problems. This factor suggests an explanation as to why out-of-state

placements in Alabama were arranged . in cooperation with other agenciess Often, children placed out-of=-

:state have a wide range of problems requiring the juvenile justice agencies to seek out the resources and

Lacked Statutory Authorlty : ﬁ4 : 2 16 17 expertise of other youth-serving agencies to develop appropriate plans of treatment.
Restrictedb 0 0 ‘0 0 :‘

S : ' ‘ : ' : B TABLE 01-7, ALABAMA: CONDITIONS OF CHiLDREN PLACED OUT OF
*. Lacked Funds v : 3 10 L ! B STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
i : . N

pe
Sufficient Services Avall;bleﬁ) s 5 | o — - i ‘
In State — ; ; ' ¥ ~ o ~ Number of AGENCIES Reporting
: Otherc ' 4 23 ' 1 2 - % Types of Conditions? Juvenile Justice
i : P ' o : : -
¥ Number of Agencles Reporting No ' - " 8 ’ ' Physical ly Handicapped o 0 ‘ , E -
Out-of-State Placemenfs 127 8 ' LR ’ Mental Iy Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 4 ‘ B
: Total Number of Agencles ‘ ' ' B § Unruly/Disruptive : 12 :
: Represented -in Survey 127 60 .18 18 ) S Truant | | . » ,}%,
a8 . - : ' ' ; i : . | |
a, Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of- o L 3 Juvenile Delinquent 24
5 state placements, : ’ : Mentaily 11i/Emotional ly Distrubed ‘ R
3 be - Generally Included restrictions based on agency pollcy, executive order, I S Pregnant i 0
compllance with certain federal and state guldelines, and specific court orders, ~ 9 : ‘
¢. Generally Included such. reasons as ouf-of-s‘afe'plzcirgenfs :eredagralnsf ‘;; ‘ Drug/Alcoho ! Problems’ _ L 7
overall agency pollcy, were disapproved by parents, involve o much red tape, : A | ’
and were prohlbitive l')ecause of distance. ] , L ' Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 12 e
‘ 5 . O | Adopted ’ 0 e
| = Special Education Needs 3
- ,L", . o o . | ‘ e ’ Multiple Handicaps 0
R : : TABLE 01-6. ~ALABAMA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION TO ARRANGE ~ R ' Othersb ' .
e i OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978 : » : : ) .
. R - : : , - ‘ 3 Number of Agencies Reporting 30
k Number and Percenfggg_,__%}/_ég_e_rﬁy_‘[y_p__ 7 ; ‘ : . T
- merJuvenlle = ceﬁercen‘r . ' a. Some agencies reported more than one type of conditions
i ‘ o : . o ' ) be The "Other™ category generally included foster care placeiients, autis~
. f - 'AéEm‘iES Repor'Hng‘Ouf-df-Sfafe - ‘ ‘ : Lo ‘ tic children, and status offenders.

Placements ' T30 Lo 508 _

e R B _ AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State N o : . : :
s g;gcg':gﬂgn"”h Interagency 21 70 T ‘ C. - Détailed Data From Phase |1 Agencies

I¥ more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional information
] was requested. The agencles from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase ||

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State’ 283 100

_ ) 3 agenclies. The responses to the additional questions are reviewed in this section of Alabama's .state pro-
R , o , RATTI : ; ; ‘ : SERE TR file, Wherever references are made to Phase Il agencies, they are .intended to reflect those focal .agen~
| ' ‘Nugg‘:;eo:ls‘;l‘%ﬁgﬂame:zed out of ‘ : ‘ o ' ' ] N cles which reported. arranging flve or more out<of-state placements: in 1978, o 5 :
st RN Cooperatlon 108 : a IR 2 Flgure 01-1 provides iInformation about the out~of-state placement activity of Phase Il agencies. It
» B o : — - ; ' : S e can be seen from this figure that about one-fifth of all Jocal Juvenile justice agencies surveyed -were
B , ) ‘ : : : . e ] Phase |1 agencies. Further review reveals that Phase || agencies represent 43 percent of those agencies
b4 a., See Table O1-4, ‘ . : » e j - which arranged out-of-state placements in 1978 and they accounted for 86 percent of all out-of-state
: Ci A8 ‘ . B AL-9 '
‘.-i i .”
— ; . v s e : ‘ .
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placémenféérepokfed. Forfy#slx percent of these placements were arranged by the agency with jurisdiction
‘In Jefferson County, T ' - ‘ ,

FIGURE: 01-2,

- ALABAMA:  COUNTY LOCATION OF 'LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES

County

A. .. Baldwin:
B8-1. Bibb
8-2. Butler
B-3. Chitton
B-4. Conecuh
B-5.. Dallas
B~6. Lowndes
B=7. . Monroe

: : o FIGURE 01-1. ALABAMA:  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
o] ‘ _ AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED, AND

Number of AGENCIES Repbrflng Five or More
Placements in 1978 (Phase || Agencles)

B-8. Perry

3 : B-9. Wilcox
- AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE 11, BY AGENCY TYPE c. Clarke b
' Do Colbert |
E.. .. .Covington I
Juvenile Justice F. . .De Kalb ¥
G. Elmore E
~ Ha Escambia §
5 . . I. Fayette -
Number of AGENCIES | 60 l J. Jackson ;
o ) ) . Ka Jefferson F
‘ L L. Montgomery E
Number of AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State A M. Shelby %
Placements in 1978 i X0, : x

- [ :
l 13I

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out. ofState in 1978

e R S RS e i

Vo Number of CHILDREN
! Placed by Phase 11 Agencies

Percentage of Reported : : ‘
Placements in Phase {| : 8

oo
b é |
Al &

. The 'coupty locations of the Phase Il agencies In Alabama are displayed In Figure 01-2.  This
- iy I'lustration:reveals that the high Incidenice of placements arranged by Phase 11 agencles clustered malnly
g Tl In the south-central portion of the ‘state. - Included In this region of ‘the state was a Phase 11 juvenlle
B . justice -agency having Jurlsdiction in nine counties. Coibert, Jackson, and De Kalb Counties (which
"border on Mississippl, - Tenpessee, and. Georglia) also contained  agencies whlch arranged flve or more
out-of-state placements, o ; ' , ,
N R [ ST
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® Juvenile Justice Phase I
Agency Jurisdiction )
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The 13 local ‘juv'enlle justice agencies which placed five or more children in ﬁ'}égf’ésfafe facilities
were asked to report the destination of each child placeds. - As can be seen in Table 0i=-8, this informa-

tion could not be provided by these agencies for most (80 percent) of their placgments.

FIGURE 01-3. ALABAMA: - THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO ALABAMA SY
LOCAL PHASE || AGENCIES@ -

Forty-three children were known to have been placed in 17 states and in E;ﬂ/i'ope. These children were
sent to states throughout the country, with the majority placed in Florida, Georgia, Mississippl, New
York, -Indiana, and Michigan. 7

k4

TABLE 01-8, ALABAMA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY ) °
LOCAL PHASE 11 ABENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Children Number -of CHILDREN Placed
Ptaced Out of State : Juvenile Justice
California 1 B
Connecticut 1
‘ Florida 8
; Georgia 6
; Indiana’ 3
: , 2 X
migzl;c‘;z 3 a« Local Phase || agencies could only report destinations of 43 (20
Missigslppi " percent) of their placementss
Missouri ! |
New Jersey 1 - -
New York 4
North Carolina 2 ,
gg;izorg:rollna } TABLE 01-9, ALABAMA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN
Jouth o 2 e OUT OF /STATE IN {978, AS REPORTED BY }
| ¢ LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES |
Texas : el ; o 1 \ ' i — t '
Hash ;ggfon P . ! : Number of AGENCIES Reporting :
. i ’ ! Reasons for Placemanta Juverfte Justice
Placements for Which Destinations Could Not be . -
Reported by Phase 11 Agenclﬂes - 175 RecetviEg Facili+y Closer to Child's. Home, , o
Total Number of Phase 11 Agencies co e 13 Pesplte Being Across State Lines ’ 3
7 Total Number of Children Placed by Phase i1 Agencies o 218 Previous Sugcess ”"‘Hh Recelving Facility ' =5
’ : ' Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 8
. 4 - )
! . Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Chlldren 0 = ' ' '
o Out of State ; 2 , T
‘ : Children Failed to ‘Adapt to In-State FaélIH'les 4 ‘
i o )
. Alternative to {n-5tate Public tnstitutionalization ~ ' 10

M ‘ The number of children placed in states contiguous to Alabama i shown . in Figure 0i-3., Based. on the

! information reported, more children were placed in Florida and Georgia than any ofther state in the To Live wIth Relatlves (Non-Parental) . 12
; country.. Moreover, the four states contiguous to Alabama account for 47 percent of the total number of Other ‘ i
_ out-of-state placement destinations reporfed by Phase - || agencles for whom destinations could be f ‘f 3
‘ reporteds - However, it must be observed that destinations could only ‘be reported by Phase |1 ;gencles for Number of Phase 11 Agencles Reporting R : . 13 i

43 (20 percent) children whom they placed.

A review of Table 01-9 points out that children were placed out of state by Phase 1! agencles for / SR
- several reasonse. A lack of comparable services in Alabama, alternatives to public institutionalization J R
within Alabama, and the desire to place children with relatives weré the most frequently reported reasons 1 A

: a. Some agencies reported more than on,ye reason 'for"placemen‘r.
Ky  glven for arranging out-of-state placements. k ’
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. ..Clearly, relatives' homes were the most frequent category of placement for children placed out of dee : .
state by the 13 Jocal juvenile justice agencies arranging five: or more such placementss Eleven of the 13 ~ " TABLE 01~11.. (Continued)
agencles indicated their most frequent category of ‘placement was relatives! homése This information is . .
provided in Table 01-10, which also shows' that two agencies reported that They most - frequently used . g -
residential tfreatment or child care facilities for out-of-state placements. ' . Frequency of , Number of AGENCIES
Methods of Monitoring Practice JuveniTe Jusfice®
TABLE 01-10. ALABAMA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF : , ;
' RESIDENTIAL. SETTINGS .USED BY LOCAL . ' ~
Other : Quarterly 2
PHASE || AGENCIES IN 1978 : Semlannual ly 1
: : r\ Annua[l)ly 0
| ' " Number of AGENCIES Reporting | Other '
: Categories of Reslidential Settings S Juvenile Justice Total Number.of Phase || s
~ ’ ~ ; : Agencies Reporting R ‘ E g - ?}i
Resldential Treatment/Child Care Facility 2 v i
Psychlatric Hosbl'fal 0 E a. Some agencies repor'l"ed more than one method of monitoring. . . .
Boarding/ii li+ary School 0 , , b.  Included monitoring practices which did not occur at- regular .nfervals. -
Foster Home 0 - E Z
Group Home A 0 . |
Relaflve"‘f“ome (Non-Parental } ' v " ' ‘ 3 w ! . L o :
Adopti //( . 0 - ’ = 1 Local Phase |l juvenile Justice agencies were also asked” to report thelr expenditures for such
Adop /\}3 ome placements. - Only eight of the |3 agencies were able to supply this fiscal jnformation. Together they
oth iV ‘ o expended an estimated $28,6U0 for residential placements in other states. Obviously, this figure would
. © E ‘ v ) ’ ¥ 2a;ebebeen bhlghTer had placemen'rs with relatives not been a major form of placement.and if more agencies
! Numbet' -of Phase || Agencies Reporting 13 2 on abis fo report fiscal-date. 5
| | : ' : . . =
; ‘ D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies
; in Table 01~11, iInformation Is given regarding the monitoring of out-of-state placements as reported - W ‘
by local Phase i juvenlle justice agenciess Generally, these agencies monitored the placements on a ;o
quarterly basis through written progress reports. Only ‘ofie ‘ageficy monitored out-of-state. placements . Of particular importance is the extent to which a ,
G h PE genci es arrange sucii placemenfs +hrough interstate
‘ o IR: guse?} g{; “;'Zﬁc\{leznsr?g?i IZ:?T p‘;:ﬂi%:c?i?fno*‘l'::?u;ra:o;:%lrilarr:arrl\:zrvlanlSo.rde.c'abflc? t?x:ni":ofliﬁe'ngicizgz - compactse Predicated only upon the practices of local juvenile Justice agencies, it must be concluded
p hilg Qh PB' y fo stat Y 8 Pa prog that compliance with Alabama policies requiring agencles to arrange ouf-of-state placements through the
ov ¢ ren who were piaced outv o Se : , o Interstate Compact on Juveniles (or the comparable procedure establlished in DPS). was only partiaily
o ey . o ‘ T achlieved. For Instance, Table 0i-12 shows that eight local juvenite justice agencies placed cnildren out
. . i ) ) ' : . of state and did not utilize an interstate compact for any such placements they arranged in 1978, in
o - : G y : , other words, 27 percent of "all 1local juvenile justice agencies in Alabama which placed children out of B
: ~ TABLE 01-11. ALABAMA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR ; i state, par’rllcularly those agencies reporiing four or less placements, did not arrange any such placements L
; OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED D w v e through an Interstate compact. Table 01-12 also contains Information about the specific type of compact o
- BY LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES IN 1978 : : used by the Phase 1l agencies which utilized a compact for at least some of their placements.
, Frequency of Number of AGENCIES: - .
Methods of Monitoring Practice -+ Juvenite Justice® . v
" : iZL:"’ 0
i : Y . ‘ ' I ~) . :
, . Written Progress Reports Quarterly 8 S TARLE 01-12, - ALABAMA: UTILIZATION OF - INTERSTATE COMPACTS
% 4 : Zﬁ?&:??;’al ly g , y = b : BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPES 4
- Otherb 1 ‘ : :
| ‘ : ‘ g Number of AGENCIES
o On-Site Visits g:;?:r?;g( Iy 8 Local Agencies Which Placed Children Out of State Juvenile Justice %
! //, ’ L .
o 7 Annual Iy 0 g ‘ ;
] , R Other 1 4 . NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING FOUR OR LESS CHILDREN ) 17,
i o o : K ) : . 3
Telephone Cal Is g:;.ri‘;g:ll‘g' Iy (1) ' @ " Number Usling Compacts ' B L A ; %
s Annua) Iy 0 ; “e Number Not Using Compacts ' R .6 RS
; Otherb 7 ook BT R - : e e
. E o e Number with Compact Use Unknown ’ : 1 .
o e . . ’ p7 /
; AL~14 , i ) -
E N AL-15
;"u' x (‘:’V B
:‘g’; ‘ o = 3 1 ? . 14
; ‘ 5 s o g o
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 TABLE 01-12. (Continted)

<

" Number of AGENCIES
Juvenlle Justlice

Local Agencles Which Placed Children Out of State |

(]

NUMBER OF PHASE |1 AGENCIES PLACING CHILDREN . A3
o Number Using Compacts : 11

. Interstate Compact on the Piacement of Chlidren?

 Yes ‘ 2
No ; 1
Don't Knov ‘ 0
Interstate Compact on Juvenlles
Yes 10
No 3
Don't Know 0
Interstate Compact on Mental Health
Yes ST : ' R ¢
No 13
Gon't Know ; o 0
® Number Not Using Compacts 2
‘@ Nuinber with Compact Use Unknown : 0
TOTALS ' ; ‘
Number of AGENCIES Flacing Chlldren Out of State g 30
" Number of AGE‘NCIES‘ Using Compacts , ‘ 21
" Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts : 8
. Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown ‘ R

 “@s ~ Although * Alabama. had not enacted the Interstate Compact on  the
Placement of Chlldren In- 1978, a bureaucratic mechanism did exist which
_“Incorporated -many of Its provisions, As a result, some local
Justice agencles reported placing chifdren ‘through the .compact,

:;;AAAmre complete understanding of 'rhe,k uﬂHzafloniof interstate -compacts by focal juvenlle Jusﬂée

. agencles In Alabama Is possible by roviewing Table 01-13, which indicates the number of chllidren who were
.placed out of state through a compact..
- state through an. Interstate compact,

-‘resldential caras without the use of any compact,
~utitization of compacts betwsen agencies which placed four or less and flve or more chlidren out of

Overali, Table 01-13 shows that 162 chltidren were placed out of
Table 01=13 also facllitates comparisons about the

state, and Indlcates the number of children reported out of state through each specific type of compact

by Phase 1| agencles. ~
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in. contrast, & total of 77 chlldren were sent to other states for.
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ALABAMA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
-LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978 S

TABLE 01-13,

Number of CHILDREN
Juvenlie Justice:

Children Placed OQut:of State

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REPORTTRG

NG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS S . 35 -
e Number Placed with hébt'npacf Use ' 210
e Number Placed without Compact Uée 11
. -N,umber Placed with Compact Use Unknown@ o 14
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES R : 218
o Mumber Placed with Compact Use ‘ 152
Number through interstate Compact ' : -
on the Placement of Childrenb , ‘ n
Number ‘rhfougf\ Interstate . - ' o
Compact on Juvenlles ‘ 141
Number through Interstate : ,
Compact on Mental Health. - S i 0
o Number Placed without Compact Use B 66
' Nmeer Placed with Compact Use Unknown ;) o 0
TOTALS ,
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State S 253
Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use : : ’ 162
Number of -CHILDREN Placed without Compact Use ; 77
. Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use Unknown 14

a, Agencies which piaced four or less children out of state were not
asked to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead,
these agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange
any out=6i-state placement. Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement
is Indicated as a compact-arranged pilacement and the others are Included In
the .categery . "number placed with compact use unknown," S

be Although: Alabama had not  enacted the Interstate Compact on  the
Placement of Children 1In 1978, a. bureaucratic mechanism did exist which
Incorporated many of Its provisions and some.  local Juvenlle Justice agencies
reported placing children through the compact.. :

A

A graphlc summarization about the utilization of Interstate compacts for the 253 chtldren placed out
of state by these locai . juvenlle Justice agencles' is Illustrated in Flgure 01-4, - Although compact
utilization was not-- determined  for slx percent of -The:- placements reported, It was learned that 64
p:rcenfof ~these were compact-arranged placements and 30 percent were placed out of state without the use
of a compact, ~ )
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FIGURE O1-4. ALABAMA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
, LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTIGE AGENCIES-IN 1978
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Table 0l~14 provides a summary amalysis of compact utilization by state and local agencles. This

table examines the relationship between the total numbar of out-of-state placements arranged by both-

[sfate' and local agencles In 1978, and  the number of .compact=arranged placements reported by state
agencles, : , ' : :

Unforfunafeiy, fhe‘»peréenfagey‘of compacf-arréngéd placements could not be determined for chiltd

wol fare and juvenlle justice agencles because state -Information -about placement activity and compact use
was not avallable. The state mental health and mental retardation agency -(DMH) could report its four
placemants,. all of whom were. processed through a compact.  The local school districts and the' State
Department of Education reported -no placement activity and ‘therefore compact use was rot - applicables

AL-18

N

TABLE 01=14, - ALABAMA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
- REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES -IN 1978, BY

AGENCY TYPE _
~child Juvenile Mental Health' and
Wel fare Justice Mental Retardation
“Total Number of State and Local O .
Agency ‘Arranged Placements. ” * , *. o 4
Total Number of Compact-Arranged B ’ |
Placements Reported by State Agencies ) - 4
Percentage of Compact-Arranged |
Placements * * 100 !

* donotes Not Avallable.

\\?; =t

2o

" E. _The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

The Involvement “of Alabama state agencles In ‘the out-of-state placement of children Is directiy
related to policles described in Section ill. Although the DPS (the state chlld welfare agency) Is the
only state agency legally authorized to expend state revenues for out-of-state placements, 1t was unable

. to provide much of the information requested In" tha survey., - Table Qi-15 1llustrates this sltuation by.
providing flindings about the abllity of state  agencies to report thelr iavelvement In arranging out«of=:

state placements, A revliew of Table 0l-15 also shows that the state juvenlle Justice agency (DYS)-was

unable to report Information concerning placements by local juvenile justice agencies, even.though DYs is

responsible for administering the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, o .

ALflg
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The destination of pla
Table 01-16 shows, that the four
fo Arkansas, Conpecticut, Michigan,

TABLE 01~15,

ALABAMA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENTS [N 1978

53

7
V

s

Types of Involvement

" Number of CHILDREN Reported

Placed durlng 1978, by State Agencles
~ThRTid Juvenlle MEnTai HealTh and

Education . Justice Mental Retardation

State Arrahged and Funded

Local\y Arranged but
State Funded

Court Ordered, but State
Arranged- and Funded

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State Funding

Locally Arranged and .
Funded, and Reported
+o State ’

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
+he Placement

Others

Total Number of
Children Placed Out
of State with State -
Asslistance .or
Knowledge?

Wel fare
L 0
—— 0
* 0 0
* -0 0
— ’o *
»* 0 #*
* 0 0
* 0 *

0

* 4de;6+es Not Avallable,
-- denotes Not Applicable,

a, Includes all out-of-state

particular state agency.
which did not directly
may' shaply. -indicate

. affirmative action by -the
knou?gzzéf gf certaln out-of-state .placements through

placements
in some cases,

case conferences or through various forms of Informal reporting.

@,

' i ki " Alabama state agencles ¥
placemeq;ﬁi;?::nkngzh ﬁn that agency to have been placed out of state were sent
and New Jerseys - o
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‘was only reported

known to officials In —the
this flgure consists of placements.
state agency but

Nt
e

by the DMH,
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TABLE 01~16, ALABAMA: DESTINATIONS “OF CHILb&EN,PLACED ouT OF
: STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

" Destinatlions of

Mental Health and
Children Placed

Child Wel fare Juvenile Justice

Mental Retardation

Arkansas
Connecticut
Michigan
"New - Jersey

Placements for Which Destinations ' . ‘
Could Not be Reported by State Agencles Al - At

Total Number of Placements Sk *

* denotes Not Avallable,

... The condltions of children placed out of state as reported by Alabama state agencles Is given In
< Table 01-17,.. This Informatlon was provided by the DMH and DYS and reflects the conditions of children
. normally served by the two types of agencles~=juveniie delinquents, mentally handicapped, and emotionally

disturbed. The state child welfare agency (DPS) did not report any Information concerning the conditions
of chlidren placed out of state . ln 1978, ' : '

State agencies were also asked to report the most frequent residentlal seffing used for out-of-state
placement purposes, Relatives! homes were the most frequent category of placement reported from both

chlid welfare and Juvenile Justice agencles. Psychiatric hospitals were reported by the state mental
health and mental retardation agency (DMH). : : '

Finally, each state agency was asked to report thelr expenditures for out-of-state placements in
1978, No costs were Incurred by agencles responsible for education, juvenlle Justice, and mental health

and mental retardation, . Again, the DPS did not have Information accessible which could be provided in
response to thls Inquiry, :

TABLE 01-17, ALABAMA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE ’

v __Agency Type? {f

Juvenlie MerTal HealTh and

Types of Conditions dustice Mental Retardation
Physically Handicapped 0 0
Mentally Handlcaﬁped ; 0 X
Developmental ly Disabled 0 (o]
Unruly/Disruptive 0 o]

Truants 0 0 \
Juven!ie DelInduents X 0
Emotlonatly Disturbed 0 X
Pregnant 0 o]
Drug/Aicohol . Problems o] 0
AL=-21
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. TABLE 01=17, - (Continued)

Agency Typed k
ﬁ"‘TEI—H—TTrTen CE] and

Juventle

Tybe;. of Conditions Justice - Mental Retardation -
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0 0
* Adopted. Children o 0 0

Foster Chlldren i 0 0

Other 0 0

S
3. X indicates conditions reported,

F., State Agencles' Knowledge of Qut-of-State Flacements

In each state, state and local officials were asked to report on placement data In their possession
or control., ' local officlals were asked, quite naturally, to report about placemerts made or arranged by
thelr respective agencles, While state officials were:  asked - for .comparable data about out-of-state
placements made or arranged by thelr state agencies, they were also asked Yo report on the number of such
placements ‘made by thelir counferparts in -local governments, .:In. other words, state corrections agencies
were asked about local court placements; state mental health agencles were asked for comparable data ema-
nating: from community mental health centers, When state agencles reported data about thelr local coun-
terparts, ‘@ ten percent sample of local agencies was contacted In order to verify the -Information, In
cases where the state agency had inconsistent data or could not report, all local agencies were con~
tacted, within the appropriate agency type, In order fo obtaln that portion of the survey requirements.

- See Table 0i~! for a description of data.collection procedures in Alabama.‘

Table 0i-18 reflects the Information available in ‘Alabama. Juvenile courts and probation offices
were the only local agencies which reported making out-of-state placements In Alabama, Since DYS could
not - report about any such placements, the percentage of the 253 placements as being  known +o the
state agency was unavallable, ‘ ) i

TABLE 01-18, ALABAMA: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-0OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS ‘

Juvenile " ‘Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

-Child
Wel fare Educatlion

Total Number of State and S
- Local Agency Placements * 0 * 4

_ Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencles * 0 * 4

Percén'fage ‘of Placements A o
Known to State Agencles * 100 . * 100

* denotes Not Available,
AL=22
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‘ Figure>0l-5 graphically reflects the data In Ta
] | Table 01-18, as well as compact uti
?x Flrgcitz l_’&?ngr:faf?’ agenciess .- The paucity of information suppl’led by state agenpcies is i‘{xii?e?'ne:?ggggg
I'n_this ‘flgures or example, the number of placements and utilization of interstate compacts could only

. be ascertained from the DMH, -as Is shown in Figure 0«5, = Al| four placements were arranged by DMH and

. were processed: through the Interstate Compact- on ‘Mentai Health ;
. . ; : » \I'the “-As mention
the: sampie of local mental health agencies reveal no local placement acflvify’edi:ar!';;g:’ fhe Findings from

Further Implic‘:af‘lon' can be drawn from Figu : /
‘ gure: 0{=5. when observin
response as compared with the Jocal Juvenile justice a ’ ‘ ‘
0 : genciess !t becomes arent
Alabama DYS has the responsibility for administering the Interstate Compaét on Juvzpn%leesr: f::a:f.a'l':’.'l-gzlligg

the means to report on [ts use of the compact | j
fact that su;h ’agencl 6s reported using comgac‘::'rs o;‘orbeIh(?Z" fp lc;t:er'nz"r:r?rL.Juven“e Jus‘?‘ice‘ agenci‘gs, despite the

g the Department of Youth Service's

=

;*FIGURE 01~5." ALABAMA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE ’ e
i f : (0 AND LOCAL e
« PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS. AS REPGRTED BY ’ -

STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE .
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Vs CONCLUDING REMARKS

Saveral conclusions have been reached from the study of out-of-state placement practices of public
agenclies In Alabama. Foremost among these conclusions  is the lack of information retrieved from the
state's child welfare agency~-the Bureau of Family anrd Children's Services In the Department of Pensions
and Security. This outcome Is particularly disturbing in view. of the agency's extensive responsibility
for children in out-of-home care and Its authority to utilize state revenues. for arranging out-of-state
placements. . Although numerous attempts and varlous approaches were taken to retrieve data from the
agency, all methods failed to obtain comparable and satisfactory information for purposes of the study.

thagtconclusfons that have emerged about cut-of-state placement practices include:

° ‘Compllance with the interstate Compact on Juveniles was only partially achieved when
considering out-of-state placements arranged by local juvenile justice agencles.

The destination of children placed out of state by both state and local agencies was
generally not avaifable.

@ The conditions of childran placed out of state reflected a wide range of probiems, even
: though the most frequent category. of placement was relatives! homese

e The state~reported Information about the out-of-state placement practices of local
agencies responsible for mental health and mental retardation was consistent with
information gathered from a sample of the iocal agencies. The finding suggests a

highly satisfactory form of intergovernmental relations in this area of children's serv-
lcess

The local jJuvenile justice agency with jurisdiction -In Jefferson County (Birmingham}
arranged an estimated 100 out-of-state placements which was almost 40 percent of the
total reported by at! local juvenile justice agencies in Alabama.

Monitoring of out-of=state plécemenfs by local juvenile justice agencies was generally
accomplished through quarterly written progress reports and.periodic telephone calls,
with only one agency.indicating the use of on-site visits for monitoring purposes.

- The reader is encouraged to compare national {rends -described Ih Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices in Alabama in order 1o develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children. .

FOOTNOTES

te General information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national! census contalned in the UeS. Bureau of the Census, County and City
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978.

Information about direct general state and Tocal total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U,Se¢ Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979,

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenlle Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the UsS. Bureau of the Census. '

. 2¢ Alabama Exceptional Child Act, Act 106, )
-3¢ Afjabama Code 1925, Section 22-50-11, Subsequent 4.
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF=DISTRICT PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN-THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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|1+ METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about the District of .Columbia from a variety of sources
using a number of data collection techniques. First, a search for relevant statutes and case iaw was
undertaken, Next, teiephone interviews were conducted with officlals who were able to raport on agency
policles and practices with regard to the out-of-district placement of children, A mail survey was used,
as a follow-up to the telephone Interview, to solicit Information speclfic to the out-of-district

placement practices of public youth=serving agencies, A summary of- the data collection effort in the
Dlstrlcf of Columbla appears below In Table 09~1,

TABLE 09~1, DISTRICT OF COLUMB{A: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

" Levels of Chiid

Juvenlie - Mental Mental
Government “Welfare Education Justice Health Retardatlond
. ’ ) t N
District Telephone Telephone Tel{ephone Telephone Telaphone
Agencies interview interviow Interview Interview Interview
‘ Mal led Malled Mal led Malled Mailed
Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey:
DHR DCPSS DHR DHR . DHR
Officlals Officals Officials Officlals Officials
Local Not Not Not Not Not
Agencies Applicable. Applicable Applicable  Applicable Applicable
{District (District (District District District
Offlces) Oftices) Offices) Offices) Offices)

a, Al*hough mental health .and mental retardation services ‘are the primary
responsibitity of -a single unit of DHR, the Mental Health Administration, two

sources had to be contacted In order to obtaln information on the out~of=
district placements of each service type,

DC~1
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" and Prince WilJlam Counties, Virginia),!

[

lll‘. THE ORGANIZATIAON OF SERVICES AND QUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978 -

A. Introductory Remarks

‘ ‘ ‘ Yy 61 square mllles), with a

b has the smallost fand area In the country ’

popu.{ggio[zals:{ "ﬁz,?sgo?o “f'rl‘- 'hzs t+he highest population density in fher United lsdfi;ess l%ﬂ;sy,sao persons
per square mile. The estimated 1978 population of parsons eight to 17 ygars o 21664

Py

The " district shares a Sfandard Metropol itan. Statistical Ares {SMSA) wlth. eontiguous . states of-

Maryland and Virginia (includes Charles, Montgomery, and Prince Georges Countles, Maryland; Alexandris,:.-

Fajrfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park Independent Citles, and Ariington, Falrfax, Loqgcai;n:,;

i
St
[

"B, Child Welfare

' | for all soclal and
Resources (DHR) Is a consolldated agency responslbi_e
healmesgrevplac':: e'n: 'rﬁ: l;llusmfar!‘icf of Columbla, Chlld weifare and Title XX programs are admlnlste;eg by|ﬂ;$
DHR Soclal Rehabl!lfaﬂbn Adminlstration (SRA), = Except for general assistance, pl:ogir;zms ?rfe eeseerr‘:rlces
district funded. Programs are provided centrally for vhe district populaﬂoen. 'th ' "3?:.»3':.  Sorvices
include care for chiidren who are dependent, abused, neglected, or In need of supervision gh &
its Bureau of Famlly Services, :

The Dlsfrlc"f of Columblia is nbf a member of the tnterstate Compact on Th9 P’l‘"acam’en"r of Children.

i

C. Education

| dminlstrative regions,
Publlc School System (DCPSS) Is divided Into slx‘ a ‘
Regl;:';g: ID;?Iréecg por\;vclkc’!'eu'gt;‘naerai supervision to ﬂ;e :chc:ols u?‘der‘ 1;hselars J:;e'cslda‘;'fflgg‘:igg'vep:g:::\:ﬂ:ogz:!
and provide services to students In such are . »
:gszzzogfloca*leag:fr:ssc;llng. pMoreover‘, they handle traasfers and special admissions, and supply Information
about school boundaries. : O .

The District of Columbia provides a wlde var{ety of special education ‘and r;'elaf:dbsgzéce:aJ;g
handicapped chlldren “and youthe The_responslb:’i’lTyThforD'psr;):llggn%fsecr"’\/'luc’:n%slalsso:rzreof -EZiucaﬂon or
agencles. of the District of Co}Umbla ~government.e -] P 12 se™ 1% Fosponsible. for

Y3 the Department _of Human OServices X
responsible for providing educaiion and ) s Services (oS e e a special
dlcal, speclal needs :Identification, and fherapeuTic se . ien ‘
ggzzémg Tl:eldcawt:lct? cannot be met - elther In "rhe public ‘schools or In a DHS program, the child may

recalve a tuition grant provided by the District of Columbla to attend ‘school in a speclal, nonpubllc‘

“facl lity. :
" .The District of Columbla Public Schoo! System does not have a written pollcy regarding out-of-

: +1ve-environment® proviston of Pe.l.
n¥s. . However, It tries to follow the nleast restric ¢
gliiﬂz;ff \'IIJt::::\r/neer posslbie, Th’e chiid will attend a special program In a neighborhood school.

D. ‘Juvenile Justice

‘ V tters relating
$ the District of Columbla Superior Court has jurisdiction In ma
to dL%ZnZZﬁ;'yan%‘Y;:J?:c%d chltdren. The Famlly Divislon's Juvenile Branch handles youths charged ::
delingquents. ~Assoclate judges of the Superior. Court rotate monthly -In the adjudication of cases broug
before the Family Division and the Juvenile Branch, : :

nquents : R S : at Admlnlsfra‘ri;:m’.és ‘Bureau of
d delinquents are commltted to the DHR Soclal Rehabllitation A )
Youf:dé:g:/‘;?::;:, wﬁlchqls responsible for al»l Juvenile justice ssrvices in the District of Columbla. The

DC~2
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bureau malntains three juvenile Institutions and Is responsible for probation and aftercare services,

'gt;e?e|responslblil1'ies are divided between the Institutional Services Dlvision and the Aftercare Services
vislon.

There are no statutory, administrative, or judicial restrictions on placing children from the
Juvenile Justice system Into the 50 states. These placements are reportedly made through the Interstate
Compact on Juvenlles (ICJ), The District of Columbla has been a member of the compact since 1970,

E. = Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Department of Human Resources Is responsitie for all public mental health and mental retardation
services In the District of Columbla. The DHR Mental Healt+h Administration and Soclal Rehabllitation
Administration coordinate programs through special mental retardation or mu!tiple handicapped schools,
community mental health centers, and & developmental servlces center.

All out=-of-district placement public hospltal - transfers are reported to be arranged through the

Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH), The District of Columbla has been a member of the compact
since 1972,

1V, “FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The following tables and summary remarks describe the findings of the study's data collection

activities with agenclas serving youth iIn the District of Columbla., The findings have been organized to
address. major Issues relating to the out-of-district placement of chlldren,

A. The Number of Chlldren Placed In Ouf-of-District Resldential Settings

Before presenting the more detalled findings from the survey, an -overview of out~of-district
placement activity in the District of Columbla Is provided In Table 09-2. This table summarizes
the number. of out-of-district placements which were reported by public agencles, and In many ways sets
the stage for the more specific Information to follow, There are no local data included In thils proflle
because publlc services to chllidren are entirely supervised and administered by district-level agencies.

Table 09~2 clearly shows that In 1978; the* DHR's Social Rehabllitation Administration placed the
majoriiy of children out of district for resldential ‘care and treatment. Placements by thils agency
account for 73 porcent of the 332 out-of-disirict placements that were reported by all public agencies.

The Department of Human Resources, Social Rehabl!litation Adminlstration, is also unlque because It
llcenses ‘child care settings outside of Its political jurisdiction, ~The ‘department has apparent!y
resorted to this actlon, which to the study's knowledge Is unique In the nation, because of the extreme
geographlc -1 imits and intense urbanization within which It must operate,  The department respondent noted
in reference to tho 243 children reported placed out of the district that, "This number does not Include
the estimated 750 chlidren piaced In our agency foster homes In nearby Maryland and Virginla and a small
emergency care  private faclllity one block across the District of Columbia Iine Into Maryland,"  The

chiidren -Included In Table 09-2 were placed in settings out of the district into settings other than
those directly licensed by the department, - :

The remaining out-of-district 'placemenfs' were ‘made primarily by tis District of Columbla Public

- Schoo! System, which placed 47 children, and -by the SRA's Bureau of Youth Services, which placed 31

chlidren, Together, these agencles account for almost 24 percent of all out-of-district placements. The

remalning 3 percent of the chlidren placed in other states are  afttributable to DHR's Mental Health
Administration, which provides mental health and mental retardation services to children. . :

e T S T
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U e 09-2.  DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; NUMBER OF OUT-OF=DISTRICT
g _ PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY DISTRICT AND LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of Chlld' o - Juvenile  Mental Mental
Government Welfare Education Justice Health Retardation Total
District
. Agency. . S . o
Placementsd . 243 47 31 3 8 332
Local
Agency : , ,
Placements - - - -~ —-— -
Total 243 47 o3 3 - 8 332

~~ denotes Not Applicables

a.  May Inciude placements which the district agency arranged and funded
independently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,
and others directly Involving the disirict agency's assistance or Knowledge.-
Refer to ‘Table 09-3 for . speciiic  Information - regarding district  agency
Involvement in arranging out-of~-district placements. : . :

B, The Out-of-District Placement Practices of District Agencles

Table 09-3 furfher_‘descffbés the Invo!vement of district agencles . in placing: children out of
district. All categories of local involvement in placement are deslgnated as not applicable because of
the unique governmenjal structure of tha district,

Tgb\reporflngﬁéf two district agencles represented: In: the. table deserves speclal mention. The DHR!'s
Soclal Rphabliitation and Mental Health Administrations reported some or all of their placements under
more. than one category of involvement, —The flrst category shown on the table, "District Arranged and
Funded,". Includes all. out<of-district placements meeting those conditlons, - The ‘third category, "Court

~Ordered, but District Arranged and Funded," was used by these agencles to designate that proporiion of

- the placements reported In the previous category which also met the condition of belng court:drdered. In

"both cases, the agencies reported unduplicated fotal placements which appear at the. bottom of the table,
‘and these tofals havs been used in any calculations or descriptions representing :the out-of-district
placement actlivities of these agenclas, In. addition, helthér of these agencises reported the number of
placements they helped to arrange but for which they were not legally nor financially responsibie.

" The District of Columbla Public Schoo! System and mental retardation programs within the DHR's Mental:

Health Administration both arranged -and funded all reported placements. ~in contrast,” the DHR Bureau of
Youth Services helped to arrange all reported placements but was not .required to do so and did not pay

piacement-ralated expenses, )
DC-4
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TABLE 09-3.. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: ABILITY OF DISTRICT

AGENCIES TO REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT -IN
.“¢§§QNGING OUT—OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS N

Types of
Involvement

Child

Number of CHJLDREN
Reported Placed during 1978 by District Agencles

Wel fare

Juvenile - Mental = "7 Menfal

Education Justice Health Ratardation

District
Arranged
and Funded

Locally
Arranged

but District
Funded

Court
Ordered,
but District
Arranged and
Funded

Subtotal:
Placemants
Involving
District
Funding

Locally
Arranged

and Funded,
and. Reported
to District

District
Helped
Arrange,
but not
Required
by Law or
Did Not Fund
the Placement

Others

Total

Number of
Children
Placed Out

of District
with District
Assistance

or Know!edged

243

125

243

23

47 N SR 3 . .8

47 0 3 8

47 31 3 8

-- denotes Not Applicable.

* denotes Not Avallable,

8, - Includes -all out-of=district placements known to officlals In  the
particular dlstrict agency. In ‘some cases, this figure consists of placements
which did not: directly involve affirmative action by the district agency but may
slmply Indlcate knowledge of certaln out-of-district placements through " case
conferences or through varlous forms of Informal reporting.

DC-5
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The extent to which Interstate compacts were used to arrange out-of-district placements is présenfed

“In Table 09-4, The DHR's Soclal Rehabi!llitation and Mental Health Administrations did not report low many

of thelr out-of-district placements were arranged through Interstate compacts. However, Table 09-4
shows that the district!s public school administration did -not use any compacts for the 47 chlldren It
placed out of its jJurlsdiction,  This. Is not uncommon for education agencles because there exlsts no
Interstate compact for the placement of children Into faciilities solely educational in nature., Finally,
all- of .the Bureau of Youth Services placements and one-fourth .of the placements by mental retardation
programs were processed by a compact, - It should be noted that the District of Columbia Is.not a member
of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children, ‘ R

"~ TABLE 09~4,. DISTRICT 'OF COLUMBIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
o COMPACTS REPORTED  BY DISTRICT AGENCIES IN 1978,
BY AGENCY TYPE . ,

.

Mental
Retardation’

Mental
Health

Juvenl le
Justice

chiid
Wel fare Education

Total Number
of District and
Local Agency-
Arranged : v
Placements 243 47 31 3 8-

Total Number
of Compact="
Arranged
Placements
Reported by , ,
District , ‘ . '
Agencles * 0 o

Percentage of
Compact-
Arranged .
Placements * 0 100

&

* denotes Not Avallable,

District agencles, |lke state agencies, were asked to Indicate how many of their out-of-district
placements were arranged in speclfic states. The reported destinations of chilidren leaving the district
trom Its publlic agencies appear In Table 09-5. Forty-two percent of all chllidren léaving the district
went to Maryland and Virginla and 23 percent were placed in Pennsylvania,

Placements arranged by the DHR's Soclal Rehabilitation Administration were falirly concentrated within
the reglon, with 40 percent going to the contiguous states of Maryland and Virginia {(see Figure 09-1) and
42 percent golng to Ohlo, Pennsyivanla, New Jersey, and New York. The remalning 45 children were placed
In numbers between one and seven chlldren In 17 other states throughout the country, ~Also, .one child was
reported placed in an African country, : o ‘

Children placed .into states by the District of Columbla Public School -System were also' concentrated
in contiguous or reglonal states, as reflected In Figure 09-1, Maryland recelved 38 percent of chlldren
placed by the District of Cofumbla public schools, ‘as did Pennsylvania, - Remalning placements were
arranged in small numbers in New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, Virginla, and West Virginia, '

The SRA Bureau of Youth Services simliarly made 71 percedf of Its out-of-district placements In
Maryland and Virginia. Of -the nine children placed In: noncontiguous states, most were in the
mid-Atfantic reglon except for the single placements arranged. in Californla, Florida, and Missouri. All

placements arranged by district mental health or mental retardation officlals were In the contiguous.

state of Maryland or .in West Virginla or Pennsylvania, - .
' DC-6

TABLE 09-5,

o]

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHIL
PLACED OUT OF DISTRICT IN 1978 REFORTED BY PREN

DISTRICT AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Destinations
of Children
Ptaced

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Weifare

Education

Juvenlle

Justice

i

Mental
Health

Mental
Retardation

Arkansas
Cailfornia
Delaware

. Florlida

Georgla

Maryland
Massachusetts
Missouri

New Jersey
New Mexlco

Néw York
North Carollna

_Ohlo
"Pennsyivanla

South CarolIna

.Tennessee
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FIGWRE 09-1, “DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BY DISTRICT AGENCIES® =

70 - (CW)

18 (ED)

15 QD

2 (MR

a.  These district agencies reported the desfinafloné for a Tofaf of 332 placements.

Lyt

District agencles were asked  to Indlcate, from a Iist of descrlpﬂve categories, the types .of

children who were placed out of district,  Table 09-6 summarizes thelr responses. Thé most predomlniant .-

finding Is the wide variety of ‘responses made by the DHRs Soclal Rehabllitation Adminlstration, This
agency  was Invoived in placing children with every’ characferlsﬂc offered for description except
pregnancy,

Uther public agencles serving district children are, by comparison, very focused ln the kinds of
children for which they arranged out-of-district placements. The characteristics of chiidren placed by
these agencies are fairly tfraditional, given the types of services they provide. For example, the
Juvenlle jJustice agency reported placing truants and adjudicated delinquents out of the district, and the
school system placed emotlonally disturbed and Yother" children (lncluding the deaf and blind, and
learning disablad). Mental health and mental retardation officials reported placing chiidren who were
mentally handicapped, physically handicapped, and developmentally disabled,

‘\\

TABLE 09-6. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF DISTRICT IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY DISTRICT
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

>

Agency Type? ‘
Juvenile Vental Mental

Types of Child

Condltions - Wel fare Education Justice Health - Retardation

Physically - ‘

Handicapped X 0 o9 X Y L

Mentally '

Handlcapped X .0 , 0 X X

Developmental | y ' ‘

Dlsabled AR X 0. 0 .. 0 v X

Unruly/ ‘ ' :

Disruptive X 0 0 0 -0

Truants X , 0 ‘ X ] 0

Juvenlle , ‘ :

Delinquents X 0 X -0 N 0
// . DC-8 ;
/ | IR

N
3

TABLE 09-6. - (ContInued ).:\“

Types of

Agency Type? v

“Wental

Child - Juvini le MenTal

Condlﬂons Wel‘fare‘ “‘Education Justice Health Retardation.
Emotionally o
Disturbed X X 0 0 o
Pregnant 0 -0 0 0 0
Drug/
_Alcohol
Problems X 0 0 0 0
Battered,
Abandoned,
or Neglected X 0 ¢ 0 0
Adopted- |
Children X 0 0 0 0
Foster : |
Children - = X 0" 0 0 0
Other 0 X 0 0 0
a. X lridlcaféé“condlﬂons f'ei:bfféd.
%'/ i %_"
TABLE 09-7. DISTRICTJOF COLUMBIA: . PUBLIC EXPENDITURES
FOR: OUT=-QF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS IN 1978,
Ao REPORTED BY DISTRICT AGENCIES
o Expendlfures, by AGENCY Type
Levels of Child . Juveni le Mental Mental
Goy9rnmen1‘ " Welfare ' Education Justice Health Retardation
" e District’ LR 0 * $75,000 est
e Federal B T 0 * *
o Local $2;500 ost  * o * L ®
e Other R ¢ 0 * B
Total e 5
Reported L, : ‘
Expenditures $2,500 * - -0 * $75,000

&

* denotes Not Avallable,
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‘District agencies provided Information on the type of setting that was most frequently selected to A PROFILE OF OUT-OF=-STA : o
recelve children placed out of district, Every agency, except the SRA Bureau of Youth Services, sald o STATE: PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN FLORIDA
that residential treatment or child care facilitlies wera the setting of choice for children leaving the ‘ : ; 3
district, ~The bureau reported sending children most frequently to relatives! homes.

The district agencles had some difficulty In reporting expenditures related to out-of-district place-
ments, As can be seen In Table 09-7, the only agency which responded to questions about piacement expen-—
ditures In each category of funding source was the Bureau of Youth Services, which did not spend any of
1ts -budget for out-of=district placements In 1978, A dollar estimation of $2,500 in local’ funds was - : " ,
glven by child welfare officlials, = It was not determined “what thls agency was referring fo as "local" e : ' . : _ s : .
funds. Mental retardation officials estimated spending $75,000 in district funds for out-of-district : ' ' b

l‘.' __ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

7. ; o ’ _ o ‘ { cmfr?gupgg“;’éﬂg"rgf':;“‘aeflgnldv eafr-;lg:gwg%d%ehse ’r?'l_eo gs:lsfance of the many state and local public officials who
District pubiic school officlals rufed out the expenditure of federal or other funds for out-of- i Exceptional Students, Department of Educaglog~cMa'rpa,;ﬂcular'y Landis M, Stetier, Bureau of Education for
district placements, but did not report on expenditures from district sources. All other expenditure ERE N | - and Rehabl|Itative Services; LaDon E, P|ttman 'Jwe);”“" Price, Compact Correspondent, Department of Health
Information by agency type or source of funds was unavailable, , ; / 'Rgtt:;é :':'?g;? Segvlcas; June Davis, Admisslons and Ihfeergg‘f: %Z,QSS"CT g?r?&ra"r DepaDrefmenf of Health and Re-
‘ i - Department o:"eHeea?;Lqesfj ‘:'(. Willlam Lockart, Director, State Court Admi nlsfraﬂoonr' Re'spe:[;'z;‘\egfdoif ?ealfh and
. , Ropab and Rehabllitative Services; and Alvin J, Taylor, § ; nd Information,

, ehabllitative Services, :  laylor, Secretary, Department of Health and

placements in.1978.

’ V. CONCLUDING REMARKS '
. r } .
i
Li. _METHODOLOGY

Reviaw of the information obtained from fhé siirvey of the District of Columbia public agencies brings
forward several concluslons about the agencies' out-of-district placement practices, The most pertinent [ ) . , :
of these conclusions follow, ’ ; ) - da'ra“::tﬁrlne'?::-il%% ?eschr?llzzzgaﬂc?“yr gathered about Florlida from a varle;fy of sburces using a ’ b f '

: ; ’ | ¢ . irs ; number o

e The Soclal Rehabilitation Administration. within DHR clearly fakes the lead among public < Next, telephone Interviews were 'cond'uc'la'e:ev?rf: serfafgeé?:?nr 'sfafe statutes and case law was undertaken,
agencles In placing children out of the district by sending chiidren of all types- into states ! L ‘ 3ﬂd*gr?_ﬁfl$es with regard to the out-of-stats placement o?' 2h7|grbgnwer: ab’l|e Yo report on agency policles
P e telephone Interview, to soliclt information specific to ﬂ.le ou’:iof-iuf;\'lraey pwlaas‘c’eur::nd; ::a;rg;slo:; »

: all over the county for care and treatment, This child welfare agency placed children having stat
ate age '
gencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight

Children who leave the District by the actions of pubilc agencles, except SRAs Bureau of Youth

, conditions or statuses also mentioned by the other four public agenclies serving youth,

.@ There was a falrly clear trend for district =agencies to rely on Maryland, Virginia, and An assessment of out-of-stats pi i1 he ; : ;
’} Pennsyivanla to recelve the majority of thelr out-of-district placements, ’ et ::Qges'ffd further survey requlrzm‘:’ena’rcse 'ﬁ"zggélﬁiis: :r;'g 1}!;9\’:?\?2;::1? 31; 'pnuft;glrl'm o r'ep'or'fed by state agencies e
2l ' ate placements. P ¢ agencies In arrangl -0 f~ 4
; i to: _ ursuarﬁ fo thls assessment, further data collection was undertaken If |+ wgsngegg:sg:y ]

] ~of-sta ’ ]
verlfy out-of-state placement data reported by state government abeut local agencies; and

°
“ Services, frequently go to residentlal treatment or chlld care settings. ‘
: e  Although the agencies of the District of Columbla operate within a limited 61 square miles of - ’ o collect local agency dat g
they do not behave like agencies of a large city or even of a county, The ' A gency data which was not avallable from state government,
summary of the data collection effort in Florida appears below In Table 10~1, i

urban area,
Incidence of placement of children out of thelr jurisdiction tc contiguous, and especlally to

wore distant states, rivals or exceeds the findings for agencies operating within entire
states with a much larger land area and population, ~

TABLE 10-1, - FLORIDA: - METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

" The reader Is encouraged to compare nationa! trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to speclfic practices in the District of Columbla iIn order to develop further concliusions about » R »

AR s S g

Survey Methods, by A?encz Type :
JuvenTle enTal HealTh and

‘.‘E
- j the districtts involvement with the out-of-district placment of children.
i (Isgvels of ChiTd
i vernment Yel
FOOTNOTE Ifare Education Justice Mental Retardation 1
f A : 2;::2‘35 : Telephone Telephone Telephone * Tel‘ephone‘
‘ ' ‘ Interview Interview Interview Int
1. ‘General Information about states, countles, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population : ; o Y nterview
estimaties based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.5. Bureau of the Census, County and City Mai led Mailed ‘Mall ; o
| Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978, e Survey : “Survey: gurggy,. Mgglégd ?‘f"f"?y,
B . , ‘ ‘ DHRS e : officjals
‘ - information about direct general state and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures. for , officialg g(f)slclals D:":f ; Telephone Survey:
: education and publlic welfarc: were .also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and . officlals reglonal offlces
g they appear In Statistical Abstract of the Unifed States:-~ 1979 (100th .Edition), Washington, D,C., ‘ and state~oper-
; 1979 T e y , . ated facilities
4 The 1978 estimated populatjon of persons elght to 17 years old was deveioped by the National Center i Local Not ; Telephone , o
4 “for Juvenlle Justice using two sources: - the 1970 national census and the National Cancer institutfe 1975 ‘ Agencles Applicabie Suf'\ea . Not Not Applicable
. ;‘{ estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S. Bureau of the Census. ‘ (State ALl 6;' : ?spgggable (State Offices)
i . B : ' ‘ T Offices) local school| Offices)
3 3 - g districts
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: ST, @T ]0 FL-'
[N = ) =
{
i . e
) v?:gm* i 3 = " . ” e g e anim - - o [ o+ o i gy s Pyt o A ! o :
7‘ 7 i . Lo ' ot ) - o ) ‘- ‘. x ) . . ) . O c ’ ’ . p —
: / ‘ - o .




o e Al V(11 et e
P 8 sy

[T SV ARSI N

Ttk

. Tallahassee, the capital, Is the tenth most populated city in the state,

L1le  THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF=STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A.  Introductory Remarks

Florida has the 26th largest land area (54,090 square mifes) and is the eighth most populated state
(8,283,074) In the United States. Dade County (Miami) Is the most populated county ‘In the state.
in addition, Florlda has 89
clties with populations over 10,000 and 24 cities with populations over 30,000. It has 66 counties and
one clty-county consolldation, Jacksonvi!le~Duval. The 1978 estimated population of persons elght to 17
years old was 1,302,472, ; : '

The state has 16 Standard Metropolltan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Florlda's bordei- states are

Alabama. and Georgla.

Florlda was ranked 38th nationally iIn total state and local per caplta expendlitures, 50th in per
caplta expendltures for public welfare, and 39th In per caplita expenditures for education,!

B. Chlld Welfare

The Florida Department of Health and Rehabllitative Services (DHRS) manages the state!s chiid welfare
system through 11 district offices, which contalin 40 .district service networks covering ‘every county in
the state. Each district service network Is organized around elght program areas: . aglng and adult
services, children's medical services, mental health, mental .retardation, vocational rehsbilitetion,
youth services, and socjal and economic services. = The soclal and economic services program offlces
administer foster care and adoptive services for dependent and neglected chllidren,

The DHRS reports to place children out of state In accordance with the Interstate Compact on the
Placemen? of Children (ICPC). Florida has been a member of the compact since 1974.

C. _Education

The Florida Department of Education (DOE) sets standards, coordinates, implements guidelines In
accordance with state leglisiation, and provides training ‘o manage the delivery of educational services
through the state's 67 public school districts and relevant state agencles. Policles and organizational
characteristics of special Importance to this study relate to. the education of exceptional studentss The
DOE's Bureau of Education for Exceptional  Students has major responsibllity for regulating speclal
aducation services fo exceptional children. Among other functions, the bureau operates 18 reglonal
dlagnostic and resource centers for exceptional students. These centers evaluate and diagnose students

referred by school districts, prescribe Instructional and service needs, and provide  informational and
referral services for finding necessary services.

Under Fiorlda ‘statutes, all 67 schooil .districts must  provide an appropriate program of speclal
Instruction, facllities, and related services for exceptional students.?2 A school district may enter
into contracts with nonpublic schools in Florida or other states for services for exceptional students,

‘when 1t has been determined that no program offerred by It, a cooperating district schoo! board, or a

state agency can adequately pirovlide for the student!s needs. These nonpubllc. schools must meet certaln
requirements set forth by the Bureauof Education . for Exceptional Students in order for the state to
relmburse the district for placement costs. In school year 197778, nine out-of-state nonpublic school
contracts had been approved by the .bursau.

State education officlals Indicated that children are not likely to be placed out of state by school
districts without state approval of the contracts and the assoclated state relmbursement. Consequently,
state officials belleve they have knowledge of all such placements arranged by school districts; howevsr,
they were unable to report .the Incldence of out-of-state placements. in 1978 according to the specific
schoo! districts which arranged the placements. e : .

FL=2

s

o

. reporte placlng nlnp chifdren out of state in 1978.

D. Juvenile Jqulce

In Florlda, 20 locally operated circult courts have jurisdiction over dependenf; neglected, and

delinquent chilldren and youth. ~In some of the larger countlies, the courts have juvenile and family
divisions to. adjudicate these cases.

Deiinquent youth are referred by the courts to the Department of Health and Rehablilitative Services!
Youth Services Program Office for detention and treatment. The DHRS! youth services offices provide
court - Iintake, Individual and group counsellng, and secure and nonsecure detention. The latter includes
family group homes, halfway houses, and forestry camps. Moreover, the youth services offices are

responsible for parole and probation and for varfous resldential and ronresidential community~based
programs Yo control and prevent dslinquency. C : =

Circult court judges can 'directly place chiidren out of state, but the more‘?yplcal disposition
Involves commitment to the DHRS., The placement decision ‘Is then .the responsibllity of DHRS which

reportedly arranges all out-of-state placements through the ICPC or iCJ,  Florida has been a member of
the ICJ since 1957, , ' :

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Public mental health and mental retardation services are state operated In Florlda. The Offlices of
Mental Health Programs and Developmental Services Programs within DHRS administer state hospitals and a
number of community-based mental health and retardation services for children through its 11 district
offices. In addition, the Offlice of Developmental Services Programs establishes standards, and provides
asslstance, and necessary supervision to .all state-supported diagnostic centers, day care workers,
rehabilitation centers, sheltered workshops, boarding homes, and other facllitias serving the retarded.

DHRS officlals report that because of budgetary constraints, they do not have the funds avallable for
placing children out of state. However, out-of-state placements may occur in unusual clrcumstances,

Florida has been a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) since 1971,

1Ve  FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The foltlowing discussion and tabular display sets forth the findings from the survey of Florida state
and - local public agencies. The Information Is organlzed to highlight the major questions regarding
public agencies! Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children In 1978,

A.. The Number of Chlldren Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

J

i

TaLle 10-2 provides a summary Introduction fo out-of-state placement activity which was detected
amcng Florida state and local public agencies. The figures are not duplicative to the extent that {lttie
Interagency cooperation exlsts among agencles. (Interagency agreements wll! be discussed In more depth

~in thel succeeding sections,) It should be recognized that the Department of Health and Rehabllitative

Services Is the major :placing agency in Ftorida. . DHRS adminlsters state services In the areas of child
wel fared, juvenlle Justlce, and mental health .and mental retardation through three separate offices,
These three offices reported approximately. 843 out-of-state placements. which constitute nearly 99 percent
of all |placements reported by Florlda state and local agencles, -In contrast, local school districts

FL-3
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“accordlng to the county -In which the districts are: located,

.the relationshlp between population and the Incidence’ of out-of~state placements, 3
reveals that chlldren were placed out of state by school districts located In counties with youth

Ty

FLORIDA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY

TABLE 10~-2.

AGENCY TYPE »

___;ﬁ, . . ) :

ti 2 , Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Leysis of ChTTd JivenTTe MenTal Heai?ﬁ and
Govéxnment . Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation Total

ot :

State |,

Agency &

Placements® ' 435 0 4048 4 843
Local . )

Agency s S @ SR

«  Placements ' - 9 - . . 9

Total a3 9 - 404 3 852

-~ denotes Not Applicable.

a., May ‘Include placements whlch The state "agency arranged and - funded
independentliy oF under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,
and others directly involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer
to Table 10-9 for specific information regarding state agency Involvement in
arrangling out-of-state placements,

“Tabla: 10=3 dlsplays the number of chlldren reported placed out of state by each school dlafrlcf
The table also llsts the estimated 1978
poputation of persons:elght fo 17 ‘years old within each county in -order to facilitate an examination of
‘Review .of Table 10«3

populations rangling- from 8,981 (Santa Rosa) -fo 98,832 (Duval), It 1Is Interesting to note that the
~county with- the greafesf number of reporfed placemenfs was Leon, which contains Tallahassee and had an
estimated youth population of only 20,01i. . Strikingly, Broward, Dade, and Hi!lsborough counties, which

Inctude the .major cities of Fort Lauderd&!e, Miami, and Tampa, dld not have: any chlldren placed out of

Florida. !n 1978,
FL-4
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1978 YOUTH POPU[ATIONS AND THE NUMBER

TABLE 10~-3, . FLORIDA:
. OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS
1978 Number of CHILDREN
: Popuiationd Placed during 1978
County Name (Age 8-17) - — EducaTtlon
Alachua 19,236 0
Baker 2,361 0
Bay 17,184 0
Bradford 2,979 0
Brevard 45,109 0
Broward 120,375 0
Cal houn 1,570 0
Charlotte 4,408 0
Citrus - 5,000 0
Clay 11,485 0
Colller ‘9,405 0
Columbia 5,498 0
Dade 211,399 0
De Soto 2,680 0
Dixle 1,204 "0
Duval 98,832 1
"~ Escambla 40,974 0
Flagter . 1,051 0
Frank!in 1,465 0
Gadsden 7,261 0
Glichrist 934 0
Glades 883 0
Gulf 1,972 0
Haml i ton 1,607 0
Hardee 3,644 0
Henry 3,240 0
Hernando 4,273 0
Highlands 6,233 0
HI I sborough 101,771 0.
Holmes 2,184 o
{ndian River 7,683 0
Jackson 6,905 0.
Jefferson 1,863 0
Lafayette 633 0
Lake 13,672 0
Lee 22,336 0
L.eon 20,011 3
Lavy 3,128 0
“Liberty 665 0
Madlson 2,689 )
Manatee ‘ 14,801 0
Marion : 16,422 . -0
Martin i 6,547 . 0
Monroe i 7,910 . -0
Nassau o 5,631 =~ 0,
Okaloosa b 21,646 0
Okeechobee i 3,492 0
Orange ‘ I 72,587 0 .
Osceola i 5,963 Q.-
"Palm Beach 66,491 1 ;
FL=5
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TABLE 10-4. FLORIDA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLjQ AGENCIES
' IN ARRANGING OLT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

, ; ‘ Number of AGENCIES, b Agency Type
Response Categorles L ‘ ’ \ . Education

Agencles Which Reported Out-of-State.
Placements . S

TABLE 10-3. (Continued)

7 N
‘ — — - Agencies Which DId Not Know If they Placed ‘ 4
< ' 1978 - : gli"flbe; gf ?’“L?’;gg or Placed but Could Mot Report +he ! ' £
8 : ulationd i aced durin Number “of Children 0 ;i
;. . County Name ' ?:S: 3'17) Educatlon o R S 'S
o : — RS Agencles Which Did Not Place Out of State ; 60 3
‘ Pasco 14,199 (I) 5 Agencles Which Did Not Participate in ,
' : 76,731 Lo the. Surve , i’ e 0
S | ok 48,483 9 * ! R
iy ‘ Putnam -é’%_‘s g Total Local Agencles ; : 67
S St. Johns 'y , |
: St. Lucle © 11,593 0 ' 3
S Santa Rosa 8,981 ! it
5 Sarasofa . 17,640 1 . o ! i q‘ i
5 Seminole 25,963 1 7. The 60 reporting local "school districts which did not arrange out-cf-state placements were asked %
. Sunfer 3,261 Y about thelr reasons for not becoming Involved In +he practice, ~Table .10-5 shows that the overwhelming ¥
G . reason glven was the avallability of sufficient services In Florlda, Eight schoo! disirict responses
ROERE B ) Swannee 3,426 0 also Indicated that no children came to thelr attention that needsd an out-of-state placement (speclfied 5
o i Taylor . 2,542 g In the "Oiner® category), : , ;
! Union 1,387 .
“Volusla 29,150 g i ; T ~
| Waku!la , 1,788 ' ‘ ~ o : : .
P TABLE 10-5. FLORIDA: REASONS REPORTED 8Y LOCAL PUBL|C AGENCIES _ , §
i Walton . 2,934 8 i FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978 '
Washington : ' 2,488 , ;
Total Number of ‘ ‘ , " o 4 : e \ ; - Number of Local AGENCIES,
Placements Arranged C , i Reasons for Not Placing . . by Reported Reason(s)
by Local Agencies 9 : : T . Children Out of State? - : o '_P"E_duc_aﬂ_'on R
wy Total Number of =4 Ly , L
o Pooal Anoor of o o ok Lacked Statutory Authority 0 o
' Reporting ' ) : : %
: : — ] Restricted 0 HE
- = o . ere developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice using ;! ' ' : Lackead Funds . 0 ;
i : : da'l“aa ff:rz'"?:oe ss&.n-eer.: 1?he 1270 natlonal census - and - the . Nationa! Cancer L 3 < ‘ g
: Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census. o Sufficlent Services Avallable In State ' 58
5 ‘ - - Otherb 8
. Number of Agencles Reporting No Out-gf-State
, Ptacements ; 60
i . 4 Total Number of Agencles Represented in Survey ‘ o . 87
il

; i@ Some -agencies reported more than one reason for not arrangling out-of-
L state placements., '

v

bs Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against

overall agencr policy, were disapproved by parents, invclved too much red tape,
and were prohiblitive because of dlstances ,

ey I " B. _The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencles

. ) B
Y ; i PR

Lo S ' . e Al stri o s shown
. of: Florlda local public egencles Included ail of the 67 public i;:hool districts; as s }
e In Tf;i'li)elesu;.(‘)lfl, °'59ven of these pschm! é’lsfr‘vlc‘ts, constituting approximately Yen percqnt of the *ro;al? ‘ . - )
B L placed chiidren. out of state In 1978 and could report the number of placements, The remalning 60 schoo Of parficular Importance Is the extent to which The Too | sehoal. dlstelors arvenged outeot<stupe
districts did not place any children outside of Florida in that year. placements with the assistance of another publlc agency. Table 10-6 reveals .that 57 percent of the

FL=7
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placing school districts worked with other public agencles to arrange 67 percent of thelr out-of-state
pl:neTenfs. ~ These four school districts reported cooperating with DHRS when placing six chlldren
out of state, '

TABLE 10-6. FLORiIDA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

- TO ARRANGE. OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number . and Percentage,

L Agency Type
Number rcen .

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placementsd 7 10
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placements with

Interagency Cooperation 4 57
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 9 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State with
Interagency Cooperation 6 67

a, See Table 10—&.

Table 10~7 focuses attention on the types of conditlons of the chlldren placed out of state by the
iocal schoo! districts, The most predominant conditions were children who were mentally 1il or
emotionally disturbed, and children with speclal education needs,

TABLE 10=7, FLORIDA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
iN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditlonsd Education

Physlical iy Handlcapped 1
Mentally Ratarded or Developmentally Disabled

-—

Unruly/Disruptive
Truant
Juver! le Dslinquant
Mentally I11/Emotionally Disturbed
Prégnanf ‘ k
) Drug/A!cohél Problems
"Baftéreﬁ,‘ﬂpandoned, or Neglected -
Adopted

O O ©O 0 .o U o o o

Speclal Educaflpn Needs

Multiple Handiceps

Ad

FL-8

-Interstate - compact for any of those nlne placements, as reflected In Figure 10-~1.

TABLE 10-7, (Continued)

Types of Conditionsa Number of AGENCIES Reporting -

S , : Education
Other i ; 0
Number of Agencles Reporting l - 7

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition,

None of ‘the Florida local school districts placed five or

therefora, no local agencles were asked for :+h dd
agencies in other sfaféi.  sadditional

more children out of state in 1978 and,
information requested of these Phase 1)

C. _Use of Interstate Compacfs‘By‘Sfafe and Local Agencles

The ‘seven local disiricts arranging out-of-state placsments In 1978 also reported not utilizing an

A possibis explanation
in- nature are oxc|uded from the purview of an

o

of This fact Is that facilities totally educational
Interstate compact.
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FIGURE 10-1. FLORIDA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL
EDUCAT ION AGENCIES IN 1978

‘7;: * . ,’
TABLE 10~8. FLORIDA: ~ UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
; REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
. AGENCY TYPE
Chitd Juveniie ~ Mental Health and :
\ 4 Wel fare Education Justice Menta! Retardation
' g4 . Total Number
p i / o SR of State and
oo ‘ : U Local Agency~
/ oy : o - Arranged--. ” : o :
: S - " Placema;. h_ 435 9 > 404 4
< . EPE 3 . ST .
| -———— Q}S\(’ / ‘ : o} : Total Number
‘ : W /7 O Y of Compact=
Al » :
‘ 100% NONCOMPA C e , : : - Arranged
‘ ‘ Placements ‘
\ — e e T e i i Reported by : : e
CHILDREI?J PLACE O cotess State Agencles 435 0 T 404 3
, ; X COMPACT ARRANGED : ' ' N
A Fr i B | P oenged | | \
Ry 3 w— i o o e —— o— — -, :
- EDUCATION AGENCIES TN . o : Placements ‘ 100 0 -~ 100 75
.. or ..
co"ip N N :
E e i
: G N\ ks ”
pe ~ 6‘@ \ S
5 \ o/[, ’ : , v
t ! AN 0& \‘/l " o s
b A o '
NS | 9
; N\ % A
L o : ; L ‘ e ~ ; b T ~ . ~ D._The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles 5
' PR . The Involvement of Florida's state agencies .In the out-of-state placemenx of chlldren Is presented In
. I ‘ Tabla 10-9. ~At this polnt, It is important to recall the organlzatlional structure of sérvices In state
: ; e govarnment which was described in Section 1{l. ~DHRS, as sole public provlder of youth services and also
g ! the administrative location of the three Interstate compac‘fs, was ‘able to report Its involvement in’/
, . i = ‘_ arrang!ng out=of=-state placements, The Deparmenf of Educaﬂon also reported lts 'rofal involvement,
H . . . ) o o - . ) RN : =
: R : : i ! A E - i : SRR I e ‘ A dlscrepancy in. the total p!acemen’fs andy. subcafegory totals Is found under the child wel fare agency |
- il : ‘ ‘ N ; RS i " type. A possible. explanation Is that “the respondent did not see the categories of involvement as |
: Fl 4 + f B B R T B mutual ly “exclusive. = Another ‘discrepancy Is  found batween the Deparfmen‘r of Educaﬂgnl reporting 14 \
orida. state agencies ajso responded to a survey request f I R e {ocally arranged placements and the local scheo! districts.reporting nine placemenfs. his discrepancy:
, utilizations.  Tablol 10-8 reflects the 100 percent ufymggmon r‘;;or:sfoggafmj:g 2%%""25222{25,“" ai‘l:fi R T O RO B ~ possibly occurred because fhe state agency Included placements made P”°" Yo 1978 for which they were :
S . ::(ljfare ang ‘Jufvenil:l ‘Justiee.- Both of these agencles' compac-r of fices supp”ed the placemen"l' incldence = R IR N B still providing funds, : , E ey ;
. e compact -information. ) , D T : ‘ ‘ ) '
s S P B ’ ' R S Further review' of Table 10~9 Indicates other lmpor‘t’an? aspec‘ts in ﬂ'-e ou‘]'-of-sfa're placemenf 1
o : The sfa-fe edueaﬂon agency confirmed “+he Iocal 'school district reports of no compact usoa in 1978 - e practices of Florida state agencles. For example, there were only 16 olt-of-state placements which were ) ‘
RN , ~The state-mental health ‘agency, In confra,b-f' reported, fhree_four--fhs\of fhe sfafe—arranged pl aceme n1's fs e * -both arrangéd and funded by state agencies, and two of those were court ordered, The 435 out-of-state |
3 2 “have been processed through one of the '"13‘"5*5'“9 39"99"'9"*5- o e 77‘ o placements attributed to the state child wel#are agency within DHRS and the 404 placements involving the N
T ; ‘ . S : B I R I state Juvenile Justice agancy were simply arranged but not funded by state off!ces. The maJoz‘H‘y of the |
Cre e , : : ' . : 5 i » R e .. - 839 children were placed wlfh relatives in ofher' states,
T o o . . FL"IO IR /fj[ FL=11
: /,‘7  ’ Lo v
*’;‘, q . N ,~ o THEE : i i i . ’ "' : e -
by 74 L . ‘ O o B o T ) 7 ‘
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- TABLE 10-9,

<

FLORIDA:
THEY
PLACENFNT /1N 1978

ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
§ INVOLV'ﬂENT IN. ARRANGING . OUT=OF ~STATE

Types: of
tnvolvement

Reporfed Placed durin

Number of CHILDREN

~ChITd
Wel fare@

Educaflon

Justice

Stats
Arranged
and Funded

Locall
Arranged but
State Funded

Court
Ordered,
but State
Arranged
and Funded

Subtotal:
Placements
involving
State Funding

Locally
Arranged and
Funded, and
Reported to
State

State
Helped
Arrange,
but Not
Requlred by
Law or Did

. Not Fund the

Placement

Otherb.

- Total

Number of
Children
Ptaced Out
of State

with State
Assistance or
Know|edge®

“ 0

- - 14

- 0

435 0

435 14

404

i 408

i denotes Not Appllcable.

the type of- involvement cafegorles.

g 1978 by State Agencles :
Juvenile ntal Hea an o

Mental Retardatlon

a, This column does not total because of double counflnq of chlldren wl'l'hlnw

: b, Fepresents placements which were arranged. but pot funded.,j

consisted of. placements with relatives In other states,

€. Includes all out-of~state placements known to officlals In tie parflcular
this figure conslists of placements which did not

state. agency.

“In some. cases,

ggnerally

dlrectiy !nvolve affirmative ac?lon by the state agency but may simply Indicate

- various forms of Informal reporting..

FL-12.
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"*knowlodge of certain out-of-state placements through case conferences or. through .

B S i R ' . , o s e e S 3
’ , : ‘

The avallabjlity of Information varled L among - ‘state agency types when asked.about the desflna?lons of
the - ¢hildren placed out of state, As ‘can be seen In Table 10-10, the“chlld welfare and mental

health/mental retardation offlces were not able to report the destinations of the placements made by '

thelr agency. ~The state juvenlle Jusfica agency and the DOE couid report the destlinations of the
children they reported to be out of ‘state,. - [Twcan be seen In Table 10-10: “That chlldren placed by the
DHRS juvenile jJustice offlce were placed in aimost every stute in the country; however, a configuoUs
state, Georgla, recelved more children than any other. Large numbers of children were reporfed to have
been sent to Texas, Alabama, New York, and Ohlo, ‘as weil,.

Chiidren sent out of Florida and reported by The DOE were prlmarlly sent to Geojgla, a conflguous
state, Pennsylvania, and Texas, -Single placements were ‘also made to.Alabama, Puofher border state,
Iitinols, Kansas, Maryland, New York, and Virginla,

FLORIDA: DEST‘NATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENC!ES, BY.
AGENCY TYPE ‘

TABLE 10~10,

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Mental Health and

Destinations of Child Juvenlle
Children Placed Wel fare Edutation Justice Mental Retardation
Alabama 1 28
Alaska 0 1
Arlizona 0 4
Arkansas 0. 4
Callfornia 0 1"
‘Colorado 0 4
Connecticut 0 9
Delaware 0 2
Georgla 4 45
Hawall 0 1
I daho .0 1
Iilinols 1 9
Indiana 0 14
jowa 0 1
Kansas 1 2
Kentucky 0 - 15
Loulslarna. oy 13
Malne 0 3
Maryland , 1 17
Massachusetts- 0 8
Michigan 0 16
Minnesota 0 )
Mississippl 0 4
Missouri 0 4
Nebraska . - o @0 2
Nevada 0 3 e
New Hampshire 0 2

~New Jersey 0 12
New Mexico 4] 1

“New York - S | 28-
North Carolina 0 14
North Dakota | 0 1
Ohlo 0 21
Oklahoma "0 3
Oregon -0 1

FlL=13-
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Number of CHILDREN Piaced :
TJuventle nTa ea an
. Justice Mental Retardation

Destinations of: Chitd

Children Placed Wolfare  Education

Pennsylvania
Rhode “isiand
South: Caroiina °

Tennesses
Texas

Vermont
Virginia
Washington ‘
West Virglinlia
Wisconsin

QOO NODON.
N —

Placements
for Which
Destinations
Couid Not be
Reported by ‘

State Agencles All 0 : 0 All

E

Total Number
of Placements 435 . 14 .. 404 4

Table 10-11 summarizes the conditions reported by state agencles as descriptive of children placed
out of state In 1978, The state child welfare agsncy described the chlidran as physically handicapped,
developmentally disabled, emotionai!y dlsturbed, and battered, abandoned, or negiected, It was also
reported by these officials that adopted and foster children left Fiorida, The Department of Education
reported that chlldren with physical or emotionhal impairments were sert out of state. The DHRS juvenile
Justice offlce reported that juvenile de!linquents were placed out of state.  The Divilsions of Mental

Health and Mental Retardation reported emotionally disturbed and delingquent chlidren were piaced out of
Florida, :

TABLE iQ=11. \FLﬁRlDA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT
_OF STATE 1IN 1978, -AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Typed ,

Types of Child Juventle ‘MenTal Health and.
Conditions Welfara  Education Justice Menfal~Retardaflon
Physically .
Handicapped X X 0 0
Menfé!ly S \
Handicapped o 0 0 0
DeVe!opmanfally . ‘
Disabled X 0 0 0
Unruly/
Disruptive o LA a 0
Truants £ 0 0 0 0 |
R\
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“ TABLE 10=11. (Continued)

Agenc¥ Type?
Types -of ~Child Juvenile ntral Hea an
Conditions Vel fare Education Justice Mental Retardation
Juvenlle s
- Delinquents : 0 0 X X
7 . .
Emotional ly ' : : . .
Disturbed X X 0 ) <X
Pregnant 0 Y 0 0
Drug/
Alcohol :
Problems 0 0 0 ’ 0
Battered,
Abandoned, .
or Neglected * X 0 0 ‘ 0
Adopted :
Children X 0 0 ‘ 0
Foster o o |
Children X 0 0 \Q 0
Other 0 0 0 } 0

a, X Indicates conditions reported,

A question about the type of setting most frequently recelving children placed out of state was asked
of state agencies. The .state education and mental health officlals reported most frequent|ly sending
children to residential treatment settings or chlld care Institutions. The DHRS chlld welfare and

#:Y::{:e Justice offlces sald that chlldren placed out of Florida most frequently went to stay with

~Tabie 10~12' provides 2nformé?lon oﬁ the expenditures Incurred by Florlda state agencies for
out-of-state placements In 1978,  DHRS offices In the child welfare and mental health/mental retardation

service areas were not able to provide thls Information. The Juvenlle jJjustice respondent reported that

no public expendltures were made. The Department of Education reported approxlimately $40,000 of state
funds was spent for out-of-state placements in that year,

FL=15
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TABLE 10-12. FLORIDA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FUR OUT~OF=STATE

PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES : R

Leve Is of

__Expenditures, by AGENCY Tﬁge '
h . uvenlile nta ea an

~Government Wel fare ‘Education Justice Mental Retardation
e State o $39,873.80 est 0 *.
e Federal * 0 0 *
e Local - R -0 0 -
o' Other * S0 0 *
Total
Reported
$39,873.80 0 *

Expenditures *

* denotes Not Avallable,
== denotes Not Applicable.

E,  State Agencles! Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

Services for chlidren are primariiy operated by state government in Florida, and Table 10~13 reflects
these agencles! overall knowledge of out-of-state placement activity within the stata,: Two polints about
this Information should be clarified, The state educatlon agency actually reported more children to have
been placed out of Florida by lacal school districts In 1978 than the local agency survey identifled., As

noted in the discussica of Table 10-9, +thls may be due to. the state's involvement in the continued -

funding of placements which occurred prior to 1978, A second aspect of state agency placement knowledge

. to be clarified is the means by which the mental health and mental retardation. agency:: placéments were
As stated In Tabal 10-!, a telephone survey. was conducted by the Academy -staff with al |- MH/MR.

reported,
reglonal.offices and public facilities In order fo accurately accumulate the 1978 Inclidence of placement,

.. State records were not kept In a manner which made this information avallable from a single state source.
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TABLE 10-13, FLORIDA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF -
: “OUT-OF -STATE PLACEMENTS

e .

Child= Juvenlle . Mental Health and
Welfare Education = Justice- Mentai Retardation
State and Local
Agency Placements 435 g 404 4
Placements Known to | .
State Agencies 435 .. 14 - ‘404 4
Percentage of | | | ‘ »
Placements
.. Known to i :
State Agencles 100 1008 . g0 100

, a. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placement ‘
local ‘'school districts than were identifled by the local éurvey. Flacenents o

FIGURE 10~2,  FLORIDA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LCCAL

PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED:AND
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

450

435 435 435

404 404 | 404

400
350
300
250
200
150
100

50

Chitd
Welfare

- State and Local Piacements
- State ‘aqd Lecal ‘Placemenfé Known to. State Agencies

Mental Health and .
_Mental Retardation

Juvenile

Education Justice -

E' State andv/,,Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies:

a. - The s@éte education agency attributed mo
identified by 'ﬁhe local survey. :

N
Ve

re out-of-state placements to local school districts than were
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- Flgure 10-2 HMlustrates Florida state agencles! knowledge of out-of-state placement activity and,
equally as -important, thelr knowledge of Interstate compact use. Again it should be noted that the
compact offices within the child weltare and the Juvenile Justice agenclies (both DHRS offices) reported
Incidence of placement as wel! as the number of childen placed with the use of an Interstate compact,
The overrepresentation of local school districts! 1978 placement activity by the state education agency
Is. seen In this: Iliustration and the 75 percent compact utilization reported by all the state mental
Hea!Th and mental retardation offices and public facllities Is also inciuded,

Vo CONCLUDING REMARKS

Upon review of the Information obtained from the survey of Florida state and local public agencies,
sevaral concluslons can be made about thelr 'involvement In the out-of-state placement of children,
Certainly, a primary finding is DHRS' ability to report comprehensive Information about the large number
of out-of-state placements. For Instance, the state juvenile justice office could report the
destinations of all 404 children that were placed out -of state through the Interstate Compact on
Juvenlies, . Additlonal conclusions that have emerged about the out-of-state placement practices follow:

® A high rate of compact utilization exlsts for all the DHRS service areas.

o Children placed out of state by the DHRS were general ‘Iy sont to live with relatives and did
not involve the expenditure of public fundse

e Llocal Florlda school districts had very Iittle Involvement in the practice of arranging
out-of-state placements [n 1978, -

The reader 'is encouraged to compare natlional! trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices In Florida In order to develop further concluslons about the state!s
Invotvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES

1. General Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
ostimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U,S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978, k .

information about direct general state and jocal total per caplta expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U,S. Bureau of the Census and
They appear in Statistical Abstract of the Unlted States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C., 1979.
© "The 1978 esTImated population of persons aight To |/ years old was developed by the National Center
for ‘Juvenlile Justice uslng two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer institute 1975
estimated aggregata census, also prepared by the ‘U,S. Bureau of the Census,

2, Flor?da Education Statutes, Section 230,23(4)(m) and 228.05l.
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A PROFILE OF OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN GEORGIA
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11, METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Georgla f
rom a varlet
ﬂa:i collection tachniquses, First, a search for relevgan‘r state statutes and
agd Br;e:.lrclagggnzlmf?rvIegsfwe:g congudf'ed with state officlals who were able to
egard To the out-of-state pl
up to the telaphone Infervlew' Pt Ton Sporl e goens

state agencies and those of local agencles subject to state regulatory control
An assessment of out-of-stats plécemenf policies and the adejuacy of

agencles suggested further survey requirements  to determlne the

arranglng out-of-state placements,
1£ 1 was necessary fo: p s« Pursuant to this assessment,

® -verify out-of-state placement data re
v j ported by state vernment about
® collect local agency data which was not avallable from sfgaofe governm:ng. focal

A summary of the data collection effort In Georgia appears below In Table 11-1,

GA=~1

rvices, Department of Human Resource

Cheryl
$; Sandra Flamm,

ny state and local public officlals who

‘ nda Murphy, Secre
of Physical Handicaps, Program for Exceptional - Children, Depau"l'men*t'p Z’; Educ:?:.oyn:o ot o lnator

Dresser,

Department of Human
Children Services,

Divislon of Family and Chiidren

g abie ! report on adgency policies
a urvey was used, as a follow~
» To solicit information specific to the out-of-state placemenf’ practices of

or supervisory oversight,

‘Information reported by state
Invoivement of public agencles In
further data collection was undertaken

agencles; and
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TABLE 11=1,. GEORGIA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Ty

pe

: ITh and
f Child =~ .. Juvenile Mental Heall
égzg;ﬁmgnf . - ."Welfare . : Education Justice Mental Retardation
‘  Telephone- »Telephohe Telephone Telephone ;

’ ngzzclas ‘ In?grvlew interview = Interview interview o
Mailed-  Malled Mal led Malled -
£ - Survey: Survey: g:gvey:; Survey:

é) officla!s officlals officlals officlals

3 % Telephone Telephone Telephone Not Applicable

“ nggLClesa SUrSe : Survey: Survey: {State Offices)

4 SRS Al i A1 1

g local tozal local

; chiid school ‘ probation

: we!lfare districts offlices

. -agenclesb :

. The telephone survey of school districts and probation offices was con=~
ducfgd by the J;lo Manageﬁgnf and Research Groqp‘ qnder a subcpnfracf to the.

_ Academy, :

* b ’ be polnted out that the aegls of government responsibie for

. loca?‘chYKdSQZSLgre sg;vlces In Georgia is su%JecT o dispute even among offl- 

~-clals within the state, - The dlsagreement Is ‘linked to the shared participation
of state and county government=in the funding and administration of these ser-
vices, See saction |11, Child Welfare, for a fuller discussion of the organiza-
tlon of child welfare services in Georgla. ; ,

N

~ 111, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A+ Introductory Remarks

el t lated clty in the state.
) the United States. Atianta Is both the capltal and most popula y
é:833}$°§§; 1? cltles with populations over 10,000 and nine clties with populations over 30,000, ;f haf
158 countles and one cify-counfy consol 1dation, Columbus~Muscogee. The estimated 1978 population of per
sons. elght to 17 years old was 912,766, .

S 5 St an ’ f these SMSAs Include a
B has seven Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Thrge o
: 4 ‘ porf?szrg;afhjge contiguous states: Alabama, South Carolina, and Tennessee. The other contiguous states
Lo ; are Florida and North Carofina. ~ ' -

: ‘ ta expenditures, 50th in per
: fa was ranked 43rd nationally In total state and local  per capl ‘
Cem caplfgor%;;endlfures for - educatlon, -and 32nd " in per caplta expenditures for ‘publ;c wel fare,

GA-2

a has'fhé 21st largest land area (58,073 square mlles) and is the 14th most populated state ==u -

R
wy

K

By Child Welfare

i
4

Publlé'asslsfance and soélaIVServlce programs areisupervlsed'ﬁy the Divislon of Famliy and Chlidren
" Services within the Department of ‘Human Resources (DHR). - Programs are adminlsterad In Georgla's 159

| Services Include adoption, foster care,
protective services, day care, homemaker=chore servlces, famlly planning, Medicald, and Ald to Familiss

countles by local departments of faml'ly and chlidren services. -

wlth Dependent Children, .

There ls'dlsagreamenf among Georgla officia
local human resources offlices are operated,
ment involvement in the funding and administration of services fo dependent and neglected chiidren,

the purposes of this study, i+ was determined that a display of -the Information collected from the 159

in this
way, the posslible implications of county population and location In relation.to the Incldence of place=~

DHR offlces would offer the most thorough coverage if presented as local agency Information.

ment would best be provided.

All out-of-state placements made by these agencles are reported!y made through the Interstate Compact

on: the Placement. of Chlldren (ICFC), Georgla has been a member of the compact since 1977,

C. . Education

Is ‘as to the aegls of government under which these 159
There Is, In essence, a "hybrid" of state and. local govern=-

. the Placement of Children (ICPC),

educational services by the state's 188 public school districts and certain state agencies. The Special
Program Division (SPD) within the DOE I's directly responsible for supervlsing speclal education programs
and is Involved with the placement of children In other states. T

Georgla's Department of Education (DUE) has the major responsibliity for sﬁpervlsln the dellvery of

Atthough the DOE 1In Georgla asslsts and funds out-of-state placements, the 188 school districts can
arrange and use local funds for placing chlldren out of state without reporting these placements to the
DOE, These placements willli usually. be la various types of spacial resldential schools, miiitary schools,
boarding . schools, or private psychlatric hospltals., ‘Other local agencles, such as courts, mental heal+h

agencles, or child welfare agencies, may be Involved with a school district In arranglng an out-of-state

placement,

D Juvenlle Justice

The Diviston of Youth Services (DYS) within the Department of Human Resources is responsible for a
number of ‘comprehensive programs caring for dellinquent youth, The agency operates 15 reglonal youth de-
velopment centers providing temporary secure detention for adjudicated delinquents and alleged juvenile
offenders, There are a number of Attention Homes, providing nonsecure communlty-based placement, day
centers, group homes, and community treatment centers. Treatment and rehabll!itative services are offered
by four statewlde youth development centers,

Three types-of state courts hear Juvenile matters In Georgia. In 100 countles, juvenlle cases are
handled by the superlor courts and, because of case load sizes, several of these superlior courts have
designated the state court In their locale to hear most juvenlle matters, In the remalning 59 counties,
Juvenlle courts hear matters relatad to youth, - Five reglonal offices of DYS supervise court intake, pro-
bation,  detention, planning, and aftercare through a Court Services Program servicing 146 counties, The
remalning 13 large counties have thelr own Juvenlie court services staff responsible for these functions,

Many courts, 13 coupty-adminlstered probation offices, and DYS reglonal offices reportedly arrange
out-of=state placements through - the interstate Compact on Juvenliles (ICJ) and the Interstrae Compact on
These placements are pald for by the state. However, some placements
Involving the courts and the probation offlces are not arranged through a compact, Usually these place~
ments Involve a Purchase Service Unlt within DYS that does not report out-of-state placements To the
division malnly because DYS does not require this unit to use the .Interstate Compact on Juvenlies, The
Purchase Service Unit helps fund and arrange - out-of-state placements of status of fenders, ‘emotionally

disturbed chllidren, and chllidren with alcohol and -drug problems. Georgla Joined the ICJ and ICPC in 1972
and 1977 respectively, : ' o - ,
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E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health treatment services for adolescents and juvenlle offenders and alcohol and drug abuse
programs are supervised at the state level by the Division of Mental Health and Mental Retardation
, (DMH/MR), Department of Human Resources. The DMH/MR contracts for local services with 34 private com-
munity mertal health faclllitles and operates elght mental health hospitals and two hospitals for the men-
tally retarded. Georgla Is 2 member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Heaith, which Is used primarily
to facl|itate public institutional transfers of patients. B : ‘

va. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

" The remainder of this profile contalns the results from the survey of Georgla state and local public

agencles, Accented by tabular displays, the discussions deal speciflically with local and state agenciss!
out-of-state placement practices, ‘

A.__The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Resldential Settings

"An overvlaw of the total number. of out-of-state placements arranged by Georgla state and local publlc
agencles, by agency type, {s glven In Table 11-2: a total of 245 children, were reported placed out of
state 1n 1978, I should be recognized that the DHR Divislon of Family ‘and Chlldren Services .(DFCS)
could only report on the 45 adoptive placements arranged with out-of-state familles, ‘which results in
underrepresentation of total child welfare placements. The majorlty of services to youth in Georgla are
offered by both levels of -goverament and, therefore, placements reported by elther- agéncy level 'may
Include cooperative efforts and a partially duplicated count, This may also occur among agency types and
will be.discussed more fully in Table 11-6, The 14 placements reported fo be known to the Division of

Youth Services were not attributed to elther level of service agency and add to the possibliiity of the
total sum in Table 11-2 being Incomplete, :
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GEORGIA:. NUMBER OF -QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE = -

TABLE 11-2,

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of uveniie lental Health and
Government Welfare Education Justice - Men?’a.! Retardation Total
State Agency b

Placements? o 15 L0 1 26
tocal Agency , ‘

Placements 143 28 48 - : 219
Total 143 43 48 1 245

* . denotes Not Avallable.
== denotes Not Applicable.

a, May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and
others directiy Involving the_state agency'!'s asslstance or knowledge. “Refer to
Table 11-15 for specific Information regarding state agency Involvement in
arranging out~-of-state placements, . . ,
b. The state child welfare agency, the Division of Famlly and Chllidren

_' 4 Services, could only report 45 adoption placements which were arranged out of
state,

¢s The state juvenlle justice agency reported having knowledge of 14 out=
of-state placements,  but did not speclfy what level of government agency
Intiated those placements,

All local agencies In Georgla, except for a IImited number of school districts, have Jurisdiction .
over a complete county. Table 11-3 displays the number of out-of-state placements reported by local’
agencles, thelr county of jurlsdiction, and the corresponding estimated 1978 population of persons elght’
to 17 years oids The county whose local agencles made the largest number of out-of-state placements (33)

Is Richmond County. Rlichmond is a border county which Is Included In an SMSA and contalns the highly
populated city of Augusta, ‘

~Equally as Interesting lIs the frequent Incldence of out-of-state placements repcrted from agencles
with jurisdiction In counties with jJuvenile populations below 10,000 youth. - Over 59 percent of the
reported chlld welfire placements were made from these smaller counties, as well as 18 percent of those
by education agencles and 8 percent of the jJuvenile jJustice placements. '

Four agencles In countles with a large youth population (over 20,000 juvaniles) were responsible for .
68 percent of the ‘reported education placements: Chatham, Cobb, DeKatb, and Fulton (Atianta) Counties,

Chatham and Cobb Countlies, along with Bibb, Muscoges, and Richmond Countles, were also responsible for 92
percent of the Juvenite Justice placements. : : : n
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0 TABLE 11-3, GEORGIA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER o 7
OF OUT=-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL TABLE 11-3, (Contiriued)
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND' AGENCY TYPES i
REPORT ING PLACEMENTS : T - g '
| : 1978 . :_Number: of CHILDREN Placed During 1978
- ‘ : o ; ‘Population® - " Juveniis
1978 , Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978 County Name . (Age 8-17) - Child Welfare - Education “Justice’
Population? ‘ Juvenlle , ‘ : , L
County Name (Age B8=17) - . Child Welfare - “ Education Justice , : ;
e e . 7 . Dooly . 2,131 4 0 -
TR . Dougherty 18,103 0 0 0
Appling 2,864 0 0 - Douglas 8,659 2 0 -
Atkinson 1,301 0 0 - Early 2,723 0 0 -
Bacon 1,780 Q 0 - Echols 481 0 0 -—
Baker - 825 0 0 - Efflingham 3,190 0
Baldwin 4,781 0 0 Elberg . 3:43] 9 8 :;.
Banks 1,159 0 0 - Emanue! 3,706 0 0. ~
Barrow 3,439 0 0 - Evans 1,655 0 : ) -
Bartow 6,950 2 est 0 - ; Fannin 2,466 2 est 0 S
Ben .HI 1| 2,426 0 0 - : : Ly ,
Berrien 2,273 0 0 - Fayette 3,605 0 0 -
‘ v Ifjluydﬂ] 12.?12 2 0 0
_ Bibb 26,001 2 0 5 est orsy »130 1 0 -
. Bleckiey 1,815 0 0 - Franklin 2,401 0 0 _—
‘ Brantley 1,521 0 0 - Fulton 95,365 4 11 est *
‘ Brooks 2,905 0 0 - Gl tmer 1,769 |
13 . -
‘ Bryan 1,658 0 [V , Glascock 04;2 8 8 :: A
Bul loch 6,018 0 0 - Glynn 9,203 3 0 4-8st
Burke 3,853 0 0 - Gordon 5,252 0 0 it
Butts 2,298 2 0 - Grady 3,578 5 0 -
Calhoun 1,353 0 0 - ‘
Camden 2,634 0 1 - Greene 2,056 0 1 -
: ‘ Gwinnett 22,075 4 0 -
- Candler 1,223 0 0 - Habersham 3,730 2 0 Can
" Carrol! - 9,311 0 0 - Hal | 12,274 0 0 0
Catcosa 5,961 0 0 - = Hancock 1,998 0 0 _—
o Char | ton - 1,499 0 0 - . ;
Chatham 33,355 5 1 4 est Haralgon 3,057 0 0 -
v , Hare s 2,305 0 0 e
G Chattahoochee’ 2,268 0 0 o Hart 3,199 0 0 i
4 Chattooga 4,031 3 0 - Heard. 1,119 0 0 N
Cherokee 7,369 * 0 - Henry 6,044 1 0 e
Clarke 10,061 2 0 - : : !
Clay 633, 0 0 - Houston 15,129 3 4 S
‘ lrwin: 1,701 0 0 o
. : Clayton 26,195 6 est 0 * Jackson 4,207 0 0 -—
; Clinch 1,458 0 0 - Jasperr 1,342 0 0 -
: Cobb 45,616 9 est 2 4 Jetf Davis 1,995 0 0 —
Coffee 4,811 1 0 - Jéffe;:" son : 5 545 ) (
Colqultt 6,789 4 g 0 Jenkins 1:788 8 8 ::
Columbia 6,107 3 . 0 - Johnson 1,440 0 0 P
Cook 2,583 0 i 0 e, Jones 3,010 \ 0 0 !
: Coweta 6,909 1 0 - Lamar 2,107 . 0 0 |-
™ ‘Crawford 1,471 <0 0 - ) i
“OFlsp 3,946 .2 BN - Lanfar 984 0 ) S
, g v Laurens 6,325 1 0 -
Dade . 2,138 0 0 - Loe 1,743 0 0 .
‘ Dawson 725 0 0 - . Liberty 3,414 9 0 -
! Decatur 14,828 0 0 -— Unco‘ln 1,198 0 0 -
; De Kalb - 82,553 13 est 5 0 ‘ -
- Dodge . 3,211 0 0 -— Long . 783 0 0 s
! = Lownd‘es - 11,426 0 0 —
Lumpkin 1,610 0 0 -
g McDutfle 3,405 0 0 e
. | Mclntosh 1,771 0 1 -
. GA=6 .
GA-7
b Y
P (; 7




TABLE 11-3, - {Continued ),

i

1978 _Number of CHILDREN Placed Durlng’1978
Population@ ' Juvenile
County Name (Age 8-17) - . - Child Welfare Educaflon Justice
Macon 3,089 0 0 -
Madison 2,917 0 0 =
Marion 1,168 0; 0 -
Meriwather 4,008 0 0
Miller 1,201 1 0 -
‘Mitchetl 4,315 0 0 -
Monroe 2,150 0 0 -
~Montgomery 1,047 1 0 -
Morgan 2,209 0. 0 ::
Murray 3,194 0 1
Muscogee 29,291 1 0 1
Newton 6,160 4 0 -
Oconee 1,624 0 0 -
Oglethorpe 1,569 O 0 -
Paulding 4,210 0 i - 0 -
Peach 3,572 0 0 -
Plckens 1,959 0o 0 —
Plerce 2,152 0 i 0 -
Pike 1,635 -0 - . 0 -
Polk 5,846 0 0 -
Pulaskl 1,421 0 0 -
Putnam 1,767 0 0 =
Qultman 358 0 0 -
Rabun 1,542 o] 0 -
Randoiph 1,664 1 0 -
Richmond 27,841 3 est 0 30 est
Rockdale 5,498 0 0 —~
Schley 636 0 0 -
Screven 2,456 0 0 -
Semlnole 1,598 0 0 s
Spalding 8,269 4 est 0 -
Stephens 3,776 0 -0 ——
Stewart 1,275 0 . 0 ol
Sumter +5,225 * 0 -
Talbot 1,388 0 0 -
 Tallaferro 435 0 .0 -
Tattnall 2,553 1 0 -
Taylor 1,621 0 0 -
Telfalr 2,175 0 -0 -
Terrell 2,254 0 0 —
Thomas 7,425 2 est 1 -
Tift 5,854 1 &st 0 -
Toombs 4,389 0 0 -
Towns 701 0 0 -
Treutlen 1,133 0 0 -
Troup - 8,132 8- ast 0 -
Turner 1,687 # 0 -
Twiggs 1,729 0 0. -
Unon 1,362 0 0 —
Upson 4,255 0 0 o

e
PN

17

-

TABLE 11=3. (Continued)
. 1978 : Number of CHILDREN Placed During 1978
‘ Poputation@ ‘ Juvenite
County Name (Age 8-17) Child Welfare  “Education Justice
Watker ' 9,651 1 0 -
Walton . 5,715 3 est 0 -
Ware ) 6,732 2 est 0 -
Warren s o 1,385 0 0 -
WashIngton : - 3,420 AR 0 -
Wayne 3,754 0 0 -
Wabster 492 0 0 -
Wheeler o 828 1 0 -
White ' 1,421 0 0 -
Whitfield 11,300 3 est 0 *
Wilcox 1,183 0 0 ;—
Wilkes . ) 1,726 0 0 ——
~Wlikinson 2,098 0 0 e
Worth 3,302 1 0 -
Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local ‘Agencies .
(Total may Include
duplicate count) 143 28 o 48 RN
Total Number of Local S : '
Agencles Reporting ; 157 188 , 10

* denotas Not Avallable.
== denotes Not Applicable,

- . @, Estimates were developed By the National Center of Juveniie Justice using
data from fwo sources: the 1970 national census and the Natlonal Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate cansus,

b. This lncludes‘cooperaflva placements which means that the total s not:
necessarily unduplicated, particulariy ' If totals across agency types .are -
aggregated, See Table 11~-6 for Information concerning the extent .to- which

- cooperative placements are arranged.

Table 11
thelr involv

In the surve

B, _The Out-of-State Placoment Practices of Local Agericles

=4 reflects Information about the participation of Geor?la's local agencles In fhe;éhrver and
p

ement In out-of-state placement practices. In total, flve local agencies did ngt/éartlc ate

Yo Nearly 31 percent of the 157 participating child wol fare agencles reported.veing involved

In out-of-state placements in 1978, One chllid wel fare agency was to able to report Thefﬁbmber of place~

ments It was . involved In,

out=of=state

of-state placements. were the participating. juvenlie Justice agencles,

In- comparison, -only six percent of the 188 -local school Adistricts reported

=4

placements. - However, the largest percentage (60 percent) of local agencies Involved In out= .

This 1s also the service type

with the largest percentage. of agencies which did not”parflclpafe‘ln *he,gurvey.
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TABLE 11-4, GEORGIA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES: f
IN ARRANGING QUT=OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978 )

s
7]

e | Number_of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

'‘Response : Child Juvenlle
=« Lategories ’ Welfare Education Justlce
Agencles Which Riported Qut-of-State ~ o
Placements . 48 12 X 6

Agencles Which Did Not Know if They Placed, ‘
or Placed but Could Not Report the Number ‘
of Children , : 1 0 " , »0
Agencles Which DId Not Place Out of State 108 176 4
Agenclés Which Did Not Participate In the e -
urvey 2 . 0 -3
_Total Local Agencles. . . 159 . . 188 13

=y .

e

;, Those agenclos which did not arrange any out-of-state placements.in 1978 were asked to report thelr
‘reasons for not: becoming. Invoived In this practice. . Table 11=5 ;shows the most common reason glven by
all reporting local agencies was that sufficlent services were avallable ln.Geor?l‘a ankd', Thezefore, no
need to place out-of-state arose In 1978 .(response to the "Other' category: speclt fled fhls lat¥er. fact).
It is ‘Interesting to note that a few school districts reported that they lacked. statutory authority to
place out-of-state or were restricted In soms other manner,

GA-10

b

TABLE 11-5, GEORGIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT=OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)
ChTTd ‘ Juvenile

- cooperation for 76 percent of the placements that were made,

Children Out of State?. ‘Welfare Education Justice
Lacked S'fafufory Author ity 0 3 0
Restrictedd 0 1 0
Lacked Funds 2 4 0
Sufficlient Services Avalliable : : :
in State 59 164 3
Otherc | 81 69 , 3
‘Number of Agencles Reporting No
Out=of=State Piacements 108 176 4
Total Number of Agencles . ]
. ((;Represenfed in Survey . 157 188 10

"

a, . Some agencles reporfed more than .cne feason for -not arranging out=of=
state placements, : ) .

bs, Generally Included restrictlions based on agéqcy bollcy, exacutive order,
compllance with certain federal and state guldellnes?s and speci fic. court orders,

' l!\
c. Generally Included such reasons as out-of~-state placements were agalnst

overall agencr pollcy, were disapproved by parents, h\wolved too much red tape,
and were prohlbitive to famity visitations because of \?lsfance. ,
’ |

|

i

i

)

Georgla's local agencies cooperate quite regutarly In the arrangement of out-of-state placements,
according to the Information displayed in Table 11~6, - This cooperative effort Is particularly prevalent
among local chlild welfare agencies, where 77 percent of the placing agencies reported Interagency

! Two=thirds of the local schoo! districts
which placed chlidren out of state reported cooperating with other agencies In making 46 percent of thelr

placements and one-half cf the placing court services units cooperated In arranging 38 percent of thelr
out-of=-state placements, oo , ’

Fur"rho’t‘f' examination of the lnféragency cooperation rebori"ed by local agencies finds that typically
state agenclies were selected to assist with arranging out-of-state placements, Among local child welfare

~and Juvenlle Justice agencles, they cooperated with DCFS and DYS for purposes of Interstate compact

compliance, School districts generally reported working with the SDE to arrange out-of-state placements;
howsver, few districts cooperated with courts and the DMH/MR. Consequently, these findings suggest vertlcal
| Inkages for Interagency cooperation and that those out-of-state placements reported by Georgla local
agencles do not Imply a signlficant levei of duplicative counting. T
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GEORGIA: ~ THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE OQUT-OF=-STATE FLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

TABLE 11=§,

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
ol tare EducaTion Juvenile Justice
Number PercenT  Number Percen’r Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out- ‘ . ‘ . : ‘
of-State Placements? 48 31 . V. 6 6 60

 AGENCIES Reporting Out-
of-State Placements with
Interagency Cooperafion 37 77 8 67 3 50

Number of CHILDREN

Placed Out of State 100 28 100

143 48 100
Number of CHILDREN
Placed Qut of State
with Interagency

Looperation

109 76 13 46 18 38

a. See Table 11-4,

Comparable information was collected from local Georgla agencles concerning the types. of chllidren who
were placed out of state, - Table 11-7 reports the conditlons and statuses ‘ascribed to the chlldren who
were placed outside of Georgia In 1978, It can be seen that local child welfare agencles were primariiy
involved in the placement of batfered, abandoned, or neglected children In. 1978, = Almost 53 percent of
the responses by these agencles described children placed out of state as battered,. abandoned, or
neglacted, Another 21 percent of these agencles! responses were "Other" conditions which were specified
as "courtesy placements.” Adopted chlidren were mentioned next most frequently, and the remalining
responses Inciuded unruly/disruptive, mentally 1l1/emotionally disturbed, pregnancy, mentally retarded or

developmentally disabled, truant, and juvenlle dellnquent youth, -

Local education  agencles generally reported placing children with special education needs, multiple
"handicaps, and mental 1{llness or emoilonal disturbance. = Physically handicapped, mentally retarded or
developmentally disabled, and unruly/disruptive children were aiso mentioned as conditions descriptive of
the chlldren placed out of state by school districts,

Juyenlle Justice agencies also reflect a range In the types of children they reported to have placed
out- of “state, Flve of the 19 responses described the chiidren as unruly/disruptive. Only three local
Juvenlle Justice responses Indicated placing delinquent youth In out-of-state residential care., Other
conditions  reported as descriptive of c¢hllidren placed out of state by these agencles reflect a wide
varlety of handicapping characteristics, ‘including mental retardation or developmental disabllities,
mental Iliness/emotional disturbance, pregnancy, drug/alcohol problems, and speclal education noeds,

GEORGIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STAT
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES . :

TABLE 11-7.

‘Number of AGENCIES Reporting
e e

o4

) 2 winrt
Types of Condlitionsd Welfare = Education . Justice.
. Physically Handlcapped e _ 0 4 o 0
Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled - 1 31
’ Unruly/Disruptive ' i o 4 3 5
GA=12
)
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TABLE 11~7, (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES Repor+tin

Types of Conditions? Welfare = Education Jﬂii?cee
Truant S 1 o 1
Juvenlie Delfnquent ‘ ‘ | 1 1 3
Mentally §11/Emotional ly. Disturbed 3 6 2
Pregnant 2 0 1
Drug/Aicohol Problems.- -0 0 1
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 36 0 3
Adopted 6 0 0
Speclal Education Needs 0 8 | 2
Multiple Handicaps 0 7 0
Otherd | 14 0 0
Number of Agencies Reporting 49¢ 12 ”64

a Some agencles reported more than one type of condition,
be This category’ inciuded "courtesy placements,®

Cs The one agency that could  not report the

numb - f=
piacements it arranged responded to this question. mber ‘of out-of-state

C._Detailed Data from Phase || Agencles

I
3

If more than four out-of-stats

placements were reported by a local agency, additional Information was

requested. The agencles from which the sacond

phase of data was requested became kn h
agencles, The responses to the additlonal questions are revliewed Soorgiare arars
profile. Wherever references are made to Phase i1 agencles, o ntondeg 1o of Seorglals state

they are Int d ‘
agencies which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placemixnfs In 1893? 7o reflect Fhose. focal

The relationship between the number of local Geor :
sorgla. agencles surveyed and the total
(c:gllfzen 1|‘:>Iace‘cl out of state, and agencles and placements In Phase {1 lsy tllustrated In Flg?:l:":birl-?f
secs e(t"a5 ton of the Information portrayed about Georgla's local ¢hild welfare agencies reveals that onl;
ager?gles %elr;;eigm Yoffhfet;ee ?gcaa'ga’;x:lses ’\:hlch a;‘ranged ?rufd-of-sfafe placements In 1978 were Phase ||
. I » ase agenclas reporte iacl
out of Georgla In 1978 by chlld welfare agen i’?:es. P piacing 3% percent of fho 143 children sont

Nearly 17 percent, or two school districts of the 12 education '
were Phase II_ agencles, This relativaly smalf number of local ageng ggc:)e':cggp%gfgm
;gggrﬁd, equaling 54 percent of all the education placements. = In contrast to both child weltfare and
pmc:meﬁgsavg’grnSg:;sgl’:y,‘t;')ke:;g:z,g; vfhv;?hloca‘fl:, hJuvjerllllle JusTlce agencles which reported making out-of-state

: e.il agencles, ase Phase agencies placed almost 73 percent of +he 48 ch
reported to be sent ‘out ‘of Georgla In 1978 by juvenlle Justice age P o Gotaihen
’ . ( 978 ncles.  Therefore, th
;nformaﬂon to be:reported on the practices of the Juvenile justice g’hase Il agencles ca,n bee v?:::y:g
escriptive of the vast majority of this agency type's out=of-state placaments,

1978 placements
the 28 chllidren
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FIGURE 11=1, GEORGIA:

RELAT |ONSHIP- BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL

AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED, AND
AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE I, BY
AGENCY TYPE
Chitd
Wel fare Education Juvenile Justice
Number of AGENCIES I 157 | 188 0

Number of AGENCIES
.Reporting Out-of-State
Placements in 1978

Number of AGENCIES
Reporting Five or More
Placements in 1978
(Phase {1 Agencies)

d
L

B

-8

Number: . of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State in 1978

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase [l Agencles

Percentage of Reported
Placements in Phase |1

143 -

]

-

28

35

73

Richmond Countles, '
chlld wel‘are or education agencles:

GA-14
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Flgure 11=2 lllusfrafos fhe Iocaflon, by counfy, ‘of ‘the Georgla local Phase 11 agencles.
the ten counties shown are located within SMSAs:

Sbveh of

Bibb, Chatham, Clayton, Cobb, De Kalb, Fulton, and
The Atlanta SMSA, In particular, Includes four counties which are served by Phase~ll
Clayfon. CObb, De Kalb, and Fuiton (Aflanfa) counties,

W)

FIGURE 11-2. GEORGIA:

COUNTY LOCATION OF LOCAL PHASE || AGENCIES

County

;‘B1bb

Chatham
Clayton
Cobb

. .DeKalb

Fulton
Grady .
Liberty
Richmond
Troup

)
L

" GA=15

KEY

W Child Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

v Educat1on Phase 11 Agency
Jurisdiction

® Juvenile Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction
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The seven local child welfare agencles, two school districts, and two juvenile justice agencies which -
are Phase || agencles were asked to report the destinations of these placements. Thls Information Is ) RS
disptayed In Table 11-8, Not all destinations were available, with 14 placements. arrapnged by chlld =
welfare agencles comprising the greatest portion of the unavailable Information, S
Local Phase |i child welfare agencles reported placing chlldren in 13 states, four of which are ‘
contiguous states, About 59 percent of the children reported on by these agencies were sent to s
ptacements in contiguous states: Alabama, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida (see Figure. 1i=3), § :
More distant placements were made to Callfornia, Iliinols, lowa, Missourf, New York, and Texas. %
Florida was the predominant recelving state for Georgia's local education placements, Psnnsylvania, ) if
Texas, and Wisconsin also received a chitd placed by local school districts, Local juvenlile justice FIGRE 11-3, GEORGIA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREM REPORTED PLACED i
agencles reported sending almost one=half of thelr placements to South Carolina, Florida was also a ~ IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO GEORGIA BY LOCAL PHASE |1 f ,
recelver of juvenlle justice placements. In addition, one child was reported fo be placed in Hawali by a : : AGENCIES® ) . ) ) ?f
Juvenlle justice agency. . ‘ ' : ' i
[
It Is Important to note that of the 88 chlldren for whom placement destinations were reported, 72 |
percent were placed Into states on Georgla's borders, as displayed In Figure 11=3, :
) A
TABLE 11-8, GEORGi{A: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY = ‘
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978 i
Destinations of Number of CHILDREN Placed i
Children Placed ChTTd ~JuvenlTe -
Out of State ~ Welfare Education Justice
. "
Alabama ) 6 2
Californla 3 ) S
Florida 12 i 7 S _ . : :
; :{?Y?“I , : 1 S 1“a. Loca: Phase |1l_ dch(ljld*v‘lel;?re a%encles reported destinations for 4| children. Local Phase Il edu~
] nols , catlon agencies reported destinations for 14 childrens. Local Phase |i i just
5 f ' : L destinations for 33 chlldrens ' ° Juvenile justice agencies reported
. lowa 2 .
- Kentucky 1
Maryland 2
Mississippl ‘1 1
T Mlissourl 3 1
New York 1 2
North Carollna 2 2
Pennsylvania 1 !
South Carolina 4 15
Tennesses 2 - -
Q Texas : : 3 1 . ' ‘ ) -y
g 3 Wisconsin e 1 : . » : '
- Placements for Which o ~ . S Local Georgla Phase Il agencies were asked the reasons they had for placing children oufsﬁld f
Destinations Could Not : : ) . i} Georgia. As seen In Table 11-9, a varlety of reasons were mentioned. The se;yeh regponding chitd welefa?e
be Reported by : . ; , agencies most -often mentioned that such placements occurred ‘In order fo. have the chiid live with a
: Phase 11 Agencles o 14 1 2 o ‘ R relatives = Both responding juvenile Justice agencies gave this response as well. However, the child
; . ‘ ; : : . s ’ welfare agencles also reported a number of other reasons, Including that thé out-of-state placements were
Total Number of . - : : : alternatives to public iInstitutionalization, previous success had been experienced with the recelving
Phase 1§ Agencles ‘ 7 2 2 SRR ﬁc[lén;y:r Geo;?la +1'30kefd 'ﬁ‘mg‘arable servlffe:. and the children falled to. adapt to in-state facilities.
C . : o L ‘ nreresting To note that one agency indicated that the selected placement was 1 .
e o * Total Number of Chlldren home than an appropriate in-state program. . P closer o the child's ¢ ‘
: Placed by Phass || Agencles 55 15 35 ERNEEE B , o B . |
3{ = ‘ . . : L F S Two education agencles selected a numbeér of reasons for placing out of state, most of which Indicated |
k. N : ~ a lack of comparable services in Georgia. ’
i - GA-16 ‘
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T SRR R . , = | S TABLE 11=~10, GEORGIA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL
2 - S ‘ ’ v o IR ) : - ‘ SETTINGS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE I AGENCIES
' IN 1978
- B v L o | , , | Number of AGENCIES Reporting
, . z : ' . . Categories of Residential - Chitd , Juvenlle
5 ' ' ' Settings Welfare - Education ~  Justice
: @ Residential Treatment/ ‘ 4
: . ‘ , Chiid Care !acllity 0 2 0 {
i ' ‘ TABLE 11-9,. GEORGIA: REASONS FOR -PLACING.CHILDREN OUT OF : : Psychl_va,'i'rlchosp'Hal 0 0 0
A ‘ STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 11 . o S ‘
f , AGENCIES ‘ . : s Boarding/Military School 0 0 0
) ' . v k e Foster Home ‘0 0 0
i : . - Number of ASENCIES Reporting o ; ) . ) .
i % - Reasons for ChiTd Juvenile , ‘ : Group Home 1 0 0
i Placementa Welfare - Education Justice T . ‘ »
4 ‘ , ’ PR _ Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 6 0 2
Recelving Facility Closer to Childts B S S Adoptive Home 0 0 ]
Home, Despite Being Across State Lines = " 1 : 0 0 o ] ) ’
Other 0 0 0
Previous Success wl,'rh Receiving Facllity -2 . - 1 1 : :
. ' . ) : . - Number of Phase 1| ) )
o Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 2 - 1 -0 ‘ : ' Agencles Reporting 7 ' 2. 2 ,
: Standard Procedure to Place Certain S .
Children Out of State ’ 0 0 0 4
. 5
Chiidren Falled fo Adapf to In-State , . 3
: L Facllities , -2 o 0 L Monitoring practices for out<of-state placements was another Issue addressed to the local Phase |1
i ST ] . , . . ‘ agencies. Table 11-11 shows that the majority of the local child welfare a%:ncles, school districts, and '
i o Alternative to In-State Publlc ; . : - . Juvenile Justice agencles request wrltten progress reports on a quarterly basis. In addition, the local
0 : o Institutionallzation - 3 1 0 ! = school districts conducted on-site visits. annually, although they were not required fo by law or an
T o o R v _ ' ‘ ; ) Lt L administrative policy. It Is of Interest fto note that chitd wel fare agencles also commonly used phone
- To Llive with Relatives (Non-Parental) . 6 0 2 i c?l:i as a monltoring practice, and two agencies reported that they conducted quarterliy or annual on-site
ve / . : _ : visits,
Other 3 1 . : ’
SR Number of Phase 11 Agencles Reporting 7 2 2.
Lo . " : b TABLE 11=11, GEORGILA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT=-OF-STATE
A _ ) ' . ; - ‘ o o ) PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE If v Lo S
a, Some agencles.reported more than cne reason for placement. : o v , " AGENCIES N 1978 e ' EERERE
N : Number of AGENCIES@
o = Methods of Frequency of ChTld JuvenTTe
Monitoring Practice Wel fare Education Justice
Written Quarterly 5 2 1 .
B : : Progress Semlannually 0 0 0
S . . ‘ ; : : o ' Reports Annual ly 0 0 0
: : . » Otherb 2 0 0
| o ; R - ' e E = S T on-5ite Quarter| Yy 1 © 0 0
o ' B , : : . A R ~ Visits Semfannually 0 0 0
R ) : s ' i i ‘ : S . , Annuaily 1 -2 0
. S Otherb . 0 0 1
< . -:A N Al o i & . <<< ‘ ';,,
In Ilghf of ‘the lnformaﬂon given In the previous fable, the responses of Phase |i agencles ~ro a R \ ‘ ‘ o =7
in quesﬂon on the' type of out-of<state placement setting most frequently used becomes very interesting, R , Telephone: :  Quarterly 0 1 0
L . Table 11=10 - strongly parallels the response in Table 11-9, ‘'Relatives! homes. were most frequentl e ; Calls Semlannually 0 0 0
reported by the 1dcal Phase |1 chlld welfare agencies and juvenile Justice agencles. The two loca Yo i Annually 0 0 0
i school districts both sfafed fhaf a resldenflai treatment setting or chlld care facility was most often R ' ' Otherb 4 0 0
w1 used by them, - ; ) iy ; e
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TABLE «11=12,  GEORGIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
: o ‘BY 'LOCAL: AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY: TYPE . =
‘‘local Agencles - . . o Number of AGENCIES -
Which Placed Child ' s o duvenltie
o ) Children Out of State T Wel fare Education Justice
o s , NUMBER -OF LOCAL AGENCIES
- TABLE -11=11s - (Continued) PLACING FOUR OR LESS , o
; : CHILDREN : v oM : 10 4
: : Number of AGENCIES3 _ ' o Number Using Compacts . . 33 1 - 2
Methods of ~ Frequency of ; Chiltd - Juvenlle = o : ‘
Monltoring  Practice Welfare Education Justice - . e Number Not Using Compacts 7 9 2
i ~ . Number with Compact Use '
Other Quarterly 0 0 0 ~ Unknown ; 1 b 0
Semlannually 0 0 0.
Annual ly 0 0 0 : , - ,
Otherb 2 0 0 . NUMBER OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES
: .' PLACING CHILDREN ‘ . Y 2 . 2
i - Total Number of . . ’ : ‘ e e Number Using Compacts: -~ .~ 7 . = g 1
A Phass I Agencles : IRTER , ‘ 2 o
: , Reporting s T 2 w 2 ERE Interstate Compact on the
B i i g ,Placement of Children
a. Some agencles reported more than one method of monitoringe 3 Yes . e 6 6 o
G . i S ‘ N No IR | 2 2
S . b, includes monitoring practices which did ‘nof occur at regular iﬁinfervals. : ; T Don't Know : 0 0 ‘0 o
: - E ‘Interstate Compact
; = on Juveni les
o | | o FIe A Yes B 0 1
J . Y : : i . No . : 6 2 1
' : . : : ‘ N = , . Don't Know : : 0 0 0
‘ : v Interstate Compact ,
u 5 o ' , on Mental Health
1 ‘ ‘ , ‘ ; S : , o . L Don't Know 0 0 0
The Georgla focal Phase |l agencles were also asked to report their total expenditures for the :
placements arranged In 1978, Only three chlild welfare agencles were able tc respond fo thls question and e Number Not Using Compacts 0 2 1
they reported $17,480, In total, having been spent. The two school districts which placed more than ;fou; ‘ A . : o
L .chiidren feported expenditures totaiing $110,000. The Juvenlile justice agencies were not able to respon e Number with Compact Use ‘ ’ RS
L to the Information request. ‘ Unknown - 0 L ‘
‘ . ; « - TOTALS
R 5 ) : D. _Use of Interstate Compa'cfs by State and Local Agencies Number of AGENCIES Placing ‘ » ST :
Vo \ _ « Children Out of State 48 12 6
s , ~ : - : . Number of AGENCIES Using : ‘ R
b : ’ Ich » '
TE ‘Statewlde findings about the utilization of Interstate compacts by those  local agencies wh Compacts _ 40 o : 3
‘ ‘ 1 arrang:dezuf-of-sfafeg placements in 1978 are glven In Table 11-12, The information .included in Table ‘ ‘
11=12 allows for an examination of possible differences In  compact utiiization among agencl?‘s whlc? B Number of AGENCIES No ¢
arranged less than five out-of-state placements and those which reported greater numbers. of .such place o Using Compacts - 7 1 5
ments, by type of agency. In addition, the table Indicates the speclfic type of compact which was used & ; , L .
by those agenclies which placed more than four children out of state, TR gumber_ro{' AGEN&IES with : : :
: ’ . o . ) ompact Use Unknown , . “ ‘ 0 0
\ ' | fa utitized AT ‘ , ; ;
Review of Table 11-12 also reveals that, as a group, local child welfare agencies in Georg _ »
- compacts for arranging out-of-state plac‘ieme,n‘rs to a greater extent than any other type of agency. Only
seven of the 48 local chiid welfare agencies which placed children In other states did not use a comr;:ac'r
e -~ in 1978. Al1-of those seven agencles arranged four or less placements. in contrast, 1l~°ff1‘h? lg Sfli 00: - y , _ e .
s " dlstricts which arranged out-of-state placements did not use a compact, Moreover, 9“9"“31 © i *9 :ce; o A more complete understanding of the utilizatlon of Interstate -compacts by ‘local agenices Is
Juvenlle justice agencies reported arranging afl out-of-state placements wlfhou‘r the use of an interstate established through a conslideration of Table 11=13. Table 11-13 displays statewide findings refated to
compacts ' ’ ' . : ) :
: - , GA=21
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fhe number of children who were or were not place\d ou1' of state through an Interstate compacf. Ovérall,
78 children were placed In cut-of-state resldenfial care without the use of a compact. As might be s ; ;
anticipated from the previous discussion, the majority of those chlldren were placed out of state by : @ : ‘ J
local  school ‘districts - and juveniie Justlce agencles, ' Table 11~13 also shows that among agencies ‘ o
arranging more than four out-of-state placements, 44 chlldron were placed out of state through the ICPC : S
and 11 chiidren were. placed through the i{CJ. : : - o : Co ok
A
\\\
" " TABLE 11-13.  (Contlnued)
{1 : ‘ Number of CHILDREN
Chlldren Placed Child - k JuveniTe
: 8 .Out of State e Wel fare Education Justice ‘
TABLE 11~-13, GEORGIA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND.THE : e '
UTILA1ZATION: OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY Tl , TOTALS
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978 : v
Number) of CHILDREN Placed L ~
Out.of State : IR 143 ‘ - 28 48
_ Number of CHILDREN ‘ - o ’ : : o
- Chlldren Placed . Child } : Juvenile - o . Number of CHILDREN Placed - R . k
Out of State : - Welfare -Education Justice : with Compact Use 8 . i 7
e : ’ ' — v I Number of CHILDREN Placed ~ = - - ‘ : '
) CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES L : i R . without Compact Use ‘ ORI |- .27 35 i
FOUR OR LESS \ L S ' ‘ S ; ; : s
PLACEMENTS : : 88 13 13 : EEERE Ty Number of CHILDREN Placed S ’ :
: . &3 with Compact Use Unknown o 44 S0 ) 6 - o
® ‘Number Placed with .. ‘ . ; : , ) : . , e =
~ Compact Use . - 33 1 2 . IR RTIN ) R . ~
g , o : ‘ , . o B R A, Agsncles which placed four or less chilldren out:of state were not asked
: _ ©  Number Placed without - , T ! g : to report the actual pumber of compact~ariranged placements.  Instead, these
Compact Use _ n 12 5 : : o K agencles. simply reported whether or not a compact was usad fo arrange any outs--
SN ‘ s R . . - ) oot \ of-state placements. Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement Is
, ® Number Placed with % ‘ B ¢ ! Indicated as a compact-arranged placement -and the others are Included in. the
- . ' _Compact Use Unknown? . }(\ Coe . 44 0 S 6 cafegory "number placed with compact use unknown," :
: ' CHILDREN PLACED BY P . , ‘ :
'PFV\'SE-TI' AGENCIES ' ) 55 \ 15 : 35 ; ; A
¢ Number Placed with . b e : g
Compact Use ' v e 2790 0 5 ; SR T
; v Numbar fhrough . \ »
" Inteérstate Compact “on the | _ .
i | Placement -of Children 44 ; 0 , 0 , o
el . LR Number fhrough : T . ) B N
e , : ’ . .lnterstate:Compact on , ! T : ‘ R, : '
SR N Co - Juvenl] les ; 6y 0 5 : , 5 : v
) :  Number through ' , -
ol ’ Interstate Compact on o
Mental Health R 0 0 0 _ R 4 , ; ‘
oot . “'e_ Number:Placed wlfhouf » BT ] ; SRR v . : ‘ R
e , : ) Compaci' Use 5 v 15 : 30 - : A ‘ .
B ‘ C . S : A graphlc summar{zation of the findings abouf compact uﬂllzaﬂcm ls Illusfrafed in Flgures. 11-4,
F O ; S @ Number Placed wlfh o : ‘ : | e ‘ 11-5, and*“‘ \-6. < Each flgure lllustrates the proportion of placements whith.'were noncompact arranged,
R PR R - Compact Use Unknown . - - - 0 0 0- N compact a. ged, ‘and those for which compact uss was undetermined by local child welfare, education, and
e ' R 7 : - : : L K Juvenite ﬁa ice agencies, , R .
gl L RS : 622 oo i ,. | GA-23 e
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FIGURE 11-6. GEORGIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
S BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN"1978

48
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
GEORGIA LOCAL
- JUVENILE JUSTICE

AGENCIES

o

Table 11=14 provides a summary of compact utillization by state and local agencles as reported by‘
state agencles, The fack of complete compact information from ‘child welfare and. juyenlle Justice-
agencles at either the state or local loval Is evident in -this table, The state education agency
reported - -that .- three placements were compact processed .while the state’ menfal health and mental
retardation agency reporfed no compact use In 1978,

5
¥

TABLE 11-14, GEORGIA:- UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS ERY s
REPORYED BY STATE AGENGIES IN 1978, BY S ' ‘
AGENCY TYPE o ‘

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Child Juvenile
Wel fare Education Justice

Total Number : S .
of State and : v , ,
Local Agency- o
-Arranged X :
Placements C* 43 * , 1

Total Number
of Compact-
Arranged
Placements
Reported by S
State Agencles * 0 w3 14 . 0

Parcenfagewgi ==
Compact=—= e
Arranged
Placements LA 7 * 0

* denotes Not Available,

e

E, The Out-of-State Placement Practices of,Sfafe Agencles

; i

More detalled Information relating fo Georgla state agency involvement In fhe out=-of-state placement
of children Is displayed in Table 11-15, Thgﬂablllfy of .these agencies fo report about theltr own as wefl
as local agency practices varies. The DiR's” Division of Famiiy and Children Services {(DFCS) only
reported that thore were 45 ou?-of-s+afe »dopflons and no court-ordered placoements favolving the agency.
in comparison the state Department of” “Education, the Division of Youth Services, and the Dlvision of
Mental Health and Mental Retardation were iable to provide compiete Infcrmation on thelr Involvement in
arranglng out-of-state placements. There Is a discrepancy, howevar, between the number of placements
reported by the DOE to have been made by local ‘school districts with state funding. and what was
determined in the  local survey, The DOE attributed twice as many out-of-state placements to school
disricts than the total number actually reported by the agencles themselves. - This may be explained by
“the fact that the DOE.reported placements It continued To pay for In 1978, although. they were arranged in
@ prevlous year. it should also be noted that DYS reported no knowledge of local juvenile justice agency
placmenfs. Howaver, the survey of the 13 county-administered  juvenile probation agenices found that a
total of 48 out-of-state placements were arranged for children In 1978.
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GEORGIA: ~ ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT~OF~STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 ,

TABLE 11=-15,

vk

Number of CHILDREN

' Reported Placed during 1978 by State A enclés
CRITd Juvenlle Mental ﬂeal?ﬁ and ..
Wel fare Education Justice Mental Re*ardaf!on

5l L

Types of
Inveivement

. out-of state, :

State Arranged .
and Funded »* 15 , 0 1"

- &

Locally Arranged v
but Stats )
" Funded ‘ Co . 60 0 -

Court Ordered,
but State !
Arranged and N
Funded 0 0 0 0

Subtotal:
Placements

Involving : : » , ‘»,

State Funding * 75 0 ‘ i

Locally Arranged

and Funded, and ‘

Reported to

State * 0 0 -

State Helped

Arrange, but

Not Required by

‘Law or DId Not

" Fund the o ‘ : i ‘
Placement \ * 0 3 . .0

Other * 0 1n 0

Total Number of . . "
Children Placed ) .
Out of State. ' /
with State Y
Assistance or «

Knowledgea 75 14 ‘ H

* denotes Not Avallable;
==  denotes Not Applicabie,

a. Inciudes ali out-of-state placements known to offlcials In the par=
ticular state agency. In some cases, this ¥igure conslists of placements which .
did not directly Involve affirmative actlon by *he state agency but may simply
Indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of Informal reporting. _ ' " v

" 'bs. The "sfate chiid welfare agency, the DHS's Division of Famlly -and
Chlldren Services, could only report 45 adoption placements which were arranged

v ;S o . : | ) G

Although DFCS could onl
by the state officlals,
Table 11-16,

‘Over one~fourth ‘of the chlldren sent b
Minnesota and nolghboring Tennessee recel

from the Georgla state agency.

adoption placements,

adoptive homes.

The border sfafe> of Florida recelved mo
Nefghboring Tennessee recelved .t

the two children placed In Oregon,

TABLE 11-16.

hree chlldren fr

y report adoption placements,
2 .These destinations,

The  Department of Education and
the destinatlons of the children placed out of

Hy

ved the next lar
Arizona,
Twelve other states

DYS were not able to’
state ;Jn 1978,

in the country

re than one-half ' of “the DM
om this agency,.

GEORGIA:  DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT.

OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,

BY AGENCY TYPE

N

Desflnaflons
of Chlidren
Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child

Wel fare

Educafibn

Juven]ie
Justice

Wontal HeaTds and—
Mental Refar¢aflon

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Florida
Indlana

Kansas |
Mlchigan
MinnesCta
Missouri
Nebraska

New York
Nort+h Carolina
Ohlo

Oregon
Pennsylvania

Tennecsee
Toxas -
Utah
Washington

Placements' for
Which Destinations
Coutd Not be
Reported by
State Agencles

Total Number of
Placemon?s

) -— W
=NV W N

N OW s

— it \J] -

452

Al

75

- Al

14

COOW CoMNODO [=FoNeNaYa) OO QO

a. This figure represents adoptive placements only,

GA-29

the destinations ofvfhese placements were known
along with DMH/MR p acements! destinations, are recorded In
provide the requested Information on

y DFCS for adoption out of state were sent to families In Utah,
gest number of adoption placements, flve each,
Pennsylvania, and Texas each recelved three ch!ldren for
received one or two Georgla chlldren Into

H/MR-arranged placements.
A 'much longer distance was traveled by

o
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- exponded $425,000 for the 11 children the ageicy placed out of state In 1978,

Table 11-17 provides Information on the types of conditions of children placed out of state with the
knowledge or Involvement of Gsorgla stats agenclies., Because of the partial Ianformation provided by DFCS,
only adopted chlldi'en were mentioned by that agency. The DOE reported placing-physically and emotionally
handicapped . childrop and the- DMH/MR only reported making out-of-state placements for emotionally
disturbed ch!ldrer’i.’\\ The state juvenile  justice agency, unlike Its .local counterparts, only reported
placing chlidren which are described within. the traditional service arena for thls agency type: Juvenile
del inquents, unruly/disruptive, and truant youth, : : : . ,

[

“TABLE 11=17, "GEORGIA: COND!TFONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
' : OF STATE 1IN 1978, AS REPORTED 8Y STATE -
AGENGIES, BY AGENCY. TYPE

Agency Type?d

Types of Chifd Juvenife— WMental Health and
Conditions Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
Physically

Handicapped 0 X 0 0
Mentally .

Hand icapped . 0 0 0 0
Developmental ly " . Ty

Disabled : -0 ’ -0 0 0
Unruly/ o ‘

Disruptive 0 0 X 0.
Truants : o 0 X 0
Juvenile . . :

Delinquents 0 0 X 0
Emotionally .

- Disturbed 0 X o X
Pregnant 0 S0 0 ' 0
Drug/. ' . .

Algohoi Probiems 0 0 0 . 0
Battered, .

Abandoned, or :

Neglected » 0 0 0 0
Adopted " ‘

Chlldren k X - -0 0 0
Foster : , .

Children . o 0 -0 ‘ 0 ' 0

othor ST o 0 o

T

a. X Indicates conditions reported.

A final questioi was asked of the state agencles about the publlc expenditures: used for out-of-state
placements In 1978, Table 11-18 displays this' information by agency type, and indicates that only the
Department .of Educatior and DMH/MR were able Yo report thelr total expenditures for such placements., The
DOE reported that $304,000 was expended for .out-of-state placements In 1978, In contrast, the DMR/MH

v

S T GA=30

e e e ekt b P e
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TABLE 11-18, GEORGIA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT~OF=-STATE

PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE

AGENCIES
, Expenditures, by AGENCY Type = .
Levels of ChiTd Juvenile — Mental HealTh and.
Government Wel fare Education Justice Mental Retardation
‘e State * $204,000 * $425,000 est
® Fedoral * 0 * 0 "
& Local * $100,000 * 0
® Other » * S W 0
Total Reported ‘ . .
i Expenditures * $304,000 * $425,000

* denotes Not Avallable,

F. State Agencies! Knowledge of Qut-of-State Placements

Services for chlidren are operated by both state and . local
reflects the state agencies' overall knowiedge of out-of-state
amount- of unavallable . information in thils table -reflects a numb
state child welfare agency was only able to speciflically report
made. In 1978, the extent of - state agency knowledge about local agencies! complete placement activity Is
unknovgnk. Similarly, the state juvenile Justice agency did not distinguish among levels of government In
reporting 14 chlldren: placed out of state (see Table 11-15) and, therefore, 1t could not be determined
how many of the 48 locally reported placements were known to the state agency, . S ~

government In Georgla, and Table 11-19
activity within the state. The large
er. of reporting problems, Because the
upon 45 out-of-state adoptive placements

; Cn sharg c;mf;&:?, ;rhe state education agénc
ar more out-of-state placemants than the local survay ldentified to have occurred In 1978, This may be
due to the sfafe'jreporﬂng placements It continued to provide funds for in that year, al“rhoughy‘!’he
chlldren had been placed out of Georgla prior to 1978, -The Georgia state agency responsible for mental
health and mental retardation reported fully on Its own cut-of-state placement activity,

GA=31

y reported that local school districts were Involved in
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TABLE 11=19, GEORGIA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF OUT-OF-
STATE PLACEMENTS

- ‘ : ~chiid Juvenlle  Mental Health and
o ' ‘ , Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

G " Total Number

: of State and

Local Agency . . )

‘Placements R L ‘43 . #b 1

Total Number
of Placements ,
Known to
State Agencles #C 75 14 1"

Percentage of

Placements ‘

Known to

State Agencles * 1009 % : 100 -

e St o i S M

* denofes Not Avallable.

R a, Complete out=of=state placement information was only avallable from local
e : child welfare agencles which, In total, reported making: 143 placemenfs In 1978,

b. The local juvenlle justice agencles reported being involved in the place~-
ment of 48 children In 1978, but the state agency did nof dlsflngulsh the level
of governmenf involved In Its reported placemenfs. 5

'?E ) - ¢e The state chllid welfare agency could only reporf 45 adoption placements
v ~ which. were arranged out of state,

$ d. The state educatlon agency attributed more ouf-of-sfafe placements to
S ' local Georgla school districts than were ldentified in the local survey,

Because state agenclaes are responsible for Infersfa?e compicf admln!sfraflon, Flgure 11=7 becomes an
Important iliustration of state agencies! knowledge of out-of-state placement uctivity In Georgla as well
: as thelr knowledge of -Interstate compact use.  Agaln, the mlsslng Information  from the state child

kcompac?, white this Information was not avallable from the chlld welfare agency.

The discrepancy In out-of-state placement Incidence. reported by the state educaf!on agency and fhe

“{ocal school. districts. Is clearly illustrated in this figure, What Is not as apparent is the difference

of the three state-reported . placements which were arranged wlth compact use and the local report of no

more. than one child who may have been ‘placed with the “use of an Interstate agreement (see Table 11-13).

» . Flnally, nho children were reported to be placed out of Georgla In 1""8 by the state mental health and
i3 T mental: refardaflon agency with the use of a compact, _ (

GA=32

RS- e s e et 4 e et N, et e g s st

welfare and juvenlle Justice agencles hinders a full review of these Issues, The state juvenlle justice .
agency did report that all“the out-of-state placements 1t had knowledge of were processed fhrough a.
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FIGURE 11-7, GEORGIA: ' THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
. PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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Child Welfare . Educatlon Justice ~ Mental Retardation
denotes Not Avallabla, ‘
State and Local Placements.

State and Local Placements Known to State Agencles

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencles i

a. The state child welfare agency could not report the number of ouf—of—
state placements lnvolvlng the state agency.

b. The number of placements involving only the state juvenlle justice
~agency was not avallable, :

c. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to local
Georgia school districts than were identified in .the local survey.

Vo .CONCLUDING REMARKS

Upon review of the survey flndings from Georgla state and local publlc agencies, several conclusions
can be drawn about the state's out-of-state placement practices. A primary flnding Is that DFCS did not
report  comprehensive Information about involvement In the practices Only out-of=-state adoptions were
reported, whlch excludes a variety of other types of placements which DFCS may have been Involved with,
However, local government is also Involved In child wel fare services and many of these locally reported

placements could have Included sfafe agency Involvement, - Further concluslons arising from the survey
results follow,

e Geargla's local Phase I[ agencles depend strongly on faclilties or residential settings
located In contliguous stztes. Further, Florlda, at Georgia's southern border, -recelved over ) :
one~third of all the chilidren for Whom destination was reported, y ' o .

¢ A high degree of cooperation with state agencles In the arrangemenf of out-of-state placements ‘
occurs among local public agencles In Georgla.

GA=33
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L e Ou'f-yof-sfafe placements made by Georgla's local agencles are not tfotally an urban phenomano:. . , e | P o
F'or'fy-]-"fhree p|er'1f:en1' ofd 'rheis(;a 0ét(:;cally arrangedv placements were made by agencles wlth county A PROFILE OF OUT-OF=STATE PLAGEMENT FOLICY AND PRACTICE IN KENTUCKY -
Juventle populations under 10,000, A 7 : e ohi ATE | TP oYM
YS reported a lack of knowledge about out-of-state placements arranged by focal Juvenlle
* 3usﬂ:ep agenclaes, However, ﬂ?e survey - of the 13 county-administered juveniie probation
agencles determined that 48 chlldren were placed out of state by local juvenile Justice
agencles in 1978, Interestingly, five of those chiidren were reportedly placed ,'I'hrou‘gh the
ICJ which Is administered by the DYS.

)
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N e The DOE also reported Inaccurate Information concerning the number of out-of-state placements

* arranged by school districts, This discrepancy may be linked to the DOE reporting about some ~ ; o R a ,, : .
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H - - X b ; did ‘ contributed their time and effort to the. project, particulariy Lynette Uhl, oputy Bureau Head, Bureau of

: . 124_"3;’;*:°°§:;:::2°°;':22 a‘:;ac'm?%?_:z'es which arranged out-of-state placements in 1978 : “ Education for Exceptional Children, Department of Education; Fred S. Downing and Tom Woods, Interstate S

Unit, Bureau for Soclai Services, Department for Human Rescurces; ‘M« .Po: Ryan; laterstate Services, QOffice
of Community Health Services, Bureau for Heaith 'Services,’ -Departmens” for Human Resources; and Bob
; Deburger, Division for Mehtal, Health -and Mentyl, Retardation ‘Services, ' Bureau for Health Services,
oo Department for Human Resources.. Y ST - .

: ‘ ‘ : hich
The. reader s encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings w
relate to speclific pracf%ces in Georgla In order to develop further conclusions. about +the sfa‘l‘e"s
Involvement with the out-of~state placement of children.- :
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FOOTNOTES | » |
N ‘ b 1 , o 2 ) T S e METHODOLOGY . T
. ; Information about states, countles, clties, and SMSAs is from the speclal 1975 popufation . X ; : g A - . e o o N - . ;
esﬂr:xa‘rege ?;3';321 on: the 1970 national CSI;SUS con'ral’ned in Q'he‘ UsSe Bureau of the Census, County and City | : : L

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978, . ;

S, ‘ = " " Information was \;‘$ysfekﬁflcal ty gafﬁhefed about Kentucky from a variefy of sources using a number of
d lﬂormaﬂdonpu%t;olléf wi’:'};ﬁ %g:%raz:l s?i‘f:keanndfr?mcac'la::*z;If:g'r:g pgafeh:peundsltug::eae:’ndofe x?ﬁgdc'::ﬁgﬁi ;ﬁg . data collection techniques., ~First, a search. for relevant state statutes and case law was undeirtaken.
- education: an s

.\
» h : e ‘ : Next, telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency potlicies {
they ~appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (!001'hv Editlon), Washington, D,C., o . :nd practices with regard to thé out-of-state placement of children. - A mall survey was used, as a %
1979, : : ) ) : “follow-up to the telephone Interview, to' &liclt information speclfic to the out-of-state placement
d ' Ight to 17 years old was developed by the Mational Center : ‘ : 19%, ‘ , cit , ‘ ; .
for Tln\e/er'ﬂg.l’g 33;11'1;‘2:6?15?gguﬁyguggegi‘rsi&z e19910 na?'lonar census and the National- Cancer Institute 1975 e »gzgg:\',f:zr,y°;v;_;a';?‘ + agencles and ﬂ'°$° of local agencies subject. to state ‘regu’!afor,y control or '
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, : , : Y '.,~:’~ - , - : . o S
PSS An assessment of out-of-state placement policles and the adequacy of Information reported by state
: agencles suggested further .survey requirements to determine the - Involvement of public agencles in
R , arranging out-of-stateé placements.  Pursuant to this. assessment, further data collection was undertaken

< tf It was necessary to:

® verify out-of-state placement data reported by state govérnmenf about locail agencles; and -
® collect local agency data which was not avallable from state government.,

; : A departure was taken from the study's standard methodological procedures and guidetlines regarding
R , ‘ B . P "sampling In the survey In the 181 Kentucky school districts. Initially, elghteen local education
. ) s ) o ; . Ca agencles, or ten percent of the total, were contacted by telephone to verify the Kentucky Department of
k L - : Education (DOE) iInformation that school districts cannot and do not place chlldren Independently from the
g ) : S o - DOE. . This was not.verifled by the ten percent sample. ~ In section 11l of this profile, the placement
: : : L _polley of the DOE and its authorizing legislation are cited, pointing to a restriction on local school
: ) ' DO B districts Yo . obtain ‘approval from DOE for an out-of-state placement and state funding of deaf=blind
T " chlldren.. All ‘other types of children in need of placement -out of state would have to be funded with L
w0 " . local'revenue. It should be noted that such funds are !imited, with Kentucky ranking 45th in the nation

in per capita expenditures for education.
i , ,

‘ ‘ e After éonfacﬂng schoo!l districts serving 47 percent of the state's jhvenlié population (see Table }
s ; ‘ . S ; C , ‘ , T CL ~18-3), a variety of rural and urban counties, several border counties, and ‘the largest citles in the : U
R ST i ) o S SRR o ' - : : 1 state, It was determined that. a ralatively small number of children (flve) other than deaf-blind youth

g had been placed out of state by the local. education agencies, . apparently ~without DOE- knowledge.
- ~ Therefore, not all school districts were contasted because a Judgment was reached that the statewide
incldence of such placements arranged by local education agencies Would be Insignificant. The following

R tables will therefore present the Information gathered from these education agencles as ref lective of all
! A . « : - school districts in Kentucky, :
1 i A ‘ - ‘

Staff In the Department for Human Resourceé, Bureau for Soclal Services, were unable to al locate the

time needed to accurately complete the malled questionnaire and Invited the Academy to conduct a manual K
tabulation of the necessary information from state records. The Academy accepted the Invitation and :
‘ : S e systematically recorded all Information needed about: the out-of~state placement practices of this state
Yo : o ’ o . ~ .agency responsible for child welfare and Juvenlle justice in Kentucky. A summary of the data coliection
, ' e = affort in Kentucky appears below in Table 18«1,
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: TABLE 18-1, KENTUCKY: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA o ' o
: ] (BSS), operates various statewide programs in addition to administering Its 120 branch offices. This
: : —— agency administers ‘the Interstate Compact on Juvenlles (ICJ) and the Interstate Compact on the Piacement
; : Survey Methods, by Agency Type of Children (ICPC). DHR personnel reported that it Is possible for both the state and county-operated
. tevals of CHTTd JovenT 18 Mental Hea f chlld welfare agencies to arrange an out-of-state placement. It is especially tikely that the agencies
i Government  Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation under county auspices do not utilize an Interstate compact to facllitate such placements, It was
. : : reported that such placements may involve the assistance of another local agency such as courts, school
I ¥ : . . » districts, or probation agencles. Kentucky has been a member of the ICJ and the ICEC since 1960 and 1966,
Y : ‘ ; ; ' Telephone respectively.
‘ ’ State Telephona, Telephone Telephone
| i 1 , Agencies Interview Interview Interview Interview
M Survey: Malled Survey: Mailed Survey:  Malled Survey:
DiRCatficlals  DOE officlals DR officlals DR officials C. Education :
site visit and site visit and - ;
manual tabuia- “hand count of | :
Co tion from state state records , ! ' i
oyt records . : , Kentucky 's Department of Education (DOE) has the major responsibility for its educational system. !
i : Within DOE is the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Children, which! Is directiy involved with the
; Local - Telephone " Telephone Telephone Not Applicable placsment of aexceptional chlidren In other states. I+ was reported by the Department of Education that
Agencles@  Survey: © Survey: 47 Survey: ' (State Offices) school districts would not place children out of state without authorization and funding assistance from i
g ALl 3y'|oca|ly percent sample All 19 locally ' the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Children. A Kentucky revised statute specifically provides this i
operated of the 181 operated authority to the Department of Education; however, It references only "deaf=blind children",2 School 1
chiid welfare school Juvenlie districts could arrange an out-of-state placement without state authorlzation and knowlege under certaln ;
offices districts to probation circumstances such as: 4
: verify state departments i ) :
5 . information® - , e the child has special education needs that are unrelated to deafness/blindness and an out-of= i
Co state educational program may be selected and considered not subject to the statute referenced i
‘ v : above; :
o ! y was conducted by the Kentucky Youth Advocates$ o
i . Ine a.of "LT;}?,53?:‘,’Zhﬁﬁgers"ar"s?,’bconmcf to the Acyademy. ‘ ‘ 3 e the child Is placed out of state and not authorlzed or reported to the state because state .
i funds are not expended for the placement, . _ i
il ) b.  Information attributed in this profile to the state's school’ districts
1 ; was gathered from the state education agency and the 47 ‘percent sample. . o B
/ : ' » ) D. Juvenlle Justice
j’ ’r/:’ .
i B
, o . : - . ‘ Wt Juvenile Jurisdiction In Kentucky Is the responsibliity of the 56 district courts. - These districts
2 ] 1 may include more than one county and, in the larger countles, a district may be divided Into several
SR I1i.  THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF=STATE » divislons, each hearing cases from gsographically separate portions of the county. There are 19 counties »
‘ : : PLRCEMENT PULTCY TN 1978 R with locally funded and operated court services. The remaining counties utilize the Department for Human o
- ~ Resources to provide these services which are typlcally made avaiiable to the court by local offlces of it
: , , . : . the DHR's Bureau for Social Services.
b . 3
v Remarks o I+ is reported that placements arranged by most courts, especialily out-of-state placements, are
“ . - P A. _Introductory Rema , o arranged with the assistance of local social service offlices by transferring custody. It is fu'rfher 3
i : . . ) L ) ( . . Ilkely that these types of arrangements are facli|itated by an Interstate Compact, “‘
- : . . : d state 1 ;
Kentucky has the 37th largest land area (39,650 square miles) and is the 23rd most populate ) |
’ ' (3 383?868)y12 the United Sfages. it has 28 cl'ﬂes with populations over 10,003 and eight clt:ies with . ’ ‘
' ﬁo;'aulaﬂons over 25,000,  Loulsvilie Is the most populated city In the state, with an éstimated A - F. Mental Health and Mental Retardation
-~ . population of 335,000. Frankfort, the capital, Is the ninth most populated. city In the state, It has Sesh
t .- - 119 counties and one clty-county consollidation, Lexington~Fayette. The estimated 1980 population of " , : ,
persons elight to 17 years old was 605,819, ' ] y Thg Division for Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services (MHMRS) within the Depar‘lf‘(mnf for
5 Statistical Areas (SMSAs). Five of the SMSAs Include a ~ uman Resources Is responsible for state-level menta! health and mental retardation services In entucky.
x Tlfenfu?k¥°::$coi:\;eZoﬁ;ragggggs:4 efrnodplzlnla'r,anOh lga. Tz;messee, and West Virginia., Other contiguous states t These services are administered through four reglons and 15 district offices throughout the state. The
Ry por '?r;‘o, is Mlssour? and Virginia. : MHMRS provides supporting funds, technical assistance, and organizational effort for 23 comprehensive
are nots, A C , 'cen*ersfwlfh 90 branch centers throughout the state which are governed by reglonal mental health-mental
’ i total state and local per caplita expenditures, 45th In per retardation boards. Ou'r-of-sfafe_ placements are reportedly made pursuant to the provisions of the
: cap',ﬁg“::g’;}',d}"?fr:: n;(:,ij :dzuné'ﬂmﬂa%r:f Izloy;'h ’Ii:' er capita expenditures for publlc wslfare, ~ Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH). Kentucky has been a member of the compact since 1958.
- 7 ' /
B, Child Welfare 4
. L o - » A < fare s
| | but three counties, Fayette, Jeffaerson, and Daviess, fhe responsibl ity for child wel 3
~en1-ir:|ya 'w,»yrhin state governm;nf,y The'DeparTmenf'for Human Resources (DHR), Bureau for Soclal Services
N KY-
T A 2 KY-3
|
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IVe FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT~QOF~STATE
.. PCACEMENT PRACTICES IN 19/8

This section of the Kentucky state profile presents the study's survey results, organized In summary
tables, and offers some descriptive and Interpretive remarks about the findings. :

A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of=State Residential Settings

Before proceeding to the more detalled survey findlngs, an overview of out-of-state placement
activity among the agenclies contacted at the state and local levels is provided in Tabie 18-2, . This
information has been Included at the baginning of this.zaction to give some perspective about how many
out-of-state placements are being described in subsequent tables and what agencies tend to be responsible

for them.

. Table 18-2 Indicates that, for the most part, out-of-state placement activity occurs at the state
level within the Department for Human Resources. :

TABLE 18-2, KENTUCKY: NUMBER OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
: STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
T CRTTd Welfare/ ChIld Juvenlle Mental HWealth and
Juvenlle Justice Welfare Education dJustice Mental Retardation Total

Levels of
Government

State Agency

‘Placementsa " b 5 -b 0 116
Loca! Agency . ‘

Placements -—C 0 5 3 == : 8
Total 1 0 10 3 0 124

== denotes Not Appllcable,

a. May iInclude placements which the state agency arranged sand funded independently
or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others directly
involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to Table 18-9 for specific
Information regarding state agency'.involvement in arranging out-of-state placements.

b. Information about state child welfare and Juvenile justice agency placemant
activities are proyided In the first column of this table,

ce Local child welfare and juvenlile Justice agency out-of-state placement totals
appear in separate columns on this table.

Local agency activify Is further detailed by Table 18-3, which shows the number of out-of-state
placements by each local agency Jurisdiction, It is important to bear In mind that the jurisdiction of
schoo! districts contacted is smaller than the counties containing them. For that reason, muitipie
agenclies may have reported from each county and the Incidence reports In the table are the aggregated
reports of all within them. It indicates that all but two ocut-of~state placements made locally were from
urban counties In SMSAs which Include the Evansville, Indlana, and Cincinnati, Ohlo, areas.

KY-4
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TABLE 18-3, KENTUCKY: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
©- .~ . OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN. 1978, .BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING
PLACEMENTS. ’
1978 + Number of CHILOREN Placed During 1978
, Population@ ChTTd Juventlije
County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justica
Adajr 2,159 - 0 -
Allen 2,273 - ob -
Anderson 2,003 - 0 -
Bai lard 1,343 - 0 0
Barren 5,319 — 0 -
Bath 1,705 - 0 )
Bell 6,725 - - gb -
Boone 7,370 o 2b 0
Bourbon 3,100 -— 0 -
Boyd 8,739 - 0 0
Boy le 3,771 - 0 -
Bracken 1,398 - 0 -
Breathitt 3,414 - 0 —
Breckinridge 2,785 - 0 -
Bullitt 7,362 - ob -
Butler 1,845 e 0 -
Caldwel | 2,044 - 0 -
Cal loway 3,913 -— 0 0
_Campbel | 15,871 - 2b 0
Carlisle - 801 -- 0 -
Carrol! 1,64 -- -
Carter 4:31; - 8 -
Casey 2,558 - 0 -
Christian 11,154 - ob 0
Clark 4,682 . - 0 -
Cilay 4,753 —
Clinton 1,479 - o 2
Crittenden 1,375 - 0 -
Cumberland 1,192 - 0 -
Daviess 15,452 0 ob -
Edmonson 1,639 - . -
Eltiott 1,071 - 0 -
Estili 2,605 — 0 ——
Fayette 29,634 * ob 0
Fieming 2,172 ~— ] -
Floyd 7,916 - 0 -
Franklin 5,972 - ob -
Fulton 1,473 . - ob 0
Gallatin 761 — 0 ——
Garrard 1,734 - 0 -
Grant 1,993 - 0 -
Graves 5,296 -~ 0 —
Grayson 3,179 - 0 0
Green 1,762 - 0 -
Greenup 6,664 - 0 -
Hancock 1,486 R 0 -
Hardin 12,798 - 0 -
‘Harlan 7,419 - 0 -—
Harrison 2,542 - 0 -
Hart 2,699 - 0 -
KY¥=5
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TABLE 18-3, (Continued)

= v1978 Number of CHILDREN Placed During ‘i978e :
= “Populationa TRITd , hr_n—ﬂ‘é??ce
County Name (Age 8-17) . Welfare Education
oun 8- ’ : |
' ' [y b ]
Henderson 6,651 = . a
"Henry 1,935 . 0 ==
HopkTos %8 - 0 =
Hopkins 2, Py - 5 .
Jackson »00 . X
Jof ferson IZg » gig : . _9 ‘ 8 -
Jassamine 3'698 I ° =
Johnson » - b 5
Kenton 24,431 - : 0
Knott 3,439
0 -
5,333 - 0 ="
l!f:%e ‘2 ,084 :: 3 -
Laure! g.g?g ‘ - g -
Lawrence : :359 o 0 -
Lee y
0 -
2,809 - g 5 -
Loteher 5,105 - g -
Lewls 2,598 == 0 -
Lincoln l;»,igg - : -
Livingston ’ X v
3,891 - .
'Esgia\n ’728 = 8 3
McCracken g,ggg == S 2
McCreary 1S = S
Mclean » ‘ |
: | B . B
Madison ;, ;8_2, == 9 o
Magoffin 020 o o -
Marlon g, 410 - 0 o
Marshal | » 0» - : 0
Martin 2,55
; B . 5
Meado o202 = 0 -
Meade ’ - . .
Menifee ) g‘é&) - S -
Mercer 1'484 - 5
Magtcalfe ’ -: H
- 0 ==
Monroe §. ?2’; ;_ 0 _,"
Montgomery »iea o 3 A
W S 5 161 - 0 -
Muhtenberg ’ - 5 .
Nelson 5,228 : 3
Nicholas 1,158 :-_- 0 =
Ohlo 3,557 == g -
Oldham 3,083 - 0 ==
Owen 1,%23 - 9 -
Ows lay
, _ - _
Pendleton 2, 093 = g =
Perry 6,09 o 2 -
Pike 13,629 - o ==
Powel | 1,662 - 9 >
Pulaskl 7,029
KY-6
S .

oy

&

Is sparse.
departments pl
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TABLE 18-3, (Continued)

1978 Number of CHILDREN Piaced During 1978
Popufatjona ChTTd “JuvenTle

County Name (Age 8=17) Welfare Education Justice .
Robertson 399 - 0 -
Rockcastle 2,664 - 0 —-—
Rowan 2,390 - -0 -
Russel | 2,089 . - 0 -
Scott 3,143 .= 0 -
Shelby 3,446 -— 0 - 0
Simpson 2,429 - L -0 0
Spencer L 1175% — 0 -
Taylor 3,049 : - 0 -
Todd 1,913 - 0 -
Ti-1gg 1,565 - 0 -
Trimble 1,049 - 0 -
Union 2,851 -— 0 -
Warren 9,530 -~ 0 0
WashIngton 2,158 . - 0 -
Wayne 2,814 - 0 ——
Webster 2,379 . —-— 0 -
Whitley 4,902 - - 0 -
Wolfe 1,206 - 0 -
Woodford 3,165 —— o] -
Total Number of .

Placements Arranged

by Local Agencies

(total may Include

duplicate count) 0 5 3
Total Number of Local ,

Agencles Reporting 3 181 19

* denofes Not- Aval lable.,

== denotes Not Applicable,

a. Esﬂma'reé were developed by the Nation
usln? data from Ywo sources: the 1970 national .
tute 1975 estimated aggregate ocensus,

Inst

be  One or mre school
constitute the education agency

I

B.

districts were contacted

in these’
sample discussed In Section !1,

al Center of Juven!le stﬂce
census’ and the National Cancer

counties to

The Out-of-Staté Placement Practices of Local Agencles .

The Inyolvement of. local a encies’
18-4, = As suggested In the prev
Loss than one per
aced children Into other states.

ous table, local a
cent of the school

KY=7

in out-of-state placement |s descri bed
gency -Involvement In sending
districts and only two of
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"-TABLE 18-4.

N

7

KENTUCKY': THE""’I NVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF~STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 ~

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Tyre

Thild Juvenile
Response Categories Welfare Education Justice
Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State 0 3 2

Placements «
Agencies Which Did Not Know if They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not Report the Number , 0 0
of Children ‘
Agencies Which Did Not Place Out of State 2 l78w1 o ‘4‘17
Agencies Which Did Not Participate in the . . .
_Survey - o
Total Local Agencies 3 181 19

Those local agencies which did not place children .out- of Kentucky were asked to describe thel

reasons for not dolng so. An Interesting flinding
schoo! districts reported the lack of funds and su
.reasons for not sanding chlidren out of Kentucky.

' : Sx .
The 17 ‘local juvenile probation‘-departments tha

among the resuits shown In Table 18-5 Is that mos
fficlent services being avallable 'I:n the state a&

s oo e e o e eSS i e 2

r
1.

+ did not place any children out of state gave mixed

reasons, Including the lack of funds and the presence of -sufficlent services In ’Ken'fucky fo:'meef.fhelr
‘needss ' : ,
KY-8
;f / . ‘a‘ o ) - * *

&

TABLE 18-5,  KENTUCKY: REASONS REPORTED BY. LOCAL PUBLIC -

AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-QF=STATE .
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 :

, Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Rezson(s)
Reasons for Not Placing

, ThTTd Juvenite ;
Chiidren Out of State? Weltare Edueation Justice i
Lacked Statutory Authority r 0 3
Restrictedd ' 0 0 1
Lacked Funds 1 164 .9
Sufficlent Services Available v ;
in State 1 14 v 7
Otherc q 5 10
Number of Agencles Reporting No : '
Out=of~State Placsments ; - 178 7
Total Number of Agencies
Represented in Survey , 3 ' ;181 e

Some agencles re

a. ported more than one reason for not arranging ocut-of=-
state placements. :

bs  Generally Included restrictions based on’agency policy, executive order,
compllance with certain federal and state guldelines, and specific court orders.

Ce Gerierally lhclu’de& such reasons as out-of-state placements were against

overall pollcy, were disapproved by parents,. Invoived too much red tape, and
were prohlbltive to family visitations because of distance,

Table 18-6, which. fo!'lows, describes the extent of Interagency coopsration that occurred In the
course of making out-of=state placements. It

placements had the Involvement of one or more other publi
rasponsibility for the placement,

Indicates that "only local Juvenile justice agencies'

¢ agencles, besides the agency reporting prlmxy

KY~9
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'fABLE 18-6. KENTUCKY: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO. ARRANGE  QUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
Education JuvenlJe Justice
TNumber . Percent Number  Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State

Placements?® 3 2 2 11
AGENCIES Reporting Out~af-Stfate = ’

Placements with Interagency ‘ : , 5

Cooperatlon 0 ‘ 0

"of CHILDREN Placed Out of o

Nu??:;eo 5 <100 3 100
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of

State with Interagency p.

Coopera¥ion 0 0 2

a. See Table 18-4,

les were also asked fd report on the conditions and statuses of children sent out of
Kehftgsl b :gfe 18-7 indicates that chlildren placed by schooi districts were physically handicapped and
mentally 1ll/emotionally disturbed chlidren who had special education needs_. Children placed by the
Juvenlle Justice agencies were mentally retarded or developmentally disabied, juvenl!le delinquent, and

battered, abandoned, or neglected.

KENTUCKY: - CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF . .

TABLE 18-7,
B STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

_ Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditlions?

Education - Juvenlle Justice
Physically Handicapped ’ ' R : S0
Mental ly Retarded or Developmentaliy Disabled 0 1
Unruly/Disruptive ” 0 0
Truant 0 0
Juvenile Delinquent 0 1
Mentally |11/Emotionally Disturbed 1 0 >\)
Pregnant k ' 0 0 o
Drug/Alcohol f’r"oblems 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or N_eglectﬁg 0 T
¥ Adopted R 0 o
KY=10
'
@
T . ’ 3 : ~
e ~ - %

no local -agencies were asked for the additional
states, s : :

the
to report the extent to which +their placements were arranged thr
piacements reported by local probation agencles and school districts were not compact processed.

indicates that 98
Interstate compact,
placements it reported to have occurred In the reporting year,

and

- TABLE 18-7,

(Continued)

: : Number of AGENCIES Reporting
- Types of Conditionsa

cation —JavenlTe Justlce
Special Education Needs 3 0
Multiple Handlcaps . ~ 0 0
Other ‘ 0 0
Number of Agencles Reporting 3 2

a. Some agencles reported more than one type of condition.

None of the Kentucky local 2gencles placed f‘ive or more chiidren out of state In 1978 and, therefore,

Information requested of those Phase || agencles in other

C. _-Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencles

Another important aspect of an Investigation about the out-of-state placement of children concerns
extent to which Intorstate compacts are used to arrange such placements. Local agencies were asked

cugh an Interstate compact and ail elght

el X

The Information gathered from the records of the Bureau for Social Services,

as shown in Table 18-8,
percent of the 114 children

|
placed out of Kentucky In 1978 were processed through an
The Department of Education did not use a compact for the  ten out-of-state ‘

. TABLE 18-8, KENTUCKY: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS g
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, IN 1978, BY . -3
AGENCY TYPE : A

Chitd Welfare/

Juveiil le Justice Education |
Total Number of State and Local Agency~- ‘
Arranged Placements 114 10 ‘

Total Number of Compacf-Arr":anga-d, Placements :
Reported by State Agenciles 1z : 0 ‘
Percentage of Compact-Arranged Placements ‘ 98 0 |
. ‘,7‘~s - " B \

De.The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State _Agencles B

Table 18-9 describes the abillty of state agencles to report thelr out-of-state placement activity
the number of placements, by category of Involvement.

KY=11
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little activity® on the part ‘of the Department of Education in out-of~state

" The table shows _
Interest Is the DOE response that no placements were arranged by l!ocal education

placements. Of squal

-._agencles and reporfed to the state elther for funding relmbursement or solely as information sharings I+

should be recalled that five chltdren were reporfed (by. the local school districts) to be placed ouT of .

Kentucky,

The Division for Mental Heal'rh and “‘Wental Retardation Services withir:“the Department for H.Jman
Resources dId not report belng Involved in out-of-state placements In 1978, The DHR's Bureau for Social
‘Services, however, was invoived in the arrangling and funding or had knowledge of a total of 112 children
placed out of Kentucky In 1978, The Information was collected by study staff conducting a manual search

of DHR compact office records during an on-site visit and, therefore, represents a substantially complete:. -

'set of Information about this agency's placement pracflces.

&y

KENTUCKY: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING QUT-OF=~STATE

PLACEMENTS IN 1978

TABLE 18-9,

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

: ) ChiTd Welfare/ MenTal HealTh and
Types of Involvement - Juvenile Justice . Education Mental Rotardation
State Arranged and Funded 92 5 0
Locélly Arranged but _ ' )
~State Funded =~ S 0 B -
Court Orderad, but State ‘ )
- Arranged and Funded ’ 3 0 - 0
Subtotal:  Placements ‘
Involving State
Funding 95 5 0
Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Raporfed
to State 1 ' 0 -
State Halpsd Arrange,
but Not Requlred by
Law or Did Not Fund .
~the Placement y 16 0 0
Other B , o0 9 . .0
Total Number of ‘
Children Placed Out
‘of State with State
Assistance or )
Know ledge® 12 5 0

-« danotes Not Appilcable, ’

a, Includes all out-of-state placements known ‘o officlals In the
particular state agency. In-some casas, this figure consists of placements
which did not directly Involve sffirmative action by the stats agency but may
simply Indlcafe knowledge of ocertain out-of-state placements through case

\\\“conferences or fhrough various . forms of informal - reporting.

KY-12
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' Educaflon sent all flve childre

- The “‘children placed by “or Involvin
states, -as Indlcated In Table 18-10,

Kentucky,

most. notably Ohio,

TABLE 18-10,

KENTUCKY 3

OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED B
BY AGENCY TYPE -

g the DHR's Bureau for §

Nearly two-thirds of these chiidren W 8
which recelved 32 children f S i Yo e

rom Kentucky. In
n reporfed placed out of state in 1978 to Alabama.

T

1978, .

DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT
Y STATE AGENCIES,

oclal Services Wenf to a total of

Destinations of
Chi ldren Placed

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Juvenlle.JUSTlce

ChTTd Welfare/
Education

Alabama
California
Florida
Georgia
tilinols

indlapa
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
New: Hampshire

New York

North Carollna
Ohlo

Oregon
Tennassee

Toxas
Virginia

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
Be Reported by State
Agencies

Total Number of Placements

e =N N O

W

NOY @ =N -
: E i - .
OO0 ©O0DO0 OO ocoowu

2 - 0.5
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. The conditions and statuses of ¢hildren placed by Kentucky state agencies are Indicated In Table S o : g o . E. State Agencles' Knowledge of Out=of=~ : Pi ¢
5, » 18=11, The Bureau for Soclal Services was Involved In placing a wide Warlefy of children In 1978, most j S r\ﬁﬂ; = g 2 of=State Flacements
5 '+ notably juvenlle delinquents, status’offenders, and battered, sbendorad, or ‘naglected children. Children R v ) R
, 7 .-placed by thls agency werde also descrlbed 1"0 helxve g?ng to c,igg,dop_?‘hlve ar;_d ff<:0s1’er'1.r'e sgfﬂl_'lr%s; a,nri,;asfha o i A " f." . Lo , : g , e :
: - group, Included some children who Were emctionally disturbed. "The most frequently used. setting for the. T - As a final review, Table 18-12 offers the Incidence of out-of=state pl = entu
placement of children out of Kentucky by this agency was relatives' homes. e, i : public agencles .and the number of chijdren placéd out of .state of which 1'ehep safze'r?gze:%‘;oe?:gdbln';:?;g;gy .
. ) } : , ; o ‘ . The DHR's Bureau for. Social Services was Involved In or had knowledge of 98 percent of the out—of=-state F}
A The Department of Education reported that all five children placed were deaf and blind and that the o 'l : , Flacements determined Yo have been made In 1978 by, this state agency -and the few local child welfare and i
: type of - setfing most frequently recelving these children 'was a residential treastment or child care N » Juvenile justice agencies. In contrast, the DOE reported its .Involvement In the placement of ”'\‘/e g
Institution, ' : S B chlldren out of state (identifled as boing both deaf and blind in Table 18-11)"and +hat no locally i
RO N ar;an%edKp{;sce':nenfsTﬁccurreld; how:ver, local school districts reported that five children had been placed !
: N out of. Kentucky, ese placements. appear to be of different chlldren, with Tab 18~ |
\\ only one agency placed children that were physically handicapped. " lo 1877 speclfying that
= : Finally, the nonexistence of local mental health and mental retardat -
placements was relterated by the state ageniy. : ardation agency -out-ot-state
TABLE 18-11,  KENTUCKY: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF N ' ; ' , ' ~ :
~ : STATE IN 1978, AS REPQORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, : SRR | Lo - . , ' : - 3
FE : BY AGENCY TYPE . . 0 S : ) - : - !
- Agency Typed : R
Types ‘of. Conditions T Juvenl e Justice . Education '
Physicaliy Handicapped (0. 0
Mentally Handlcapped ‘o 0 » ‘ g
M ‘ 5 R | - TABLE 18-12, KENTUCKY: STATE AGENCIES® KNOWLEDGE OF
Developmentally Disabled 0 0 : : "OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS .
Unruly/Disruptive X 0 . — " ,
| | ‘ . . Child Welfare/ - Mental Health and
! Truants 0 0 ® » : ‘ ‘ Juvenlle Justice = Education * Mental Retardation
I ) % o : : . .
Juveni le Delinquents X 0 N =
’ " te Telinque , , Total Number of State and : '
Emotional ly Disturbed X 0 ,~ Local Agency Placements 1142 10 ST 0
~ Pregnant 0 -0 ' o ' Total Number of Pjacements ‘

b S ; ' : Known to State Agencles 112 5 0 e
I : . , Drug/Alcoho!l Problems 0 0 : : : ~ -
o : ’ . ; . Percentage of Placements S

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected : X 0 Known to State Agencles 98 50, 100
Adopted Chl ldren ' X 0 . ‘ ,
o - . Includes placements reported by the state child Welfare/juvenl le justice
3 . v . Foster Children X 0 agenc);, the local child welfare agencles, and the local j{wenlle jusﬂce
, : ‘ agencles. ; : . ‘
Othierd X X .
a. X indlcates conditions. reported. , : -
- be .Includes children who are both deaf and blind. ; .
| % L
A % Finally, the study requested information about state agency expenditures for out-of-state placements. R I ' ‘ ' P . .
. e This information was not avallable from the compaqt records of the Bureau for Social Services, and the g ) : :
Ry Department. "of Education estimated spending 5310,5(350 In state funds for the five children placed In e ,
Alabama. : » : ' B
\‘ ' P ,},. g
i t ¥
i ~ " N ol
- = /} - - . - o N
¥ B - 0. S ":**““ - ‘ l - 7 ’I/ li‘ e i A
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‘were the state agency placements. It is

B : .

Because s?’rate‘agenc,les are responsible for Interstate compact administration, thelr reports of 1978
compact utilization Is of great Interest to this study, not only providing a form of placement
Information, but also as a comparison to local agenclies' compact use reporting., The state chlld welfare
and Juvenlle justice agency's compact office had knowledge of all but two of the 114 pilacements
determined to have been made In 1978, However, the three chlldren reported to be placed out of Kentucky
by the local! juvenlle. justice agencies were reportediy not compact arranged, as dlscussed in part C of
this proflle section, leaving a small discrepancy In survey Information. As reported by the 'local school
districts, none of the education placements made in 1978 were arrangsd ?hrough’ a compact, and nelther

] important to remember that no Interstate compact includes
placements Into facllities solely educational in nature,

FIGURE 18-1., KENTUCKY: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL

PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

. 114
] : 112

90
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20

Child Welfare/Juvenlle Justice Education

- State and Local Placements ,
- State and Local Placements Known to State Agencles
E:l State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

!
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Of the varlety of concluslions that can be drawn from the data, the following seemed most apparent and
worthy of mention. ;
e There s little out-of-state placement activity among flocal agencies In Kantucky, The

I'nfrequent occurrences of such placements usually take place in urban border areas without

compact processings ‘ ) '

& The Department for Human Resources! Bureau for Soclal Services .Is the state agency having
responsibillty for the majority of chlldren leaving Kentucky for care and treatment.

e Although the state child welfare/juvenile justice agency seems to rely upon contiguous states
{especially Ohlo, t1linols, and Indiana) to recelve imany children, a variety of other chilidren
are sent greater distances, to states as far as California and New Hampshire,

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter Z with the findings which

relate to speclfic practices in Kentucky In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children, )

KY=17
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A PROF ILE OF QUT=-OF=-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN MARYLAND -

" .2 FOOTNOTES

f‘f]/(

1... General iInformation about states, counties, clties, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
astimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and Clty
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978, R
T Information about direct general state and local total per capita expendltures and expenditures for
education and pubilc welfare were also taken from data collected by the ,S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), ‘Washington, D.C., 1979. .

The 1978 esTimated population of persons elght To 17 years old was developed by the Mational Center
: for Juvenile Justice using two sources:  the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
: estimated aggregate ocensus, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

L 2, Kentucky Revised Statute 167.210.
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iie METHODOLOGY

| ‘Information was systematically gathered about Maryland from a varjety of sourcses using a number of
; . data cotlectlon techniques, . First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
| L - : Next, telephone Interviews were conducted with stste officials who weré able to report on agency pollcles
1 i ‘ ‘ Er R and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mail survey was used, as a
| . : . : S totlow-up to the telephone Interview, to soliclt Information specific to the out-of-gtate placement prac-
: O tices of ‘state agencies and those of- local agencles subject 1o state regulatory coitrol. or supervisory.
|

]

overstight,

] “An ‘assessment ‘of out-of-state placement policies and the adequacy of Information reported by state
. : S , agencles suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public agencies in arrang-
: . . @ ! : . . Yy e Ing out-of-state placements, Pursuant to' this assessment, further data collection was undertaken If it
o T . : : o was necessary to: L , :

e verlty out~of-state placement data reported by state  government .about local agencies; and
®. collect local agency data which was not avallable from state government,

A suhmary of the daf$ collection effort in Maryland appears befow in Table 21~1,

TABLE 21-1, MARYLAND: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

. = i o ':Shrvey Mefhodé; by Agency Type
Levels of Child o R " Juvenite , Mental . . Mental
W ' Government - Welfare R Educafloﬁ» . Justice = _ Health - Retardation

State - * Telephone Telephone Telephone o Telephone - S ‘Telephone
Agencles Interview - Interview "~ Interview interview - Interview
- - Mailed SurQay: Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Mailed Survey: Mailed Survey:
DHR officlals DOE officials. DHMH officlals DHMH officlals UHMH officlals

Local Tetephone Telephone Not Applicable - Telephone Not Applicable

Agencies Survey: . - Survey: (State Offices) Survey: (State Offices)
All 24 tocal Al1-24 local ) . All 24 commun~ . ,

, o : - S departments = school B Ity mental:

gy £ : : : : e L RN of soclal- “districts ‘ _ health centers

2 ‘ _ : ‘ e e LT services C L -

s
iy
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Hli, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

B A, lnfroddc'rary Remarks

Mary!and has the 42nd largest land area (9,891 square miles) and is the 18th most populated state .
(4,121,603) in the United States, It has 17 cities with populations over 10,000 and five cities with
populations over 30,000, Baitimore Is the most populated c¢city In the state, wlth approximately 850,000
people, “Annapoliis, the capltal, Is fthe fifth most populated city in the state with an estimated popula-
tion of 32,000, = It has 23 counties and one ¥ndependent city, Baltimore., .The estimated 1978 population

of_persons elght to 17 years old was 764,060,

’ Maryland has three Standard Mefr?opollfan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), Two of the SMSAs include a por-
tion ‘of the District of Columbla and two contiguous states, Delaware and Virginia, and part of New
Jersey,  Other contiguous states are Pennsylivanla and West Virginia.

Maryland was ranked 13th nationally In total state and loca! per caplta expendlfurasf‘ 11th in 'por
capita expenditures for education, and sixth in per capita expenditures for public welfare, o

B, Child Welfare

Maryland's System for providing child welfare services to c¢hlldren and youth Is supervised at the
state level by the Department of Human Resources' (DHR) Soclal Services Administration. Services are
delivered by the 23 county and the clty of Baltimore departments of soclal services. ~ Al§ of the
local “departments are supervised by the Soclal Services Administration and operate mainty with state and

federal funds,

In general, the services provldéd are confined to those financed under Title XX and Title IV of the
Soclal Security Act. These services include protective services, foster care, adoption, day care, family

planning, and many others,

Reportediy, all out-of-state placements Involving local child welfare agencles are arranged through
the Interstate Compact on the Piacement of Children (ICPC) which 1s administered by DHR. Maryland has

been a member of the compact slince 1975,

C. Education

Maryland's Department of Education (DOE) has ma jor reéponslblllfy for supervising the delivery of
educatjonal services. The state has 23 local school districts organized according to county jurisdic-

tions, and one other district which Includes the city of Baltimore.

School districts are not subject to polices which prohiblt the out-of-state placement of chlidren for
educational services. However, If a district requires state asslistance for the funding of such place~
ments, approval Is required from the Division of Special Education (DSE) in the DOE, |f approved, the
local school districts pay 300 percent of the local basic per pupll cost in that district (wealth of the
county, divided by the school district enroliment.on the day of placement, multiplited by three), The
state will pay the remalning cost of the pilacement, However, the state will only provide funds for those
- "educationally handicapped" children as defined in P,L, 94-142, Also, parents can and do asppeal to the
Department of Educatlion before a hearing review board 1f approval is not granted by DSE, '

D. Juvenile Justice *

.7 In each county in Maryland, except Montgomery County which utilizes the lower district court, juve-
nlie justice Is under the Jurisdiction of the clrcult court system, - in eight counties and Baltimore,

masters are employed elther on a fuil-time or part-time basis to hear juvenile cases, but thelr findings

must be confirmed by a juvenlie Judge.
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All adjudicated delinquents are refe | , + s ‘
( rred by the courts to the Juvenile Services Admini tr
gszggi?g::‘ c:.fe sHIedae In'l;_hI ae:'nd f::;f::‘f:r.g;ene (DHMIH). Thg_hadmlnlsfraﬂon provides pre-court lnf:keffcliggegil;:?
) re services, e state operates four forest i
schools (both with def'enﬂon unlts), three detenti ‘ T holdover Crzmmouralning
. unlt tors, three short=-term hold (72- -
tion) units, and four communlfy-base'd o Facl 11t s | tlal e o Jaten
‘ - €o group care facilities, In addition, residential ca
from numefous group h,omes‘ and other child care faclllfies both within and ::ufslde of :he :;:f;f purchesed

Maryland has been a member of the Interstate Ce
al e tate Uompact on Juveniles (ICJ) since 1966,
i::*sl'lrgiz s;.:g;::n fi noffhe u‘-lrl;:velnl le Slervlces Administration reportedly does not usg g ooc?:gach?grcgmugtixz
me ol n
Yo the proviciens of ﬂ)rl,e ! res ’denﬂa‘l group care. Alﬁl other placements are reportedly made pursuant

. Es__Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Mental health and mentai retardation se 1d ’ ‘ '
rvices, Including those for children and -
tered in Maryland by the Department of Health and Mental Hyglene. ‘Services are dellzgg:g'b;r:hgd;::a:gl

DHMH,

Hygiene Admi'nisfraflon (MHA) gnd the Mental Rehr'daﬂow Administration (MRA) which are compenents of the

The Mental Retardation Administration within the DHMH operates six state residential faclli?ies,wh,lch »

serve the mentally retarded, - Addit+ional | ‘ 3

. > ¥, the MRA purchases care for the retarded f ) -
:‘{ggafr";gg?;n:;rb‘l':e Mental Hyglene Administration operates state hosplitals for the m;'?:l?;h!/?-re;zdope:g_
fyonatly d ed, and provides community psychologlcal .and psychlatric services. Unlike -MRA the Mental
ygliene ‘ ministration has no purchase-of-care monles at Its disposal, ’ et

Maryland has established 24 commun | ty menfal,healyfh centers which.are funded Jointly by S'ra'fe-,and'

local governments, The communlty mental- healfh centers provide both in-patient and out-patient diagnos~

tic and treatment services,

The Interstate Compact on Mental Health CICMH) Is administered through the DI-MH." Transfer of clients

from a state hospltal in Maryland to ‘an out-of-stat i
~of-state public facili are h ‘ T
Retardation Admln!sfraﬂon 9ompacf office. Maryland has been a member*z:f 'I'r;ree, cg:lg;?:g :{!;::gih%ghe Hertal

F. Recent De,velopménfs

V'JuvenHe Justice. Under change: juy fa ‘ ’ of
. i ges made by the Juvenile Causes Statute of the Annotated C fou
iga?ﬁs)effelc:§ve ~January 1, 1974, Maryland began to delnsﬂfuﬂonal\lz'e children In n:eg ofoiipg:v’r:‘;zn
.. ‘was reported that a signlficant cost and service Impact might occur with the decrease Ih the

number of out-of-state placements of status offenders. | out-of-state placements had resulted from the -

lack of specialized services in Mary [
, yland or from difficulties In coordinating the d -stat
glgs?gv:n:':o;::r\:'Iisfsa:::nffeacfges;ge;abI:hamounT of I;siannlng and. program develogmen'r woei:t';eg 'r?;qt:?r:;a::
or those now placed out of state, (This | '
more detail in A Case Study In the Deinstitutionaiization of Status Offender'js. nfor’rpavf’lon "'S feported in

N

Education, Maryiand - law Hspeclflcall e ad k ‘ .

: ] y States that "social maladjustment" is nof
gﬁgﬁmco?déﬂon requiring speclal educatlion., Although some local school disfrl:'rl!s e::::f;::g’lg ‘.
g or maladjusted children, officlals In. the Juventle Services Administration reported that y'ou'fh‘ °

under thelr care are not eligible for s
pecial education, particulariy In the cass of
Tt;ggzg :p;;g;::f a;:og‘:'i‘:nas ! I:Mec)'c‘perl lled frorh schog'l and are' therefore dly fficult to :alc"n'l'adl': mfﬁfg;m?;'ﬁmi
ely on e public schools for educational servi |
schoots. view truancy as a problem to be referred to the J Floos, | o the oz, Some
Juvenile Services Offices. Due to th f
over which department or agency actually has the : y Suntive aod
truant chlldren, a state task force was ryecen'ﬂ ot ahed o oone tror o ucation of it pee, ond
y established to ¢
could fulfill H's mandate to provide education for all children lno?‘:Ldga;}:? the Deparfmenf of Egucatian
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IV, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OQUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the Maryland profile presents the results of the survey of state and local agencies
in summary tables, and glves some descriptive and analytic remarks about the Information displayeds The
information has been organlzed in such-a way that it addresses the.issues and concerns that were raised

“In Chapter 1 with regard to the placemant of chilidren out of their state of resldence.

A.  The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

The presentation of survey findings begins with a summary of all out-of-state placement activity that
was discovered among state and local agencles In Maryland. This summary, contalned in Table 21-2 is
offered at this polnt to provide some Indication about the number of children to which the subsequent
policy and practices information refer. .

The state agencles described in Tabie 21-2 deséerve some explanation so that these findings, and those
presented later for state agencles, wili. be properly understoods There Is information for two state
Juvenite justice responses Included In the table. Juvenile Justice | refers to information provided by
the Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice || indicates Information provided by the Interstate
Compact on Juveniles Office, both In the Juvenilée Services Administration of the DHMH., Two contacts were
made within the agency because the Community Services Program descrlibed itself as outside the purview of
the interstate Compact on Juveniles In Its out-of-state placement activity. It was therefore determined
that the two sources would need to be contacted to obtain complete Information from the service type.

A note should be made In regard fo out-of-state placements reported by local education agencles. As
discussed in Chapter 1, great care was taken throughout the study to record only those placements which
were inltiated In 1978, This concern for the integrity of the study fed to repeated contacts with
Maryland school dIstricts to verify that, In fact, placements reported were Initiated during the
reporting period of the study. These contacts were undertaken because of the broad differences among
school districts In the number of children placed out of Maryland in comparision to each other and in
relation to findings about other school districts across the country,

-~ Education officials verlfled that great differences in the number of chlidren placed do exist among
the county school districts. It was also explained that although there may be some chlldren inciuded in
the placement figures for Montgomery County: that were placed in years previous to 1978, the rate was
‘actually high in 1978, The judgment was made, in cooperation with Maryland officials, that the figure
reported for this county represents the hest estimate that could be obtalned for out-of-state placements,
The minority of chiidren Included in the figure who had been placed out-of-state prior to 1978 were, as a
matter of prevalling state education policy, subject to diagnostic, evaluative, and decislon making pro-
cedures in the same way as chllidren placed out of Maryland for the first time in 1978, :

Table 21-2 jndicates only moderate out-of-state placement activity at the state level, when compared
to the local level, The majority of out-of-state placements made by public agencies came from" local
chlild welfare and education agencles., Placements by these agencies accounted for 74 percent of those
reflected in Table 21-2, - ~ ~ ~

Out-of-state biacemenfs ﬁere reported in 'varylng degrees by all sfafe agencles, . Thé Community .

Services Program in the Juvenile Services Administration of the DHMH reported the highest number of such
placements at 98 chlldren, and the Mental! Hyglene Administration's ICMH officials reported the fewest
placements with only one child leaving Maryland in 1978, Within this range, the DHMH's Mental Retardation
Administration reported ten, the !Interstate Compact on Juvenlles Office In the Juvenlle Services Adminis-
tration of the DHMH reported 55, and the DHR!s Social Services Administration reported 71 out-of-state
placements. R .

MD-4

TABLE 21-2, MARYLAND: NUMBER OF QUT=-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE ' .

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of Child duvenile Justicea Mental Mental -
Government Welfare Education [ ] Health Retardation Total
State Agenc }

Placements : N 0 © 98 55 1 10 235
Local Agency . ’
Piacements 273 428 - 10 - 711
Totai _ 344 428 153 1" 10 946

-~ denotes Not Applicable.

a. Juvenile Justice ! indicates data reported by the Juvenlle Services Administration's
Community Services Pro?ram and Juvenite Justice Il lindicates data reported by the Juvenile
Services Administrationfs Interstate Compact on Juvenlles Office. ;

bs May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded independently or under
a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others directiy Involving the state
agency's asslstance or kncwledge. Refer to Table 21-15 for specific information regarding stats
agency Involvement In arranging out-of-state placements. ‘

Table 21-3 further deflnes out-of-state placemont activitlies among local agencies by listing Incidence
figures for agencles In each county of Maryland., Only four of Maryland's 24 countles do not actually
border another state or are not separated from another state by the Potomac River. The state Is relati-
vely small, with access In some areas to three other states involving only minutes of highway travel. All
counties should be considered to have easy accessibliity fo settings for chiidren In contiguous states,

It Is within Table 21-3 that the source of the very large out-of-state placements for local education
agencles comes to light. The out-of-state placements reported by the Montgomery County school district
eclipse the reports by any other agency or county in Maryland and can be seen to be radically higher than
other school districts in the state. By placing 347 children out of Maryland in 1978, the Montgomery
County schooi distric’ Iikely exceeds any other county In the nation in out-of-state placement activity
and, In fact, exceeds the total placement incidence of all state and local agencies reported by some
entire states, Clearly, this agency should be conslidered separate from corresponding school districts in
Maryland when evaluating out-of-state placement activity among education agencles in Maryland because of
the distorting effect it has on overall incldence fligures.

Incidence figures reported by other county sducation agencies range from zero chlidren to 35 chllidren
placed out of state, with the majority of education placements from other than Montgomery County coming
from urbanized SMSA central citles., Placements from these areas Include 35 from the city of Baltimore

and 28 from Prince Georges County which surrounds the District of Columbia on the Maryland side of the
Potomac River,

Those agencles which were not able to report their out-of-state placements were, as mentioned, county
school districts, and they were In Anne Arunde! and Howard Counties which are In central Maryland,
included in the Baltimore SMSA, and bordering the District of Columbla SMSA, '

The remaining 18 education out-of-state placements which did not come from Montgomery or Prince
Georges ~Counties or the city of Baltimore were reported by nine counties, four of which are within an
SMSA and five of which are not. : ' '

Out-of-state placements by county child welfare agencles are simllarly clustered around urban
counties. in Maryland.  Over three-fourths of all child welfare agency placements were made from areas in
the District of Columbla and Baitimore. SMSAs, including Baltimore, Montgomery, and Prince Georges
Countjes, and the city of Balitmore., Again, Montgomery County reported: the highest number of out-of-
state placements, with Its child walfare agency placing 81 children across state lines for care and
treatments ~ All chlld welfare agencies except those In Caroline and Kent counties reported sending
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se"d Ch' 'dl (- 11] |° OHIGI s'a'as Mal yla"d coun Iy C‘|' ld Vlel Iai e age"cles each p'aced m'wee“ ‘one. a f

B, ' The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencies

~Local mental heaith programs. reported placing chitdren'into other states to a much lesser extent +han
-~ edycation or child welfare agencies., Three SMSA counties, Anne Arundel, Harford, and Howard, reported a

total of six chlldren placed out of Maryiand, and two other counties, Allegany and St. Marys, account for This part of the profiie on the results of the survey of agencles under local governmant begins with

a description of the extent of Involvement of locél agencles in out-of-state placements. Table 21-4
indicates that the study recelved an exceltent response rate among local agencies in Maryiand. All

Y

i
e

P e e

the remalning four that were reported,

TABLE 21-3, = MARYLAND: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE
NUMBER OF QUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRAMGED
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY. AND
AGENCY TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS

Number of CHILDREN

Agencies Reporting

* denotes Not Avallables

- ae: Estimates 'were'; developed by"rﬁek, Nation

data from tvWo. sources: ' the 1970 n.
1975 estimated aggregate census.

- MD=6
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» at Center “of Juvenile Justice using
ational census and the National Cancer lnstitute

agencles contacted particlpated in.the survey and only two agencies, which were local schoo! districts,
could not report oc}v/fhelr placement activities in 1978, : : .

i/ : : ) .

All but two of the 24 chiid welfare agencies contacted reported placing children into other states

for care and treatment, as did one-ha!f of the 24 school districts. Mental heaith agenclies were involved
in out-of-state placement to a lesser extent, with only flve agencies reporting such involvement.

‘ 1978 Placed during 1978
Population? Chltd 5 o Mental
| County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Health '
i - - — - - - i : . TABLE 2i-4, xhé&?gg:mTHE iN\é?LVEP&’E¥1;02FSLmAL PUBLIC
j Allegany 13,189 2. 1 N ARRANGING =STATE
| Anne Arundal 65,859 9 est * 3 PLACEMENTS IN 1978
j Baltimore 108, 184 - 56 est 6 2.0
; Calvert 5,692 ‘ 2 0 0 Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
, Caroline 4,010 - o 0 0 ‘0 Child ‘ Mental
Carrol | 13,845 ‘ 4 ost 0 0 Response Categories WG!fare Education Health
g:u: 11,229 3 1 -0 ’
ar -
Dorch::fer ‘:'3'6/; ; ' 8 est . g Agencles Which Reported ‘ ‘ .
- Frederlck 18:037 e 1 0 Out-of-State Placements 22 12 5
= Garrett ' L Agencles Which Did Not Know !f They Placed, '
; Harf:rd' zgfg?g : -} ost (1) i g ost * or Placed but Coutd Not Report the Number ~
Eow.ard 19,682 2 . " v ‘of Children : 0 2 0
; ant 2,82 ~ :
| . Montgomery 105:213 8(1) 349, : 8 Agancies Which Did Not Place Out of State 2 10 19
Prlnty:e‘Georgés, ' 133, 278 49‘351. : 28 : O Agencles Which Did Not Participate
gue;ea Annes., 3: 505 . ¥ o 0 in the Survey 0 0 0
: +e MarysiE 12,249 - o0 10 1 '
¥ Somerset 3,344 a 0 0 Total Local Agencies 24 24 s
. : Talbot - 4,022 5 2 0
; Washington 19,057 s B
Wicomlco 10,204 4 0 oo
. Worcester 4,823 2 0 sg
Baltimore City 152,600 17 35 0
Total Number of = ‘ ' ‘ '
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencles ,
= (total may Include | ‘ e S , X , L ,
dup!lcafe count) - - o 273 est 428 est 10 est - Thosa agencles which did not place children Into other states for care and treatment in 1978 reported
' Total Number of Local L e Ty ' o o why no such placements occurred and these responses are summarized.in Table 21-5, Only two local chitd
: ; 24 24 P . welfare agencies did not make out-of-state placements, one of which sald that Maryland had sufficient
R 2 resources to meet thelr service needs, and both of which clted other reasons for not making placements.

All but one of the nonpl.éclng school districts clfred"the presence of sufficlent services In Mary land
for children served In 1978 and one sald there were other reasons for not making placements,

The reasons most frequently mentioned by mental health agencies for not placing children out. of
Maryland were the lack of funds for thls purpose and other reasons, Including the fact that out-of-state
placement Is against agency policy. One-third of the nonplacing local mental health agencles also said
that sufficlent sérvices were avallable in M?;r'yland so that there was no need to resort to out-of-state
resources. : i : .
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number of placemenfs which were subject to this collaboration.

Q

MARYLAND: REASONS REPORTED ‘BY 'LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS N 1978

TABLE 2!-5.’

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placing CChTTd : Mental

“ Chitdren Qut of State? -Welfare Education Health .
Lacked Statutory Authorlty 0 ‘ ] o 1
Restricted 0 ' ' 0 0
Lacked Funds 0 0 , 15
Sufficlent Services Avallable ;

in State 1 9 6
Otherd 2. _ R | o 14
Number of Agencles Reporting No ’

Out-of-State Placements .2 : .10 19
Total Number of Agencies , '

Represenfed In urvey 24 : 24 . 24

, a, Some agencles repor‘red more 'fhan one reason for not arranging ou'r-of*
state placements. : o k

b, Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalinst ,
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, Involved. too much red. tape,
and were prohibltive to family visltations because of distance.

Public agencies sometimes enlist the consultation and assistance of other public agencies In out-of=
state placement declsionmaking and processings Table Z1-6 Indicates the extent to which local agencles
In Maryland reported the occurrence of interagency cooperation fin making ouf-of-sfafe placements and the

Chlld wolfare ag@ncles reported the least amount of interagency cooperation among the agencles‘
involved in the 'study, with one-halt of the agencles reporﬂng worklng with other agencles to arrange or
tund only about one-thlrd of .all placements. , . .

In oonfrasf, all  but one of the 12 school dlsfrlc'rs reporting out-of-state. placemenfs repor*l'ed~
working with another public agency In the course of: arranglng placements, However, thls Interagency . .
cooperation was brought to bear on 'a minority of ali reported out-of-state placements, lnvolvlng only 27
percen'f of fhe 428 chl ldren reporfed placed out of Maryland in 1978, - .

Finatly, four of tha five mental health agencles fhaf repor"red out=of-state placements sald ?haf
public interagency cooperation was undertaken In the course of placing seven of the fen chlldren Thaf S
Ieff Maryland ‘under the respon%lblllfy of these agencles. ) ; = q L T

oo ‘ . i :
ki3 ! ..8 &t

pi T il

MARYLAND: - THE EXTéNT OF INTERAGENCY’ COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE  QUT -OF ~STATE PLACEMENTS BY L('I)AL ‘
AGENCIES N 1978

TABLE 21-6,

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
“CRITd Welfare Ed "F,l

ucation ental Hea
Number = Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
AGENC |ES Reporﬂng Ouf-of-Sfafe L S
Placementsa 22 92 12 50 5 21
AGENCIES. Reporting Ou’f-of-S?a“re k
Placements with Interagency " , A
Cooperaﬂon N 50 t1 .92 ' 4 80

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of , ,
State 273 100 428 100 10 100

Number of CHILDREN Piaced Out of

State with Interagency . « : T U
Cooperation o i 87 32 115 27 7 70

@« See Table 21-4,

All Jocal agencles reporting out-of-state piacements wer'e asked to describe the chilidren ﬂm they
placed according to a series of descriptive categories. The responses of these agencles to the
conditions and statuses that ware offered for description follow In Table 21-7. As a group, all child

~welfare agencies responded to every condition avallable In the Interview to describe the children they

had placed out of state. This indicates Involvement by  these agencles with chlildren having a very wide
varlety of characteristics., MNearly one-half or more of fhe 22 agencies responded to flve of the descrip-
tions, Including mentally retarded or -developmentally ~disabled;  battered, abandoned, or neglected;
adopted; mental'ly 111/emotionally disturbed; and having special education needs,
recelved a positive response from between one and elgh+ agencles.

Al 12 school districts reporting out-of-state placements sald that they had placed chitdren who were

regarded as mentally fIll/emotlonally disturbed, and ten of these schoo! districts sald that chlldren
placed :had speclial education needss Between one and four school districts also responded to each of the

- descriptive categorliss except the ong lndlcaﬂng that giris were placed out of state while pregnant,

Again, from the very wide range of responses by these agencies, there 15 some Indication that school
districts In Maryland are involved In plac!ng children with a variety of problems.

Three of the five mantal health agencles reporting out-of=state placements said that chlldren leavlng
the state under thelr actions were mentally ili/emotionally disturbed, One or two agenclies also

responded positively to five other descriptive categorles which are not traditionally consistent with The_

fypes of .probtems these agencles are daslgned to address.

MD-9
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MARYLANb: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY.. -
LOCAL AGENCIES ) R

TABLE 21-7,

Numbeir of AGENCIES Reporflng

Types of Conditionsa wg?;;ge Education Mental Health
i  Physically Hand | capped 7 R T T
Mental ly Retarded or
Developmentaliiy Disabled 13 4 2
UnrulY/Dlsrupﬂvq 7 8 2 ‘2 '
Truant . a 2 0
Juvenile Delinquent ; B o 3 0
Mentally lll/EmoﬂonaH‘y o ' oo
Disturbed noo oz 3
Pregnant o 1 ' 0 R N
Drug/Alcohol. Problen;s B 2 : 0
Bafferéd » Abandoned, .or . . :
Neglected . o 13 2 ° 1
Adopted 12 1 o
~ Speclal Education Needs , ' 10 10 o
Multiple Handicaps , 6 4 .0 =l
Otherdb , o 2 R RN 0
. 5

‘ NUmbef of Agencles Reporting - 22 12

a. Soms agencies reported more than one type of condition.

Gonerally Inciuded foster care placements,

. autistic chllidren, and
status offenders, '

7

i

g T . C._ Detailed Data from Phase 11 Agencies

‘1$ more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional information was
requested, The agencles from which the second phase of data was. requested became known as~Phes@é:||
agencles.  The responses to these additionai survey questions are .revliewed In this part of Maryland's
state profile. Wherever references are madé to Phase || agencles, they reflect those agencies which

reported arranging flve or more out~of-state placements in 1973,

Flgure‘ 2141 graphlcally i1lustrates the ﬁelaﬂdnshlp "between the total number of local “agencies
surveyed and placements reported, and agencies and placements .in Phase |1, It can be seen that eight
chiid welfare and  four education Phase. !l agencles are discussed, Clearly, the majority: of agencies

which srranged out-of<state placements l'nk 1978 placed four or fewer children in other states.
o MD=10 ' |
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Fais:

. percent of the 273 out-of-state placements reported by all such agencies,

Further consideration of Figure 21-1 finds a ra?her; drémaﬂc ‘resul'f,.

Phase |1 3
most of the out=of-state placements reported. | ol o ccount o

The eight Phase Il ¢hild welfare agencies arranged 86

S’ ", ’ e
education agencles ‘account for 97 percent of ali out-of o s )

i

FIGURE 21-1, MARYLAND:  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF
LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS .
REPORTED, AND -AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN
PHASE - 11, BY AGENCY TYPE ‘

“ Chitd’ -

Welfare Education
Number of AGENCIES , 2 24

Number of AGENCIES Raporting

Out-of=State Placements In
1978

- Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements in
1978 (Phase i! Agencles)

-

Number of CHILDREN Placed o .
Out of State iIn 1978 273 428

¥
i

.
Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase |1 Agencles

(S
|

In Phase 11

Percentage. of. Reported Placements

ole
(=3

e

The county locatlons of Maryland's 12 P
with Phase 11 agencles Include Anne Arunde!
and Talbot Counties, and Baltimore City.
both the chifd welfare agency and schoo! di
chlld welfare agency was In Phase I1,

hase 1! agenclies are Indicated In Figure 21-2,  The counties
, Baltimore, Harford, Montgomery, Prince Georges, St, Marys,
It Is interesting to observe that in four of these counties
strict were in Phase |ls In the other four counties only the'

MD-11
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~state placements Involving local school districts.
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Local Phase 11 agencies were asked to report the number of chlildren which went fo specific states.
Destinations of children placed by PhaSe 11 child welfare agencles and school districts appear In Table
21-8, = The Phase 1l child welfare agencies which reported children's destinations, as a -group, sent
children to & total of 24 states and the District of Columbla, within every region of the country.
States most utiilzed included the contiguous states of Pennsylvania and Virginia and the District of
Columbla, which together received 57 percent of ali placements for which destinations were reported,
Figure 21-3 i[fllustrates the number of placements made to border states or the District of Columbla,
Inferences or conclusions drawn from these results should be qualifled by the fact that destinations were
not reported for 28 percent of the placements arranged by Phase i child welfare agencles,

Phase || education agencles reported destinations for all but flve percent of their placements and
these . children were also primarily placed In contiguous states, as shown In Figure 21-3, Howaver,
simiiar to the reporting chiid welfare agencies, the use of Florida and Massachusetts as receiving states
was also high., I+ should be noted that although school districts sent children to a total of 18 states
and the District of Columbla, they used distant states to a lasser extent than child welfare agencies.

Overall, 72 percent of all chlidren reported placed out of state by Phase | agencies with
destinations Indicated went to states bordering Maryland. Between 9 and 28 percent of these placemenfs
went to the District of Columbia, Pennsyl!vanla, or Virginia, and only five percent went to Delaware and
West Virginla, School districts that reported destinations, among which Montogmery County made the

majority of placements, clearly favor the District of Columbla, with 146 children ha'?ing been sent there
In 1978,

TABLE 21=8, MARYLAND: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
' LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Chiltdren Number .of CHILDREN Piaced

@

Placed Out of State Child Welfare Education
Alzbama 1
California 4
Colorado 2
Connecticut 2 6
Delaware : : 21
District of Columbla 12 146
Florida 16 33
Georgla : 3 3
tiilnols . !
Indiana 1
Kansas 1
Maine 1 4
Massachusetts : 10 1
Michigan 1
New Jersey 4 8
New Mexico 1
New York 4 4
North Carolin 2 i
Ohlo . : 5 6
- Ok |ahoma 3
Pennsy lvan la 29 73
Rhode Isiand 2 1
South Carollna 2 5
Tennessee 1
Texas 5 4
Virginia 44 61
West Virginia 2 6
Wyoming 1
MD-13
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TABLE 21=8, (Contlniied)

: N e PR
Destinations of Children - e T e Number of CHILDREN Place
‘Placed Out.of State . oot .- Child Welfare " Education

Placements for Which : . - - R o -
Destinations Could Not S : - v ,
be Reported by Phase Ii - : , SR o6 ’ g

Agencles
Total Nurpbér of Phase !l g - 4
Agenvc!vasv e ‘ :
Tmamelee e
Agencles R 5 234 7 416

-21-3. MARYLAND: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
' : (FIGRE 213 PLACED {N. STATES CONT{GUOUS TO MARYLAND BY
i ' LOCAL PHASE 1! AGENCIES

39 (CW)
73 (ED)
;s‘\

"‘\!‘J(

44 LW 12 @
61 (ED) 146 (EDY.
a, Local Phase 1!l chlld welfare agencles reported destinations for 168 chlldren. - Local Phase 1}
education agencies reported destinations for 395 chllidren.
The reasons why Phase 1l agencies were Involved In thls practice are included in Tabie 21=9, . The

by Phase |
ntioned reason for placing chlildren Into other states that was reported

Z’gﬂd f;:?'f‘:pz"yag::cles was because Maryland was perceived Yo -lack services comparqble to Te recs:e(l’:‘ljgg
state, Atl child welfare agencles reporting reasons for mqklng out~of-state vplacemﬁ? s‘c:efps dad
positively to this Item. ~Another fraequently mentioned reason for placing children into other ctate
that the agencles:wanted the children to live with relatives other Than parents. ,

' ' -of= + practices among Phase

Table 2]1~9 shows that other reasons were assoclated with out-of-state placemen )

bl challlde welfare agencies. = For Instance, one-half of these agencies had experlenced‘prevlqusf :uc:eis

with the 6’uf-of-s1'a're_facillfy. Also, five agencles Indicated that the chlldr‘en had. f;llfad to g ap_ (e}
‘In=-state facilities, . ' N

MD~14

All Phase 1. school districts reporting thelr reasons for mak
that Maryiand lacked services comparable to +the receiving states.
mentioned ,the other  reasons offered Yo explain -the occurrence. of

-children. to live with relatives and ‘sending certain chlldren
procedura, - ) : E o . : :

ing out-of-state placements also sald

Ona to tWo of the four districts also
out-of-state placements, except sending
out-of=state as a. matter of - standard

. TABLE 21-9,  MARYLAND: REASONS “FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE |1

AGENCIES
_ ' Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Reasons for. Placementd Child Welfare Education
Recel;lng Facl ity Closer to Child's Home, ‘
Despite Belng Across State Lines - 0 1
Previous Success with Recelving Facillty .4 2
Sending»Sfafe chked_Comparable Services 8 : . 4
Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Children
_Out of State Y SO 1 0
Children Falled to Adapt fo In-State )
Facllities ’ . S 5 2
Alternative to In-State Public L : S
lnsfifuflonallzaflon B 30000 2
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parentaly =~ 7. o
Other ' , o 4 v
" Number of Phase 11 Agencles Reporting =~ = - 8 - ' S

gl

a, - Some agencles reported more than ongé reason for placement,

The same agencles reporting reasons for placing chlidren Into cther states also described the type of
setting most frequently selected to recelve children, Table 21~10 indicates that the setting for place-
ment most frequently utilized by child welfare agencies and school districts alike was the residential
treatment/child care facllity,  Some Phase I -chlid wolfare agencies mentioned using foster homes and
other settings most frequentiy, and one school distriect reported that boarding or military schools are
the setting of cholce for their out-of-state placements, ‘ :

MD~15
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TABLE 21-10,° MARYLAND: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL .
PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

R AN T " Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Categories of . . S 7 e Child -~ ' '

Residential Settings Welfare " Education
Residential Treatment/Chlld Care Facility 3 3
Psychlatric Hospital . 0" 0
Boarding/Mi|itary ool 0 1
Foster: Home 2 -0
Group Home - o o 0
Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 2 0
‘ Adoptive Home ,' » 0 0
Other st ' 1 0
Number of Phase‘ﬂt; Agencles Reporting . 8 4
Loca! Phase | agenc‘lesy‘* further r:epqr?ed the :rype and frequency of monitoring pracflcés that were

undertaken after a <¢hild hud been placed out of Maryland. A majority of ‘the responses summarized In
Table 21-11 for both mgencies Indicate that semiannual written progress reports and annual on-site visits

ara the primary methods of monltoring used by these agencies. All Phase 11 school districts reported.

making telephone contact with the placement setting at irregular Intervals and one-half of the chlid
welfare agencles reported calling to check on a child's progress on a quarterly basis,

TABLE 21-11, MARYLAND: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF-
" STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL
__PHASE It AGENCIES IN 1978

Frequency . of Number of AGENCIES®

Methods of Monltoring Practice “Child Welfare Education .
Writtan Progress Reporté Quarterily 2 0
3 ‘ - Semiannual ty 6 3
Annually 0 1
Otherb 0 0
On~Site Visits Quarterly 0 0‘
: Semiannual ly 3 0
Annaally 4 3
Otherb 0 0
Telephone Callis - Quarterly 4 0
" Semiannual ly 0 0
Annually ' 0 0
Otherb 2 4

MD~16"
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TABLE 21-11,- (Continued) -

Frequency of Numbar of AGENCIES®

Methods of Monltoring Practice Child Welfare Education
Other  Quarterly. 1 0
-. Semiannually 1 0
Annual ly 0 0
Otherb 3 T
Total Number of Phase !I ; ‘
Agencies Reporting 8 4

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monltoring. ,

bs Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals,

Al)l Phase Il school districts, and one-half of the Phase 'II child welfare agencies responded to
questions about their. expenditures for out-of-state placements In 1978, The four school districts

reported spending a total of $1,229,985 for these placements, and reporting child welfare agencies
axpended $313,743 In public funds for placements in other states.

D, Use of Interstate Cbmpacfs by State and Local ngncies

An. examination of Interstate compact use by state and Iocal agencies for arranging out-of-state
placements was of special signlficance to the study. This part of the profile will detalt tindings about

compact utllization among local agencies first, and then Information glven by stateée agencies wiii be

'consldered.

Table 21-12 displays results concerning the number. of local chiid welfare, education, and mental
healith agencies which did or did not use a compact In 1978 for arranging out-of-state placements. The
Information Is organized in a manner which wil! al low for compar i sons, about . compact utilization among the
three types of .agencies as well as betwesn Phasa || agencles and those reporting fewer placements.

Addlf:onai ly, Table 21-12 glves Information about the specific typé of compact which was used by Phase (1
agencles, : : ) i

In total, only 18 agencies reported using Interstate compacts to arrange out-of-state placements.
A1l “such agencies reporting compact use were responsible for child welfare services. - This finding
indicates that only 46 percent of the 39 local agencies in Maryland which. reported out-of-state

“placements utilized an interstate compact,

Further review of Tabje 21-12 indicates that one Phase || and three local child welfare agencles with
less than five placements reported a lack of compact use. The seven Phase || chiid welfare agencles
which utilized compacts raeported use of the ICPC primarily, but one such agency also used the I1CJ., It
should also be mentionaed that a possible reason for a lack of compact utilization among education and
mental heaith agencies Is that their placements were not subject to any compact coverage. Placements In:

prlxafe psychlatric facllities and facilities primerily educational In nature are not covered by any com=
pact,

MD~17




placed out of state with a compact.

wy

| PACTS
-12, MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPA
A 2 e eneTaahT 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE "

i Y]

Number of AGENCIES

. ) Mental
Local Agencles Which Placed ; Child Education H:al?h
Children Out of State Welfare ! ucation.

 NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING -

‘ : 5 .
FOUR OR LESS CHITOREN™ ' B T L . 8‘

o Number Uslng Compacts .- S 11 o :
. , o "
e  Number Not Using Compacts - . . 3. , 8
#% Number with Compact Use o R o o
Unknown L ’ ’ »
NUMBER OF PHASE || AGENCIES LT ‘g : . o
PLACING CHILDREN ———— |
o Number Using Compacts ‘ 1] . 0 3
Interstate Compact on the Placemenf
“of Children ‘ o ’ ‘ :
& 7 . ; 0 -—
nos o | | T 3 =
Don't Know 3
‘Interstate Compact on Juveniles
5 , 3
'y ! -
Don '+ Know 0
" Interstate Compact on Mental Health
, 0 -
Yes g -3 =
o 0 1. -
~-.Don't Know
e Humber Not Usfng Compacts ' 1 3 -
o Number with Compact Use Unknown‘ o o l- | ——
TOTALS '
Number of AGENCIES Placing - _ i 5
. Children Out of State. : N7 ‘ »
* Nuinber -of AGEMNCIES ‘Using Compacts. = : 18 0
Number of AGENCIES Not Using 4 " 5
Compacts” o s ‘ ) .
+ Number of AGENCIES with Compacf : i o : : 96 }

Use Unknown‘v

:

-~ denotes Not Applicable.

Ktvionst mrrant Inforsotion earoed st compact i zation smorg et specias T My ang
AL It BRI 1 ;?¥:;Liher? 49§ chlldren were placed oufjof state by IOCf:dag:n:;::
in 1978 without a compact. As suggested in the previous 13b|9, the maJorlfy‘of those childre ’

"MD~18

5

Placed by schoo! districts and local mental
states by local ‘chiid welfare agencies wlthou

~to report the actual number of compact-a

agencies slmply reported whether or not a compact was used to ar
of-state placements, Therefore, it a compact was used,

health agencies,

- Sixty~four children
t the use of an interstate compact,

TABLE 21-13, MARYLAND: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE

UTILIZATION
LOCAL AGENCIES  IN 1978

OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY

Number of CHILDREN

CHITd = “WenTaT
Children Piaced Out of State Welfare Edu;afion Health
CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES L :

FOUR R LESS PLACEMENTS : : 39 12 10
° NumberfPlaced with Compact Use . " 0. 0
® Number Placed without Compact Use 5 12. 10
o Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknowna 23 0 0
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES 234 ‘ 416 0
® Number Placed with Compact Useb 73 0 -
Number‘fhrough“infersfafe Compact
on fh9 Placemenf of Children 69 0 -
Number through Interstate
Compact on Juventi|es i : 1 0 -—iy,
Number through Interstate
Comﬁ@cf on Mental Health A -0 —
o Number Riacgg wlfhout Compacf Use 59 - 388 -
® Number Placed with Compact Use _
Unknown . : 102 28 -

TOTALS _ - 7k

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 273 428 10

Number of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Uss 84 0 0.

Number of CHILDREN Placed without -
Compact Use 64 400 i

Number of CHJLDREN Placed with Compact Use :

. Unknown 125 28 "0

== denotes Not Applicable,

2. Agenclas wh?ch placed four or less

Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the
category "number placed wl+h compact use unknown

children out of state wers not ‘asked
rranged placements. Instead, these
‘ range any out-
only one placement |s

others are included In the

ba tf an agency reported using a compact. but could not report the number

of placements arranged through the spaclific compact,

 as compact arranged and the others are included in +

with compact use unknoqp."

MD~19

one placement is Indicated
he category "number placed

wérekplaced in other
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‘A graphlc summarization of ‘these findings concerning compact utilization among Maryland local R |
agencies Is {llustrated In Figures 21-4, 3, and 6, ~Each figure portrays the percentage of placements by : :
‘type. of agency which were noncompact. arranged, compact arranged, and undetermined with respect to compact. - bt
"~ utllization, * S T e B ' - =,
b , o 7 : RN :
; o
_ i ’ L A . . : FIGURE 21~5, MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACT
; FIGURE 21-4, MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS U PR BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978 )
‘ : BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978 : L e ' '
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' : _ S 5 . TABLE 21-14, MARYLAND: ~ UTILIZATION oF lNTERSTATE COMPACTS“
s SIS N ¢ , REPORTED BY STATE AGENGIES IN 1978, BY '

o : ‘ R o E AGENCY TYPE
Tl v : : Cochild ~ Juvenile Justice® meptal  Mental

Welfare  Education i K Health  Retardation

: ; v : : : T : Totat Number of. State and - ' S e - R IR
FIGURE 21<6. - MARYLAND: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS ; R Local Agency-Arranged ' Co : BT
BY LOCAL MENTAL HEALTH AGENCIES IN 1978 ; , ‘ s -Ptacements v 344 428 98 55 11 10

i Total Number of Compact= :
L o Arranged Placements : :
- . Reported by State Agencies 95 (VS * 55 A IR 0

Sl ' Percentage of Compact~ = , o
' Arranged Placements 28 0 o 100 9 L 0.

e * denotes Not Avalfables B |

I : R A ) @, duvenlle Justice | Indicates data reporfed by the Juvenile Services Admlnls‘rraﬂon's
R . ; : T Community Ssrvices Program.. Juvenlle Justice il reflects data reported by the Juvenile
/ / ‘ , e e Services Administration's Interstate Compact on Juvenites Offlce, The data Is discrete and
S ) . S C indicative of . very few or no..compact-arranged placements lnvolvlng the JSA-Communl'Hy

Py V\}@ / : BRI © fn Services Program. :

i Q- - . ‘ i E . oy i
P / e A e i ’ =7

e ey

-
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T . u_};. The Out-of-State Placement Prac?ices of State Agencles
10 PO W B . B ) e d i
_ CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
MARYLAND LOCAL
MENTAL HEALTH

.. AGENCIES

0% COMPACT ARRANGED v
3 Consideration of the findings from the .survey of Mary!and sfa‘re agencies beglns with Tahie 21-15,
e ~which Indicates the number of children placed out  of state by these agencles according to Thelr
. o involvement ‘in the piacement process. The fntroductory remarks prefacing Table 21-2 of the profile
3 o should be consulted for a description of the state agencles..the po!!cles under whlch they operafe, and ..
. S thelr responsibility toward agencles in local qovernmen‘l‘. ; i
“The DHR's Soclal Services -Adminlstration reported funding oniy 24 Iocally arranged placemems in
1978, and did not report on Instances of arranging and funding court-ordered placements or -participating
. . in fhe piacement process without primary service or fiscal responsibiiity.. The majority of placements,.
R : amounting to over 70" percent of the reported fotal of 93,_are those which the agency had know ledge of
L ERE occurring but in .which It was not directiy .invoived. it Is noteworthy that the Soclial Services
LI Administration had reported on 178 fewer‘ placemen‘rs 'rhan ware dlscovered among child welfare agencles at
S o the- local Ievel. . :

- i GEmne G s . Gmwms | S S— S

T TR S e
,
i,

e - - i . i o - R . o The Deparfmen'r of Educaﬂon reporfed belng lnvolved only In fhe fund!ng of - placements that were
N : . : o : o : : ‘ i . -~ arranged by the local school districts. The total of 390 repor‘?ed .approximates but is less Than ?he
st ‘ : SRR : L : ‘ Gonsn e locally reported placement. incidence by 38 children,

. ) , ; ~ i . The ‘DHMH's . Juvenile Service Adminlsfraﬂon 's Commun!'ry Services Program reported belng Involved in
R o 8 . . T Wl arranging and funding 98 out-of-state placements. that had been. ordered by a court. The agency may have
?“ s S : , : » SRS - e been Involved in arranging and fundlag nencourt-ordered placemenfs but data was not avatlable.

. : : 2 s L The 'uvenlle Services Admlnlsfraﬂon's ln#‘arsfafe Compacf on Juveniies Office es‘l'lmafed that It was
i B : . i # favolved in 55 out-of-state -placements In 1978, primarily by .arranging courtesy -supervision for

: R ‘ ‘ ‘ e placements with relatives In .other states. 'Uslng fhe fermlnology of Table 21~ 15, 'rhese piacemﬁ:n‘fs V:Qd
be regarded as .arranged but not funded, - - ‘ = i

SR ! Table 21-14 provides a summary analysis of compact utllization with respecf to both state and .local : o

: agencies, The table displays information which examines the reiationship between the number of out-of- ERE : Whlle +he DHMH's Mental Hyglene Admlnls?raﬂon repor?ed only. one ouf-of-s‘fafe placemenf, fhe Mental
state placements arranged by both state and local agencies. in 1978, and the total number of .compact~ : SR ; Retardation Admln!s'fraﬂon reported-arranging and funding the placement of 10 childrén into other states.
arranged placements reported by State agencles. - For example, Table 24-14 shows that thers were 344 R : The one placement “reported” under court=ordered but arranged. and funded Is also counted -In- the first
children placed out of state by the state and local chiid welfare agencies In: 1978, The state child T category of - Iocally arranged and funded, explaining the total of 10 chlldren reflected at the bottom of
welfare agency (DHR) reported a total of 95 compact~arranged placements, which equals 28 percent of the e e L "~ the -table.. ", Presumably, the raspondenﬁ' Inciuded This placement. under two categories of Inavolvement

~total number of children placed. Comparabia assessments are Indicated for agencies responsible for other R g because. 1+ sesﬂsfles the. speci ficatfions ot‘ arranged and funded. as well as of court ordererl, but arranged .
types of services. . ‘ gl B and fundad. ' :

M-22 | : | R ‘ L v - |
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: ‘ = . TABLE 21-15, MARYLAND:  ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
: : > THEIR INVOLVEMENT 1N ARRANGING QUT=OF ~STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported "
Placeq during 1978 by State Agencies

» © child - Juvenife Justice® yental  Mental
Types of lnvolvemen?_ ~ Weifare <Education 1 I Health Retardation
State Arranged and Funded 0 0 * 0 0 10
Local ly Arranged but -

State Funded 24 390 - ~- S0 T e
Court Ordered, but State j ’
Arranged and Funded , * 0 98j 0 i i
)
. I
Subtotal: Placements i
Involving State y .
Funding - * 390 * 0 1 10
J ,
Local ly Arranged and :
Funded, and Reported : : ﬁ
to State 0 0 )i - 0 -
A ' / , . ,
State Helped Arrange, . ° /
but Not Required by . i
Law or Did Not Fund : o I -
the Placement * 0 .0 0 0] 0
Other ’ 3 0 "o 55 o 0
, Total Number of ’
Children Placed Out :
of State with State : "
Assistance or : ‘ : L

Know | edge® , 5 3900 - 98 55 5! 10

‘ *  denotes Not Avallable. o ' b
A == denotes Not Applicable. !

a. Includes all out-of-state placemenfs known fo officials In the parflcu!ar state agency.
In some cases, thls figure consists of placements which did not directly Invoive affirmative
action by the state agency but may simply indicate knowledge of certain ouf-of-sfa?e placements
through case conferences or through various forms of informal reporting. +

be Juvenlle Jusfice )} indicates data reported by the Juveniie Services Admlnls?raflon s
Comminity Services” Program and Juvenile Justice 1} iIndicates data reporfed by the Juveniie
Services Adminlistration's laterstate Compacf on Juvenlles Office.

Sfafe agencles were asked to repor+ the humber of ch!ldren that were sent to specific s*a*e"'and the
findings are Included in Table 21-16, The DHR's Social Services Administration and the Department of
Education did not report the destinations of children placed out of state with their Involvement. The
DHMH's Juvenile Services Administration, Including the Communify Services Program, tends to - send
out-of-state placements to states . contiguous- to -Maryland. = Over 70 percent of tha children reportsd

placed out of Maryland by the two sub-offices of the DHMH!s Juvenile Services Administration went to

states bordering Maryland, The stafte outside of the Immediate area which received.the most chlldren from

t+his. agency was Florlaaj which recelved 13 chlildren from the Community Services Program. A fotal of 15
R placements were also made by bo ‘+h offlces of fhe Juvenile Services Admlnlsfraflon to the distant states
- jf of ldaho and Texas. -

Placemenfs by the DHMH's Menfal Health and Mental Re*arda?lon Admlnlsfraflons were also kepf wlfhlnv

the reglon, going- to Delaware, fhe Pisfrlcf of Columbia, New Jersey, and Pennsylvan!a_z,;r;

MD~24 ‘ .
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A g v TABLE 21-16, *MARYLAND: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT "
Y v OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
B BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Destinations of "~ Child Juveni le Jusfice®  Mental Mental
Children Placed Welfare . Education 1 1 Health Retardation

Delaware

District of Cotumbla
Florida

1daho

Kansas

N ONW=O
= OWSNO

Maine
Massachusetts
New Jersey

< North Carollina
Ohlo -

Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

v
N N=00W NOCO
O O0O0O0OO0OC OO0 OO0 -0

©C COoOQOOO0 OO—~O00 OOCO—MN

~ VSN =y OPO—-O

West Virginla

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State ;
Agencles ALY AN 0 o (VI 0

Total Number of Placements . 95 390 98 55 1 ’ 10

a, Juvenile Justice | lndlcafes data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's
Community Services Program and Juvenlle Justice !) Indicates data reported by the Juvenite
Services Adminlistration's Interstate Compact on Juveniles Office.

The state agencles were alsc asked to describe the conditions and statuses of the chlidren placed out
of Maryland and Table 21-1, summarlzes thelr responses. The DHR's Soclal Services Administration

reported placing chiidren who were emotionaliy disturbed, as did the Department of Education, The state

chlld welfare agency also sald that foster and adopted chiidren were placed, whileé tha other conditions
of chlldren mentionad by the education agency Included physical, mental, and_developmenfal handicaps.

The JSA's Community Services Program reported placing chlidren with every condition or status of fered
for. description which, when compared to Its other state-level counterparts, makes ‘it the agency most
broadly Invoived In the problems of -children, ' The Interstate Compact on’ Juvenlles Office reported
placing adJud!cafad definquents out of state snd suggests similarly broad Involvement by néting under an
#other" response:  ‘"Legally the ICJ ohty handles delinqusnt youth; however, many of these children also

tall ‘Into all of “the categorles listed above."_

The out-of-state placement reported by the Mental Hyglene Admlnlstrafion was that of an emoflonal!y

disturbed child, Piacements arranged and funded by the Mental Retardation Adminlistration were for care

and treatment of chlldren reported to be mentally handicapped and developmentally disabled.
MD=25
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TABLE 21-17. MARYLAND: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE .
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

" Agency Type?d

. Chitd ' Juvenile Justice® Mental  Mental

Types of Conditions Welfare Education [ [ Health  Retardation
‘Physically Handicapped 0 X X 0 0 0
Mental ly Handlcapped o X X 0 0 X
Developmentally Disabled o} X X 0 0 X
Unruly/Disruptive 0 0 X 0 0 0
Truants o 0 X 0 0 0
Juvenile Delinquents 0 0 X X 0 0
Emofloné!ly Disturbed X X X 0 X 0
Pregnant 0 - 0 X 0 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problerms 0 0 X 0 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or

Neglected 0 0 X 0 0 0
Adopted Chi ldren X 0 X 0 0 0
Foster Children X 0 X 0 0 0
theh ) 0 0 0 X Q .0

a., X indicates conditions reported.

be Juvenite Justice | indicates data reported by the Juvenlle Services Administration's
Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice !! indicates data reported by the Juvenlile
Services Administration's.lnterstate Compact on Juvenlles Office. :

State agenclies were asked to describe the type of setting that was most frequently selected to raceive
. children In other states. The DHR's Social Services Administration and the Juvenile Services Administra-
tion compact office sajd that children placed out of Maryland most frequently go to five with relatives,.
Al! other state agencles contacted by ‘the study said that the settings most frequentiy receiving children
placed out of Maryland are residential trectment or chlid care facilities.

. The expendituries, according. to the sourcé of funds, by state agencies for nut-of-state placements are
summarized in Tsble 21~18, Those agenclies ‘that reported at least some of thelr expenditures were the
Department of Education, the Juvenile Services Administration's Communlty Services Program and the Mental
Retardation Administration, - s . ‘ DL :

AlThough‘fhe.expendf+ure,of funds other than state, federal, or local for out-of-state e&UcaTibﬁ
placements were not reported, the agency did submit that $3,895,000 in state and local funds. ware -

allocated and spent on ouf—of-sfafemplacemenfs. over one-hat f cf which came frpm local sources.

, The, Juvenile Services Administration's Community Services Pfogram Speqf‘haarly one miflion dOqur§ on
*placemants to. other states, These placements were on a 75 percent state and 25 percent federal hasjs,
with no local or other sources contributing to the financing of placements. AR S :

- The Mental Retardation Administration -also spent close to one million dollars In state funds to
flnance the 10 chlldren reported to have !ng'Maryland in 1978, This agency!s ‘total: expenditure for .=

these placements was $976,416, L

M)-26 . ,L :

e

TABLE 21-18, MARYLAND: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT~OF=ST
. ;. PuBl ~STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Child Juvenile Justice? Mental

Levels of Goverament . Wel fare Education - L Health Reﬁ:ﬂﬁ:;lon
o State * $1,783,298  $746,915 est * *  $976,416
e Federal. o * 0 248,971 est  * * 0
o Locai — * 82,111,702 0 * * 0
o Other Lo * 0 * * 9

‘Total Reported Expenditures * $3,895,000  $995,886 * * $976,416

* denotes Not Avallable,

a. Juvenile Justice | indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's

Community Services Program and Juvenile Justice I i
_ ndicates d
Administration's Interstate Compact on Juveniles Offlce.a'es Rfe oo tod bY the Juvonlle Services

(SR

Fo Sfaf§<§§9ncles' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

In each sfa?e; s*éfe and‘]ocal officials wera asked to r 7
ch st eport about placements made or ar
Thgir respactive agencles. State officials were also asked to report on the number of such pngg;gn$:
made by thelr counterparts In local govarnments JIn other words, state coii )

: \ actions agencles w
;:dicsr% the total number of out-of-state placements arranged by local ;ourfs ang pro;;flggea;Zﬁzfe:?
ate education agencles were asked for comparable data emanating from loca! school districts, Tablé

21-19 reflects the results from thls |ine of a aly
o ] nalysis in Maryland. The table qglv
Tofa( numbsr of state and local Iy arranged cuti-of-state placzmenfs known . to sfgfeeszTSIQTQSGHfage of. The

A review of Table 21=19 reveais that the state child welf
_ ! 2l ] e ol fare a
all placements arranged by the DHR's . Social Services Administrat
g?ggggzs2zs;rr In ;mg*r%sf,lfhehDefarfmen+ of Education was awar
p lac anged Oy local. school districts In 1978, Clearly, the state juvenile .justice and ta
:efaq::flon agencles needed ‘to oniy report about placements {nvétvlng fhelrJown agenéles; Flnalf?? ?4
az_ e seen that the state agency responsible for mental heaith services had no know ledge of the 10
out-of-state placements arranged by the communlty mental health canters. o

gency had knowledge of 28 percent of
lori- and the 24 county child welfare
e of 91 percent of the out-of-state

i ‘ MD-27
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FIGURE 21-7. MARYLAND: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND
LOCAL PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS
REPORTED ‘BY STATE AGENCIES, BY

AGENCY. TYPE:
450
) 400
Gn N
350
300
- 250 |
s L 200 {
TABLE 21-19, MARYLAND: STATE AGENCIES'! KNOWLEDGE OF 150
OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS Sy
| . . ‘ 100
! o Chiid Juvenile Justice® Mental  Mentai S 50
: Welfare Education [ it Health Retardation Sy R 10 10 : 5
o 0 0 '
Total Number of Stata and o ~ ,
% , ‘ “Juvenile Jusﬂ ea Juvenile Jusﬂcea Mental Mental
Local Agency Piacements 344 428 98 55 11 10 R Child Welfare = Education . | ¢ Y Health - Retardation:
Total Number of Placements o 2 oo o ¢ R tos Not Ava!
. Known to State Agencles 95 390 98 55 1 .10 denotes Not Avallable,
& R -
‘= Percentage of Placements ‘ ‘ GEER State and Local P +
Known to State Agencles 28 of . 100 100 9 . 100 , ate and Local Flacements 4 | e
v , : : , - State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies LT
, 2. Juvenile Justice | indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's e Stat L Compact=A P ‘ Report State A
o ’ Commun 1ty Sgrvlces Program and Juvenlle Justice !! Indicates data reported by the Juvenile e E: ate and Local Compact-Arranged Flacements Reported by State Agencies
PR Services Administration's Interstate Compact on Juveniie Office, . . ) a, Juvenile Justice ! indlcates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administration's Community
< - Services Program and Juvenlile Justice !l indicates data reported by the Juvenile Services Administra-
‘ tion's Interstate Compact on Juvenilies Offlice,
v
f V, CONCLUDING REMARKS '
1 Some general concluslions about the out-of-state placement practices of public agencles may be drawn
R from the study's survey results,
: 4 H . o Out-of-state placemen'r 1s generally a highly urban phenomenon ‘In Marytand, with mosf chiidren g
@ » § . leaving the state from agencles In the Baltimore and District of Columbla SMSAs, The practice '
S Is very widespread among child welfare agencles, but the majority of thelr placements came
5 <t AR from urban areas. FPlacement activity s somewhat more locajized among school systems, with
O SMSA county districts, especlaliy Mon?gomery County, reporting the bulk of education R »
cod S placaments. : , ' ‘ R
R SREEE . , : . . ) P
S A . , : ; ' I , : e There seems to be a trend of using the resources of -ontiguous states, espsclal ly the District
S , S ' Sl : a :f Columb;a, Pe'n‘n.?ylvanla, and Virginla, to compensate for the lack of resources [n Maryland
A . R : ' : Co T \ : L . hat h .
L e Figure 21~7 graphically reflects the data in Table 21~19, as well as the number of compact-arranged : : at-all Phase agencles. expressed _ . .
R placemants known to state agencles, ~The figure polnts out that except for education and mental SRR e interstate compacts are not highly utillzed o place chlidren out of Maryland. In addition, . : ¢
. retardation, state agency knowledge of out-of-state placements Is predicated upon compact utiilization, : TR the most frequent type of placement monlforing undertaken by agencies Is the recelpt of, -
. g . The state. education agency's knowledge of out-of-state placements Is -linked to-the approval process o : ‘semlannual written progress reports and quarterly telephone contact. T R
SRR SRS . described In section tit, Ona&: can Infer that 390 of the 428 out-of-state placements arranged by Jocal : :
: | school ‘districts were approved by 'rhe DOE, Fiscal accountabl!ity procedurss ars probably assoclated with S ° AII agency - types reported lnvolvemen‘?' in the placement of chlldren wH'h a wica varistly of ‘ :
: the state mental retardation agency's k"°"'°d9° of . placements '""°'V'“9 1-ha1' agerncy. o e , i B conditions or statuses. The emotlonally disturbed child was most frequently mentioned by . N
S B R . MD~28 , . o : . , ‘ o state and local agencles as having been placed out of Maryland. Child welfare and education »
i Sl S | . e , MD-29 S | o c
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agencles, which placed over 600 chiidren, reported a relatively low Incidence of Interagency
cooperation In making those placements. : i )

e The Montgomery County schoo! district placed more children out of state than the total number
of placements reported for entire states. The next highest -incidence reported by a Maryland
school district was only 10 percent of that reported by Montgomery County, :

The reader Is encouraged to. compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate To specific practices in Maryland in order to develop further conclusions about the  state's
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES P&

1. General information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.S, Bureau of the Census, County and City

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supp lemsnt), Washlngton, D,C,, 1978, .
InTormation about alreqf general state and (ocal total per capita expenditures and expendifures . for
education and public welfarie were also taken from data collected by the U,S, Bureau of the Census and

:g;; appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 '(100th Edition}, Washington, D.C,,

The 1978 estimated population of persons eigh? to 17 years old was developed by the Nationa! Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the Nationa!l Cancer Instiute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S. Bureau of the Census. L '

2, Cost and Service Impacts of Delnstitutionalization of Status Offenders in Ten States: "Responses

jElAngry YouYh “(WashTngton, D.C.? rThur U, a, Inc,, Ucfoter .
~uf
v
o ' + . W
MO=30
¥ ./ S T o " > .
l‘ﬁ‘ ~ -t -

‘border counties, and the largest clitles in the state, no other placement activity was found.

A PROFILE OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN NORTH CAROLINA
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11, METHODOLOGY.

Information was systematically gatherad about North Carolina from a varlety of sources using a number
of data coliection techniques. First, & search for reievant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone .Interviews were conducted with state officizls who were able to' report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the cut-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a foilow
up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencles and those of local agencles subject to state regulatory control or supervisery oversight.

. An assessment of out~of-state-placement policy and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the invoivement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
if it was necessary to: )

e verify out-of-state placement data repoited by state government about local agencies; and
& collect local agency data which was not avajlable from state government,

A departure was taken from the study's usual methodological procedures and guidelines in the survey
of the 41 North Carolina local mental health and mental retardation agencies. Ten psrcent of the total
were contacted by telephone to verify the Division of Mental Health, Mental Retarcation, and Substance
Abuse Services (DMH/MR/SAS) information that these local agencies cannot and do not place children out of
North Carolina. In section 1i1 of this profile, an attorney gensral's opinion Is cited, pointing to a
restriction on local mental health and mental retardation agencies In out-of-state placement activity.
One pilacement, . however, was discovered during the data collection. The sample was then expanded and,
after contacting 50 percent of these agencles, Inciuding some in both rural and urban counties, SE:eral

was
dotermined that the one reported placement was an anomaly. A summary of the data collection effort in
North Carolina appears below in Table 34-1, . :

NC~1
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CTABLE 34-1, NORTH CAROLINA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Levels of Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Government Welfare Education Justice . Mental  Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone

Agencies tnterview Interview Interview . Interview

Malied Survey: Malled Survey: - Mailed Survey: Mailed Survey:
‘DHR officials DPl officlals DHR officlals: - DHR officials

Telephone
Survey: -All
state district
courts@
Local Telephone Telephone Not Applicable Teiephone
Agenclies®  Survey: Survey (State Offlices) Survey:
100 local 145 {ocal 50 parcent
child weltare  school : sample of the
agencles districts 41 local MH/MR

centers to verlify
state Information

a. The telephone survey was conducted by Blackwater Associates of Columbia,
South Carolina, under a subcontract to the Academy.

b. Information attributed in this profile fo the state's local MH/MR cen~"
ters was gathered from the state mental health and mental retardation agency and
the 50 percent sample. : :

141, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT~OF=-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

North Carollna has the 29th largest land area (48,798 square miles) and Is the 11th most populated

stata (5,441,366) I the United States, Its largest city Is Charlotte with a population of over 281,000,

Raleigh, the capital, has a population of over 134,000, North Caroiina has 100 counties. Thq 1978}951’!-_. .

mated population of persons eight to 17 years old was 965,843,

Nerth Carollna shares a Standard Me_rrropoll-i"an;.quaﬂsﬂcalv Area (SMSA) with Virginia's Norfolk,_
Virginia Beach, and Portsmouth, as well as having four other SMSAs within the state. I+ shares common

borders with four states: Georgia, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginla.

North Carolinas ranks 47th naflonally in total state and tocal per caplta gxpendifukﬁs, 32nd ‘in per

" ‘capita expendituras for education, and 48th in per caplta expenditures for publilic welfaies.

‘B, Chiid Welfare

Almost all state~provided social services for children and youth ‘are Subervised by. the North Carolina

: Department of Human Resources (DHR). The DHR supervises thess diverse services through Its four reglonalv

offices. - The services are federal, state, and county funded.

NC=2. .

The DHR's Division of Soclal Services (DSS), ‘through T+s speciallzed Children's Services Branch,
supervises and funds adoption, foster care, and child protective services. The DS§ also administers both

the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) and the Interstate Compact on Juvenltes (iCJ), ‘

North Carolina has been a member of - these compacts since 1971 and 1965, respectively. = Services and ser-

vice-related activities Include the ticensing of foster care facilities, inciuding ¢hild care tnstitu= -

tions, .payment of out-of-home resldentiai care, and the monitoring and supervision of -the 100 county=-
operated departments of social services.:: o S '

Pa,
Lo

North Carotina's 100 county-administered social services departments snjoy a great deal of autonomy
in operational argas, while having a close working rélationship and shared responsibilities with state
government agencies. Although the Social Services Commission establishes icensure:standards and other
operational policles, and the Divislon of Soclal Services promulgates program guidelines, a large portion
of the . service-delivery decisions are determined  autonomously at the loca! tlevel, - This autonomy
apparentiy results in a trade~off between variations In service delivery and the development of a com-

munication network for +their 'counterpart state . agencies. 1n thls role, 'local agencies serve as
"monjtoring . resources - for  state standards ‘complliaice, -supervisors  over local- placements, and as

communication agents, Informing state-leve! decisionmakers of current !g:‘(!:al practices,
, o AL ,

The DSS's Chiidren's Services Branch, in administering the Inter-ate compacts, has had some dif=
ficulty with courts disregarding the ¢ompacts and diréctly ordering placements to out~of-=state residen-
tial faciiities. However, in terms of receiving chlldren Into North Carolina, ww.. residential child care
program in the state which Is required to meet standsrds adopted by the Social:services Commission for
licensure Is subject to the provisions of the ICPC, Those facllities are to advise parents, out-of-state
agencies, and courts that a child cannot be admitted. until compact procedures are followed. These

requirements are not applied to facitities that are aot required to meet standards adopted by the Sociail
Services Commission, I ‘ ; g '

The Social Services Commission Is charged with the responsibility of estabiishing llcensing standards
and other policies relating to social services delivery. ~Thls mechanism ersures that local government
and the private sector will have access: to state declsionmakers. Normally, -children in need of child
welfare services come to the county soclal services departments throiigh juvenile court referrals, protec-
tive: service activities, orf categorical -assistance programs., - Whéen a child s found to be abused,
neglected, or dependent, the district court may transfer custody to the county department of soclal ser-
vices.  ‘When no state funds are Involved and parents are heavily Involved In working out the placement
agreed upon, there may be Instances of out-of-state placements that are not reported to the state agency.

C. Education

North Carolina's Department of Public Instruction (DPI) has the major responsibiiity for its educa-
tional system. Within DPl Is a Division for Exceptional Children (DEC) which is directly Involved with
the placement of childrean In other states, ‘The former Division of Non-Public Schools (DNPS), on the
other hand, was responsible for licensing and accrediting private boarding schools that recelved .children
from out of state at the time of the study. ) . : ‘ i

There were 145 local school districts in North Carolina ai“the time of this study offering special”

oéducation services as well -as the normal K-12 curricutume: -North Carolina General Statute 115-315,7
Through 315,12 provides Educational Expense Grants for Exceptional Chkildren, These grants are tised to
enable handlicapped chlldren to obtain an education in an approved school either In the state or out of
state, if local public schools cannot meet thelr educational needs. DPI/DEC administers grants of $2,000
per year for each eligible child, The state agency function Is primarlly cne of placement approval and
disbursement of funds to local school systems recelving placements that have been processed and approved
by the handicapped child's home school district. '

cooperating In the placement selection, and arranging for iequired additiohal placement funding, -vorks,
with a number of state and local agencies. A focal superintendent may cooperats with a county department

The focal school suberlnfendenf, in fulfilling the ‘role of Iidentifying valid grant candidaifeS.

of soclal services, a local agency vecelving Title XX funds, an Ip-state or out-of-state residential -
Tacliity, the county .commissivners, the district courts, or the area mental health clinic in developing a

funding package adequate to meet the needs of the c¢chlid to be placed. Subsequent to the State Board of
Education's approval of a childs proposed educational program, this local and state agency cooperation
heips .in the placement of North Carolina children in cut-of-state facllities. At the time of the study,

the state board was not involved In: program approval and was not necessarlly apprised of all out-of-state
p lacements, .

NC~3
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D, Juvenile Justice

The Adminlstrative Office of the Courts (AOC) has responsibility for the state's distriet courts with
Juvenile jurisdiction. The AOC also has a Juvenile Service Division responsible for juvenlie probation
and affercare. - Juvenile court counselors located In each district court supervise youth on probation.
Processing Juvenile court cases, from intake to disposition,  is the responsibility of the district juve-
nile court judge. The number of judges In each district varles considerably, These Judges hear juvenile
cases in courts In sach of the 100 counties. : ‘

" Institutional services for delinquent children are proﬂded at the state level 'by +the Dl’vislon of
Youth Services (DYS) in the Dspartment. of Human Resources, whlch operates six correctional . institutions

e s v T S B e o s e g e

A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Se’fﬂngs

The presentation of survey findings begins with a summary of all out-of-state placement activity that
was" discovered among state and local agencles In North Carolinas This summary, contained In Tabje 34-2,
Is oftered to set the stage for the more detalled data to follow. ‘ C ‘

In one column there Is -Information from a state child welfare/juvénile justice agency, and in another
column Information from another state juvenlie justice agency. The former category of Information was
provided by the Department of Human Rescurces and the latter category indicates information provided by
the state courts., A note should be made in regard to out-of-state placements reported by the Department

around the state. - Administration of the 1CJ, however, -Is within the Divislon of Soclal Services. : of Human Resources., As dlscussed in Chapter 1, the study's purpose was to report the Incidence rate of

. DBecause of the decisionmaking powers of the court, Informal agreements may be reached with parents, R out~-of-state practices. in 1978, - The DHR reported that a total of 192 children had been placed out of

.. guardians, and Interested agencies for alternatives to judicial dispositions. This informal process may . North Carolina in years previous to 1978 but could not determine the specific number of such placements
Involve out-of-state. courtesy probation under another court's jurisdiction, or placement in a private -arranged during 1978, The only reported placements that were determined to have been initiated in 1978
child care faciiity either In or out of state. The decision to disregard the state's interstate compact S were 25 adoptive piacements.
services when these informal alternatives are offered s dependent upon the state court and is not ‘

; reported to the compact offlce. Funding for the out-of-state placement requires local or private resour-

i ces because there are no state funds avaliable for cut-of~state placements. R

§ . ) .

The majority of out-of-state placements made by public agencies came from local child welfare agen-
, cies ~and .the state district courts, - Placement by fthese agencles accounted for 93 percent of these
" reflected in Table 34-2, Local education agencies arranged 24 out-of-state placements in 1978, The low
i : : : : s ‘ placement activity bty the state and local mental health and mental retardation agencies reflects the
! . : successful. implementation of policies discussed in -section Il (i.e., no state monies exist for

J ' _ E+ Mental Health and Mentai Retardation , ' out-of=-state placement purposss). j
, i
. - The Department of Human Resources, Division of Menta! Health, Mental Retardation, and Substance Abuse TABLE 34-2, NORTH CAROLINA: NUMBER OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED k|
o Services (DMH/MR/SAS) provides ‘a number of services, mainly through Its Child Mental Health Section : BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES {N 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE E
(CMHS ), ‘DMH/MR/SAS also provides a large percentage of funding for 41 locally administered public mental : ) : .
i . health centers. Although North Carolina has been a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health ; 1
§ since 1952, DHR, DMH/MR/SAS, and the local area mental health centers: do not place out of state since ; : Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type 8
! this practice Is proscribed. under a recent: attorney general's opinfon. His opinlon stressed the Levels of Child Welfare/ Juvenlle Mental Heaith and
.~ abrogation of patients' rights in out-of-state placements In that the state's protection of patients Government Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation Total
. could not be extended beyond the state's boundaries., The oplnion also questions the expenditure of state
- funds for out-of-state sarvices., %
- e State Agency b S v
‘ . P Placements? * 0 134 4 138
e F. Recent Developments Local Agency
-~ Placements 268¢ 24 - 1 293 %
X : C o Total i 268 24 134 ¢ 5 431 %
The . 1979 . North  Carolina General Assembly enacted leglislation .fo . establish a state~!evel New ° . ‘ : ‘ ks
) Generation  Interagency Committee as a means of strengthening famliiles within the state and to improve o Do E&
services: to these. familles and their chlldren. = The legisiation also authorized (but does not require) - v . * denotes Not Avallabie. b
the establishment of founfy-level committees aimed at the same purpose, to be Inltiated by any board of B -~ denotes Not Applicable.
county commissioners.,
: ! . s a. May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded indepen-—
e : dently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others
. : directly involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to Table 34-15
: . , for speclfic Information regarding state agency involvement In arranging out=of-~
: . , e state placements. ;
: ‘ 1V, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978 Lo be. The Department of Human Resources could only report 25 adoption placements
S ‘ : ) , , which were arranged out of state in 1978, The department also reported 192 place-
L . . ) . ments which had been made prior to and including the 1978 reporting years. o
: ; This section of the North Carolina profliie presents the results of the survey. of state and  local c. Reprasents only local chiid welfare placements; Juvenlle jJustice services
agencles [n summary fables and offers some descriptive remarks about the information ‘that they provided. are a state-lavel activity. ' ‘ .
The information has been organized In such a way that I+ addresses the. Issues and concerns that were
ralsed in Chapter 1 with regard to the placement of chiidren out of their state ¢f resldernica,
E; w . p s o : ‘ o 1 , Tabie 34-~3 further defines out-of-state placement activities among local North Carolina agencies by
° ' L P o : {Isting Incidence figures for each agency in each county of North Carollna. One local child welfare
S ‘ , ; . agency predominates among the ones which reported out-of-state placements. This agengy, which reported
/ S " S : e S ) : 73 placements, serves Cumberland County which Is the Fayetteville SMSA, Placements by the ofher local
SR . . flo B chiid welfare agencies came from throughout the state, but primarily from agencies In the large urban
: i TR counties. Over one-half of the 19 SMSA counties wer responsible for nearly 50 percent of 'all reported
- NC=4 . : g child weifare placements. . Higher placement incldences aiso occurred in Guilford, Onslow, and Catawba
5_ : » P o ‘ v o ‘f“ : . . . NC-5 Y
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Counﬂas.
populations over 10,000,

In totai; . 79 percenf of all child welfare placements Were made by counties havlng Juvenile

Among

less populated counties, the Vance County (also a border county to

Virgifila) child welfare agency placed the most chlldren out of state In 1978, with a total of six
reporfred placements,

The paﬂarn of placemen*'s by the Io'-al schoo! districts Is qul're simifar fo what was found for local

“child welfare agenclas,

TABLE 34-3,

While the tota! number of placements by these agenclies s relatively faw, more
than one=half of the 24 children were placed by agencies serving more pcpulated counties.
number of children placed by loca! education agencles was placed by ons schoo! district.in Mecklenburg
County, a border SMSA county,

The largest

The only mental health/mental retardation placement was reported by. the

NORTH CAROLINA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER
OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING

' PLACEMENTS
Number  of CHILDREN
1978 Placed during 1978
Poputlation? Child Mental Health and
County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare  Education Mental Retardation
Alamance 17,313 2 0 -
Alexander 4,066 0 0 —
Alieghany 1,382 0 0 -
-Anson 4,628 0 0 -—
Ashe 3,494 0 0. -
Avery 2,443 0 0 —
Beaufort 6, 996 3 est 1 -
Bertie 4,277 . 2 1 -
Bladen 5,438~ 2. 0 -
Brunswick 6,173 4 1 -
Buncombe 24,004 4 est 1 -
Burke 11,514 * 0 -
Cabarrus 13,143 3 v, 0 -
Caldvel! 1,777 5 0 ——
Camden 3, 161 (0] 0 -
Carteret 6,024 2 0 -
Caswell - . 3,806 2 0 -
Catawba 17,668 12 est - 0 - 0
Chatham . 5 383 . 0 1 -
Cherokee 2,871 0 o -
‘Chowan 2,006 0 0 -
Clay 960 2 0 -
- Cleveland 14,478 2 0 0
Columbus 9,728 2 0 -
-Craven 12,266 8 est - 0 -
Cumber land 42,204 73 est 1 0
Currituck 1,711 [ ¢] ——
Dare 1,423 1 0 -
Davidson < 18,331 3 1 0
Davie ; 3,653 0 0 -
Duplin L 7,846 1 0 P
. Durham ’ 21,975 L * S ¢ 0
Edgecanbe - 3,350 2 est 0 —
Forsyth 39,216 7 E e
Franklin 4,972 o, 0. -
JY Ne-6

s

Alamance-Caswell Counties' agency, the. former county belng part of an SM5A" and the !affer, a far less-
populated one, bordering Vlrglnla._

i

i

ATy

" TABLE 34-3,

(Continued)

978

Number of CH{LDREN

ettt o Wi e S e i

) Placed during 1978 ,
Population? - Child Mental Health and -
. County Name (Age 8-17) Wetfare ~ Education Mental Retardation
Gaston 28,633 0 B -
Gates 1,480 .0 i I -
Graham 1,347 0 0 -
Granville 6,180 0 0 ——
Greene 3,077 0 0 -
Gul Iford 51,232 19 est (¢] 0
Hatifax 10,796 3 0 0
Harnett 9,279 3 0 -
Haywood 7,258 1 0 -
Henderson 7,911 4 0 -
:erﬂord 4, 624 0 0 -
oke 13 917 0 0 -
Hyde 979 ¢ =0 0 -
lredel! 13, 987 4 1 -
Jackson 3,548 0 0 -
johns‘ron l:,?’SB 2 1 0 -
- Jones 79 0 0 -
Lee 6,115 4 0 -
Lenolr 10,648 0 0 0
Lincoln 6,804 0 0 ——
McDowel | 6,011 0 0 _—
Macon 2,578 0 0 -
Madison 2,681 2 0 -
Martin 4,936 0 0 -
Mecklenburg 67,667 4 7 0
Mitcirel | 2,245 0 0 -
ik A A =
oore , . 0 -
Nash 11,782 5 0 o
New Hanover 16,996 * 0 - :
Nor thhampton T 4,387 3 0 -
nsiow 19 554 i7 est 0 0
Orange \9 131 3 1 - =
Pamlico 1,627 0 0 - N
Pasquotank 4, 844 0 0 = ¥
Pender 3,820 0 0 -
Perguimans 1,397 0 0 -
Person 5,008 0 0 -
Pitt 12,708 5 0 0
Palk 1,868 0. i -
g?ngoiph lgl,g23 0 ? v
 {chmond 7,580 0 i -
Robeson 19,511 9 0 -
Rockingham - 13,845 5 0 0
+ Rowap 14,823 - 3 est- . 0 -
Fsiufhsrford 8, 702 2 1. —
ampson 8,97 0o -~ 0 -—
Scotland 5, 572 3est 1 —
Stanly 7 409 '3 est 0 -
Stokes 4, 995 .0 0 -
NC~7
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(Continued)

Nunber of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1978
~ ' Population® Child Ji Mental Health and
County Name (Age 8~17) Welfare Elucation .= Mental Retardation
Surry 9,684 0 0 -
Swailn i 1,855 0 0 -
Transylvania : 3,706 -0 0 - -
Tyrrell 621 0 0 -
Unlon ‘ 11,898 8 - -—
Vance : 6,193 6 0 -
Wake 44,592 4 gst 2 0
Warren 3,169 0 0 -
Washington | 2,866 0 0 o=
Watauga : 3,873 0 0 -
Wayne ' 17,164 4 0 -0
Wilkes 9,667 0 0 =
Wilson 11,120 0 0 -
Yadkin 4,391 0 0 -
Yancey : 2,487 0 0 -
Mulﬂcoun'ry‘Jurlsdlcﬂons ?
Staniy, Cabarrus, Unlon - - - 0
Pacquotank, Chowan, Perquimans,

Camden, Dare, Currltuck - - 0
Cravén, Jones, Pamilco o om ]
Edgecombe, Nash - -~ 0
Gaston, Lincoln - - 0
Wilson, Greene - - 0
Lee, Harnett - - 0
Transylvania, Hendarson —~— - 0
Rutherferd, Polk -y - 0
Surry, Yadkin e - 0
Rowan, |reﬁ6}l, Davie i . - -— o]
Allaghany, Ashe, Avery,

Wafauga, Wilkes ' - == 0
Hertford, Bertie, Gates,

Nor?hampfon - - 0
‘Caldwel I, Burke, Alexander, ' (-

McdDowel | - - 0

N . Orange, Person, Chatham - - 0
S\ Vance, Warren Granville ,
\\ Frankiin ’ -- - 0
= Beaufor?, Washingten, Tyrrell,

Hyde, Marfln % e -~ 0

’ 7
;Z-‘ ,/[ .
A NC~8
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TABLE 34~3, (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN

1978 ' Placed during 1978
‘ ; Populatjon? Chitd ‘ Mental Health and
County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare = Education Mental Retardation
Mult+icounty Juristictions
—(conTinued)
Moore,,Hoke_; Richmond, .

Montgomery, Anson L -~ 0
Forsyth, Stokes T - - 0
Jackson, Haywood, Macon,

Cherokee, Clay, Graham,

Swain - - 0
Buncombe, Madison, Mitchetl,

Yancey - - : .0
Sampsen, Duplin - - ] 1
Alamance, Caswel! - - 0
New Hanover, Brunswick, )

Pendar L ‘ - - 0
Robeson, Bladen, Scot!and,

Columbus - == ‘ 0
Total Number of

Placements Arranged

by Local Agencies

(total may include

duplicate count) 268 ost 24 1
Total Number of 'Local '

Agencies Reporting 100 145 41

-~ denotes Not App!licable.

a. Estimates were developed by +the National Center of Juvenlle Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer’
Institute 1975 esﬂmafed aggregafe census.

ri

i

B,. The Cu;-of-snfe Placement Practices of Local Agencies

This section of the survey results from loca! government agencies begins with a description of the
extent of |ocal agencles! Involvement in out-of-state placement, Table 34~4 Indicates that ‘the study

recelved an excel lent response rate among. local agencies In North Carolina.  All agencies contacted par-

ticipated in the survey and only three local chlld welfare agencies, serving Burke, Durham, and New
Hanover Counties, and one school district, located In Unlon County, could not report -fully on their
placement activities In 1978, . .

~L683 than one~half of the 100 chlld welfars agencles confacfed reported placing chlldren into other
states In 1978 for care and treatment, as did 12 percent of the local school districts: Only one-mental
health agency reported belng Involved In out-of-state placements in that year.

NC-9
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TABLE. 34-4, NORTH CAROLINA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING QUT-OF -STATE PLACEMENTS IN

1978 ‘
Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Child Mental Health and
Response Categories Wolfare Education Mental Retardation
Agencies Which Reported
Out-of-State Piacements 46 17 ~ 1
Agencies Which Did Not
Know !f They Piaced,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of ‘
Children ; -3 1 0
Agencies Which Did Not
Place Out of State 51 127 40
Agencles Which DId Not 5 | SRR SRR S
Participate. in the . :
Survey 0 ) 0 ' v}
Total Local Agencles 100 145 4

The reasons why out-of-state placements were not made by nonplacing loca! agencles were elicited,
These reasons appear with the number of agencles responding to them In Table 34-5, ' Seventy=three parcent
of the local chlid welfare agencles reported that placements were not made out of North Carollna because
the state had sufficlent services avaliabie to meet the chlldren's needs. Elght agencles reported that
they lacked sufficient funds, Interestingly, thres agencies reported that they lacked statutory

authority to place out of state, Among the Mother® ‘responses, one agency reported that It was not aware
of avaliasble cut-of-~state resources. .

 The Ioéal school districts gave responses slmlla_r to those of the child welfare agencles, but at a
generally higher frequency, Again, specifled in the "other" category, several school districts stated
that' parents disapproved of -using an out-of-state placement setting, two ager<les were not aware of

existing out-of-state services, and iwo agencles stated that placement out of state was agalnst the
districts' policy, : :

Over three~fourths of the local mental health and mental retardation agencies reported that place=

rents were not made out. of North Carolina because they lacked statutory authority to do so, demonstrating
widespread awareness of the prohibition against using publlie funds to support out-of-state placements,
Several agencles stated. that they did not have the funds for out-of-state placement purposes and others
felt that they had sufficient services in North Carollna. Among the responses specified in the Yother"
_category, four agencles stated that It was agalnst thelr pollcy, three agencies raported that parents

disapproved of out-of-state placemant, and two agencies stated that they were unfamitiar with avallable
out=ot-state resources. - S , : ;

NC-10
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TABLE 34-5, -NORTH CAROLINA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBL“C
AGENCIES -‘FOR NOT ARRANGING QUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978 .

Number of Local AGENC!ES, by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placing Child Mental Health and -
Children Out of State® ‘Wel fare Educaﬂqn Mental Retardation
Lacked Statutory Authority . . 3 6 3
Restrictedb R 0 1 0
Lacked Funds - 8 49 15
Sufflclent Services Avallable . :
in State ‘ o 37 110 7
Otherc 35 35 > 14
Number of Agencles Reporting No S .
Out~of-State Placements ) 51 127 : 40
Total Number of Agencies ' ‘ :
Represented in Survey 100 145 41

a. Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-~
state placements, ) o : ) i

be . Generally included restrictions based on agency po!lcy, executive order, '
compliance with certaln federal and .state guidelines, and spacific court *
orders. -

c. Generally Included such reasoné as out-of-state placements were against
overal|l agency policy, were disapproved by parents, invoived too much red tape,
and were prohlibitive because of distance,

Public agencies sometimes enlist the assistance of other public agencies in out-of-state placement
processing, ~ Table 34~6 Indicates the extent to which local agencies In North Carolina reported the
occurrence of interagency cooperation In making out-of-state placements in 1978 and the number of place-
ments which were subject to this colliaboration. The table Indicates that this type of  invoivement was
less frequent for the placing schoo!l districts than for the loca! child welfare agencies.  About 83 per—
cent of the - ¢hild welfare agaencies reported cooperating with other public agencles .in the course of
placing 52 percent of the c¢hildren out of state., Thirty-five percent of the local schoo! districts, on
+he other hand, reported eniisting the ald of other public agenciss In making 50 percent of all place-
ments, The ono mental health and mental retardation agency which reported. an . out-of-state placement iIn
1978 cooperated in the arrangement of that placement. .

The: discussion Tn sections 1| and !ll of thls profite about the placement policy and practices of
local mental health and mental retardation agencles described an out-of-state placement restriction due
+0 -an ‘attorney general's oplinlon and the subsequent prohibition on the use of state funds for such
placerents. The one placing agency's report of "interagency cooperation In Its one placement may explain
this occurrence, desplte the above-mentioned restrictions. :

NC~11
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TABLE 34-6, NORTH CAROLINA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY - COOPERAT ION
':'8 ?EI;ANGE QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES
8 - '

~__Number and Percentage, by Agenc TYpe
: ﬂéﬂ'f"l‘y'ﬂﬁmm- 3

-Child Welfare Mental Retardation

Education
Number .Percent Number Percent Number = Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out~of-

State Piacements® 46 46 17 12 1 2
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of=~

State Placements with

Interagency Coopera¥ion 38 83 6 35 1 100
Number - of CHILDREN Placed . ‘

Out of State i 268 100 24 100 1 100

; . a

Number of CHILDREN Placed .

Out of State with ' : , ;

Interagency Cooperation 140 .52 12 50 1 100

s See Table 34-4,

Ali local agencles reporting out-of-state placements were asked to describe the characteristics of
the:.children placed In 1978, according to-a 1lst of conditions and statuses. Table 34~7 indicates that,

"by far, battered, abandoned, or neglected chlidren were reported to e _placed out of North Carolipa by -

local child welfare agencles. Adopted chiidren wera also mentioned ‘With a high frequency. .- Uprruly/

disruptive and mentally i1l and emotionally disturbed chllidren were equally mentioned as belng sent out

of North Carolina for treatment and care. Children with problems related to substance abuse, physically
handicapped chlldren, and youth in need of special
welfare agencles to be sant out of state. , ‘

The local school districts reported sending children who had speclal education needs, as well as

chlidren who ¥ere mentally it1,”or mentally retarded or developmentaliy disabled, out of state in. 1978, s
Some .chiidren with multipie handicaps were also sent out of North Carofina by local school districts. -

Single districts reported sending autistic chiidren and unruly/disruptive youth to another state.
one child sent by the mental
emotionally disturbed.

The
health and wmental retardation agency was described as mentally 111/

NC=12

education _Were also reported by the local child

TABLE 34-7, NORTH CAROLINA: CONDJTIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

T RTINS

Chiid Mental Health and
Types of Conditions? Welfare Education Meqj’al Retardation
Physically Handicapped 2 2 - 0
Mental ly Retarded or o S v
Developmental ly Disabled 0 7 0
Unruly/Disruptive 5 1 0
Truant ' 0 0 0
; Juvenl le Delinquent 0 0 c
Mentally Iti/Emotionally
) Disturbed 5 7 1
.o Pregnant 0 ‘ 0 S0
Drug/Alcohol Probiems 2 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or :
Neglected ! 39 0 0 :
. ) /".
Adopted 14 0 0
Special Education Needs 1 8 0
Multipie Handlicaps 1 5 0
b Otherb 12 o 0
Number of Agencies Reporting 46 17 1
a. ‘Some agencles reported more than one type of condition.
¥ b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic children, and s?a‘his
offenders, '
'C. Detailed Data from Phase |1 Agencles
If more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency,:addiﬂonal information was
requested. - The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase |l
agencles, The responses to the additlonal questions are reviewed In thls section of North Carolina's
state profile. Wherever references are made to Phase || agencies, they are intended to reflect those
local agencles which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placements in 1978, [t Is Important to
: bear In mind that the jurlsdiction of school districts contacted is smaller than the counties containing .
R, them. For that reason, multiple agencles may have reported from each county and the Incldence reports in
: the table are the aggregated reports of all .school districts within them.
The relationship between the number of local agencies surveyed and the total number of -chlidren
placed out of state, and agencles and placements iIn Phase |l Is 1llustrated in Flgure 34-1, Clsarly,
Phase 1| agencies represent a relatively small proportion of the agencles which actually arranged
out-of-state placements In 1978, . However, Figure 34-1 atso shows that the placements arr&nged by Phase ||
child - welfare - agencles account for a significant percentage’ of tha total number of out-of-state
e placements reported by both local child welfare agencies. S
NC=-13
- e . s
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FIGURE 34-1, NORTH CAROLINA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NLMBER
OF LOCAL AGENC IES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS
REPORTED, AND AGENC IES AND PLACEMENTS IN
PHASE (1 BY AGENCY TYPE
~ Chiid
Wel fare
Number of AGENCIES . 100
Number of AGENC IES Reporting
Out-of~State Placements In -»
1978 : 46 )
Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Pjacements in
1978 (Phase |1 Agencles) o
Number of CHILDREN Placed : -
Out of State In 1978 268 |
Number of CHILDREN Placed ‘
by Phase L1 Agencles : 179
Percentage of Reported Placemenfs i
in Phase 11 67
W'

B

‘Figure 34-2 {|lustrates the county jurisdietions of fhe local Phase 11 agencles,
the  location of the 14 counties which contalned Phase || agencies.
SMSAs: Cumberland, Forsyth, Gullford, Mecklenburg, and Unlon. .
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-nelghboring Virginla, - Next in frequency of use was Tennessee, which recelved four chlidren,
Were sent to a total of 23 states throughout the country, and the District of Columbla, Inctuding the
states which are contiguous to North Carolina and to two very distant states, Alaska and Hawall,

Thoss local Phase L1 agencles were asked to report the number of children Who were piaced In various

states, Reported destinations are summarized In Table 34-8, All seven local education placement
destinations were reported, while oniy 43 of the 179 children's destinations were reported by the 13
Phase 1| chlid welfare agencies, ' The Phase !l chlld welfare agencies most frequently sent chlli;e?|lnfo
i hlidren

The one Phase 11 ‘locatl s&ﬁbol district located in: Mecklenburg County placed children Into flve

:states, which Included three border states: Georgla, South Carolina, and Virginla.

B

i
i

TABLE 34-8, NORTH CAROLiNA: DESTiRATIONS OF CHILDREN‘PLACED
BY LOCAL PHASE I1~AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Child
Welfare

Destinations of Children

Placed Out of State Education

A tabama

Alaska

California
Connecticut )
District of Columbia

- NN -

Florida
Georgla
Hawali
HHnols
Louisiana

NN =l

Maryiand

Massachusetts ‘ T
Michlgan
New Jersey
New York

Ohio
Oregon
- South Carclina
-Tennesses -
Texas

=_-OQ =00 QOO=O0 OOOQLO OOCOO

— s s N A e
i

Utah

Virginia
‘West Virginla
Wisconsin

o
O O—=0O

Placements for Which
Destinatjons Could Not
be Reported by Phase !} -
Agencies ' 136 .0

Yotal Number of Phase I
Agencles ﬁ

|

Téial Number of Children
Pjaced by Phase |1 - G
Agencles :

13 1

179 7

the destination Information provided in. Table 34~8 by 1llustrating the

Figure 34-3 complements L
Llng local agencies to states contiguous to North Carolina. Forty percent of

placements made by the repor

!° the children for whom‘desfln$flons wore reported were placed in-border states. ’

NC~16

i

&

NORTH CAROLINA: - THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO. NORTH CAROLINA
BY 'LOCAL PHASE .11 AGENCIES@ -

_FIGURE 34-3,

a.  Local- Phase. Il chlid welfare agencles reported destinations for 43 chlldréﬁ. Local Phase ||
education agencies reported the destinations for seven chlldren, , ‘

The local Phase || agencies reported thelr reasons for placing children out of North Carolina. .Thelr
responses can be found In Table 34-9, The 13 Phase !l chlld welfare agencies most often mentioned that
‘thoy placed out of state In order. to have chlidren live with relatives. - One' agency reported that
cut-of-state placements were an &lternative to uslng a state institution. The one reporting local school
district gave three reasons why the seven children were placed out of North Carolina. The district felt
that thoy had previous success with a faciiity, that the chlld could not adapt to an In-state placement
setting; . and that the setting chosen was an alternative to using a publl¢ North Carolina! Institution,

NC=17




NORTH CAROLINA: ~ REASONS ‘FOR. PLAC ING CHILDREN OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED 8Y LOCAL PHASE 11
AGENC JES

TABLE 34-9,

Number of AGENC IES Reperting

: Child
Reasons for Piacement? Wel fare Education
Recelving Facllity Closer to Child's Home, ‘
Desplte Being Across State Lipes 0 0
Previous Success with Recelving Faclllfy : 0 1
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 0 ]
Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Chlldren
Out of State : oo 0 ‘ 0
Chlldreh Falled to Adapt fbkln-Sfafe
Facilities » -0 1
Alternative to In-State Public
Institutionalization ! 1
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 12 0
Other : = 3 0
Number of Phase " Agencies Reporting 13 : 1
a. Some agencles raporféd more than one reason for placement,
| )
; A

R R . . ’ i
N |
gt : B S It

/x : ‘ ?\:1

" Local Phase 11 ‘agencles also reported the type of setting that was most frequently salected Yo

recelve chlldren .In  that year, Thelr responses are summarized in Table 34-10Q. Foster' homes or

relatives! homes were the settings most frequently used by the focal child welfare agencles. Residential

treatment or chlld care faclilities most frequentiy recelved chljidren placed ou*~Pf state by fhe ropbr?lng

focal school -district in North Carolina. :
=18 ; lk
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TABLE 34~10,
AGENC IES IN 1978

NORTH CAROLINA:  MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL PHASE 11

Categories of
Reslidential Settings

i

Number of AGENC IES Reporting

Child
Welfare

Education

Residentizi Treatmdnt/Chiid Care Facllity

‘Psychlatric Hospltal
Boarding/Mi | Itary School.
Foster Home

Group Home N
Refativels Hbme (Noﬁ;Pérenfal)
Adoptive Home

Other '

Number of Phase !l Agencles Reporting

(= J « - = R — B« T - )

L cme
(%7}

© O O 0 © O ©°o

Table 34-11 describes *the monitoring bracti u
In 1978, 5 ac g - ar

irregular Intervals,

= The local school district Sfafedjfhaf annual written
to keep Informed about chlidren placed out of state In 1978,

NC-1

sed by Phase 1) agencles for out-of-state placements

Most child welfare agencles recelve quarterly or semlann
-agencles. reported making telephone calls to the placement setting
addition, a few chlld welfare agencies reported making. on-site

9

wal written progress reports.
on an ‘irregular or quarterly basls, In
visits to assess children's progress at

Several

v

ogress: reports andk?élaghone calls were used

o
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o ' ' < . ] Ce T : TABLE‘ 34-12, ~‘N(RTH CARbLIM' UTI’LIZATION OF IN PACTS
_ ) G , , : TERSTATE COMP
“ | , , ) ‘ . ) i S 1 : BY LOCAL AGENCIES. IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE. ACTS
S : TABLE . 34~11, g'g_Ry CARngNA: . MONlTG%lggR.l;RACTIYClE.(SEFER ouT~- B T 1 ‘ == T e ot AeeoTEs
i ~-STATE PLACEMENTS-AS RE ED B A L . : : . r o -
PHASE 11 A,GEN:IESEEN 1078 . , o o B S ‘ Local Agencies Which Placed ’ “Child "Mental Health
‘ S : Children Out of State Welfare Education Mental R::arda:?gn

Number of AGENCIES2 = , 5 o : - : : '

i : —== o o ) "~ NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLAC ’ R

5 Frequency of Child - . ING ,

Methods of Monltoring ) Practice ) Wel fare Education b - FORR R LESS»CHI'E!REN——’ S “ "33 16 1

X : . . i N R . 1
: ® . Number Using Compacts S 29 2 , 0
Written Progress Reports Quarterly 7 0 N ‘ ; _ ) :
Semlannual ly 5 0 e Number Not Using Compacts - 4 9 R
A by 0 1 N : - .
022‘;,‘3,‘," 1 0 o Number with Compact Use '
‘ o R = o Unknown . 0 5 0
OrStteVistte [ o0 SR B 0 | -  NWMBER OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES |
~ emiannually | . LN - v ‘
Amually 0 0 I _ PLACING CHILDREN ~————- | 13 . 0 :
- Othe ‘ .
e o d 3 0 _ ® Number Using-Compacts 12 0 -
Telephone Calls ' Quarterly 1 0 PR L
‘ . Semlannually 0 0 Interstate Compact on the Placement
: s 2 ’ : Annualbly . 0 1 of Chlldren '
& : Other 4 0 rze‘s 10 o . ‘\‘»\
" Other : Quarterly 2 0 R ‘'3 1 - ~
‘(v' . , Semiannual Iy 0 0 - Don 't Know 0 0 - N
. o : . Annuall| 0 0 - S
G : B Otherb Y 3 0 Interstate Compact on Juventles
Total Number of Phase !! . ' B S R S zgsv 3 0 —
Agencles Reporting L : 1 g S ‘ Don'+ Know 9 1 -
‘ ¥ n ) : : ' o 1 ‘0 -
S i a. Some agencies reported more than uvne method of monitoring. # l‘nf‘ersfafe Compact on Mental Health ’
:‘“’ { ' ' g 8 ) [ See i ' 23 ‘ ’ '
‘ b. Included monltoring practices which did not occur at reguiar intervals, - = ey : ; rzgs L R -0 0 -
2 ' : : Don '+ Know o ‘ lg E (,) -
| . ,
\, - umber Not Using Compacts ‘ 1 1 -
e Number with Compact Use Unknown . 0 0 LR
i _ TOTALS '
- " Lecal expendifures were also reported by these same Phase |l agencles. Six of the 13 tocal child R Numb. A (
welfare agencies reported spending $40,301 for out-of-state placement purpcses. The local school : e\;\\\ 6 , Cthgr °fo ;‘E'\C!ES Piacing
district reported supplying $14,000 In support of Its out-of-state placements. ) - w : - - whildren OQut of State S0 46 17 1 .
: 7 ¢ Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 41 2 0 ’ ' ' ;
D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies . - [~ {( g ggﬂgg&gf AGERC IES Not Using S . o ' e
‘ A . . RERNE By o _ , ‘ 5 i0 Cog R
o : | E ' Number of AGENCIES with Compact’ : ,
R The survey of focal agencies In Norih Carolina also determined the extent to which Interstate FEE Use Unknown S e 0 5 e G
compacts wore utiiized to srrange out-of-state ‘placements. A review of Table 34-12:indicates that 16 of ) — 2 — ; N A , :

! the 64 agencies which placed chijdren out of state i{n 1978 reported that none of thelr placements were L W : - ) - I g ',? : : ! i
arranged through an Interstate compact. Among local chlid welfare agencles, four of the flve agencles S ; = denotes Not App{icable.: ; : ‘ : : :
reporting a lack of compact use placed four or fewer chlidren out of state In 1978, Only one Phase |1 ’
chlld welfare agency falled to use a compact. The 12 Phase |1 child welfare agencles reporting compact . . :
use relled mostly on the ICRC; however, three agencies reported use of the ICJ. ) . o ) L i

S . in conslderiag the findings -about compart uiitization among schoo! districts and the local mental Fu . , 5 i S
. health and refa,’fdaﬂog agency, it should be Understood that there Is no compact applicable to placements doooe o of ‘l'hermﬁror‘:‘a?rwi?ndg;l:::c?g “'T"% ’|ﬂ‘93 4“*‘” Ization of Interstate compacts Is acquired through consideration j :

] tn private psychlatric hospHals or facillties primarily educational in nature. Consequentiy, the ot not- placed out of state with aple =13, This table Indicates the number of children who were or were v
comparativeiy low use of compacts by the schoo! districts and the mental health and retardation agency Is & children were placed In outemfr compact. An examination of the overall trend shows “hat a total of 36
understandabie, If thelr placemenis were made in those types of facidities. , n out-of-state residential care In 1978 without the use of a compact. Two hundred
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and two out-of-state placements were known to have been arranged through a compact.

such placements,

TABLE 34-13, NORTH CAROLINA:  NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND.- THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY L(CAL-
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN

Chiid Mental Health and
Children Placed Out of State Welfare - Education ‘Mental Retardation
CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENC IES
REPORTTRG FOUR CR LESS PLACEMENTS 89 17 o 1
¢ Number Placed with Compact Use 29 2 0
o Number Placed wlthout Compact Use 10 10 - 1
o Number Placed with Compact s ,
_ Use Unknown? 50 5 0
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 1) AGENCIES 179 7 .0
o  Number Placed with Compacf‘Use 170 0 -
Number throéugh interstate Compact
- on the Placement of Chlildren 159 0 -
Number through !{nterstate
Compact on Juven!les 12 0 . -
Number through Interstate ‘ ; ‘
Compact on Mental Health 0 0 -
® Number Placed without Compact Use 8 7 -
@ Number Piaced with Compact Use ‘ :
Unknown 0 0 -
TOTALS
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out - | , :
of State 268 ;24 1
- Number of CHILDREN Pjaced i
with Compact Use 200 2 0
Number of CHILDREN Placed without - ‘ o
Compact Use 18 - 17 1
Number of CHILDREN Placed , ‘ w
with Compact Use Unknown 50 5 0.

-~ denctes Not Applicable,.

a. ~Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
fo report  the actual number of - compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
-agencies simply. reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-state placement., Therefore, 1f a compact was used, only one placement is
Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are Included in the
category "number placed with compact use unknown,!

¥ i W _ . A
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The iInformation
glven about children placed by Phase |1 agencles shows that the ICFC was used most frequently to process

e e B by

4;{4‘;

O o e e oo

A graphic summarization of the flndihgs regardin | '

! g compact utillzation among local child welfare and
education. agencies in North Carollna Is 1|justrated in Flgures 34-4 and 5. - These .flgures portray the
percentage of out-of-state placements reported by these agencies which were compact arranged, noncompact
arranged, and fhose for which compact use was undetermined. ) '

NORTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
?gMF;/Q\%’S BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES

FIGURE 34-4,

268
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
NORTH CAROLINA
LOCAL. CHILD

WELFARE AGENCIES 75% COMPACT ARRANGED
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| : ‘ ‘ _ L Coe TABLE 3414, NORTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMP TS
2 FIGURE 34-5. NORTH CAROLINA: UT Eébéﬁﬂéﬁ",\g&éﬂ?ﬂ”g : , C i SR REPORTED BY. STATE AGENC IES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE
2 ' ‘ : " COMPACTS BY LOCAL 1 ‘ ‘ L ‘ ) L N
Ty ‘ 978 o : ‘ v . 4
o : L , _ ‘ . Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental Health and
S Sl e o L ' g ‘ . Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation

“

: . R : : _ : ’ Total Number of State and
- : : o ' : - " Local Agency-Arranged ; :
o _ o L = Placements i * 24 134b 5

‘ Total Number of Corhpac‘l'-
U Arranged Placements = ,
PR : Reported by State Agencles 25 0 60 1

Percentage of Compact- ; : ,
Arranged Placements = # 0 45 ‘ 20

*  denotes Not Avalliabile.

a. The flocal child welfare agencies reported arranging 268 placements. The
: Department of Human Resources could only report 25 adoption placements which were .
ST . arranged out of state In 1978,

24
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
v "1 NORTH CAROLINA
LOCAL EDUCATION
- AGENCIES -

b. The information reflects the activities of state courts. o ' : ' . [

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State A&encléé

The Iavolvement of North Carolina state agencies In out-of-state placement often involves supervising ‘ -
) ‘ ; and funding placements rather than being Involved In the actual case management, declislionmaking, and
S R arrangements, The axception to Tthils rule Is the placement of chlildren In other states by North : |
e o o Cearolina's state district courts. Table 34~15 iIndicates thelr reported involvement as wel! as that of . !
the other state agencles. As previcusly mentioned in the discussion of Table 34-15, the Department of . o
Human Resources was oniy sble to give the 1978 prevalence rate of North Carotina children out of state. B
Twenty=five adoptions were the oniy reported out-of-state placements determined to be Initiated In 1978,

. \ ; ‘ : o ' o ‘ S e AT The Department of Public Instruction reported 33 locally arranged placements; a differing number than ‘the
-Table 34-14 displays the results from a final- analysis of compact utilization Incorporating the [ 24 placements reported by the 145 school districts,

' ] h | : $ the refationship’
+ices of state as well as local agenclies. This table aliows for an examination © ‘
%Z:Sele: the total number of out-of-state placemenis arranged by both state and tocal agencies in 1978,

Y
iy

PR TR S
2%

.. The state courts were hlghl.y involved lﬁ the arrangement of out-of-state placements in the reporting

‘ a state agencies.: g v S L yesr. Because the state courts were not asked questicas similar to those asked of ‘other. state agencles, . . .- -. ;

and 'th? numper of compact: arranged p‘lacgm‘enfs reported.by state.ag o o , f‘:‘ R - thelr .report of placements were (ot linked to specific.invoivement categories. ' The- '34_9'69&“9"&‘“";' e ’
K L o , e i ired Information necessary for an'overall assessment of ‘ 4 . genefally reported to have been ¢ urt-ordered- and funded with state monles or arranged -Informally without =~ °

om gnfroz::"?&'n’;" r::a?HFazr{glgfg:Z r;«af]plralrdf '::lef;:guag:ncles,v and state-administered  juvenile _correct_lqnal‘t _ © '+ any state tunds supplied. The DJH/MR/SAS reported 17 locally arranged and funded placements. 1t was

:‘erslges. Compacts were not utilized for the 24 chlldren placed out of state by education agencles,’ ,

: . e _Indicated that the placements were voluntary In nature (i.e., arranged by parents) and funded .with
according to DPl-reported data. Forty-five percent of the placements reported by state courts were - A& federal revenue, It should also be recalied that only ohe out-of-state placement was Identified in the

compact arranged Finally; ‘It can be observed that only one out-of-state placement involving m_v_enfavl{ FE » local agency 'survey, - The DMH/MR/SAS also reported that they helped arrange four placements for which no !
he‘axl"fh‘ and mental retardation agencles was compact arranged, ‘ et : ‘ state funds were required. ‘ e :

O
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TABLE  34=15, NORTH CAROL fNA: ABILle OF STATE AGENC IES
TO REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT N ARRANGiNG
OUI'-OF-STATE} PLACEMENTS IN 1978

i3

information was collected from those agencles. Chfldren's destinations reported by the state mental
heaith and mental retardation agency were .In the states of Georgla, Fiorida, Pennsylvania, and Virginia,
two of which are border states, o

¢

Number of CHILDREN Reported ’
Placed durlng 1978 by State Agencies

I N ) Child Welfare/ Juvenlie . Mental Health .and
5 f ' Types of Involvement Juvenile Justice Education  Justice Mental Retardation
o i . o S el 3 . o
" Y R B o ' , : TABLE- 34=16, - NORTH CAROLINA; DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
R ; State Arranged. and Fuided 0 g o . 0. -0 i OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENC IES, BY
ERR ) } S o , : ~ ' AGENCY TYPE ' SRR :
Tal o S Locally Arranged but .~ = . et S . S
SR State Funded - S 33 - 0 -
| o € L e ; ) L o - “Number of CHILDREN Pilaced
I E Court. Ordered, but State - o ) ‘ Destinations of Child Welfare/ duvenile Mental Health and
) ) . ] . Arranged and Funded 0 0 * 0 ‘ Children Placed Juvenile Justice ' Education Justice Mental Retardation
T at Subtotal:  Placements : o . : 1 ,
S T .~ Involving State . ‘ : Arizona 0 0 1 0
» o Funding * 33 * -0 5 Colorado 0 0 1 0
_ ~ E Connecticut 0 1 0
o Locally Arranged and : R ’ . ‘. Florlda 0 2 6 5
PR o . Funded, and Reported . Beorgla 1 1 8 2 9
L ey to State. * *. -— , 17 j v
v y S ; Hawal | ‘ 1 0 0"
: State Helped Arrange, Kentucky 0 2 2 0
: but Not Required by Maryland 0 i 3 0
: L.aw or Did Not Fund R ‘ : Massachusetts 0 2 0
: +he Placement ' 0 0 * v 4 ’ Michlgan 6 0 1 0
: Other e , ¥ oo o1 0 0 _ ! : . Minnesota 2 0 0
i : - : Nebraska 0 0 ] 0
Total Number of , New Jersey 2 0 0
e Children Placed Out S S : : oo ' , New York 2 0 1 0
of State with State ; o Ohio 0 0 3 0
n Asslstance or SO o o '
o Knowiedged b - 33 134 22 : FERC Pennsylvania 2 2 1 4
o South Carollna 2 4 2 0
South. Dakota 0 4 0
* denotes Not Avaliable, Tennessee ‘ 2 2 1 0
~= denotes Not Applicable, Texas ; 1 2 3 0
[ ’ it :
a., Includes all out-of-state placements known to officlals In the particular state e Virginia ; 4 6 11 .3
B . agency. In some cases, thls figure conslsts of placements which did not directiy invoive West Virginia 0 1 0
! affirmative actton by the state agency but may simply indicate knowledge of certaln out-of~

state placements through case conferences or through various forms-of informa! reporting. " Placements for Which -
' : : : ’ Destinations Could Not
S b. The Department of -Human Resources .could only: report that 25 adoption placements be Reported by State ‘ _
) were arranged In other states :in 1978. The ‘department also teported 192 children were In Agenciles ‘ 0 0 9 0
placements outside of North Carolina at the time of this survey, placements which were _ C

arranged prior to and during 1978, Total Number of Placements 254 . 33 . 134 ‘ 22

a., This informalion repré}senfs adoptlon placements only.

o

A Table 34-16 displays the destinations. of chitdren reported.by state agencies as having been placed

T out of North Carolina in 1978, Although full placement activity by DHR was not- avallable, the 24
N reporfed adoption placements are . recorded. with thelr -destinations. - Six of these chilidren went to
A Michigan and four were sent +to Virginia. , The remaining 15 chlidren were placed  for -adoption in nine
other states, one of which was Hawaii. . . - s ‘

The Depari‘ment of Publlc Instruction reported that Georgla, South Carolina, ‘and~Vlrglhla, al !f"""bor'der‘
states, recelved the greatest number of chlldren, = Other states recelving one to two children lnqluded’

most states In the southern reglon of the.l/nited States in which North Caroflna ~Is"rloca1'ed. Simllar to local agencies, the ‘éfafe agencles were asked to describe children placed out of North

Carolina according to a varlety of conditions and statuses listed In Table 34=17, The DHR iand ‘the state
courts Indicated all possibje conditions and statuses. - The Department of Pubiic tnstruction indicated .
fower conditlons of children than the local .school districts, - This state agency reported children placed”
out of state with conditions which tnciuded mental  and multiple handicaps and’ emotional disturbance. = -
DMH/MR/SAS reported multiple handicaps, emotional disturbance, and unruty/disruptive behavior, '

NC~27.

The state district courts sent children to at least 16 states.  The state recelving the most children
was Virginia.: Filorida recelved six children, the second highest number, from the state courts, Other
- children were -sent Into afl regions .of the country, with +the exception of +the ‘Paciflc reglon,
O Destinations of 91 children were -not reported by the state courts ‘due to the ‘manner in which this

NC-26
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TABLE 34-17, NORTH CARGLIFA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
IN 1978 AS REPORTED BY STATE AGEAC IES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Type?

Child Weltare/ Juvenile = Mental Heaith and

Types of Conditions “Juvenlie Justiceb - Educatjon Justice ~Mental Retardation

) Phy‘s‘lca_lly;Handlcapbed' X 0 X 0
Mental Iy Handlc&ppod X X X 0

“ Developmental iy Disabled X 0 X 0
Unruly/Disruptive. X 0 X X
‘Truants X 0 X 0
Juvenlie Dellnquenf$ X 0 X 0
Emotional ly Disturbed" X X X X
ﬁregnanf X 0 X 0
Drug/Atlcoho! Problems X o] X 0
Battered, Abendoned, or

"Neglected X 0 X 0

Adopted Children X 0 X 0
Foster Children X o] X 0
Other | 0 X X X

. Z
y

a., X indicstes conditions reported,

b.. The Doparfmonf of Human Resources could only report the conditions and sfafuses of the
192 children reported to be placed out~of-state prior to and during 1978.

A question about the type of setting most frequentiy recelving children placed out of state in 1978

was asked of state agencles, While this type of Information was not requested from the state courts, the
other state agencles could describe the category of placement most frequently used for children leaving
the state, . DHR reported most frequently sending chlidren to live with relatives, = The Department of
- - .Public Instruction sald that . special schools wsie usually contracted with.as recelving facllities,
T DMH/NR/SAS roporfod mosf‘frcquenfly sendlng chlldron to: rosldenflal treatment or chlld care lnsflfuflons.

. Tho sfafe agonclos were ?ur?hor askod to-. reporf the amount of publlc expendlfures for fhe
ouf-of-sfafe ‘placements known to them. . .Table 34-18 shows only two agencles were able to provide” any

Intormation, The Department of Publlc Instruction spent $66,000 In state funds for placement purposes In
1978, DMH/MR/SAS. reported $6,000 in federal monles being spen'r. in addlﬂon, IMH/MR/SAS noted that DHR-
provided funds for most of their placements.
) -28 ’
i

e

NORTH CAROLINA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE’

TABLE 34-18, )
‘ PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY.STATE AGENC IES

Expendlfures,,by‘AGENCY Type’ ,
Juvenlle Mental Health and

Chitd Welfare/

Levels of Govefnmenf “duvenlte Justice Education  Justice = Mental Retardation

o State - * +$66,000 * , 0

o Federal o .« * * $6,000

e Local . L * * o

e Other '* _ * x v ”f )
Total Reported Expenditures * $66,000 *.

- $6,000

% .denotes Not Avallable,

o

F. State Agencles' Knowledge of Out-of~State Placesments

In each state, state and fbcal offlclals weré asked to report the numbar of out-of-state placements
made or arranged by their respective agencies. Furthermore, state officlals were asked to report
comparable data pertalning to ‘the local agencies they supervise or regulate. In other words, the DPl was

asked to report the number of out-of-state placements arranged by ‘local school districts in 1978 and the'

other state  agencles were asked To report The came - data concernlng fhelr counterparts in local
government,. ‘ v » _ v ‘ ‘
Table 34-19 indicates the percenfage of state and local placemenfs known to sfaTe agencles. I+ haS?w

already been pointed out that the DHR was unable to report 1978 Incldence data for the county department

of socltal services or the DHR Itself, except for adoptions, The DPI and DMH/MR/SAS both reported a
higher number of out-of=-state placements .than defermined 'through an ‘aggregation of “state and docally
reported . placements,

arranged by state. courts.
survey of all courts themselves.

N -29
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The information reflected about state courts .is relatively, insignificant in that’
nelther the Adminlstrative Qffice of the Courts nor. DHR could report the number of such placements .
The 134 placements reflected in Table 34-19 represenf data’ reported. in a-
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TABLE 34-19, 'NORTH CAROLINA: ~STATE AGENC IES' KNOWLEDGE OF
. OUT—gF-STATE PLACEMENTS ,

™

Child Welfare/ -/ Mental Heaith and

Juvenlle v
Juvenlle Justice FEducation Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and S , -

Local Agency Placements R 24 134 5
Total Number of Placements b o
. Known to.State Agencies : ¥ 33 134 22
Pér‘éenfage of Placements ' ‘ ‘ o !

Known to State Agencles o . 100¢ 100 100€ .

;% denotes Not Aval lables ‘ ’ o ‘
’ ae ‘T‘he local child welfare agencies reported arranging 268 placments.

4 arranged out of state in 1978,
’ ¢. The state education and mental health/mental retardation ag'encles:‘ attributed more out
of state placements to thelr local counterparts than were Identified In the iocal survey.

be The Department of Human Resources could only report 25 adoption plactments which were

e F‘lgure 34-6 graphically reflects the data In Table 34-19, as well as,cémpaiif utilization Information
supplied by state agencles. Signlficant disparities are evident across agency ‘types both with respect to

- the number of placements known to state agencies and the use of compacts for the placements reported,

-~ NG=30
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* FIGURE 34-6, NORTH CAROLINA: ~THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE
v ~AND LOCAL PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS,
. v AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENC |ES, BY AGENCY
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Jusflcg
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-' State and Local Placements

- State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

D State and Loca! Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

Mental Retardation

a. The “local child wel‘fare agencles reported arranging 268 nts,
placements. The Department of Huma
Resources could only . report 25 adoption. placements which were arranged . out ofp state In I978?

be Both the state education and mental heé]th and mental. retardation agencies attributed
state p’lac‘ements to local agencies than were identified in the survey i

Y. CONCLUDING REMARKS

more out-of-

A review of the Information obtained from North Carsiina state and local. publlc agenclves about their

lnvolveman[? In out-of-state placement brings forward several factors of Interests. The
Departmen

omisslon j{'n this profiie.- The juvenlle Justice portion of thls agency's potential

5

i
7

o ‘ ©NC=31

inability of the

(\ of Human Resources to report -al|” 1978 incldences of out-of-state placements 'Is an obvious
response, sought .

]




~ of thls placement process,

"

because of its adm!nls‘h‘aﬂon of the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, was ob‘h:lned by directiy contacting
all state~operated courts in the state. . I+ remalns unknown, however, how much Information DHR possesses
about court placements, conslidering that courts? reports of compact utilizatlion refiect a 45 percent use
Simitarly, the lack of DHR information about the Involvement of the child
welfare section of the agency in the 1978 out-of-state placement of children to settings other. than
?dc')pﬂve homes leaves questions unanswered. Further findings from the state and local agency surveys
oltow. ; R i v

. @ lLocal chiid welfare agencies and the state courts were most frequentiy Involved in the
placement of children out of North Carolina In 1978, utilizing an Interstate compact for only
a portion of these placemehfs lnfo a Iarge number of states, some at a great distance’ from
Norfh Carolinas

’1 °: _A wlde varle'ry of condiﬂons Were usad 1‘0 describe chiidren sent by local and state chlld
_.welfare agencles and the state courts to out-of=-state settings In 1978, - These agencles
- reported fhose children to be mosf frequenﬂy placed In the homes of .relatives, °

° Chlld welfare agencles servlng the more populated counﬂes of North Carolina were more Hkaly
to place chitdren out of state.: The agencles not placing chitdren In the reporting year, many
serving more rural areas, most often gave the exlistence of sufficient services for chiidren .
within the state as their reason for not sending children out of North Carollna for care and
treatment. ‘

The reader is encouraged  to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the f!ndlngs whlch'

relate to specific practices In North Carolina In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state placement of children,

LT

FOOTNOTES - ‘ . 0

estimates based. on the 1970 natlonal census contalned In: the U.S, Bureau of: the Gensus, County and City

I.' General fnformaﬂon about sfafee, countfes, cities, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Suppliement), Washington, D.Ca., 1978,
T information apouft direct general State and local total: per caplita expenditures and expendlfures for
education and public welfare were-also taken from data collected by the U.S, Bureau of the Census and
they appear in S'faﬂsﬂcal Absfracf of fhe United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washlng'ron, DL,y
1979, -

The 1978 esﬂmafed popuiaﬂon of persons elghf to. 17 years old was developed by the National: Center
the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Insﬂ'rufe I975,

for Juvenite Justice using two sources:
estimated aggregate census,-also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Censuse
2. Popular Government, vol, 45, no..3 (Winter 1980),

i
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENT FOLICY AND PRACTICE IN SOUTH CAROLINA
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11, METHODOLOGY

Information was sys‘remaﬂcally gathered about South Caroll na from a variety of sources using a numher
of data collection technliques, First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone Interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of chlidren,
up to the telephone Interview, to sollcit Information speclfic to the out-of-state placement practices of.
state agencles and those of local agencles subject to state regulatory control or supervisory.oversight,

Ar: assessmont of out-of-state placement -policies znd the adequacy: of Information reportéd by state
agenclies suggested further survey requirements to . datermine the Involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements,
If It was necessary to:

e verify out-of-state placement data r’eporfed by state government about local agencles~ and
e collect local agency data which was not avallable from state governmenf.

A suma"y of fhe dafa collecflon eoffor? In South Carolha appears beijow . In Table 41=-1,

Cor o,

e

sC=1

A'mall syrvey was used, as a follow-

Pursuant: to thls assessment, fur'rher data collection was undertaken ‘
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TABLE 41-1, SOUTH CAROLINA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA - Division of Chlldren and Family Services worked cooperaflvely with the Chlldren's Bureau {n ‘providing
. out-of-state placement services. The Children's Bureau accepted requests for adoption servlces and [Pl
‘ Survey Methods, by AQPNCY Type , | hand | ed fosfer and re!etuve care for Fofh ln-s?afe and ouf—of-sfefe p!acemenfs. ;
Level sigf Child Juvenlle Mental Mantal B ~ ‘ ,
Government Wel fare Edication ‘ Justice Health Reaturdation L :
L - : : C. ~ Education %
State Telephone Teléphone Telephone Telephone Telephone . . -
Agencles Interview Interview interview Interview Interview s . ;
L B ‘ ‘ , _ : South Carclina's Depar?menf of Education (DOE) has the major res onslblllf for Its educational g
- MaTied Survey: ‘Malled Survsy: - Malled Survey: Malled Survey: ~Mailed Survey: system. Within DOE Is the Office of Programs for the Handicappeg (OHH)P which ls’ulrecfty involved with ;
. DSS officlals 4DOE officlals ~ DJPA and DYS = DMH officlals  DMR Cfficials. the placement of children In other states, South Carolina has 92 local school districts which are ¥
N e g L o officlals ; ; ;ess?nslble fo; providing the normal currlculum for grades K-12 in addition to specialized services for B
§ Ny : VSRR J o ‘ ) ) - . and lcapped chlldren, Before any of the 92 local school districts can place a child ‘out of state, they e
A +Local Not Appl-cable Teleohone Not Applicable = Not Applicable ~ Not Applicable must prove that there are no other -facllities or programs In the stats. capable of ‘meeting a particular
Agencies - (State Offlces) ?grvay (State Offices) (State Offices) (State Offices) chlld's special needs. The local school district!s request must -be approved by the OPH,
v percent - )

- sample of. the
92 local school !
districts to
verity state i
reported place-
mentsa

D. Juvenile Justice ’

L.

Sixteen-famlly courts serving the 46 counties havée original jurisdiction over delinquent, neglected,
and -abandoned. children under 17 years of age' ini:Seuth Carolina, Intake, probation, ‘and affercare.
(parole) services are administered by thé Department of Juvenile Placemént and Aftercare (DJPA) 'thréugh
six.regional offices and 43 local offices, covering the state's 46 countles, Thls agency operates
community-based freatmeént: and alternative care programs In cooperation with the family courts and with
other service agencies and volunteer programs. Some of these programs Involve the Department of  Youth

Services,. which recently-. lnlflafed counseling and shelfer services for sfafus offenders who have been
deinstitutionatlized. -

a, Information attributed In This proflle to the state's schooi districts was gathered
from the sfafe educaflon agency and the ten percenf eample. ,

I11, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978 Adjudicated hdellnquenfs are 60mmlffed to the Deparfmen1 of Youth Sarvlces, which operafes a

diagnostic center and three tralning facilitlies., The department also runs-a statewlide program of youth
bureaus. that work with tfroubled feenagers and their "familles,  The bureaus provide dlagnosflc,
counsel ing, sducational, and job training programs. atong with speclal programs to divert first oftenders

away from delinquency . and the court systsm. Servlces Include recreational  faciiities, volunteer help,
and runaway shel!ters, : - )

A. Introductory Remarks

Out-of-state placements are reportedly nade pursuant to the provision of the Interstate Compact on
Juveniles (1CJ), of which South Carolina has been a member since 1970, The ccmpact office within DJPA
reports that although their unit helps to arrange for the out-of-state placement of -juveniles on proba-
tion or recelving aftercare, they have no funds for out-of-state maintenance other than for travel
expense to the juvenlle's out-of-state destination,

"~ South Carolina has the 40th largest land area (30,225 square miles) and is the 26th most populated
state (2,815,762) in the Unlted States, There are 23 cities wlth populations over 10,000 and seven
clties containing 25,000 or more people., Columbla, the capital, Is the most populated city with over
111,000, South Carollna has 46 counties, The estimated 1978 population of persons elght to 17 vears
old was 532,575, ” \

There are four Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In Soufh Carolina, with two SMSAs bor-
derlng its continguous states of Georgia and North Carolina, E. Mental Healfh

______

South Carolina ranks 48th nationally In total state and local! per caplta expenditures, 42nd in per
capita expenditures for educaflon and 47th In per capita expenditures for public welfare,!

Mental health programs In South Carolina are administered and fjinanced by the Department of Mentai
Heatth (DMH), = The departmentt!s Division of Community Mental Health. Zervices opgrates 13 mental health
centers |ocated throughout the state, Out-of-state placements made by ,e central ciflce and the centers
are reportedly made pursuant to the provisions of the interstate “Compact on Mental Health, when
applicable, - South Carollina has been a member of this: compacf slnce 1959q

E< Child Welfare

! A
Child welfare servlces in Sou#h Carolina are cperafed by departments of soclal services located in
e@ach county which are directly under the adminlstration of and funded by the South Carolina Dapartmant of
Soclal Services fDSS)., WIthin DSS, the primary state office providing programs and ‘finanéial assistance
to familles, iIncluding foster familles, Is the Office of Program Planning and Operatlons. Thts offlce
includes the Bureau of Human Services, which, through Its Divislon of Chiidren, ond Family Services, Is
responsible for protactive services, foster care, day care, and adoptions. There Is also an independent
sfafe-admlnlsfered and state-financed Chridren's Bureau which handies adoptions for the entire state,

F. Mental Retardation

The ., Deparfmenf of Menfal Retardation (DMR) in Soufh Carolina operates four state faclilities for the
mentally retarded. - In addition, DMR provides over 70 percent of the funds for community services deli-
vered In 100 focations,  These services are purchased from privote, nonprofit organizations such as South
Carolina's Assoclation for Retarded Citizens. The Department of Mental Refardaf?on can purchase services
for South Carofina's chiidren in out-of=-state settings. I+ was reported that placements are made pur-
suant to the provislons of the Infers?afe Compact on Mental Health when [T entalls a transfer between
nublic facltiities, -

Sou*h Carolina recently adopted The Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chlldren. (ICPC) and the .
compact took effect on July 1, 1980, "Up until this time, South Carollna had an importation law in which
the Chlldren's Bureau was designated as the agency 1o contact for: the formal arrangement of a placement
Into. South Carolina, It was reported fhaf during 1978 the Interstate Placement Unit (IPU) of The DSS!
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IV, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF QUT-OF- PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

TABLE 41-2, SOUTH CAROLINA: NUMBER OF GUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL
PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY. AGENCY :TYPE

The results of the survey of South Carolina state and local agencles are presented in thls section of o : o . o
the state profile, The type of information provided in the following tzbles corresponds to concerns and ! :

Issues related to the out-of-state placement of children that were suggested In Chapter 1, Number of CHiLDREN, by Agency Type
aed : 4 Levels of Chitd Juvenile Justice? Mental  Mental ‘ ki
: Government Welfare Education T TT— Health Retardation Total !5
: A. The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings ‘ — - - H
1. ; - State Agenc i
: Placements 286 0 18 10° * 1 315 i
Tabte 41~2 introduces the survey results by summarlizing the out-of-state placement activity that was Local Agency . : . ‘
discovered among state and local agencies In South Carolina, The Information In the table indicates Placements - 2 - —-— . 2
areas of greatest placement activity among agency types and levels of government and serves to frame the . Do L
: size of the cohort of children placed out of South Carolina in 1978 to which much of the subsequent fin« A Tota) 286 2 28 * 1 317
; dings refer, . ' B .
Two state-level juvenlle justice agencies are reflected In Table 41-2 and other tables reporting . ' b , o ~- denotes Not Available, ,
; state agency data because both of fthese agencies needed to be contacted to obtain conplete out-of-state R . ‘ ) ‘ /
placement Information,  Juvenile Justice | refers to information repcrted by the Department of Juvenile T : : : . *  dsnotes Not Applicable, {
l;lacomenf and Aftercars and Juvenlle Justice || refers to information reported by the Department ct Youth .
ervices, “

. a, Juvenile Justice | Indicates data reported by the Department of Juveniis.
Table 41-2 aiso Indicates that the only agencies operated under the auspices of local government that Placement and Aftercere and Juvenile Justice Il Indicates data raported by the

provide services to children are local school districts, which were minimally Involved In the placement Department of Youth Services. i

of children out of South Carolina., At the state level, the child welfare agency is clearly the agency - g

most asctive In placing chlidren Into other states, with 286 placaments reported for 1978, . b

) May Inctude placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
penden':’!y or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and
others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowiedge., Refer to
Tabte 41-7 for specific information regarding .state agency Involvement in
arranging out-of-state pfacements, '

~
v
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The Debarmnfs of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare, and Youth Services réporfed 18 and 10 out-of~
state placements, respectively, Although these incidence rates make these agencles next in overall acti-

"vity after the child welfzre agency, they nowhere near 2pproach the number of placements made by the
Department of Soclal Services,

g

i R‘:.., i

e o

The Department of Education reported no direct Involvement in out-of~state placement in !978,‘ while
the Department of Mental Health reported Involvement but was unable to Indicate how many children were L -
placed out of South Carolina in that year, The Department of Mental Retardation was minimally ‘involved - - : -

: Table 41-3% Indicates that the two local education placements were lnlﬂated. by school distrigts -
: + in ptacing children In other states, reporting only one piacement in 1978, : 1

located in the urban counties of Charleston and Greenville, It is important to bear in mind that the
=N Jurlsdlction of school districts contacted Is smaller than the counties containing them. For that

i ‘ . reason, multipie agencies may have reported from each county and the incidence reports In tho table are A
) ) i : the aggregated reports of all schoel districts within them. s

: ‘ ; TABLE 41-3, SOUTH CAROLINA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE
o ‘ . NUMBER OF ~OUT=OF -STATE - PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
N ; : oo : LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY

B N o . TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS ’

, ' ' Number of “CHILDREN

i978 Placed during 1978
e o Populationd
{ ’ ' County Name ' {Age 8-17) : Education
Abbeviile 3,748 0 o
Alken 18,643 0 r
S Allendale 2,030 0 =8
Anderson 20,008 0 Y
Bamberg 3,293 0 e
Barnwel | 3,834 0 e
Beaufort 10,072 0 :
Berkelay 15,845 0
. Calhoun 2,253 0
‘ + Charleston 47,503 1
: 5
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TABLE 41-3 (Coh +inued) : B; The Out-of-State Placement Practices of lLocal! Agencies:
1978 ' 2?2233 83.-?’,?“‘?’3% ) 728 B 1 The information presented in this section of the pfof"lle appears In condensed form, compared to the
- . . Populati a - . i ; tocal agency sectlons of other profliss, because of the minimal out~of-state placement at the local level
j County N S gpu g 1‘7’" : Educati In South Carolina.  Most of the Irnformation .which is presented for ali local agencles Is presented In
i ounty Name (Age 8-17) - educaTion narrative form rather than wiih summary tables because of this small amount of activity. g
4 . : ‘ " i L £
% Chérokee ‘ 7,494 '0 -Table 41-4 describes. the Involvement of -two of the 92 school districts In out-of-state placement 3
A Chester ) 5:646 0 practices, while the remaining:90 fthool 'dlsfrlcts reported no such activity, ~}f
Y Chesterfield ‘ 6,953 0 L E
> Clarendon 6, 032 0
i Col leton 5,849 0
‘ Dariington _ 11,325 0
Dilion 6,658 0
Dorchester S 10, 360 0
Edgefield 3,297 0 1
Falrfield 4,135 0 K
? : Florence ' 19,298 0
Georgetown 7,863 0 A
: : Greenville 47,195 1 oy
Greenwood 9,631 0
Hampton ’ 3,342 0 '
A ' TABLE 41-4, SOUTH CAROLINA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
Jgggzr : ‘g'gg; 8 ’ ; AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
i Kershaw 7,005 T 0 ~IN 1978 , |
: Lancaster 8,785 0 o ‘ ;
1 Laurens 8,971 0 : , Mumber of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
( Les 3,987 0 Response Categorles = . ' . Education
» 7 . . -
: Lexington 22,445 0 L
e ::;S?Q:'CK ;'ggg ' g o o Agencles Whlch Reported Out-of-State
S ; Mar | boro ; 6,212 0 Placenents B o 2
L " ; : : * Agencles Which Did Not Know |f They S )
o x"gggry ‘ .Sl’gg_g . : g : , Placed, or Placed but Could Not ‘ , , o : R
SRR " Orangeburg ' 15”306 0 o : ~ Report the Number of Children : | 0
SR Pickens 11,152 0 - )
: 1 Agencles Which Did Nof Place Out. C ‘
: A ' ‘ ‘ Richland 39,436 0 of State ‘ © - 9g | |
% h S d*g:;gg:nburg‘ & o 3«3:35 1. g . ‘Agencles Which Did Not Parﬂclpafa : S E S kY v =
el - Sumter : 17,721 0 ~-In The Survey . - | ; ‘
B : B”??amsburg ' 4 '5726833 g g Total Local Agencies e ST 92
< : . !
Lo b . . ' T . ,/
B i b York oo ) 17,353 0 :
& -
Total Number of o
Tt _  Placements Arranged . e
; : by Local Agencles : ‘ : e g
(total may Include : k : : ‘ R ‘ : o : . .
duplicate count) o . , 2 _ ~ e , * . : SPRUERE ‘ 5 é i
Total Number of Local : - , N 8 | : i
‘Agencles Reporting B 92 « RO ' . : .
a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juveniie Justice. _ BT R : o
using data from two sources: the 1970 nationa! c¢ensus and the Na\ﬂona! Cancer : ‘ Yo o ) : ‘ R : S
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census, s S E R . g ‘ o ' : T T
» L 5 ~ ‘ : S ‘ , ' Toee Tabia 41-5 indicates fhe reasons reported by the 90 nonplaclng school districts for. not making out- ‘
A ' SREEE S of-state placements In 1978,  Ninety=six percent -of these local education agencies said that no place-
o ' ) ‘ L ments were made because ‘of the presence of sufficlent services in South Carolina to meet chlldren's
SC-6 ’ ‘ o service neads. One agency reporfed the fack of statutory autherity prevented- this type.of placement.
| | : | : A
§C-7 U
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SOUTH CAROLINA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT.ARRANGING OUT=-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978 <

"TABLE 41-5,

Number . of ‘Local AGENCIES
by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of State?

. Education

Lacked Statutory Authority ' . ‘ L
Restricted .0 :
Lacked Funds & | 0 B
Sufficlent Services Available In State | | 86
Otherb ‘ | 5
Number of Agencles Reporting No Out-of-State

Placements . 90
Total Number of Agenclies Represented In

Surve?‘“?}

, - 92

" a. - Some agencles repor 'ed more than ons reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements. ' !

be Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalnst

overali agency pollcy, were disapproved by parents, Involved too much red tape,
and were prohibitive because of distance. ) : S

Both placements were arranged Independently by the school districts, without the cooperation of other
public agencles, The two children placed by these schoo!l districts were described as mentally retarded
or developmentally disabled, or mentally 1l1/emoticnally disturbed, and one of the agencles reported tha
the child placed was In need of speclal education services,

A ,

There were no local agéncles In South Carolina which placed more than four children out of state In

1978 and, therefore, no agencies were requested to provide the information collected from Phase || agen-
cies as In other states, ’

s . Ce Use of lnféstafevCompacTs by State and Local Agencies

The survey of local education -agencies In South Carolina also determined the extent fo which
interstate compacts were utilized to urrange out-of-state placements.  Graphlc. representation. of the
Information .gathered about compact utilization s Iljustrated In Flgure 41~1, This figure shows that no
chifdren were placed out of South Carolina by schoo! districts with +he uge of a compacts It should be

recalled that placements Into facllitlies solely educational 1n nature are not under the purview of any
compact, i o . R

SC=-8.

[T

© 'south Carollna state agencles reported their knowledge ©
Tabie 416 reflects these state agency responses,

reported by the child welfare, juvenlie justice, and mental
agency, |ike the local agencles, reported no compact use In 1978,

well,

FIGURE 41-1,

provide compact information.

SOUTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

2
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY

~ SOUTH CAROLINA

LOCAL. EDUCATION
AGENCIES

- SC-9

(¢

¢ interstate compact utilization In 1978, as
indicating ‘full compact use for placements
The state education

retardation agencles.

and the mental health agency could not
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TABLE 41-6. SOUTH CAROLINA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
- COMPACTS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, IN
1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile Justice Mental  Mental
Wel fare  Education T T Health Retardation
Total Number of’ State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements 286 2 18 10 L 1
Total Number of Compact- : '
Arranged Placements .
Reported by State Agencles. 286 0 18 10 * 1
&1
Percentage of Compact- : ‘ ‘
Arranged Placements 100 0 100 100 * 100

]
i\

* dem&fes Not Avallable,.

a, Juvenile Justice | ‘includes data reported by the Dspartment of Juveniie
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice il Indicates data reported by the
Department of Youth Services, :

D. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

The state agency placement -Information provided in Table 41-2 at the beginning of this profile is
further specifled In Table 41-7, which indicates that the state child welfare agency was the only state
agency placing children out of South Carolina with more than one of the types of involvement specified in
the table, - The out-of-state placement of 88 percent of all of those reported by the state child welfare
agency were arranged and funded by the agency. Five placements were arranged and funded pursuant to the
order of a court, and the agency heiped to arrange one placement I the absence of expliclt legal or
financlal responsibility for the child involved,  The remalning 30 placements, which are 10 percent of
all children placed by the agency, invoived the agency in other ways, Includirg placements "into lnstitu=
- tlons and group homes outside the state, adoptive placements with foster parents, Independent (voluntary)

glacemenfs, indepandent adeptions, court custody sults," and placements which were financed by Charleston
ounty revenues, ’

‘The state education agency reported funding three locally arranged placements. The survey of local
agencles proved this- Information to Include one child who had been placed outside of the pubiic school
district but not outside of South Carolina., The Department of Menfal Retardation arranged and funded the
placement of a single chitd into another state in. 1978, :

With regard to Juvenile justice agencies, the Department of Juvenlie Placement and Aftercare
(Juvenlie Justice |) placed 18 children out of state through other forms of Involvement than those spe-
clfted In the table, but did not explaln how these placements occurred. The Department of Youth Services
(Juvenlile Justice 11) helpad to arrange placement out of South Carolina In 1978 for:. ten children for whom
others were legally and financially responsible, v

) Department of Mental Health Indicated Involvement in out-of-state placemeiit In.thi same way as the
Department of Youth Services, but did not specify the number of chlidren Involved,

"2 . In general, state agencles in South Carolina, bar?lcularly the child welfare‘agency, demonstrated

“excellent abllity to report thelr Involvement in placing chiidren out of state and the number of children

subject forfhﬁ§e forms of Involvement, = - “
Y o , -
o et

. 5C=10

|
TABLE 41-7, SOUTH CAROLINA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO

© 7 7" REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-

' STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978 |

' . i

Placeﬂ”QE??nSf|39$LE$E§+§$8°K§8ﬁc|es

: Child "~ Juvenile Justice Mental  Mental
Types of Involvement ‘ Wel fare Education T T Health ,Re?ardaflon‘ 
‘State Arranged and Funded 251 0 -0 0 0 1
. - . it .

Local ly: Arranged but - , . » , i

State Funded - 3 - W= -~ -
Court Ordered, but State : B ¢ : :

Arranged and Funded » 5 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal: Placements i ' L

Involving State . .

Funding 256 3 0 Q "0 1

%

Locally Arranged and

Funded, and Reported : .

to State - 0 -— - - ==
State Helped Arrangs, ‘

but- Not Required by

Law or Did No* Fund

the Placemeny— 1 0 0 10 * 0
Other : 30 0 18 o 0 0
Total Number of

Children Placed Out

of State with State ‘

Asslistance or ,

Know!edged _ 286 3 18 10 - * ]

*  denotes Not Avallable,
-=- denotes Not Applicable,

8, . Juvenils Justice | Indlcafes data reported by the Department of Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice Il lIndicates data reported by the
Department of Youth Services, o .

b,  includes all out-of-state placements known to offictals In the particular
state agency, In some cases, this figure consists of plachments which did ot
directly Involve affirmative action. by the state sagency but |may simply Indicate
knowisdge of certain out-of-state placements through case copferences or through
various forms of Informal reporting. :

i
d

State agencles ware asked o speclfy the number of children placed Into specitic recelving states or
countrles and thelr responses appear In Table 41-8, The state chlid welfare agency provided complete
destinatlon Information for all 286 chiidren placed out of state in 1978, reporting the setection of set-
t+ings In 32 states and Europe to recelve these chiidren, Florlda.‘GeorglP, and North Carolina were most
often used by this state agency for out-of-state placements, each receliving 60 chlidren In 1978, These
states account for 63 percent of all the children placed out of South (arolina by this agency In the
reporting yoear, Forty-two percent of the DSS placements went to the comflguous‘sfa?es of Georgia and
North Carolina. Alabama was the state next most frequently selected by thls agency, after the above
three states, to recelve out-of-state placements, Fifteen chlidren were sent to Alabama by DSS,
Virginia received ten South Carolina children and Kentucky was the des?ln?flon of nine DSS placements in
1978. The remalning children were placed in numbers of five or less into settings located. in 26 other
states throughout the country, Three children were also sent to Holland for residential care,

$C~-11
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Chiidren reported placed out of South Carolina by fhe DOE Office of Programs for the Handlcapped were
recelved in single numbers by settings in Florida, Georgia, and Wisconsin., ~The single child placed by
+he Department of Mental Retardation was placed In New York,.. The Department of Youth Services divided
its ‘ten. placements evenly between the contiguous states of Georgla and North: Carolina, while the
Department of Juvenlle Piacement and Aftercare, the other state Jjuvenile justice agency, did. not. report
children's destinations, The Department of Mental Health, along with not belng able to provlde out=-of -
state placemenf incldence, could not provide destination Information,

TABLE 41-8, SOUTH CAROLINA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE .

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Juveniie Justice? Mental Meiital :
Wel fare  Education T LS Health Retardation -

Destinations of Chiid
Chi{tdren Placed

—
B e LA R

Alabama
Arlzona
Cal Ifornla
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
Florida
Georgla
Hawall
I1lnois

O O

NN O VIWW s o) OGN Q e\ VINO O

Indiana
lowa
Kentucky
. Loulstana v
Massachusetts

Michigan
Misslssippt
Missouri
New Jersey
New: York

LO0000 00000 ©0O0O00O 0000d

North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Tennesses

[

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

—
i —\n NONN —

.. . West Virglnla
. . MWisconsin-
Europe

.VC-OO COOoO0CO OoO0ooOoOowWwm QCOO0OO0O0 OO0Oo0 COUVOO O000Q

QOO OCOO0CO0CO QOOOoOo
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TABLE 41-8, (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN Placed’

Juvenlle Justice® Mental MenTai
Wel fare Education T T Health Retardation

) Desfinaflons of Chitd
Chlldren’Placed

Placements for. Which
Destinations Could
Not ‘be Reported by o
State Agencles : 0 0 < ALY 0 All 0

Total Number of
Placements : 286" 3 18

* denotes Not Avaltable,

a. Juvenile Justice | indicates data reported by the Department of
v Juvenlle -Placement and Aftercare -and Juvenile Justice |1 Indicates data
) reported by the Department of Youth Services. :

State agencles were asked Yo describe chllidren placed ouf of state accordlng to the Ilsf of charac=-
teristics shown In Table 41-9, The Department of Soclal Services described children placed out of South
Carolina In 1978 as having a wide variety of conditions and statuses, These chiidren who were placed
were- physically, mentally, and developmentally handicapped, as weli as youth with unruly/disruptive
behavior problems and those who were pregnant, - Battered, abandoned, or neglected children were also

placed by this state child welfare agency, as well as those going to foster and adoptive care in other
states,

The other four state agencies were more circumscribed in thelr description of chiidren placed Into
other states. The state oducation agency described children placed -as physically, mentally, or emo-
tionally Impaired, and the Department of Mental Retardation mentioned developmental disabitity In addi-
t+ion to mental handlicaps  as ‘describing the single child it placed. The Department of Youth Services
Indicated that all ten children reported placeéd Into other states were battered, abandoned, ‘or neglected,
which might be thought of as a sltightly unusual response Since these are not M"status of fenses!" and the
state juvenile Justice agency Is responsibie for diversions, runaway shelters, and troubled teenagers.
The Department of Juvenile Placement and Aftercare gave responses more directly associated with juvenile

-Justice concerns, describing chiidren placed out of South Carolina as unruly/disruptive, truant, or adju-

dicated delinquent, Mental handicaps was the characferlsflc of chlldren placed out of sfafe in 1978 mosf
frequentiy mentioned by sfafe agencias,

TABLE 41-9, SOUTH CAROLINA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
QUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Typqi
Chitd . Juvenite Justice®  Mental
7“————”——."

Types of Conditions Wel fare Education f“T}i,r Retardation
,Physlical ly Hand}capped : X X lgg‘ 0 0
MenTgfiy Hand1capped . X e 0 0 iy
Developmentally. Disabled X 0 0 0 X
"Unruly/Dlsrupﬂve X -0 X 0 o
Truants 0 Q X 0 0
Juveniie Déllnquenfs 0 6: X 0 OH
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. children most frequently

TABLE 41-9, = (Continued)

Agency Type®

Child Juvenile Justicel Mental
Types of Conditions Welfare Education T T Retardation
“Emotionally Disturbed" 0 X 0 -0 0 .
A :
Pregnant Q\ - X 0 0 0 0
Vi
Drug/Alcohol Froblems 0 0 0 0
Battored Abadaoned or
.y Neglected | X 0 0 X 0
Adopted Children X 0 0 0 0
”Fosfer Children, X 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0
é.. X lndicéfas conditions reported, Lo
b. Juvenlile Jhsflce | . Indicates data reported by the Department of

Juvenile Placement and Aftercare, and Juvenile Justice 1i

: indicates data
- reported by the Department of Youth Servlces. ‘

The state child welfare agency and both responding “Juvenile Justice agencies reported placing
into #%e gomes of relatives In 1978, The DOE's Office of Programs for the
Handicapped and the Department of Mental Retardatlion responded that children placed out of  state most

freguently went to residential treatment or child care facilities in that year,

Expenditures, by source of funds, made by state agencles for out-of-state placements 1n the reporting
year are included In Table 41-10. Oniy the Department of Soclal Services and the state education agency
provided this information. The state chlid welfare agency Indicated spending a total of $148,600, only
about seven percent of which was iIn - local funds, The remalning $138,600 was allocated from state
revenues, - Expenditure of federal or other funds were not reported. The state education agency spent
about $13,000 in federa! funds for out-of-state placements, and did not report expenditures from ofher
sources.,
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TABLE 41-10, SOUTH CAROLINA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OuT- ﬂ
OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY !

. STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

. Child Juvenile Justice Mental Mental

Levels of Government Wel fare Education T T Health Retardation
e State $138,600 * * 0 * *
e Federal ' *  $13,178 * 0 * *
e local 10,000 * * 0 * *
e Other * * * 0 * *

Total Reported <

- Expenditures $148,600 $13,178 : * Y O * *

*  denotes Not Avallable,

a. Juvenile Justice |. indicates data reported by tlie Department of Juven!le
Placement . and Aftercare and Juvenile Justice !l Indicates data reported by the
Department of Youth Services,

E., State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements:

As a final review, Table 41-11 offers the Incldence of out-of=~state placements reported by égufh
Carolina pubiic agencies and the number of children placed cut of state of which the state agencies had
knowledge., Services for chlldren are primarily operated by ‘state ‘government in South Carolina and this
table reflects the complete knowledge of out-of-state placements held by all state agencles -except the
mental health agency., It should be noted that the state seducation agency attributed one more placement
to the local agencies than were identifled In the survey, This child, according to the local respondent,
was placed outside of the school district but not out of South Carolina in 1978, .
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TABLE 41-11, SOUTH CAROLINA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
' OUT=-OF~-STATE . PLACEMENTS

Ly i v i Sisbran et Yol s e e

Child- ' Juvenlle Justice? Mental Menfél

‘Welfare . Education T X}

Health - Retardation -

Total Number of State .
and Local Agency o -
Placements 286 2 18 10 * L

Total Number of
Placements Known

Flgure 41-2" graphlcally depicfs the
., In‘tersfa're compacf use. e ;

to State Agencies 286 3 - 18 10 - # 1
Percentage of
Placements Knowin ‘ , ; .
to State Agencles 100 100b 100 100 * 100 .
* - denotes Not Avaliable, ‘
a, Juvenlle Justice | indicates: data: reported : by the Department of

Juventle Placement and Aftercare and Juvenlle Justice -I1 indicates the data -

reporfed by the Deparfmen'r of Youth Servlces.

5 Cbe The sfafe ‘education agency Indica‘red one. more p!acemenf to a local
school district than was identjfled in the local survey.  This child was placed
outside the school" district but not out of state in 1978,. : '
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FIGURE 41-2, SOUTH CAROLINA: THE TOTA'L‘ NUMBER OF STATE AND
o LOCAL -PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACT, AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGEPCIES, BY AGEPCY TYPE P . L
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Men‘ral Health - Retardation

- State and Local -Placements
- State and Local Pfacements Known-to Sfafe Agencles
D Sfafe and Local Compact Arranged Placemen'rs Reported by State Agencles

: a. Juvenlle Justice | lncludes data reported by the Department of Juvenile Placemen'f and Aftercare
and Juvenlile Justice Il indlicates data repor'red by fhe Department of Youth Services.

b, The state education agency attributed one more ouf-nf-s*afe placemen'r to Iocal school districts
than was identifled in fhe survey, ;

V. . CONCLUDING REMARKS

Thls final section summarizes tindings from the survey of South Carolina state and local agencles,
An extremely predominant finding was the 'overwhelmingly thorough abllity. of° the state chlld welfare

‘agency, the Department of Soclal Services, to report upon Its involvement In the out-of-state placement

of children, Among the state egencles, thls chiid welfare agency takes clear leadership.in the placement
of children into other states. — This -agency, placing more than 15 times as many children as -any cther In
South Carolina, was. able fo report that the 286 placed chl idren reflected a wide varlefy of characferlsﬂcs
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and were In séfflngs In 32 states and Europe, Including over 40 percent. to bordering states, Other

Interasting conclusions from the survey results folliow,

e The responslbility for placement of chlidren across state lines ifes almost who!ly with state .
agencies in South Carollna because of the organization of children's services in the state.
Those local agencies with authority to involve themselves In such placements, local school
districts, exerclsed this prerogative very Infrequently In 1978,

e Complete compact utillzation was reported by the state child welfare agency despite South
Carojina's nonsignatory status at the time of this survey for the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children, This suggests the use of other compacts, ICPC~type procedures, and
the Invocation of other South Caroling law dealing with the interstate movement of children,

o Other South Carolina state agencies placed comparatively few children out of state in, 1978,
These chlldren. for whom destinations were reported went to settings In contiguous or other
South Atlantic states, ) . :

e The state education agency was able to report upon local school districts'! placement activity
In 1978, reflecting a strong regulatory abliity, :

The -reader is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the flndlngs which
relate to specific practices In South Carolina In order to develop further conclusions about the state'!s
" Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children,.

FOOTNOTE -

1. General Information about states, counties, clties, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U,S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.,C,, 1978,

Informatlion about direct general stale and Jocal total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S, Bureau of the Census and
they appear: In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D,C,,
1979, . : —— ~ . ‘

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the Nationa! Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: - the 1970 national census and the Natiopal Cancer Institute 1975
astimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S, Bureau of the Census,
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLAGEMENT POLICY AND FRACTICE IN TENNESSEE
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i1, - METHODOLOGY

lnformafion'was sysfemafléallylgafhered about Tennessee fr#ﬁ a varlety of sources using a number of
data ‘col tection technlques. - First, a search for relevant stato statutes and case law was undertaken.

Next; teléphone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policles.

and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children A mall survey was used
! . A - a C ; ) . : a5 a
follow-up to the telephone interview, to sollcit information specific to the ouf—of-sfa%; placemen{ prac=

:Lcesi%:rsfafe agencles and those of local agencies. subject to state regulatory control or supervlsory
ersight,

An»assessmenf of out-of=state placement policies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agenciés suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public agencles in

arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to +this assessment, furth
1939l necessary i , er data collection was undertaken

e verlfy out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencles; and
e cojlec+~lqcal agency data which® was.not available from state government,

A summary of the data collection effort in Tennessee appears below In Table 43-1,

i

TABLE 43~t, ' TENNESSEE: 'METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

M&lled Survey: Mailed Survey: Malled Survey:

Malled Survey:

DHS officials DOE officials ~~ DOC officials DMHMR officials
! Local - 'Not Applldable4;TeIephohea Telé hone? . Not Applt
o Agencles ~ (State 7 Survey: Al Sureey: Ali (Sfafgp,m:b'fe
< Offices) 147 ‘school 95 local . Offices)
! -, districts courts .

‘a. The telephone susey was. conducted by the Ohlo Management and Research
Group under a subcontract to the Acadanmy.
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11, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A, Infroductory Remarks

Tennessee has the 34th largest land area (41,328 square miles), and is ‘the 17th most populated state
(4,174,100) In the-Unjted States, Memphis is the state's most populated clty, having about 661,000
people, The state/ capital, Knoxvilie, ranks second In the state in population with neartly 500,000
people. Tennessee” has seven cities betwsen 25,000 and 50,000 in population and five cities over 50,000,
including Nashville and Knoxviile., It has 95 counties. The estimated 1978 population of persons elght
to 17 years old was 727,518,

‘There are six Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In Tennessee. All SMSAs are on one of
Tennessee's borders with its eight contiguous states: Alabama, Georgla, North Carolina, Virginla,
Kentucky, Missourl, Arkansas, and Mississippi., .

Tennessee ranks 46th nationally in total state and local per caplta expenditures, SO0th In par caplta
expenditures for education, and 36th In per caplita expenditures for public welfare,!

B, Child Weifare

Chitd welfare programs are provided by the Department of Human Services (DHS) and administered
through the department's branch offlces In each of Tennessee's 95 counties. The DHS provides a full
range of child welfare and Title XX service$, including protective services, adoption and single parent
services, family planning, foster care, day care, and homemaker services, The Interstate Compact on the
Placement ‘of Children (ICPC) office within DHS must approve all placements of chlidren in other states
and maintains centralized files on these placements. Tennessee has been a member of this compact slince
1974, '

C. Education

Tennessée's’ Department of Education (DOE) has the major responsiblilty for its educatlional system,
There are 147 Sschool districts in Tennessee, which Include city, town, county, and speclal districts,
The districts arrange for out-of-state placements, but only‘for handicapped children.

it Is up to the local districts to provide special education programs for the handicapped or to

contract out for such programs, Although the placemants must be approved by the State Commissioner of
Education, the Department of Education dves not maintaln statewide out-of-state placement records,

D. Juvenile: Justice -

Tennessee has a county-based juvenlle court system which has jurisdiction over dependent, neglected,
and dellnquent children, Where specific juvenlle courts are not present, county courts have jurisdiction
over juvenile matters and either hear juvenile cases or delegate this responsibility to the General Ses-
slon Court, Probation and parofe services, however, are provided by the Department of Correctlons (DOC),
Youth Services Division's Juvenlie Probation Unit, with the eéxception of some of the larger metropo!ltan
areas which have their own probation office (Chattancoga, Knoxville, Memphis, and Nashville),

The Youth Services Division also operates six. correctional Institutions (youth centers), 13 group
homes, and foster care services., All of the courts are able to place children In other states indepen-
dent of the DOC, including the four metropolitan county-operated probaticn departments,

been & member of the compact since 1955, .

TN-2

! [ They, therefore,
might not use the DOC administerad Interstate Compact on Juvenlles for these placements. ;Tbnnesses‘has‘
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-out WIfh'prlvateL<nqnprofl*hnenfal

.-pact since 1971,

Es  Msntal Health and Mental Réfardafioﬁ

M 2 AR A ‘ » .
Mental Rotardation” (NVR 1n Tonnasscn. ” Samy (5 miTISTered. by Tho Oapartaant of antal Heaith an
MHMR S - o menta ' -
and governed by .local boards, The Tennessee Department of Men$:I He:ﬁarigiiiazﬁ;?dera' ation contended

1 Re :
health centers and mental retardatiop fac"tTiesTardﬁfl;:chggg:gzg
become involved in sendingégDJLdﬁan“To.bTha;,s+a?es is via the Inter-
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Vo F]NQINGS FROM A SURVEY. OF OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The general findings from the survey of out-of-state placement practices of state and local agencies

are presented in the following tabular dis
displays, They a
Issues relevant to the out-of-state placement Lf chlldrYen rt?afgegcja nl': egha;o*ecrorlr.espond ‘fo‘ some of he major

»

A. The Number of’Children Plaéed in Ouf—of-Sfafe Résldenflal Settings

\
presentad ‘in Table 43-2

' by agency type.
the number of piacements reported by

~ Before the discussion of
:; the number of out-of-state
I figures provided should be reviewed with an under
: standing that
any single agency may also have lavolved another a ‘ S ‘
_ gency; The total figure, * -
tation of the number of children placed out of state in 1978, (Fur*heﬁ;dISEUSZSZB 23ylg:eﬁgggnzgrggggggg-

Tion occurs later in Table 43-6) It g

. ppears that the local Tenn

:clﬂylfy; regor‘ﬂng 116 placements, State government activity waesssae‘esocour'fs ecount i et placenent
alf of the placements reported by both state and local agencies,

TABLE 43-2, TENNESSEE: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEME
: -OF - EMENTS
o ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENGIES. IN
o o 1978, BY AGENGY TYPE o

Number of CHILDREN, by'Agency Type.

Levels of Child Juveni|
] ‘ & Mental Health
Government Welfare Education Justice - Mental Refardaf?g: Total
S;?Te Agency |
acementsa : 75 ¢
| e 50 9 134
LgTal Agency : : L :
acements . ' - 12 116 ‘ B
‘ ‘ : - 128
Total ; 75 12 - 186 9 262

~~ denctes Not Applicable.

a, May !nclude'placemenfs which the state a i nded in
5. gency arranged and funded Inde-
giggsnféﬁ or under a court order, arranged but did nofyfund, %e|ped arranged, g:d
s directly involving the state agency's asslstance or krowledge. Refer to

Table 43-15 for specific informati
Ing. outoofostate slarmeni " on régarding state agency Involvement in arrang-
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Table 43-3 focuses further attention on the number of out-of-state placements arranged by local edu~
cation and juvenile Justice agencies In Tennessee by county of jurisdiction, or location in the ecase of
| - school districts, . I+ is important to bear in mind that the jurisdiction of school districts contacted is
i smaller that the -counties contalning them. For ‘that reason, multiple agencles may have reported from ) .
: each county and the Incldence reports in the table are the aggregated reports of all school districts TABLE 43-3, (Continuad)
1 within them, , . L :
4 1" 1s apparent from the educational .placements by county that a- luarge portion of the total placement Number of CHILDREN
: figures are not attributable to any cne county., The two hlghesbr total Tncidences of placement were in . , 1978 Placed during 1978
: Davidson County (Nashville) ‘and Knox County . (Knoxville), 'with :only three and +two placements,  County Na Poputationa Juven!lie !
f respectively. Both of these counties have a large juvenile population in addition to the fact that both ounty Name (Age 8-17) . Education - Justice
are Included as portions. of Tennessee!'s SMSAs. Seven other counties' school districts had placed a : : !
: single child out of state In 1978, :
:, - grug?v 2,211 0 0
: ) In contrast, the local court placements predominantly originated in Montgomery and Knox Counties, Ham en 7,985 0 0
The Montgomery County agency placed 25 children outside of Tennessee's borders In the reporting vear, Ha"'”h" 44,150 0 3
: Montgomery County is also contained In an SMSA, and borders Kentucky, Ancther Important trend in the Ha"°°°" -~ 1,097 -0 0
. local court placements Is that 35 percent, or ‘42 of the 116 cour'f-arranggd placements, originated from ardeman 4,258 0 0
i smaller countiss having a juvenile pcpulation of less than 5,000, :
5 ; Hardin 3,387 3
o i Hawkins . 6,823 0 0
: ! Haywood 4,368 .0 0
/% TABLE 43-3, TENNESSEE: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER Henderson 3,285 0 0
| « OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL Henry 4,133 0 0
i AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES ,
jf REPORTING PLACEMENTS . nlckman 2,389 0 0
i ouston 1,038 0 0
. . Humphreys 2,622 0 0
4 Number of CHILDREN s sackson 1,356 0 0
A 1978 Placed during 1978 Jefferson 4,518 0 0
o Populationd Juventie i
o County Naie (Agpe 8-17) Education Justice Johnson 2,231 ) 6
o , Knox - 46,656 2 10 est .
- , 'Cakg 1,438 0 0 i
i « "Anderson . . 10,654 0 0 Lau erdale 4,283 0 0 :
g Bedford 4,281 1 0 awrence 5,929 0 0 : |
5 Benton_ . 2,068 1 0 : . 1 :
/ Bledsod - 1,299 0 4 Lowls 1,259 0 0 ' 4
Blount , 11,781 0 0 Ed coln 4,372 0 0
‘ . " ‘ : : . . . B 'lw.oudon 4,419 0 0 ‘
; Bradley 210,812 0 0 " Mcm'?" 6,912 0 0 ;
: " Campbeil .. 5,448 0 g . - chalry 3,517 0 0 !
B Cannon b 1,585 0 es :
2 Carroll \ 4,262 0 0 mag‘l’" 2,135 4 0 0
Carter Y. 7,482 0 0 adison 12,339 AN 0 5
fi ‘ ) marlon 4,147 . 0 0
o Cheatham - 3,259 0 0 yorshall 3, 085 0 0
o .Chester 1,755 0 0 aury 8,223 1 2 )
; S Clatborne 3,848 0 * Melgs e 112 -
T + Clay : 1,169 0 5 - ’ 0 0
e Cocke 5,228 0 0 Monroe 4, 565 .0 0
S ' Montgomery 12,772 0 25 est
Coffee . 6,231 0 1 @ ' Moore 540 0 0
. Crockett BRI 2,609 0 0 ’ Morgan 2,582 0 0
W Cumberland o 4,661 0 2 5 0
o Davidson 73 608 3 0 : bion 5,341 0 0
- e Decatur 1,520 0 0 ‘ Overton 2,769 0 * -
E : " ger;v 954 0 0
e 8 DeKalb 2,077 0 0 Flckett 762 0 0
= Dickson 4,873 0 0 0 olk 2,144 0 3
Dyer o 5,362 . 0 - 1
Fayette 5,428 0 0 >> : g#fnam 5,825 . 0 0
] Fentress 2,746 0 0 ea 3,645 0 0
’ . - Roane 7,282 1 0
Frank!in 4,992 0 0 §°$°r*50n 6,031 0 0
R Gibson ‘ © 78,242 o 7 uthertford 10,971 0 3 est °
. ’ : 6l jes : 3,661 0 0 ‘ .
e A Grainger . - : 2,956 0 2 Ecoﬁ' 3,189 0 4 ast - ;
Greene , 8,376 0 0 Toduatchie L427 0 0 ;
. RIS . 2 e » { :
. : X Shelby 136, 253 9 g ‘
) ; v - Smith 2,288 1 0
TN=4 ‘
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e TABLE 433, (Continued)

: e E Number of CHILDREN .
co e an 1978

Placed during 1978
. Population? ' _ “duvenife
County Name (}ge 8~17) . Education’ Jusfl;eﬂ,
Stewart 1,283 0 0
, Suflivan C 22,768 o 1 3 est
Sumner 13,663 . 0 3
o Tipton - 6,193 0 0
Trousdale A 882 0 c 0]
Unicol’ k 2,683 0 0
Union ; 1,991 0 0
Van Buren ’ : 687 0 0
Warren : 5,435 0 1
Washington 12,666 0 B
Wayne 2,437 0 3 est
Weak jey 4,420 0 1
% White o 3,000 0 0
. Williamson 8,484 0 2 est
Wiison 8,145 0 0
To?éliﬂumber of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may include i i .
duplicate count) o P 12 116 est
Total Number of Local ‘ |

Agencles Reporting : ‘ 147 95

a.‘quTlmafes vere developed by the Nationa!l Center of’ Juven=- -
ile Justice using data from two sourcess: - the 11979 national cen- .
sus and the National Cancer Institute 1975 estimated aggregate

census, , » :
f/?
E B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencles

2 . N ) B N L . - !
TablS“%}-4 provides- Information on.the Invelvement of Tennessee local public agencies 1in-arranging

ouf—of—sfa?é\piacemeﬁfs In 1978, - The 100 percent response rate among these agencies ‘Includes 147 school

districts anl) 95 Jocal courts hearlng‘Juvenilg matters,  Only threé of the participating agencies, all of
which were courts, were not able to -fully respond to.questions about agency Invoivement in out-of-state
placements, - A higher percentage of courts were Involved in out-of=-state placemsnts of children than local
schoo! districts, Nine of the 147 local education agencies. placed children cutside of Tennessee in 1978,
" while 27 percent, or 26 courts, reported arranglng such placements, SRR ‘
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e © TABLE 43-4, TENNESSEE: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
o .. AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

< IN. 1978 ' :

, : Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Response Categories Education 5 duvenlle Justice

Agencles Which Reported Out-of-State .
Placements 9 : 26

Agencies Which Did Not Know If They
Placed, or Placed but Could Not

Report the Number of Children -0 N 3 -
Agenclies Which Did Not Place Out of , o R

State - . 138 : .66
Agenclies Which Did Not Participats o

in the Survey 0 PO 0

Total Local Agehclés e 147 g o 95

o

The. local Tennessee agenclas which did not arrange out-of-state placements in 1978 were asked to re-
port thelr reasons for not being involved -in the practice. Table 43-5 glves the responses of thase 138
school districts and 66 local courts, Neariy 98 percent of the responding local school districts indi-
cated that sufficient services were availlable within Tennessee in 1978 for children with special needs,
Seventeen districts acknowledged a lack of funds for such placements. ~Several. responses reflected some
other form of -restriction, which Included the lack of statutory authority, being against agency policy,
parental disapproval, or some other restriction. : .

Similar responses were also given by the local courts. Almost 70 percent of the responding courts
stated that sufficlent services were avaliable in Tennessee, Twenty-three of the courts reported That
they lacked sufficlent funds. A variety of other restrictions were mentioned, which incliuded those given
by the local school districtss - Two courts gave an additional response, stating that they lacked suf- .
flcient knowledge about avallable out-of-state residential settings.

TN=7
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TENNESSEE: ~ REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES- FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF~STATE PLACE~
MENTS IN 1978

TABLE 43~5,

Number of lLocal AGENCIES, f

Reasons for Not Placing by Reported Reason(s)

Children Out of Sfafea Education - - Juvenlle Justice
Lacked Stafufor‘y Author ity 13 6
Restrictedb ’ 6 : 1
Lacked Funds . 17 23
Sufficlent Services Avallable in State 134 o 46
Otherc ' 45 - 49
Number of Agenclés Reporting No Out=gf- , .

State Placements 138 ; 66
Totat Number of Agencies Represenfed in : § o
147 P 95

Survey

a., .Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arranging out=-of=-
state placements, ‘3

* be Generally Included restrictions based on agency pollcy, executive order,
compilance with certaln federa! and state guldelines, and speclflc courf orders.,

¢. OGenerally iIncluded such reasons as out-of-state plavemenfs were agalinst
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, lnvolved Yoo much red tape,
and were prohlblflve because of distance.
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The extent of In?eragency cooperaflon in the locai arrangemenffof out-of-state placements in 1978 is
11liustrated In Table 436, It was reported that ndne of the. nlne pllacing-school districts arranged thelr
placements with the cooperation of another public agency. Appairently, : state agency approval of such
placemen?s was not considered a cooperaflve GCT|VITV0;( i ;

The local courts whlch placed chlldren out of s+afe reported fhlgher level of cooperation with other
publlc agencles, Such Interagency Invoivement occurred for 73 percent ‘of fhe courf-arranged placements.
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TABLE 43-6, < TENNESSEE: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE OUT=OF-~-STATE PLACEMENTS 8Y LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

@

Number and Peréenfage, by Agency Type

Educat ion Juvenile Justice
Number - Percent - Number : Percent
N AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placementsa .-~ - -9 : 6 26 27
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State i
Placements with {nteragency ! .
Cooperation - ) 5 0 0 ) 16 62 -
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of ' ’ o P
State 12 100 116 100 ;
Number of CHILDREN Placed Qut of
State with Interagericy . .
Cooperation kg 0 0 85 73

a, See Table 43"4-

Al} agencles reporting involvement in out-of=state placements were csked to specify the conditions or
statuses of the children they helped to place. The education agencies frequently mentioned children with
special education needs, as reflected in Table 43~7, However, mentally Ili/emotionally disturbed and
multiply handicapped children were menticned almost as frequently. One schoo! district reported placing

a child who was battered, abandoned, or neglected,

The responses to this question by the local courts were much more varled, Battered, abandoned, or
neglected; unruly/disruptive chlidren; and juveniie delinquents were the imost commoniy mentioned, These
are chlidren who are traditionally served by the courts, Truants, youth with substance abuse.problems,
adopted. children, and children with special education problems also recelved a large number of responses,
One to-two court responses were also given to conditions such as physically, mentally, or emotionalty

handicapped, and pregnancy,

TENNESSEE: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT OF
STATE N 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

TABLE 43-7,

" Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions? Education Juvenlie Justice
Physically Handicapped 0. - 2
# : Ménfal!ﬁ Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 0 , 1
Unruly/Disruptive 0 14
Truant . .0 7
Juvenlle Q@llnquenf" 0 10
Mental ly liT/Emoflonally Disfurbed ' 2 2
0 1

Pregnant

TN-9
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TABLE 43-7, - (Continued)
Numbér o; AGENCIES Repoé}ing
Types of Conditlionsa " Education 1 Juvenlle Justice
o ~ Drug/Aicohol Problems 0. 4
Baffered, Abandoned, or Neglected | 1 i ' 17
= Adopfed 0 3
S&eclal Education Needs 3 3
Multiple Handlcaps 2 0
Otherb 2 0
Number of Agenclies Reporting 9 ’27

a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care placements, autistic chiidren, and status
offenders, :

= ’ . Co Defafled Data from Phase || Agencles

PRI 2 e

It more than four ouf-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional information was
requested, The agencles from which the second phase:of data was requested became known as Phase ||
agencies, The responses fo the additional questions are reviewsd in this section of Tennessee's state
profile, Wherever references are made to Phase |l agencies, they are Intended to reflect those local
agencies which reported arranging flve or more out-of-state placements In 1978,

The relationship betwesn the number. of local juvenlle.justice agencies surveyed In Tennasseo and the
total number of chlldren placed out of state, and agencles and placements In Phase !l is tllustrated in
Figure 43-1,  Thirty~one percent of the placing Jjuvenlle justice agencleés were In the Fhase |1 category
in 1978, These elght agencles reperted arranging 62 percent of the 116 out-of-state placements reported
by “Jjuvenile . Justice agencies, Therefwre, the detalled information to be reported on the practices of
Phase {1 agencies s -descriptive of the majority of out-of~state placements arririged by Tennessee l|ocal
agencles’ in 1978, : \ :

™-10 .
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FIGURE 43-1, TENNESSEE:

e RN

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE’NUMBER OF

LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,

AND AGENCI|ES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE 11,

BY AGENCY TYPE

Juveni e
Justice

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements in [
1973 2€]

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements in
1978 (Phase .11 Agencles)

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State in 197

Number of CHJLDREN Ptaced
by Phase || Agencies

Percentage of Reported Placements
In Phase 11 :

n

The Tennessee counties served by Phase 1| agencles are scattered th

“In Figure 43-2,
borders and two counties, Knox and Montgomery, are part of SMSAs,

TN-11
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, roughout fhe state, as can be s
Four of these counties, Campbell, Ciay, Johnson, and Montgomery, are ﬁocafed on s?::g
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The destinations of tha children placed out of state by Tennessee local Phase Il public agencies were foe e L S K o e R
requested In this survey, Table 43~8 refjects that the destinations of 68 percent of the children placed ‘ : o : . : St : : : : .
: by the elght reporting Phase |1 local courts were not avaliable,, However, of the 23 chlldren whose des- S ' : & . : : : to : # i : ‘ H
o ‘tinations were reported, five were sent to Indlana, +three to Kentucky, and two to Alabama, New York, - R c , o L o N B e : E AT ' ' ‘ o ‘
iy North Carolina, and Virginia. States as far as Montana and as near as bordering Georgia each received a _ e . o AT e T ‘ ' : ' g e o ' :
. child, Considering Tennesses shares a common. border with elght different states, -the illustration of - B R T AR S e L . PR ST o v , 7 v .
: placements into contiguous states fn Figure 43-3 offers an Interesting perspective on the placement prac- S o Sl : : S - : SRR e ) : ‘ ’ 7
0 tices of Jocal courts, Forty-three percent of the: placements for which destinations were reported went : L S 4 ‘ e S T : . . 2

to states contiguous to Tennessee, B : '

, s s U /
b - . &\ : - g N
’ 2] ” u \‘::J
:f = i g - ;
! X ¥
LE ‘ﬂ?‘» =

M - \ = e

i AR X i i B
TABLE 43-8. TENNESSEE: DESTINATIONS OF CHILOREN PLACED BY ‘ B e i w0 i S - . N ' Sy
. ) LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES IN 1978 SR ‘ . o (e L R N LT AR T t : »

i 1 Destinations of Children ; ' Number of CHILDREN Placed
; Placed Out of State - , © Juvenile Justice y .

Alabama
: . Georgia -
ﬂw Indiana
Kentucky
‘Maryland

- AN - N
&

Michligan
Mortana

. <= New York A
A v . North Carc%ina
: - Oklahoma

NN = —
X
[

Pennsy|vania G e , . e L SRR S ' ; S s Lo
Texas o ) . S e, e L ~ e S : : . j o L RS
Virginia . B 2 . . ;o L . L B e o L : g . :

—
v ‘f
Q?‘i‘ 3

: : ‘ ) : o » . 'r - : Lo 4 o
Placements for Which Destinations Could Not , S N SR e e ® ‘ ° . ‘ SN i
" be Reported by Phase 11 Agencles 49 o Co L L y " - X o

¢»  Total Number of Phase | Agencles .8 . : o IRV ST T S ",‘ »‘; R e T T o 3"’ R «fba ' :
-Total Number of Children Placed ' : 1 e R S c T SRR e o ’ v P B o '
by Phase “{1 Agencies 7 72 - v \ BT T T o : T L - L :
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FIGURE 43~3, ‘TéNNESSEE: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PLACED IN
STATES CONTIGUOUS TO TENNESSEE BY LOCAL PHASE I
AGENC1ES3
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, TABLE 43-9, TENNESSEE: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN' OUT OF
i ) STATE IN 1978, AS REFORTED BY LOCAL ;
" PHASE 11 AGENCIES R

Number of AGENGIES Reporting
dJuvenile Justice

Reasons for Placement?

Recelv’ng Faciiity Closer to Child's Home,

Despi'te Being Across State Lines “ 4
Previou$ Success wi?h;Rec;Ivlng Facility | | K 3
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services =~ = B
Standard Procedure to Place Cerwain Children :

Ouf of State S . i
Chlldren Failed to Adapt to In-State Facilities 2
Alternative to In-State Public o o |

Institutionalization
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental )

.

7 .
Other | R S o r
' 8

Number of Phase I Agencles Reporting

a. Some ‘agencles reported more than one reason for placement,

The same courts reported the type of placement setting most frequently used out of state and thelr
responses are glven In Table 43-10. . Relatives!' homes were ldentifled by five of the eight courts as the
‘most repeatedly used setting In- the reporting year, Also reported by a smaller humber of agencles was
the most frequent use of residential treatment or chiid care facilities and foster homes in 1978,

TENNESSEE:  MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL
PHASE {1 AGENCIES .IN. 1978

TABLE &10.

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Categories of

Residential Settings Juvenile Justice

: Resldénflal Treatment/Child Care Faclllty 2
Psychiatric Hospital - 0 -
vBoardlng/MI|lfary Schoo! 0
Foster Home ‘ _ » o 1 L ' il
Group: Home 7 0 | B
Relative's: Home (Non-Parentaf) 5 8
~ ‘Adoptive Home o 0 |
Other | o Foo
Number of Phase llbhgencles Reporting 8 ”

: Yy - TN"] 5

v S N . .
' ~g a. Local Phase |} juvenile justice agencies-reported destinations for 23 children,
L4 e Vj
o g
p T A
|
% s 5
; . :
- |
Those Ioéa| courts which placed five or wore children odf of Tennessee In 1978 were asked to provide
thelr reasons for becoming ‘Involved in the practice. Al! possibie selections from Table 43-9 were of-~
fered by the local courts, The most frequent reasons were the decision to have the child ilve with an
out-of-state rolative and the decision to use -an ouf-of-sfafgﬁresldenflal setting as an alternative o S
. ‘Tennessee's -Institutions, Also given less frequently were refponses that the court was aware of an out-
of-state faclility belng closer to a child's home than one In /fennessee and that previous success with an g
*. out-of~state program Influenced the agency to select it again’ in 1978, : . ‘ ' S
. . : T g
a ‘ TN-14
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) A T . : . K
" The monltoring practices for children *in out-cf-state placement by local Phase Il courts in 1978 was R . , ‘
also sought in this survey, As shown in Table 43-11, +he local courts require a written progress report “Thirteen ~courts r ‘ ; s : e .
at either regular or irregular Intervals, In addition, several courts used telephone calis as a method . I't agencles., ' SGC::Ag:p%gegh:s;r'?ﬂfzngu ?rlagefn}enfs with the use of a compact, elght of these being Phase
of monitoring, with two specifying they occurred quarterly or semiannually, One local court reported o T b . courts utilized the ‘Infersfafe Compact on Juveniles in 1978, :
o conducting on-site visits on a quarterly baslis, : : : : i : : el i Sl o . P i
TABLE 43-11, TENNESSEE: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF- TABLE 43-12, TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS .
~ STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL "~ . ]/ GENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE o
PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978 R - i
, , , ; ; ; Number of AGENCIES
o L Number of. AGENCIESa - 'éﬁf?,; Agegc;es Which Placed o :
k C g Frequency of R iy ren.Out. of State Education Juvenile Justice
Methods of Monitoring Practice ° L Juvenlie Justice -
: — : x :-%MUSE(RROF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
Written Progress Reports guarferly 2! LESS CHITDREN " : 9 18
. ) Semiannual ly -3 : ) ‘
Ahnual!) ly 1 : & Number Uszing Compacts \ : 1 5
Other . . = e Number Not Using Compacts o8 ‘ 13
On-Site Visits Quarterly | e | ® umber wlth Compact Use. ‘ :
R : SAemlar'mually g ) Y 0
pnuaLly . NUMBER OF PHASE |1 A( 5 ' . ;
. I AGENC E :
Otherd - 0 PLACING CHILDREN =~ 0 Y
Telephone Cazlls guar‘"rerly : ‘ b ® Mumber. Using Compacts a - 8 '
, emiannually ' : Interstate Compact ‘ ‘
Annua’Lly 0 of Chlldren pact on the Plac_emen'r
i * Other?d 2 . :
7 » g Yes ~ - o ' /;:
| Oth Quarterly 'o No ‘ , ‘ == g v . _:
or arter Dontt ' '
:.iemlannual'ly g " F. Kriow : ' - 2
i . p ;
Q:gg:-ﬁ” 1 i Interstate Compact on Juvenlles' ;
- ' e Yas = . . . : < i
Total Number of Phage H No ‘ L - g '
| ) Don! ,
Agericles Reporting L : : : o 8 zon T Know " 1
| - ) L | . Interstate Compact on Mentai Health
a, Some agenclies reported more than one mathod: of monitoring. Yés : : : : . -
. 2 R < L . NO T - 0 .
b. Inctuded monitoring practices which did not occur at regular Intervals. Don't Know :" g .
S o ® Number Not Using Compacts -— 0
e Number with Compact Use Unknmown - 0
In general, the courts could not report upon the use of public funds to place children out of state, o TOTALS v’
Three courts did, however, report expending a total of $500 for such placements. - Lo ) ey i
S - . ST Number of AGENCIES Placing Chiidr
Ly ) ‘ Out of State . . 9 Chlldren . 9 '
‘ . . ,):x\,\) ) “ . S R ' . 9 26
D. Use of Interstate Compaiis by State and Locai Agencles. : SR ' g . ' ;
e.or N : 8 LompACtL Y = : ‘9‘ NN ‘ Number  of ' AGENCIES Using. Compacts ; 1 o 3
: o : 0 o o : ST S Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts 8 i3
- The survey of local agencles In Tennessee also determined the extent fo which interstate compacts s i ’ Number of AGENC! ;
: . were utilized to arrange out-of-state placements, A review of Table 43-12 Indicatés that 21 of the 35 . ES with Compact Use Unknown 0 0
T -agencies which placed chlldren cut of state in 1978 reported that none of -their placements were arranged g Lo - - - i L
R through .an ‘Interstate compact. .Only one school district reported utllizing a compact In that year, which o [ =='denctes Not Applicable
i’i Is not surprising because out-of-state placements to facllities solely educational in character are not S : : i : . :
3 'i _under ‘the purview of a compact, L : L - ) A ) & ' ) // i
FoAl . . A : ' i : 2 ;
TN=16 B
‘ o TN=17
) 3) o §
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Further knowledge concerning the utilization of Interstate compacts Is acqulred “through’ consideration
of-.the Information glven In Table 43-13,- This table Indicates the number of chiidren who were or were
not placed: out: of state with -a compact, . An examination of ‘the overal{:trend shows that a total of 67
children were placed In out-of-state residential ‘care In 1978 without the uss of a compact. Eleven of
the 12 ‘education placements were arranged without compact ‘use.,  Forty-five children were placed out of
Tennessee by local Jjuvenlle Justice agencles wlth: compact use, 40 of these placements being arranged by

Phase H;)agencles, 39 of them speclflcal ly fhrough the Interstats Compacf on Juveniles,
. \";:
3 - B “
o 1 :
) ‘o . o
o . TABLE 43-13, (Continued)
B . :
N 7 : Number of CHILDREN -
. R l' : . Children Placed DQut of State Education ©* Juvenite Justice
. TABLE 43~13, TENNESSEE: ~NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS 'AND THE TOTALS I
Egkl'_zzéégglgg » :STEF;%ATE COMPACTS BY. Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 12 116
. ’
~ ‘ _. P Number of CH!LDREN Placed with Compact Use 1 45
Number _of 'CHILDREN ) Number of CHILDREN Placed wi+hout Com
Children Placed Out of State Education Juvenile Justice g u‘;’é © aced withou pact " 56
S CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES . s . ﬁumber of CHILDREN Placed with Compact Use :
REPORTTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS - 12 4 Unknown.. .. : 0 ' 5
e Number P]aced‘ with Compact Usg ’1 5 - @ -- - denotes Not App!icable.
N Pl + . o “ . .
o ® . umber Placed without Compact Use n 32 S R a. Agencies which placed four of. less chlidren out of sfare were not asked
SR N p . + ) ) 5 o- report  the actual number of compact-arranged placements, instead, these
] U:‘gbggkngﬁgd with Compac 0 7 agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used to. arrange a'ny out-
g - o ‘ ‘of-state placement. - Thérefore, If a compact was used, only one placement is
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE I AGENCIES 0 \ 72 R “indicated as a compact-arranged -placement ~and the others are lncluded in the:
Pt it At - ) / category "number placed with compact use upknown," : o
© Number Placed with Compact Useb - : i
Vo ‘° moer © mp e 40 . t:. If an agency reported using a compact but could not repor'r the number
S Number through Interstate Compact f of placements arranged through the specific compact; one placement is indicated
v ' a0 Q as compact arranged .and. the others are Included in . the category "number placed
| A on the Placement of Children 0 i ) with compact use unknown." )
: f Number through interstate B ] : ) _
: Compac‘f on. Juveniies -~ 39
i Number through Interstate - e
: ;;t Compact on Mental Heaith == "0 . =
g ; o MNumber Placed without Compaét Use IR S 28
; "e Number Placed with Compact Use . - |
i Unknown : L — .8 o ‘
A _»,):.Y,
i o
u o
‘, ‘ ) Graphic represenfaﬂons of the lnformahon gathered about interstate compact uﬂllzaﬂon for children
‘ o T placed out of state In 1978 by local Tennessee agencies are Illustrated In Figures 43-4 and 5.  Figure
e 43-4 shows that of the 12 children reported placed out of state by local education agencles, 92 percent
4 . £ were noncompact-arranged placements and elght percent were compact arranged, Comparative information Is
Rt : - S I Nustrated about compact use for placements arranged by local Jjuvenile justice egencies In Figure 43-5,
TN-18 i : ‘
o ' TN-19
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) , L ST FIGURE 43-5. TENNESSEE: ~UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
(‘\ : o ‘ BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES™ IN 1978
= ;x‘; ' ‘
" |
! “
’ FIGURE 43-4, TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE. .
L COMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATIiON AGENCIES
N 1978 3y 116
: ; CHILDREN PLACED
’ OUT OF STATE BY .
TENNESSEE LOCAL~ i .
JUVENILE JUSTICE
ey ' AGENCIES
S . . &
. e / = ”‘
LR o2t p a <
P 4 12 L
. e - CHILDRENSPLACED _ X .
, OUT OF STATE BY il , .
cot TENNESSEE ‘LOCAL 8% COMPACT ARRANGED: ; )
Lo EDUCATION . . L e i Y fis
C e AGENCIES . T T i
o — e —— Uy, : \ S Tennessee state agencles also reported interstate compact utilization for out-of-state placements . B R
v ‘ , \,\ 4’/‘4;9 N : R arranged in 1978, as seen In Table 43-14, The state child welfare and mental health and mental retar-. -« ~
Wn N Ny "’14%“ ) \ SRR dation ‘agencies, without local public counterparts, reported use of a compact for ali their out-of-state S S
- N S placements. The sfate education agency repeated “the :local . agency report of no compacf use In 1978, ‘
N \ ‘ Thirty percent of the out-of-state placements determined to be made by state and local juvenile justice g
; o N agencies were reported by the state agency to have been compact processed.
: S g N\ ‘ 2 .
4 3 ‘ ; > i : g
‘ { ’ . , , R : TABLE 43-14,  TENNESSEE: UTILIZATION oF INTERSTATt COMPACTS o ;
: , ) : . S .~ REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN.1978, " e :
) o L T B : R EEh .. BY AGENCY TYPE
-,\\%‘ . : . . . v‘l.' s . i 1 . ‘M‘J.A..‘
Sl ey , \ : s : : L Child Juvenlla Men'fakt HeaH‘tr and
L . i R N ) . , : Welfare Education Justice - Mer"M"‘R“a‘tardaﬂon S
| \5‘ ; Sob s e : - Total Number of State and L i o \
1 % . o : ’ s R o _===vocal Agency-Arranged : L P i
5 e ! ; - ; : , o ‘ Loy S Placements : 75 12 66 - J 9
' R R Total Number of Compact- L ‘ 7 : : B
iy ¢ B A ] Arranged Placements p L i » P ) w ,
R AE T E Reported by State. Agencles ‘ 15 S0 50 - 9 o : ‘ |
: R B B Percentage. of Compac'f— 9 ‘ e ) ’ Ty ‘ .
, , P R s S : a o ‘ Ksﬁ"“ S ) Arranged Placements - ~ 100 . S IR 1) d 100
" =20 “ ™21 R | |
= B : "’
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arranged and funded by DHS, The remalnlng were unspecified as to the type of DHS [nvolvemen

o

E. The Out-of~State Placement Practices of State Agencies’

W

Table 43-15 provides an infroducflon to Tennessee state Sgencles' invoivement in arranging out-of-
state placements In 1978, Reporting the highest placement activity among state agencies, the Department
of Human Services was Involved in 75 out-of-state placements, seven of which were ordered by a court and

The Department of Education reported five local ly arranged and state~funded placements in contrast to
the local districts' reported 12 placements, The state agency also reported that placements iavolving

only the local districts were reported to its office but no number could be given at the time of the
survey, ' : ~

The Department of “Corrections reported arranging the placement of 50 chiidren in 7978, but did not
provide any funds for such pilacements. These 50 out-of=state placements may include chlldren referred by
the state-operated probation offices throughout the state, but local court involvement in ocut-of-state
placements was excliuded In the state agency's responses. The Department of Mental Health and Mental

Retardation reported nine children placed out of state for which the agency had helped arrange but did
not fund the placements.

~ TABLE 43-15, TENNESSEE:' ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
E . REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

o, Number of CHILDREN Reported
W Placed during 1978 by State Agencies
: : . Child Juveniie Mental Heal!th and
Types: of Invoivement Welfarev Education Justice = Mental Retardation
‘State Arranged and Funded » 0 0 0
Locally Arranged but ‘ ! -
State Funded - 5 0 ==
" Court Ordered, but State
Arranged and Funded 7 0 0 0
Subtotal: Placements , =
involving State , . “
Fundling * C5 i 0

Locally Arranged and ,
~ Funded, and Reported : -
to State : o - * o . o=

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did No¥ Fund : R
the Placement - = * 0 o0 . 9

Other - : * 0 " 50 0 e
Total Numberxﬁf :
Children Piaced Out
of State with State

Assistance or Knowledge@ A 75 50 50 9

* denctes Not Avallable,
== danotes Not Applicable,

a, Includes ali out-of-state placements known to officlals in the . par-
ticular state agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which
did not directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply
Indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of Informal reporting. .

TN-22
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SO

43-16 presents. the destinations of children reported placed out. of state by state ‘agencies
whlc;azgie 1blg 30 report this Information, The state child welfare agency and the juvenlie justice
agency were not among those agencies able fo respond. The Department of Education reported flv? a?a:ef
each recelving a child: - Alabama, Maryland, Missouri, Texas, and Virginia. The Department of Menta
Health and Menta! Retardation also reported Alabama and Virginia as receiving states in 1978, In addition
+o Fiorida, Kentucky, Loulsiana, and Michigan,

‘ " TABLE 43-16, TENNESSEE: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE "IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES, 3Y AGENCY TYPE =

\ Number of CHILDREN Placed

Destinations of Child Juvenile Mental Health and-
Cg?ldgen Piaced . Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Alabama
Florida
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland

-0 OO

Michlgan
Missour}
Texas

Virginia

O

———. O
—_OOWw Q=N ==

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not » »
be Reported by State
Agencles Al o 0 All 0

-Total Number of Placements 75 5 50‘ 9

uestion -about the conditions or statuses of chijdren placed out of stats in 1978 was also asked of
s#afg ggencles. Table 43-17 provides the responses to descriptive categories by the various state agen=
cles, The Department of Human Services reported placing children with a variety of conditions or sTaTusef
out of Tennessee In 1978, = Among those selected were physically, mentally, emotionally, or developmen
tally handlicapped chlldren, and battered, abandoned, or neglected, adopted, and foster children.

‘ , B iy

D tment of Education reported placing children who were emctlonally disturbed or severe
mulng?y ;gﬁg}gggked. The DOC repog;ed placing only Juvenile delinquents, while DMHMR was involved with
the out-of-state placement of the menTal@y handicapped or emotionally dlsfurbed childe.

- TABLE 43-17, TENNESSEE: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE -
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Type?

Child Juvenlle Mental Health and
We) fare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Types of Conditions

Physically Handicapped X 0 o 0

Mental iy Handicapped X 0 0 X

Developmental ly Disabled X 0 0 0

Unruly/Disriiptive 0 0 0 0
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TABLE 43-17, (Continued)

: Agency Type?
Chiid “ Juvenite Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Types of Condlitions

Truants 0 0 0 o
" Juvenile Dellinguents o o X 0
Emotionally Disturbed "X X 0 X
Pregnant 0. 0 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0 0 0

" Battered, Abandoned, or ,
Neglected X 0 0 0
Adopted Children X 0 0 0
Foster Children X 0 0 0
Other 0 X 0 0

a. X indicates conditions reported.

i

A question about the type of setting most frequently recelving children placed out of state In 1978
was asked of state agencies. DHS and reported that relatives! hcmas were most often used as out=of=
state placement settings. DHS afso included foster and adoptive homes as settings equally as frequently
used by thelr agency.
to most often receive the educational placements, and DMHMR most frequently used.psychliatri¢ hosplitals In

1978 for :chlidren sent out of Tennessee.
The state agencles were further asked to report the amount of pubilc expenditures for ‘the .out-of-

state placements known to them. This Information could only be reported by DOC, which responded that no
public money was used in 1978, . s

i

F. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

i
As a final review, Table 43-18 offers the Incidence of out-of-state placement reported by Tennl\ssee
public agencies and the number .of children placed out of state of which the state agencies had knowledge.
Child welfare, mental ;
responsible for these services could, of course, report on aJl out-of-state placements from these agéncy
types., The state education. agency, however, only reporved five of the
Tennessee in 1978 by tocal school districts. .Only 50 out-of-state placements were reported by the state
Juvenlile justice agency, when the state and local survey ldentified 166 children having been placed out
- of state in the reporting year, : :

/7 - TN~24

The state education agency reported residential treatment or child:care facilities .

health, and mental retardation services are state operated and the two agencies

12 children placed out of

i)

o
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TENNESSEE: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF

~JTABLE 43-18,
- OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS

AV

.~ Juvenlte ‘Mental Health and

Child ]
: Mental Retardation

Welfare Education ' Justice

Total Number of State and

Local Agency.Placements 75 12 . ‘ 166 ) 9
Total Number of Placements : !
Known .to State Agencles 75 5 50 9 .
Percentage ‘of Placemeants o N : '
Known fo. Stats Agencles 100 42 30 100

g

S : R ‘ . iy . ; , .
The discrepancies in the latter two state ageritles! placement reports are iilustrated in Figure 43-6,
along with the other state agencles' reports on out-of-state placements and compact utilization.

FIGURE 43-6, TENNESSEE: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS BY STATE
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

i

The following are several conclusions which may be drawn from the foregoing discussion of Tennesses
public agencles and their out-of-state placement practices.

@  The state agencies, excluding the Department ~f Flucation, reported 100 percent uti}lization of
Interstate compacts for the placement of ch| j:h.n Into other states. Considering the state
agencies! involvement in over one-half of Toanessee's reported placements, the high rate of
compact use within these agenc(l,/,es Is very significant, I

e ‘local courts and the Department of Human Services are involved in ‘placlng‘ children out of
state with a variety of conditions, primarily to the hcmes of relatives, foster homes, or
adoptive families.,

® Ouf—df_—sfafe placements made “by Tennessee's local agencies are -not totally an urban
phenomenon, . Thirty-five parcent of these locally arranged placements were made by agencies
“with county juvenilie populations under. 5,000, '

o Despite state operation of probation services in Tennessee, the Department of Corrections was
only able to report the state=arranged out-of-state placements of youth who were processed
through an interstate compact in 1978, incorrectly Indicating that the loca! agencies made no
out~of-state placements. . ) .

i

The reader Is encouraged to ‘compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the flndAings which:

relate to- speclfic practices In Tennessee in order to develop further conciusions about the state's
involvement with the out-of-state ‘placement of chiidren, -

I
"

J

FOOTNOTE

: 1+ General information about ‘:s‘ra't‘es,fcounﬂes, cities, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained In the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C.,, 1978,
. fnformation about direct general state and local total per capl+ta expenditures and expenditures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear - In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), ~Washington, D.C,,
1979, * - =
The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970:national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S5. Bureau of the Census,
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A PROFILE OF OQUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE 'IN VIRGINIA
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11,  METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered ‘about Virginia from a variety of sources usling a number of
data coliection techniques. First, a search for relgvan'r state s1'arl'u1'r=\sy and case law wags underfakeg.
Next, felephone» Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policles
and practices with regard fo the out-of-state placement of children. A mail survey was used, as.a follow-
up to the telephone interview, to soliclt Information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencles and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight,

An assessment of out-of-state placement :
, poficies and the adequacy of
agencles suggested - further survey ' requirements - to determine Tge Y

arranging out-of-state piacements. . Purs
TE NS e state p | rsuant fo thls assessment,

Involvement of publlc agencies in

o verify out-of-state p|acémen+ data reported by state government s; and
¢ ment about | :
® collect local agency data which was nof avallable from,gosfafe governmenf?ca' Pgancles; and

A summary of the data collection effort in Virginla appears below In Table 47~1,

VA=1
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TABLE "47-1,  VIRGINIA; METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

o]

Vi

Survey. Methods, by ﬁgency Type

Child

Levels ot : Juvenile Mental Health and
Government Welfare Education : V“‘Jusﬂ,ce Mental Retardation
. State " Telephone' -Telephone Telephohe Telephone
A ‘ Agencles .~ Interview = .. Inierview. Interview Interview -
Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey:
934 officta!; ; DOE officials DOC officlals DMHMR ‘offlclal:}s
' Local ~ Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone -
Agencies = Survey: L o Surveys o Survey: . ~Survey:
Al)l 124 local . 10 percent . . All elght .10 pericent semple
chiid welfare'  sample of local pro-- of the 37
agencies the 135° bation community services
school departments boards to verify .

§

districts to
verify state
Information

state information?

a3, Information attributed to the state's school. districts and community
mental ‘health services boards was gathered from the state education and mental

health agencles respect

3 o n~site case study of Vir Inla's interstate placémer.f poli=
The -Academy also conducted an- intensive o y e gf.lndlngs T Fha et

i

Lf

cles and practices at the state and

included® Tn a conpanion publication, The Out-of-State Placement _o_f_ Chiidren:

Boundarlies, Services,

locai. government  levels.

lvely, and from the 10 percent sample.

a

4

OUT-OFLSTATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

111, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND

+ th largest land area (39 780 squa’fre' miles) and 1s the 13th most populated state
802700 10 e onie 3 It has 32‘ci§"l'es with populations cver 10,000,

"8 o
(4,980,570) In the United States RIchrond . the capltels

ulated city in the state, with a population of 286,694, 3
: gggulafed clf; ‘In the sfafe: with a population of 252:652. ~In addition, Virginla has (4 counties with
In 1977, nearty 75 percent. of the state'!s population lived in urban areas,-

opulations over 100,000,
Vi Y Independent c¢lities at the time

Virginia had 95 counties and 41

‘Ao . Introductory Remarks

population of persons elght to 17 years old was 876,187, ) o

- : S d Metropotllitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs)., Three of the SMSAs include a
e e ol | randard. " North Carolina, Tennessee, and ‘Maryland, and the District of

portion of three contiguous states,

Columbla, Other contiguous states are West Virginla and Kentucky. ‘

k ' ( diture
Virginia was ranked 37th nationally In total state and local per caplita expen
capita gxpendt?ures for education,-and 36th in per capita expenditures for public welfare,
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A Search for Rights,

Norfolk Is the inost
is the second most

The estimated 1978

f’ 35th in per
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A

'8, Child Welfare

» B "/

The Virginla Department of Welfare (DW) provides supervisory leadership and financial support fo"}he

124 public welfare agencies operated by. 95 county and 35 independent clty ‘governments, some of which . are

multicounty jurisdictions., A full range of soclal services are offered fo adults and chlldren ‘thrciugh
these locally operated offices, Including general ‘assistance and speclalized care for the elderly, /the
disabled, and those children desmed to be in need of protection or in need of supervision (CHINS),

The DW Is divided Into five units, The Division of Administration and the Division of Licerising
function’ as administrative and regulatory units, The Division of Field Operations supervises the seven
regional offlices of DW, almed at coordinating services in the 124 local publjc welfare agencies,. Federal
Title XX funds are managed, along with other monles, by the Division of Firanclal Services. Virginia DWis

service programs are 75 percent supported by Title XX funds, with the remalning 25 percent coming from
state and loca! dollars, : . oo

" Primarily, the DW helps the local public welfare offices to provide services to children and‘iiyoufh
through Its fifth Division of Social Services (DSS) and Its four bureaus. Foster care, adoption, and the

monitoring of children In the custody of the ‘local welfare agencies are supervised by Its Burwau of
Placement Services, . ‘ : N R

. Bach local agency has been mandated since 1977 to develop a service plan for every child in cdsfqdy. .

This plan must be directed toward a goal of permanency, whether it be a return to the parent's or origi-
nal custodlan's home, .adoption, or permanent foster care. The state department provides technical

training to local case workers as well as foster parents fo support a successful Implementation of this
mandate, » o S , :

The Early Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) Program and other protective theal th
programs are under; the Bureau of Chiid Protective Services. ' The Bureau of Service Programs managas day
care, famlly planning, purchase of service, and work Incentive programs, The Purchase of Service Unit
approves rates for private care and determines the acceptabl ity of private in-state or out-of-state
faciiities for a Virginia child's placement. Finally, the Bureau of Management Services operates infor-
mation systems for foster care and child protection services, B

The Interstate Compact on the Placement  of Children. (ICPC) was adopted by the Virginia General
Assembly  in 1975 and ‘was administratively housed in the Department of Welfare, Division of Social
Services, A formal Interstate Placement Unit within this division's Bureau of Placement Services was
organized In order .to implement the requirements of this compact membership, : )

C. Education

The Superintendent of Public Instruction, along with the State Board of Education, Is responsible for -

the administration and supervision of the Virginia public school system. - The Department of Education
(DOE), under the directlon of the superintendent and the board, formulates administrative rules and regu=
latlons to enforce the state school leglslation. = The DOE oversees . the 135 Virglnla local . school
divisions! compilance o those laws, . i S

ty :

A full range of general education programs are offered to Virginla children by the local schoo! div]-
sion, districts which are operated by county, “independent clty, or cooperative municipal governmental
bodles, = The DOE does not currentiy operate Its own schools, but is Involved in the preparation of
programs. which are Implemented by . the local divisions. Thess 135 divisions have traditionalty held a
great deal of Independence from the DOE, =

The Divislon of‘ Spec\\!ai Educaﬂoh Support Services within the DOE 1s responsible for abprovlng pri=-
vate, .nonsectarjan schobls which may be used by the local divislons for speclal "education purposes.

These mandated local speclal education programs are often headed by a designated director and sometimes.
Speclal education services for handicapped °

Involve ‘a- speclallzed staff and administrative subdivision, ¢
chlldren vary, depending on the needs of the Identified eligible children within the district. An elligi-
billty committee, usually composed of a chiid's teacher, principal, guldance counselor, soclal worker,
psychciogist, and speclal education consultant, is convened by the local district for the purpose of eva=-

- luating a chilld's ‘education needs ‘and the appropriateness of placement into a special aducation program.

This committee Is also responsible for developing the -Individualized Education Program (IEP), which

-outlines the education ‘and treatment plan of each chlid Identified as In need of special education,

The Virginia State Board of Education Is responsible for. setting rates for placements for Its 135
local’ school districts, - The state must approve- all out-of-state facllities prlor to local placement if
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state funds are used. |f the state approves these out-of-state faclil|itles and costs exceed the rate set,

then local districts can place children Into . those facliliities by assuming all additional financiat

responsibliity, If ‘these facllities are not approved by the state, then local districts cannot use
state money. : : i .

I+ has been reported that the more affluent schooi districts in the north=central part of the state

may place children out of state without reporting the information to. the state. Smalier, less affluent
districts cannot ‘afford to place con thelr own, ‘ , RRE :

D. -Juvenile Justice

.

"The state-operated juvenlle aﬁd domestic refations courts In Vfrglnla's 31 judicial districts have
original jurlsdiction over dependency, heglect, and abuse cases, as well as over proceedings involving
youth under 18 charged with commltting delinquent or status offenses. Each district services 2

geographical area which Includes more than. one . county or independent city,  Adoption petitions: are
handled by district clrcuit courts, - o N

Elght of the Jjudiclal districts house locally operated court service or probation -units. ~ The
remaining 23 districts recelve these probation services through the state-operated Divislon of Community
and Prevention Services (DCPS), Department of Corractions,. which also administers juvenlle parole -and
aftercare services, The DCPS runs four community youth. homes, helps support 20 other localiy operated

homes, manages work release programs, and .2!ds In community delinquency prevention,

"Since 1977 and the revision of the Virginia Juvenile Code, all court service units are required tfo
have a screenlng procedure carried out by an Intake officer. Thls officer may divert a chlid to other
speclal services, detaln the youth until a heéaring (72~hour |imit), or release ‘the child to a guardian or
parent, ' : ' _ .

The Juvenl!le Code, Section 16,1-279, allows the district.court judge or court services unit to use
community=based treatment for a youth, .rather than commit the youth to the Depariment of Corrections,
Through speclal funding, called the "286 Fund" after Code Section 16.,1-286; the court can purchase ser-
vices within Virginia for speclal services, including residential care, such as the 20 group homes
operated by the courts, : Lo ,

A dlrecfok; under the Office. of the Secretary of Public Safety, heads . the Vlrgin)axDaparTménf of
Corrections, which Is responsibie for both adult and youth corractional services. - The department reorga=

nized itself In 1978, making the former Division of Youth Services part of the new Divislon of
Institutional Services (DIS). Five reglons of DIS supervise adult institutions, white a speclalized
Youth Reglon operates the Bon Alr Reception and Diagnostic Center (RDC) and six learning centers
throughout the state., . A juvenlle adjudicated delinquent by a district court may be committed to the
Department of 'orrections' Youth Reglon, Howsver, children determined to be dependent, neglected, or In
nead of supervision cannot be committed to the department, Most often Juvenlles commlitted to the Youth
Reglon are sent to the learning centers after an evaluation at RDC, Other public or private residential
freatment centers are used by DIS when +these state learning centers are not .seen To be appropriate for
the youth, It 1s the responsibllity of the RDC Resource Directory unit to certify ali private faciliities
which meet approval for special placements. i - o

-~ Virginia became a member of ‘the lnfersf&fé'Compacf on Juvenlles (ICJ) in 1956+ The administrative
staft for this compact Is located in the Interstate Compact Unit of DCPS,

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Virginia Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation (DMHMR) is made.up of five agency
divisions, which Include the Division of Mental Health and the Division of Mental Retardation, The DMHMR
has direct responsiblilty for the operation of 15 state hospltails and-residential - treatment centers,
Each institution receives a separate line-ltem budget ‘appropriation from DMHMR, however, and estabiishes
Independent operating procedurez.. Two of these facilitles offer mental health treatment speclifically for
children:  Dedarnette Center for Human Developmeént and the Virginla Treatment Center for Children. Six
other state mental health faciiities offer In-patient services for adults and children and the five state«

tralning centers for the mentally retarded are avallable for yourng patienis as well., Children are placed

into ‘these state~run facliities by community mental health and retardation agencies, the courts, the
Department of Correctlons, the Department ‘of Welfare, and local public welfare departments.

VA-4

T b, St b o o e e e [ER

Out-patient community mental héalth and menfal»refardafloh‘SerVices are primarily a local government
responsibitity in Virginia, However, the DMHMR presentiy operates. two clinics In western 'communities
where local services had not been developed, and several! other state-run clinics are planned, Community

_ service boards presentiy exist in 37 locallties, funded by both state and local governments, based upon a

per-capita local-state matching. grant formula. These service boards can offer an array of services
either directly or on a contractual basis wlth private nonprofit ciinics. The DMHMR's five reglona!
offlces offar consultation and technical assistance to these boards through mental health: and mental
retardation coordinators, ) ,

It was reported that the local community service boards are able to place children out of state but
have no funds to do so. Most children in nesd of private. residential placement are referred to the local
public welfare department which then foljows child welfare placement procedures,

Virginia is no longer a member state of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health, but it was reported
that patient transfers follow many of the compact placement procedures.

F.> Recent Deveiopments

In July 1978, the Virginia Division for Children was formed as a government child advocacy agency
whose director reports to the Office of  the Secretary of Human Resources.  This agency emerged from a
series of eariler organlizations which began In .1968 as a response to planning. requirements from the 1960
White House Conference on Children and Youth, Currentiy, the division Is primarily focused on assessment
of Virginla public services for chlidren, especiaily as they relate to "early primary prevention" of
family break=-up,

Virginia's interagency referral network Is particularly evident in a state-level Interagency
Prescription Team, which evaluates and refers youth to DMHMR programs in the custody of the Department of
Corrections who may need speclalized psychologlcal, ‘psychiatric, or mental retardation in-patient ser-
vices. This team was started in November 1976 as a sojution to problems experienced by the Department of
Corrections and the DMHMR's concern about the use of state faciilties by the DOC. It is a multidiscipli=-
nary team made up of speclalists from more Than one public agency,

iV, . FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the Virginla state profile presents the survey resulfs, organized In - summary tables,
and offers some descriptive and interpretative remarks about the findings.

A The Number of Children Placed in Qut-of-State Residential Settings
‘ » \\\\‘v»,
Before proceeding to the mbre dotalled survey flndlng, an overview of out-of-state placeménf activity
among the agencles contacted at the state and lccal levels 1s provided in Table 47-2, This information
has been Included at the beginning of thls section to glve some perspective on how many out-cf-state
placements are being described in: subsequent tables and what agencies tend to be responsible for them.
Table 47-2 indicates that out-of-state placement activity in Virginia occurs primarily at the local
placement level, Ninety percent of the reported out-of-state placements were arrangad by local agencles.

The state child welfare agency reported involvement In the piacement of 38 children out of Virglinia
In 1978, The state Department of Corrections was.not able to provide information on Its involvement in
placements outside of Virginia In. 1978, unllke the state education agency which .made no out-of-state
placements and the state mental health and retardation agency which reported 16 .chilidren out of state.

Among local Vlrglnia agencies, school districts raporfed the greatest number ofﬁouf-bf-sfa+e placé-
ments In 1978, However, all other local service types had ‘placed chlidren out of state in: that year,
with the exception of the mental healjth and mental retardation agencies.
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. Virginia, but most predomlnantiy -In urban areas,

~Jurisdiction of - school

VIRGINIA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES -
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE ,

Number of CHILDREN, by Agéncy Type

Juvenile - Mental Health and
Justice - Mental Retardation Total

TABLE 47-2.

e

- v.chiid

‘Levels of ’
Wel fare Educaﬂon

Government

a

State Agency : : R . ~
0 * : 16 [ 54

Placements® .38
Local Agency Co : - ‘ ) W ‘
" Placements 1037 330 2 52 7 -0 485

Total BT 330 52 16 539

*. _denotes Not Avaiiable,

a, May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde-
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrangs, and
others directiy Involving the ‘state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer 1o
Tabie 47-15for speclfic Information regar'dlng state agency involvemen‘r in arrang-.
arrang ing ouf—of-sfa*e placements,

'

Local agency placement activity Is' further detalled in Table 47-3, which shows the number of ouf=of-
The. large number of Independent cities (41) -
In Virginla are listed after the 95 counties, followed by those agency Jurisdictions which Include more-

state placements reported by each local agency jurisdiction,

The table indicates that placement actlivity occurred throughout
The - prevalence of out-of-state placements activity .in
urban areas is observable in Table 47-3, despite the absence of placement Information from 14 local child
wel fare agencles. In fact, two child welfare agencles, serving counties or Independent cities with
Juvenlle populations over 25,000, arranged 53 percent of the reported child welfare placements., The
capltal clity of Richmond's .agency, in fact, placed twice as many chlidren out of Virginia as any other
agency of Its service type, -.Sixty~one children, or 59 percent of all reported child welfare placements,
were made by agencies serving lIndependent citles, but not all of these clities have a large - juvenile
population, . o

than one county or - Independent clty.

Greater out-of-state placemen+ acﬂvl‘ry among local education agencles serving Jurisdictions wl‘t'h’

Juvenile poputations over 25,000 is seen in Table 47-3, as well, Two-thirds of the c¢hildren who wore
placed in 1978 by local school districts came from these areas., In contrast to the child welfare agen-
cles, 71 percent of the out-of-state education placements In 1978 came  from school districts serving
Virginla countles, Most outstanding In thls educatlion placement irformation s the 139 children placed
outside of Virginia by the Fajrfax County schoo! district, It is Important to bear In mind that the
districts contacted is smaller than the counties containing them,
reason, multiple agencles may have reported. . from. each county and *rha Incidence reporfs in the table are
the. aggregated reports of all within them.

All of the 52 local Juvenile Justice placements were made by agéncles serving areas wlth greater
Juventle populations (25,000 and over), An estimated 50 of these children were placed out of Virginla by
the juvenlle Justice agency serving Falrfax County, Fairfax City, and Falis Church City, .In total, at
least 189 Virginla children were. placed out of state in 1978 by all the public agencles surveyed which
sorved this one rfiorthern SMSA county and the two .independent citlies "It surrounds, - The more affluent
northern locallties! abliity to finance out-of~state piacements with local funds was discussed In section
111, and the fact that 50 per‘cenf. or 243 children, of the 485 local agency placements reported came from
four counties (Artington, Falrfax, loudoun, and Prince Willlam) and one independent clty (Alexandria),
and one multijurisdictional area (Fairfax County, Falrfax City, and Falls Church City) confirms Thds 11 ke=

lihood. These localitlies are wH‘hln the Virginia portion of the . Washlngfon, D.C., SMSA,
VA-6 s o
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TABLE 47-3,

VIRGINIA:

;///

.- OF OUT-OF~STATE. PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
- AGENCIES N '1978, BY COUNTY AND AGE?\CY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS =~ -

1978 "YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER

Number of CHILDREN

19718 . Placed during 1978

“Popuiationd Child Juveni

County Name (Age 8-17) Wel fare Education Jug"l"lé:
:Accomack 5,050 "7 3 -
Albermarie 7,388 0 1 -
Alleghany 2,414 - 0 -
Amella 1,685 0 0 -
Amherst 4,906 0 0 -
Appomattox 2,081 ) 0 -
Artington 17,286 2 10 0
Augusta 8,752 - - 0 -
Bath ‘ 867 0 0 -—
Bedford 5,005 0 1 ——
Bland 789 0 0 -
Botetourt 3,650 0 0 —
Brunswick 2,906 0 0 -
Buchanan - 7,358 0 1 -
Buckingham 2,388 0 0 -
~ Campbe! | 7,451 0 0 -
Caroline 3,256 0 1 -
Carroll 4,219 0 0 -
Charles City 1,526 1 0 -
Charlotte 2,388 * 0 -
Chesterfield 20,178 - 5 -
Ciarke 1,428 0 0 -
Cralg 600 Y 0 -
Culipeper 4,084 1 0 -
Cumber land 1,391 0 1 ——
Dickenson 3,574 i 0 -
Dinwlddie 3,760 0 0 -
Essox - 1,583 0 0 -
Falrfax 106,315 - - 39 -
‘Fauquler 5,730 2 0 -
Floyd 1,829 0 0 -
Fluvanna 1,651 0 0 —
Frankiin 5,765 4 - .
Frederick 5,256 - 1 6 -
Glles 2,985 1 0 -
Gloucester 2,932 0 0 -~
Gooch land 2,038 0 1 -
Grayson 2,599 | 0 ’ -
Greene 1,314 0 0 -
Greensvllile 2,035 — 1 -
Hal{fax 5,846 0 — -
Hanover 8,861 0 0 -
Henr l.co 27,900 0 17 0
Henry 10,696 0 0 -
Highland 350 0 0 -—

VA-7

s




)

» TABLE 47-3, “(Continued)

Number of CHILDREN

York

1978 ~~Placed during 1978

E Population? - Child .o Juvenite

County Name (Age 8-17) ., . Wel fare Education Justice
Isle of Wight 3,912 0 0 -
.James City . 3,374 1 - -
King and Queen 914 0 0 o
King George * 1,687 1 i —
King Wiiliam 1,521 o 0 Y -
Lancaster 1,440 . 0 1 -
Leoe 3,930 . 1 0 -
. Loudoun 10,454 3 4 -
Loufsa 3,180 1 0 -
Lunenberg 2,393 0 0 -
Madison 1,680 0 0 e
‘Mathews 1,223 0 0 . e
Mechlenburg 5,301 0 0 -
Middiesex 1,060 0 0 o
Montgomery 7,887 ‘2 1 -
Melson - 2,020 0 0 —
New Kent o 1,355 0 0 -
Nor-thampton 2,563 0 1 -
Northumber land 1,396 0 0 -
Nottoway 2,346 0 0 -
Orange 2,997 2 est 0 ot
Page 3,310 0 2 —~
Patrick ‘ 2,841 0 0 —
Plt+tsylvanla 12,044 Sy 0 2 -
Powhatan 1,593 - ; .0 0 —
Prince Edward 2,249 0 0 -—
Prince George 3,034 0 0 -
Prince William 34,724 * 10 -
Pulaski 5,616 * 2 ——
Rappahannock - i, 131 0 0 -
Richmond 1,101 0 0 -
Roanoke 11,625 1 4 o
Rockbridge 3,050 0 0 -
Rockingham - 9,303 0 0 it
Russelt 4,599 0 0 -
Scott 4,164 . 0 6 -
Shenandoah 4,383 1 1 0 -
Smyth 4,193 o 3 3 —m
Southampton '3,746 0 0 ——
Spotsyivanla 4,574 0 - 0 -
Stafford 5,952 .0 1 -
Surry 1,070 * + 0 -
Sussex 2,296 0 0 -
Tazewali - 8,033 0 0 -
“Warren 3,217 0 1 -

Washington 6,954 -4 4 —_—
Wastmoreland 2,274 0 4] -
Wise 7,614 * o -
Wythe 3,941 1 .0 -—
7,881 -— 2 -~
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- TABLE 47-3, (Continued)

County Name

1978

Poputation?
(Age 8-17)

of CHILDREN
‘Placed’ during 1978

Juvenite
Justice

" _Independent City
T JurisgreTTons -

Alexandria Clty

Bedford Clty
Bristol City

Buena Vista City
Chariottesville City

Ch;sapeake ley
Ctifton Forge City
Colonlal Helights City

“Covington City
Danviltie Clty

Emporia Clty
Falrfax City

Falls Church City

Frank!iin City

Fredericksburg City

Galax City
Hampton City

Harrisonburg City

Hopewel ! City
Lexington City

" Lynchburg Clty

Manassas City

Manassas Park City:
Martinsville Clty
Newport News City

Norfolk City
Norton City
Petersburg City
Poquoson City
Portsmouth City

Radford City
Richmond: Clty
Roanoke Cl+ty

- Salem City
.South Boston City

Staunton City
Suffolk City

Virginia Beach Cl+y
wayne§poro City
Williamsburg Clty

Winchester City
"ions

James City

Hal i fax, Souf@j
Boston City )

12,640
991

» 34453

1,12
4,896

20,951
790
2,998
1,567
6,867

: 825
4,506
- 1,290
1,314
1,860

893
24,228
2,433
4,392
877

- 9,512
»*

*

3,343
25,946

44,359

n7

8,576
*

19,722

1,528
36,135
14,836
"3,527

1,097

3,030
1,976

43,635

2,822

632

2,901
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A ‘ TABLE 47-3, (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN

1978 . , Placed during 1978
: Poputlation? Chitd Juvenlie ‘
- County Name {Age 8-17) Wel fare

Education Justice

MulflCounfy
- 'J’u"r'l'sﬁ'! crions (Continued)

Roanoke City, Satem

City, Roanoke ‘ —-— -- PR
Staunton City, : R N .
.Augusta * | - L e
) . i , :
Falrfax, Fairfax /

City, Falls Church : o ( '

City : -~ . x - Lo B0.est

g Falrfax, Falls Church . '
-fy * - -
Alleghany, Covlngfon R

City ‘ 0 - =
Greensvllle, Emporla

City _ ‘ 0 - --
Chesterfield, Colonlal

Helghts Clity 0 - oo=-
York, Poguoson City * - —

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencies
(total may Include

duplicate count) 103 est 330 est 52 est
Total Number of Local ‘ ' e
Agencles Reporting 118 135 )

¥ denotes Not Avallable,
~=. denotes Not Applicable,

Lo %
‘ e Esflmaf&s were developed by “the Natlonal Center: of Juvenile Justice
using data from:two sources: the 1970 nationa! census and the Nationai. Cancer
Institute 1975 esflmafed aggregate census.

B¢ The Qut-of-State Pléceman+‘Prac+lces of Local Agencies .-

* The renorTed involvement of local agencies In out-of-state placement is described in:more deTa!l in
Table 47-4, = As suggested in the previous tabls, iocal agency involvement In sending children out of
Virginia Is predomindnt. At least '29 percent ‘of the local chiid welfare 2gencies and. schoa!l districts,

"and two of the elgh1f|oca| Jjuvenile justice agencles placed chllidrea Into other states:  Consistent wlth

?gg state reportings, the local community servlce boards dld an place ‘chiidren oufslde of Virginia in

|T“Snou10 “pe=iisted that eight local chiid welfare agencles could nof report thelr oufnof-s?a*e place~

‘ment !nvolvemenf in the reporflng year and an additional slx chlld welfare agencles dld noT parTlclpafe

= VA-10 : 1

e gt S e e

U SHPESTR eSS,

iz,;

~

in the survey, These are. reflected in Table 47-3, The state child welfare agency maintalns records of
local agency out-of-state placement activity but the state agency!s data was not confirmed by a sample of
local departments of public weltare ang all of the local agencies were surveyed.

TABLE 47-4, VIRGINIA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACE-
MENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Child Juventle  Mental Health and
Wel fare’' ' Education Justice Mental Retardation

Response Categories

'Agencles Which Reported
© . QOut-of-State Piacements 28 47 2 0.

Agencles HWhich Did Not
Know 1 They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of s
Children 8 0 .0 Y

Agencles Which Did Not - :
Place Out of State : . B2 .. 88 S < -1

Agencles Which Did Not -
Participate In the ,
- Survey , 6 , 0 . 0 -0

Total Local Agencies T4 35 8 37

Those agencies which did not place chiidren -n?o other s?ates for care’ and treatment .in 1978 reporfed

~ why no such placements occurred and these responses are summarlzed In Table 47-5. The majority of local-
agenclas, with the exception of local mental health and niental refardafhon agencles, reported the pre- -

sence of sufficient services .In Virginia for children served in 1978, ' The 37 reporting local mental
health and mental retardation agencles, In contrast, stated that they Yacked statutory aufhor!fy to place
chlldren  out of state, = Additionally, four community service boards ‘stated that they lacked funds for
such placements. Local chlld welfare agencles.and school districts also reported these responses, buf to
a lesser degree than the mental haal*h and' mental retardation agencles.

VA-II
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\ TABLE 47-5, VIRGINIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC , s v : , s R S
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE : ‘ : TABLE 47-6." VIRGINIA: - THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 TO ARRANGE OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS BY. LOCAL
~ ; . AGENCIES IN 1978 '
o - - ° Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s) . - — : '
Lo R for Not Piacl Chllzumber = Juv;nlre - Mental Health and I Number_and Percentage, by Agency Type -
easons for acin ; : ( J |
: Chi ldren Out of Stated” Wel fare Education Justice Mental Retardation o . Chlld Welfare Education Juvenile Justice ,
: | ’ o v A . Number Farcent Number - Percent  Number  Percent
Lacked Statutor ' o EERE . 1. ' o Y S T {
aﬁughorlgy Y 2 0 2 37 S AGENCIES Reporting Out- : R
: : , ‘ : d of-State Placements® - 28 24 47 35 2 25 ' ;
b ‘ ‘ , 0 0 ’ ) v v , &
Restricted 9 o o _ c AGENCIES Reporting Out-
Lacked Funds ' ‘ 5 0. 3 = 4 - R ’ of-State Placements ,
. i : : . : R T with ‘Interagency L
i Sufflcient Services , : : L TooperarTon 16 57. - 46 98 1y 50
i Avallzble In State ‘ 33 88 5 . 0 : RTINS : ' o ) L
Other® ‘ 58 0 - 3 ’ 0 —
‘ : SRR Nupber of CHILDREN
Number of Agencles S : ‘ Y Placed Out of : o
Reporfingguo - e State S 103 100 330 100 - 52 -100
Out-of-State : ‘ - : ¢ ’ - '
Placements 82 88 6 37 - ~ - ; o Number of CHILDREN
v ‘ Placed Out of ,
Total Number of v o C State with Interagency B , : .
Agencles Represented o : ' ‘ e Looper®TTom 62 60 321 97 50 9 g

In Survey o nus : 135 S8 .37

~ ‘ ’ ' . 8. See Table 47-4, .
a, Some agencles reported more than. one reason for not arrangling out-of-state place- )

K " ments. , :
' b. ~ Generally Included restrictions basad on agency policy, executive order, com- b
ptiance with certain federal and state gulde!ines, and .specl flc court orders. . I
T EET g c. Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against overall 5 &x .
' L : “agency pollicy, were disapproved by parents, Involved too much red tape, and were prohibi=- R
o . t+ive because ' cof. distance, o : % ;
: , All local Virginia agencles sreporting out-of-state placements were asked to describe the children
. . R , o : . ) o N . that they placed according to a serles of descriptive categories, The responses of these agencies follow
L RE R o : L o . 4 R N ST ) In Table 47-7. As.a group, chlld welfare agencies responded to every condition to describe the chlidren
A R o i : S ; : : 8 ' o ' they had placed out of state, This .indicates lnvolvement by these agencies with chlidren having a very
BEEAT , : _ e : : o S wide variety of character!stics, Thirty-nine  of ‘the 52 agency responses were glven to flve of the
SR N , o : = ‘ ’ ‘ " : descriptions: unruly/disruptive; mentatly 11l1/emotlionally disturbed; baitered, abandoned, or neglected;
: . B : : i ) : 5 S adopted; and "other™ conditicns.: All other conditions -or -statuses !lsted recelved from one to three
N . , ) C : o responses, ) :
) : ’ _— : _ : Ail but one scheol- district reporting out-of-state placements sald that they had placed chltdren who
E o S Table 47-6 describes the extent of interagehcy cocperation which occurred In the course of local ST were regarded -as mentaily retarded or developmentally disabled and those needing special education,
g / agenclas arranging out-of-stats placements in 1978, -The {ocal - education agencles reported the highest v S Almost all .districts: mentioned two types of conditions for children placed out of. state: - mentally
R I lavel of cooperation, with 98 percent.of the placing agencies reporting -Involvement with other public - SR . :lll[amo‘ﬂenal‘l,yv’dlsfqrbed and physically handicapped.. Three school -districts salso placed multiply .
TR agencles in the placement of 97 percent of the chlidren sent out of Virginla, Fifty-seven percent of the | R handicapped chlldren and two Indicated that giris were placed out of state while pregnant, .. - ‘

placing chlld. welfare agenciess reported interagancy cooperation. in the placement ot 60 percent of the

chlldren they reported. One:local Juvenife Justice agency placing 50 chlidren outside of Virginia “The two juvenile courts reporting out-of=state placements sald that two categories. of children

' " / reported cooperating with another agency. The;other reporting juvenlle probation office arranged two. g {saving the state under their jurisdictlon were unruly/disruptive and mentally Ii1/emotionally disturbed.
S . out-of-state placements without any ass!stance from andther’ agencys o B R R A single court also responded positively to slx other descriptive categories which, except for physicailly
. , , ? . : i : a e e ; PR and mentally handlicapped, are fairly consistent with the types of ‘problems these agencies are designed to
VA=12 . o ; ' : R .. address, i _
ot ! : , ‘ : B T T e 2 : R ' ‘ ‘ e VA-13 ' e :
T E g : ' ; i ' : ! . Ll ) :




TABLE 47-7. VIRGINIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF !
; STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Juvenile
- i Types of Conditions? Welfare Education Justice
! \ Physically Handlcapped ' 2 44 1 : v
; Mentally Retarded or - ’ ,
i Developmentally Disabled 3 46 1 o )
; ' o FIGURE 47~-1, VIRGINIA: ~RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF
i Unruly/Disruptive , ’ 4 0 2 LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,
, ’ ‘ ‘ ) AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE |1, BY
Truant .~ o | 0 0 AGENCY TYPE o ’
Juvenile Dellinquent o 1 Y 1 : Child ) JuQenlle :
,@\f Meg}'allybél I/Emotional ly ‘ L B v Wel fare Education Justice.
i sturbed ; 4 44 2 : . |
it Pregnant 1 2 0 . ' k
]‘ﬂ N ’ 8
R ; . _ . Number of AGENCIES I 118 l 135 ‘ . l
{é’\:l{ Drug/Alcohol Problems " 0 1 ! ’ =
A
e - : [N o :
" Battered, Abandoned, or E , : . : Number of AGENCIES Reporting Sy \
: * Neglected 4 : Y ! Out-of~-State Placements in : 3 X =
. Adopted i e 0 | 1 ’ 1978 ‘——_28 il E:l ‘\~;
B Speclal Education Needs 2 : 46 o Nunber of AGENCIES Rep;,;ﬂ?‘g . Voo \g ;
: K “Five or More Placements in ) ‘ T e j?
Multiple Handicaps =2 350 0 B 1978 {Phase || Agencles) I 3 I @ 7 Eh d
Other® " o 0 Py , ‘ —
Number of Agencies Reporting 28 47 2 ; ' ‘ .
Number of CHiLDREN Placed B
" Qut of State In 1978 103 1330 -52
a. Some agencies reported more than one type of condition. ; » ' L
\ B b. Generally Included foster care placements, autistic chltdren, and status Number of CHILDREN Placed .
. 1 offenders., ’ ! BY Phase |1 Agencles ) 52 E%-_'_I-_' 30
’ Percentage of Reported Placements y ' L .
o ; In Phase |1 ' |60| - m |95|
C. .Detalled Data from Phase !1 Agencles SN
{f=more than fobr out=of~state placeﬁanfs were re‘porfed by & ‘local agency, additional Information was ' % e
requested, - The agencles from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase !l agen- « |
=3 cles,  The responses to'the additional -questions.are reviewed In this section of Virginla's state pro- 1
; ' flies ~Wherever references are.made to Phase 11 agencies, they are Intended to. refilect ‘those local 1
agencles which reported arranging five or -more out-of-state placements in 1978, A
The relationship between +the number of jccal “¥irginla agencles surveyed and the total  number of L, g
i children placed out of state, and agencies and placements In Phase !l Is (llustrated in Figure 47-1, e
Only 11 percent-of the local chlld welfare agencies which were able to report their piacement involvement
= ; were Phasas Il agencles, but these three agencles helped arrange 60 percent of the out-of-state child : }
; g wolfare placements, - Twenty~three .percent of the loca! education agenclas which placed out of state In o “ : N
) 1978 were In the Phase |1 . category, reporting the arirangement of 81 percent of the school districts? v Figure 47~2 lllustrates the geographic location of the counties and - independent cities ser'vadh by
placements. One of the two placing l¢cal juvenlile Justice agencies was a Phase 11 agency In" 1978, having - thess 15 Phase il agencles. It can be seen from this figure Thaf.f&here‘ate two clusters of local Phase
arranged 96 percent of tho placements arranged by this local survey type. : : ‘ . i1 agencles, one In: the northern area of the state adjacent ‘to the District of Columbia and another
P _ : : ‘ : e . around tho state capital of Richmond, The remaining Phase !| education agencies are,scaf‘l'erefin throughout
. VA-14 HT e the state, The only county-operated Phase !l child welfare agency serves the peninsula’ county of
) . Accomacke : . ‘
) VA-15 \
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County
A. Accomack
B. ‘Arlington
C. Chesterfield
D=1, Fairfax
E..  Frederick
Fa Henrico
G. Prince William
He Scott
Independent Cities
I. A]exandrié
D~2. Fairfax -
D=3.: Fallsz: Chirch !
J. Lynchburg
Ke Norfol}
L. Richméﬁd
// H.¥
. W
®Child Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction
V¥ Education Phase II Agency
Jurisdiction: C :
®Jjuvenile Justice Phase II. .
Agency Jurisdiction .
N
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Local -Phase 11 agencles were asked to report the destinations of the children they helped to place in ; . e
1978, The responses of the local Phase |l child welfare agencles, school districts, and Juvenlle proba=~ i , ' ° : #
tion offices appear In Table 47-8, The local Phase Il child welfare egencies which reported 54 ’ o R
children's destinations sent them to settings in a total of 16 states, within every region of the country : e
except the Pacific coast, as well as to the District of Columbia.  However, states most predominantly DR : o
utillzed by Virginia child welfare agencles were in the same or surrounding geographlic regions of
Virginla, Pennsylvania recelved the largest number of children for whom destinations were reported (30 - , ; ,
percent), followed by nelghboring Maryland, The next largest number of chlldren were sent to more ) T oo : ) : : o
distant Georgia, followed by four placements to the adjacent District of Columbla and four to more o . N ‘ ' . ‘ S
distant Ohlo. . @ DR . <

Phase 1| school districts reported destinations for only six percent of thelr placements. These few ’ b
children, like those reported upon by child welfare agencles, were primarily placed in the same or
surrounding reglons of Virginia (Maryland, Pennsylvania, Georgia)., Two children were also sent to Texas.

The one juvenile Justice agency that placed 50 chiidren out of Virginia in 1978 was able to report : s o S : " -
the destinations of all the children placed, Maryland and the District of Columbla each recelved 20 of e ST e : ‘ R
these chllidren, and Pennsylvania residential settings were the destination of ten Virginia chlldren sent - o L g o , ’ '
by this agency.

in total, 27 percent of the children for whom out-of-state placement destinations were reported by B - N
local agencies went to settings in Pennsyivanla In 1978,  Flgure 47-3 i!lustrates the even more predomi=- . . o . ‘ L
nant use of contiguous states by local Phase || public agencles In that year., Maryland recelved 37, or . : : » i E el ) M
nearly 31 percent, of the children for whom destinations were reported, and the District of Columbla - ) : - ‘
recefved 20 percent of these chiidren, It should be recailed from the discussion of Table 47-3 that 4 e
agencles In the Washington, D.C.,, SMSA were the primary placers among Virginia local agencles. In fact, : Lo o . ;
the one Juvenlle justice agency reporting destinations is located .in that SMSA, serving Falrfax County : \ h . ' ' s
and the cities of Falrfax and Falls Church, Fipally, as lllustrated In Figure 47<3, 52 percent of the S : ' :
placements for which destinations were reported were made to states sharing a border with Virginla and to
the District of Columbia, ’ -

TASLE 47-8, VIRGINIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY LOCAL - o ‘
PHASE 1] AGENCIES IN 1978 ' - 5

Number of CHILDREN Placed

PO

Destinations of Children
Placed Out of State

Child
Wel fare

Eduéaflon

Juvenlle
Justice

District of Columbla
Florida

Georgla

|daho

fowa

Kentucky
Maryiand
Massachusetts
Michigan
Misstssippl

Missourl
Nebraska

New York

North -Carolina
Ohio

Pennsylvanla
Texas

. Placements for Which
Destinations fould Not
be Reported~ by Phase ||
Agencies

Total Number of Phase |4
Agencles

—- o O

—
— o O -

-
- O P e (. s

250

i
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. TABLE 47-8. (Continued) - . ) w

i . e » : 3 N ~ " Number of CHILDREN Placed

o . Destinations of Children : ER “oTcehild . Juvenlle -
s ' , Placed Out ‘of State . : Welfare  Education - Justice
» _Total Number of Children
_Placed by Phase. il - s c ; : '
" _Agencles AR . ~ 62 267 50 ; ‘ o i I
» : : TABLE 47-9, VIRGINIA: ~REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF
STATE IN 1978; AS REPORTED 3Y LOCAL PHASE 11
AGENC IES
S B R : Number of AGENCIES Reporting
- , e ' Chlid duvenile
Reasons.ifor Placementd ’ ‘ Wel fare Education . ‘Justice .
“ , IR _ L » o Receiving Facllity Closer to Child's Home, L L
FIGURE 47-3, VIRGINIA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED - Despite Being Across State Lines 0 0 o
‘ PLACED IN" STATES CONTIGUOUS TO VIRGINIA BY . : :
-LOCAL PHASE Ii AGENCIESa Previous Success with Recelvlng Faclll'ry 1 11 0
: R o i Sending Sfafe Lzlcked Comparable Services ‘ 1 11 . 1
4 (o) 10 ¢cw) o ‘ ; ,
(dC) } o : ~ : ~ - Standard Procedure to Place Certala Children o
20 WD } 7 (ED) i EE e : : Out of State 0 ) 0 0 !
20 (39 Children Falled to Adapt fo In-State S - ' .
- - E . Facliities - ) ‘ -0 10 . B
)  Alternative fo"ln-Sfa?e Publlc: S Sl R ‘
L N . Institutionalization 2 - 0 0 .
‘ To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 2 0 - 1
L Other ol e S 0. 0
o Number of Phase Il Agencles Reporting - 3 1. -
S

) . : : o : . : o . . ‘a, Some agencles reported more than one reason for placement.
’ e R . . ¥ B . B . . .

a, Llocal Phase 1} chlld wel fare agencles reportaed .destinations for 54 chlldren., Local Phase 1| edu~ : - E : ‘ . o ) R

K cation agencies.reported déstinations for 17 children. Local Phase |l juvenlle justice agencles reported : e : - , ‘ ; !
, destinations for 50 children. . S e , ;

2

The reasons glven by Phase !I agencles for becoming Involved in ouf—of—sfa#e placemem' are Indicated ,
: In Table 47-9, ~ Two-Phase il child welfare agencies reported out-of-state placements were made as an 7 A
S . alternative to pubfic Institutionalization In Virglinia and two responses were also glven to préferring to : R
e place a ‘child with an out-of-state .relative. - Single chlld welfare agencies also mentioned having had !

previous success with an out-of-state facllity and perceiving Vlrglnla to tack comparable services to the o IR i :
out-of=state setting selecfed. .

: vious . success with certain out-of-state facilities and because *rhey perceived ‘comparable services to be

; k : All 11 Phase I} s&hool dls?rlcfs reported  placing chlldren out” of Virginia In 1978 bacause of pre=- » ) ‘
‘ o tacking within Virginia. TYan Phase |1 education agencies aiso mentioned that chiidren falled: to edapt to o RN ' N
i i

) [ ! In-state faclliltles, This response was also given by the singie Phase 11 jJuvenile justice ,agenry, as wel | 'The same Fhase |1 agencies raporﬂng reasons for placlng chlldren Info ofhar sfafes also dascribe the . N e
o7 . as-three ‘other reasons for plscing chlldren out of state, The agency, lucated in norﬂt,hern Virginia, ~ type of setting most frequently selected to recelve children. Table 47-10 indicates ‘that one cach of the . )

! . reported the recelving facllities were actually closer to children's homes than one llr,v;‘llrglnla, that reporting chlld welfare agencles most often usad a different type of setting In 1978.. One utillzed a R
Virginia lacked comparabls  services to-:the onas  utilized, and that 1t was™ de?erml;uad that cerfaln, I restdential treatment or child care . faciiity most often, znother reported using foster homes, and the :
ch!ldren shouid 1ive wH’h ou'f«\of-s'rafe relaﬂves. B e e _ Third most frequentiy utilized relativas' homes, The out-of-state setting most frequantly utilized by

. a0 ; . SRR o R Lo == both local school districts and courts was l‘he residential freafmen'r or chllid care facHH‘y. D
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TABLE 47-10, VIRGINIA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF /
: ; RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL PHASE
tt AGENCIES IN 1978 '
N , Number ‘of AGENCIES Reporting . Lo ;
% . TABLE 47-11, Y
B Categorles of : © Tchiid , Juvenl le , (Continued) .
Residential Settings , N T Welfare Education - - Justice : ' : 4
v : - e ) Number of AGENCIES® b
¥ ' ‘ : Lo requency o Child ' ‘ :
i} Residential Treatment/Child Care L ‘ ‘ Methods of Monitorin Juvenite :
Facility | ' 1 1" i . ; : el | ‘ ’ 9 Practice Welfare '  Education Justice ?
Psychlatric Hospital o] 0 o , b ) Telephone Calis Quarterly 0 0 - ?
\ o ; fi o : , Semlannual |y 0 0 .
: Boarding/Military Schoo! 0 .0 0 . Annua) Iy 0. 0 = 0
. . ‘ v : » Otherb 3 1 -9
Foster ‘Home : ’ o 1 0 0 . Othe °
rer e . er Quarterly 0 0 0
Group Home . _ 0 0 0 S Semiannual ly 1 0 0
: s L : Al : Annually 0 0
Relative's Home (Non-Parental) e 1 0 0 v 7 Otherb 1 o ‘3‘
i Adopfl\;e Home i : % 0 '0 VO - . Total Number of Phase 1|
f A ‘ ; : ‘ SRR y Agencies Reporting , ‘ 3 no o
f Other : A _ 0 0 0 ‘ : !
' Number of Phase || Agencles R i v R 8. Some agencies reported more than one method :
Reporting » . 3 11 ot ; ‘ ’ : b : © method of mn't’”"g' :
| _ : . . . . . , o Inctuded monitoring practices which did not occur ‘at regular Intervals
A s . v ) .
‘ Local Phaseyzll agencies further reported the type and frfequency of monlitoring practices that were
‘ undertaken after a child had been placed out of Virginia. A majority of the responses “summarized in , :
W Table 47-11 for local child welfare .and education agencles Indicate that quarterly writften progress % ¥ i
reports were a primary method of monitoring used by these agen'cles.I Ag; Iocal' Ch“'dd welfar;e*agen:‘::leg Tuo Pha " h‘H C . IR L
reported making telephcne contact with the placement setting at Irregular Intervals, and one of the d L ase chlid welfare agencies and +hr ‘ 2 ' PR o
welfare agencles reported conducting on-site visits quarterly. One school district recelved written S exg?nd!'fures for out-of-state piagemenfs 12 l;%?e §r$,2°c’flw¢d';‘i‘lrll:fs 'r'fesponded to ‘questions about their
progress reports on a semiannual-basls, while another response was given to telephone calls to the out= '+ SN °sb"'“a*°d Total of $3,500 for these placements, and reportin choo?r%ia%er;cLes Joported spending an
of-state placement setting at Irregular intervals, : L ' publ ¢ ravenues for placements in other states. The one local cgurf report STticls expended $225,000 in
L o ~ . . ' T , spent for out-of-state placements In 1978, ‘ eported that no public dollars wers'
. The one local Phass !l court used three methods of monltoring, all™at different time Intervals, L . o :
S b - . Telephone calls were made on a quarterly basls, on~site visits were conducted annually, and written . S . s . = . .
P progress reports were recelved ai‘ lrregular times. ' , a _ : : . - ‘ \ ; o ‘ s N
, 8 _ ; » - o o . D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and iocal Agencles : : . S
TABLE‘ 47-11, ' VIRGINIA: MON I TOR ING PRACTICES FOR 0UT-OF~STATE‘ . . g An Issue of particular Importance - + 2 shuds e 1 : L 1 o
. ; PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 1| AGENCIES . : oy S ;32.- :;(;"qnffl; ;? which Interstate compacfsoala'est:'?}l"l:::uxofgir:z;;‘og;g#el‘p'acemen? of Shildren concerns .
Eod e 07 . ‘ ' IN 1978 : : » , foo s : . placements n ';'ngforabg“” "',he use of compacts in 1978 by local agenc?eas’q‘e\’vn: 'nghs * ar*::: 'eed 47--,!:2 fongrts e
' ; — : ; : and between agencle":::a wloph fiug-“;?n l:c;sf:ﬁc‘l'”e:e 2 comparison of compact utilization across :‘;‘9;2;—7';222 ' T
% Number of AGENCIES® ’ T Type of compact which was used by Phase 1| agenc?;s"?gerg;g:':z:nrrsv 45273564"/'-'5 i eddition, the specitic *
P : Frequency of . Chlid , Juvenlile - S : Cons| : o L g ‘ Tide Lo , i
g Methods of Monltoring Practice - - - Welfars Education Justice , : = agenc?g:: g:r‘af;sog,‘of compact ‘utilization by jocal Virginia agencies finds that, in total, |
. ‘ Samnene S g hormvery et o0 hur To? S The p1aciag il St -0 Sfate placanents.” it Gan ofsh bo Shsarvod
. (4] . i . : . ii wel fare - : . : »
s -  Wrltten Progress Raports Quarterly 3 10 0 :’?c':;udtl'ng'all three Phase Il agencies, None of the vlrg?nf,igegt“:l:::l :!elpsofrl?:i some  compact use In 1978,
‘ “ T . Semjannual ly 0 1 : 8 _nile Justice agencies reported utilizing a compact in that year : riets or locally operated juve-
: Annudal ly . S0 0 ) S e S ' '
e . Otherb 0 0 1 TR to f:]f; %‘f:g_r' %};affe:; gg:t;.l:s, the lack of  interstate compact utilization by school districts was . o
- ) - On=Site Visits | qu'arfarly 1 0 - 0 L educatisnal In ‘;:baraéfe':' © sH?w?vfe'r“:a'! I,y provld:s o e placonent of children into fg':?”s*rg; g?g?g |
=i N Vi : _ sk re s In recent years the VI ia " ,
. » : , : ) . Semiannualty 0 0 g ,‘;:gl"_i'lzlo';%uzgﬁrs T'D the Department of Welfare's Interstate Cmﬂa’;gfnz)'faflc::g'v?t:la::r:a h?)i glyen xtendive ‘ ‘ ‘
: o Ao R : b ~Annuatl)-l»-y .0 0 b . o thls regulat onal placements, It was not untt) July 1980, however, that a c !s'*r Pndorerprated to
, o L VOTEEE Othert e ) -0 0 T +he DepSr?me:;yofauEzhuz';mL novez i:e ,guf—of-stafe placements made by séhool dlsfﬂ"&g Sa gﬂggﬁzlgng;gg gf
, R : Lot (R C L , ! » an 6 Uepartment of Welfare. 11 i R d 4 n by
‘ . , . : G placements were processe : S noT clear why no local juvenlie N
C w20 e L - _ "re Processsd through a conpact, when Virginla belongs to both the ICJ and tha Iome.” 1 5TI® s
b S o TS DU . R , VA-21 . .
e ‘ e ' g ?t . ;
! y > - JOUN e e o b ot 11 i‘ -
; S » )




[

[P :

o

VIRGINIA.v UTILIZATION oF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGEPCIES IN 1978, BY AGEICY TYPE

I3

TABLE 47-12,

' Local Agencies Which Placed

NumbOI of AGEM: IES

Child I . Juvenlie
Children Out of State Wel fare Educﬁéf!on Justice
NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CH 25 36 1
e Number Using Compacts 18 0 0
o Number Nc;‘s"UsIng Compacts 4 36 1
e Number with Compact Use
Unknown 3 0 0
NUMBER OF PHASE |1 AGENCIES : ,
PLACING CHi LDREN _—'— 3 11 1
° Number Uslng Compac‘rs 3 0 0
Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Chilldren
Yes 3 0 0
“HNo. 0 1 1
Don't Know -0 0 0
Interstate Compact on Juvenlles
5
Yos 0 0 0
No 3 11 1
Don't Know 0 0 0
Interstate Compact on Mental Health2
" Yes - - -—
NO [ . m .--‘1
Don't Know - - -
“® Number Nof Using Compacts 9 1. 1
. Number wi+h Compact Use Unknown 0 0 0
_TOTALS ' '
Nuitber of ‘AGENCIES Placing
“Children Out of State 28 47 2
Number: of AGENCIES Using Compacts 21 0 ' o
Number of ‘AGENCIES N01 Using . ‘ =
Compacfs o K - 47 2
"Nimber of AGENCIES with Compac‘l‘ . .
Use: Unknown 3 0

‘== -denotes Not Appl!cable.

3, Vlrglnla was not a member of the ln?ers‘fafe Compacf on Menfal Health

durlng the . reporﬂng year.

K2

. A

" proceedings,

Table 47-13 again shows the total absance 1of u’HHzaﬂon of the compacts by local school districts
and ' juvenile Justice agencies by displaying the number of placements made and arranged through. compact
Also noted Is’ the much greater compact utillization for“placements made by child welfare

agencies, At least 80 chitdren, 78 percent of the total child welfare placements, were sent out of
Virginia with the use of an interstate compact. Fifty=five of The 62 children placed by Phase |! agen-
cles were processed through the Intérstate Compact . on . the> Placement of Chlldren, the remainlng seven

children not having been repor'red to a compact office, :

TABLE 47-13, VIRGINIA:

NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE

UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE OOMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN

) . Child : Juvenile
Children Placed Out of State Wel fare Equcaﬂon Justice
CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES )
REPORTTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 41 63 2
e Number Placed with Compact Use 25 0 0
® Number Placed without Compact Use 4 k 63 2
o Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknown® 12 0 0
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES
e ‘Number Placed with Compact Use 55 0 0
Number Through In'h\arsfafe Compact
on the Placement o} Cthr‘en 55 0 0
" Number through lnterstate
Compact on Juventles 0 0 -0
Number: through lnfers?afe
Compact on Mental Healthb - - -~
® Number Placed without Compact Use - ‘7 267 50
/
e  Number Placed.with Compacf Use i - :
Unknown 0 0 0
TQTALS
Nimber of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 103 330 52
© Number of CHILDREN. Placed ) '
with Compact Use 80 0 0
Number of CHILDREN Placed without :
Compact ‘Use 11 330 52
Number of CHILDREN Placed .. v
with Compact Use Unknown 12 0 ()

VA~23
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TABLE 47-13, (Continted)

== denotes Not Applicable.

: a. Agencles which placed four or- less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements,  Instead, thess
agencies simply reported whether or not:a compact - was used to arrange any out=-
Sl of-state placement. ~Therefore, [f a compact was used, only one placement is
e : Indicated ~as a compact-arranged placement and the others are inciuded In the
| category "number placed with compact use unkown,"

be  Virginla was not a member: of the Interstate Compact on Menta! Health
during the reporting year, ‘

A graphlc summarization of these findings ahoufjlocal agency ufilizaticn of .interstate compacts in

Virginia Is Illustrated In Figures 47-4, 5, and 6, These figures illustrate the percentage of placements.

arranged by agencles of each service type which were compact arranged, noncompact arranged, and undeter-
mined wlth respect to compact use,

i

i
t

1o ' FIGURE 47-4. VIRGINIA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
G BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978

103
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE 3Y
VIRGINIA LOCAL
CHILD WELFARE
AGENCIES

 VA-24
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FIGURE 47-5,

VIRGINIA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

330

CHILDREN PLACED
~_OUT OF STATE BY

VIRGINIA LOCAL
EDUCATION
AGENCIES

100%, NONCOMPACT

¥
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TABLE 47-14, VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
. REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY
_ TYPE BRI

FIGURE 47-6. VIRGINIA: THE UTILlZATIOﬂ OF INTERSTATE CGOMPACTS
BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE.AGENCIES IN 1978

Child -:Juvenile  Mental He'avlfh, and -
Welfare ‘Educqulon Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local ‘Agency-Arranged

t . ! Placements ; 141 . 330 2 16
. i = : - . N e
: ! / / Total Number of Compact-
! / 9 Arranged Placements e
1 ‘\éo / Reported by State Agencies. 180 94 * 16,
: - e w— am—— -~ QY( i ,
: ot s / Percentage of Compact- : ' L ;
i 1003 NONCOMPA s . Arranged Placements 1000 28 * - 100
— A .

. 52
CHILDREN PLACED
QUT OF STATE BY
VIRGINIA LOCAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE
AGENCIES

’ ‘ St ; : "
*  denotes not Avallable, - o : v RN

35“*";"\—;’, e

“a. The local Juvenlie J:usﬂce agencies reported arranging 52 out-of-state .
placements in 1978, The state juvenile justice agency, however, could not report y
on Its placement involvement, ‘ ‘ .

(o]

SRR Ty

0% ¢, N b. The state child welfare agency reported knowledge of a larger number of ‘ ;
' ”P4¢7. ~ “out=of-state placements involving ' local agencies: than were identified by the - 8
: -~ ~ 0&& N survey. Fourteen local agencies did not report thelr placement involvement. ‘
™~ Qﬁx N i
NS, N : B
\ ’?':,@
\ \ E :

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

Table 47-15 provides the number of chlldren placed out of state by.Virginla state agencles according -
to thelr involvement in the placement process.. -The Department of Welfure's. |nterstate compact office
reported knowledge of 142 out-of-state placements which were arranged by local child welfare agencles and - -
state “funded,  Additionally, 38 -children were reported to have been placed through this state compact.
office by other public and private agencies in Virginla or private iIndividuals, Recalling that the sur=-.

~_vey of local chlld welfare agenclies identified 103 out-of=state placements In 1978, it should, aiso be :

« " poted that 14 Jocal agencles did not -report their Involvement in placements for varlious reasons (see
s Table 47-4), ) > . . . R -

4

@
o

The Department of Education reported funding 236 placements, which were arranged by local school
districts, Ninety-four additional placements were reported to the Department of Educaticn by the local
: : :ghog; dl:frl:fs, ;hl,{?h were reported to be made in cooperatjon with the Department of Corrections. and
’ ' f Welfare o S , ~ fons. ¢
‘ ' - ' ts of which they @ Department of ¥ . ; ‘
les also reported interstate compact utilizaticn for the placemen Y ;
had uzgw'!?a'dz;eint?abalg: nf?—M shows ghaf both 1'h1.eI sfa.}'e ct;lhld we: fa;'es :anfe nn;?;gém::?;ﬂ(\)fan:h lmnfghleyre::r;e
eported 100 percent utillzation for Tne ouy=or= .
g:‘ia"l_:n a&?? ft::s-(-h:; plocal s<:hoo|p districts! report of no compact use, the state elecaflon agency repor‘:'?d
+hat '.94 chlidren were placed out of state with the use of an Interstate agreement. ' The state Juvenlle
Justice agency coul® not report uponi: Interstate compact use at the 'rhlme of this study,

0le ‘ VA-26

The Department of Corrections! interstate compact office reported -that they: had: helped . arrange an
unspecified ‘number of placements where. no funding by ‘the. dspartment was requlred.. The DMHMR also
reported helping to arrange out-of-state placements without state funding as wsll as "other" types of
placement, without spacifying how many children were Involved. Howaver, ‘in total, DMHMR had knowledge of
or helped to arrange the out-of-state placement of 16 children In 1978. . :

VA-27
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TABLE 4715, VIRGINIA:  ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
: ;l&géM éN¥gLVEMENT" IN ARRANGING OUT=-OF=-STATE children it had knowied f bel '7 SR T : . .
, NTS IN 1978 . nowledge of being placed out of Virginia In 1978, Two child ‘
‘ states (Florida, New J ] . rgini . . children went to each of five
: ‘ . each recelved one chllde..eyf Norfh‘ Cérolina, ‘P’ennsylvania, and South Carollna), while six other states
i . Number of CHILDREN Reported , ; « T : L ‘
SRR ‘ _ Placed during 1978 by State Agencles
R o ) ; Child — Juvenile Mental Health and
T : Types of Involvement “¥Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation o
State Arranged and Funded o 0 0 0 TABLE 47-16, VIRGINIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT -
| | A - 7 E ) OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
| Local ly Arranged but . BY AGENCY TYPE T
: State Funded 7 142 236 0 0 ) S : '
coirs. Srered. o state | ettt N _Number of CHILDREN Placed : :
i Arranged and Funded 0 0 0 0 1aTtions o hitd . Juveniie - Mental Health and
i od . Children Placed Welfare - Education ' Justice Mental Refardaf?gﬁ
: Subtotal: Placements : oo -
' 7;  Involving State o - o 4
. Funding 142 236 0 0 Alabama 0 1 o’
i “ . ‘ N rizona 2 : 0
Local ly Arranged and ' R . Arkansas 1 L0
+ Funded, and Reported : : R : gal Ifornia 7" 1.
‘ “to State 0 0. 0 0 B Lolorado 1 : 0
State Helped Arrange, - Connecticut 2 15 -
; but Not Raqulred by Delaware . -0 ;o3 0.
¥ Law or DId Not Fund ‘ District of Columbia 18 .72 L0
. " the Placement 0 9 * * Flortda -~ 4 L2 T
; , : ‘Georgla 6 ‘ 4 1 -
: Other R 38 o "0 % e : ~
; ) v : Hiinols 2 " 1
Total Number of : ~Indiana 4 0. .
~“Children Placed Out lowa 2 0
of:State with State g Kansas 1 .0
Assistance or o . ‘ % Kentucky L 2 2 0
Know!edged SR 180 330 b 16 ; ‘ o - '
o . ; i Maine 1 4 0
» — Maryland 21 " 46 T
; *  denotes Not Avallable. Massachusetts 2 8 0.
! : v Michigan 2 » 0
2 a., Includes all! out<of=-state placements known t6 officials in The par~ Minnesota 2. 0
! ticular state agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which : : : ' e
: did not directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply Mississippl 2 0.
X indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case confarences Missouri . 2 -2 0
’ or through varfous forms of Iinformal reporting. v Nebraska 2 0
. ] ; ; E Nevada 0 1 .0
) New Hampshire . 2 .0'
; , New ‘Jarsey 10 .
: o ; S ) , - New York 9 l; CZ)
Virginla state agencies were asked to report the number of chliidren that were sent to spacific states ON?";*“ Carolina 14 11 2
in the same way as locai-Phase 1l agencles, and ‘the answers tfo thls question are shown in Table 47-16, . ° , 3 1 1
The Department of Weltare provided complete information about the destinaticn of 180 children placed out ' Ok{ahoma 1 0
L of state, Consistsnt with the local agencles' reports, contiguous states and .the District of Columbla o -
v are primary recelvers of Virginia's chiid welfare placements, For1;r/y-'three percent, or 77 chiidren, were : g"99°" : 2 , 0
sent to these neighboring jurisdictions in 1978, More distant placements, howéver, were made throughout : onnsy|vania 12 101 2
the . continental United States and to two African countries, E , T South Carolina 3 13 .2
- e : ~ » ; _ : . : Tennessee 13 5° 0
 The state educafion agency reported a similar trend by school districts to. place chlildren in con- Texas 10 0
tiguous states or the District of Columbla, However, these states recelved 42 percent of the local edu- ' .
cation placements for which destinations were reported, while Pennsylvanja, still relatively close to Utah 2 0 v
, .. Virginla's northern border, was the destination of 101 children, or 31 percent of these placements. The Vermont 0 . 2 0.
' : “remalning 89 children were placed In settings In 16 other states, Including several New England states, : Washington 2 ‘ 0
<= New Jorsey, and New Yorke . .. . ' : : ~ @ West Virginia 9 0 ‘
N I CL S , : . S Africa 3 0 ' .
"' 'Due fo the unavailability of placement information from the state Juvenlle Justice agency, destina- o B : ;
: tions of  children were not provided. The DMHMR did, In contrast, report the destinations of all 16 e
| ‘ ' VA-28 o - ' i
=y, b 7 VA-29 @ y
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TABLE 47-16. (Continudd)
. 4%‘}

Numblir of CHILDREN Placed

Diestinations of "Chiild . . Juvenile Mental Health and
Chi ldren Placed Wel fare Educafion Justice Men?al Refardaflon
Placemenfs for Which

Destinations Could Not
: Be Reported by State o

. Agencles ‘ 0 4 - AN 0
[ofal Number of Placements 180 330 * 6

I~ % denotes Not Avallable,

The sfafe agencles were asked to describe the condirlons and statuses of the chlldren placed out of
Virginia In {1978, Table 47-17 summarizes thelr responsas, The state chlid welfare agency reported
children ,In mll categories except for juvenlle delinquents, truants, and unruiy/disruptive chlildren, It
shouid be noted that, as discussed in section i1l, children determined to be status offenders or In need
of supervision are the responsibllify of the child welfare system. Similarly, the state juvenlle Justice
agency's response to this question, which Inciudes several descriptive categories falling under status
offenses, causes more questions to arise about placement authority and acflvlfy.

The Department of Education reported that mentally, physically, and emof!onally handicapped chiidren,
as well as learning disabled children ("other"), were placed out of Virginia in 1978,  The Department of
Mental Health and Mental! Retardation reported knowledge of placements of menfally handicapped and deve-
{opmentaily disabled chlldren in that year.

VIRGINIA: CONDITIONS OF CHiILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

TABLE 47-17,

Agency Type?

Juvenile  Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

Chitd

Types of Conditions. Wel fare Edncaflon

Physically Handicapped

X X 0 0
Mentally Handicapped X X 0 X
gevelopmenfally Disabled X 0 0 X
K Unruly/Disruptive 0 0 X 0
Truants 0 -0 X (o]
Juvenile Delinquents 0 0 X 0
Emotional ly Disturbed X X X 0
. Pregnant X 0 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems X 0 X 0
’ Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected X o}
Adopted Chiidren X 0 o 0
Foster Children X o o 0
VA-30
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‘arranged wlth the use of a compact.

TABLE 47-17. (Continued)

Agency Type@
Juveniie . Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

Child

Types of Conditions Wel fare - Education

Other X X 0 o A

a. X indicates conditions reported. : >

-Virginla state agencles were also asked .to describe the type ‘of setting that was most frequently
selected to recelve children In other states, The Department of Welfare and DOC sald that children
placed out of Virginia most frequently went to live with reiatives,  The Department of Education and

DMHWR sald that the settings most fregquentiy recelvlng children placed out of Vlrglnla were residential
treatment or child care facltities,

The public expendlfures, according to the source of funds, by state agencies for,ouf—of-sfafe place-~
ment In 1978 are summarized In Table 47-18:.- The -only agency that reported experditures was the
Department of Welfare. - This agency reported that $264,281 was sper?, 41 percent from state funds, 25
percenf federal funds, and 34 percent coming from local funds.

TABLE 47-18, PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Child ; Juveniie- Mental Health and
Wel fare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Levels of Government

e State $108,469 * N *
e Federal 67,162 * o . *
e Local , 88,650 * Do *
e Other 0 * * *
Total ‘Reported Expenditures $264,281 .k * *

* denotes Not Avallable,

= Fo State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placement

As a final review, Table 47-19 offers the lncldence of out-of-state placemenfs reported by. Virginia
publlc agenclies #id the number of children placed o)? of state of which the state agencles had knowledge,.
With the exceptlion of the unavallable state Juvenlle -Justice Information, ali state agencles are
refiected to have complete Kknowledge of out-of-state placement activity in 1978, However, the.larger
number of placements attributed by the state agency to local child welfare agencies than were identifled
by the local survey needs further. explapation. According to the Department of Welfare's Interstate com~
pact offlce records; 49 locai child welfare agenclies placed 142 chlidren out of Virginia in 1978, all
The survey -of the 124 local agencles, howaever, resuited in 28 |ocal
agencies reporting 103 out-of-state placements,iincluding Incidenge reports from some agencliés which were

not known to the state offlice and some placements (see Table 47-13) which were not processed through a
On the other hand, the 14 1ocal agencles which could not report their placement involvement or

compact,

did not participate in the survey may have been: Involved in some of the placements known to the state
agency. .
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.~the - levei' of compact utiiization reported by thess same state agencles,

TABLE 47-19. VIRGINIA: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE OF OUT~OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS

Chi o Juvenile Menfai Health and o
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and

© Local Agency Plazements 141 330 *¥ o 16

Total Number of Placements ‘ o (" A v ) o
Known to State Agencles -180 330 * 16

Percentage of Placements ) C o
Known Yo State Agencies toob 100 %100

* . denotes Not Avallable.

: a, The local Juvenlle Justice agencles reported arranglng 52 out-of state
placements tn 1978,  The'state Juvenlle justice aaency, however, ‘could not
report on I?s placement !nvolvemenf.u . .
& . bs The state child welfare agency reportad more Iocally arranged ouf-of-
. - state placemen?s than were Identified in the local survey,.

o3

Figure 47-7 'illustrates state agencles! knewledge of out-of=state placemenf from VirgInia as we!l as

appear “in this figure in regard to compact uUse. Both-the state child welfare and education agencles

reported a greater utillzation of Interstate compacts by thelr local counterparts than was identified by

the local survey. Acknowledging the tocal Incidence discirepancy already discussed In the previcus table,
child 'wel fare ‘agencies only reported 80 children having been placed out of Virginla with the use of &
compaciy Local school ‘districts reported no compact utlllzation 1n 1978, although It should be recalled

cooperation of juvenlile jJustice and chijd welfare agenc!es which may have utillzed compacfs without the
knowledge of jocal school dlsfrlcfe.

o It : . i L B
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Seveéral polnts of Interest

~ from Table 47-15 that +the state agency reported ‘these - 94 ‘compact-arranged placemen?s Involyed . the "

e

e e T e
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FIGURE 47-7, VIRGINIA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
.« 7. PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REFORTED BY
& : | STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE'

350
330 . 330
325 :
300
275
250
225
200
175
150
12‘5‘
100
75
50

25 16 16 16

.. N
child : Juvenlle Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

f denotes Not Avallable

,.- State and Local Placements
Sfafe and Local Placements Known to State Agencles
[:::] State and toczy Compact Arranged Placements Reported by - Sfafe Agencles.

a. The state child welfare agency reported more Iocelly arranged out=of=
state placements than were ldentiffed In the local survey,

b. The local juvenlle justice agencles reported to have arranged 52 enf-of-sfafe placements In 1978,

YVA-33

ki




AR T e, 4 . Rt et et s e g Sy T o £

Ve CONQLUDUNG REMARKS A PROF ILE OF OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLIiCY AND PRACTICE IN WEST VIRGINIA

Some general conclusions about the out-of-state placement practices of Virginla public agencies may
be drawn from the survey results, - . )
| e Out-of-state placement Is prédominantiy a_ iocal phenomenon In Virginia, with 90 percent of
S all reportad placements involving ‘local agencles,’ However, this placement activity was well-
S known to the supervising state agencles, with the possible exception of juvenlle justice from
which placement information was unavallable,

1+ " ACKNOWLEDGMENTS"

The- Academy gratefully acknowledges the assistance of the many $tate and ‘local public officiais who™
contributed thelr time and effort to the project, particulariy Kelith Smith, Division of Special Education
and Student Support Systems, Department of Education; Jean B. Kiley, Deputy Administrator, Division of '
Social Services, Department of Welfare; Claudette Ladika, Interstate Secretary, Department of Corrections; |
and Ida B, Chamberiain, Interstate Compact Coordinator, Department of Health, ' ‘ ' :

e At least 39 percent of the total out-of-state placements arranged by local Virglnia agencies
were made by agencies serving Falrfax CSunty and the citles of Falrfax and Falls Church in ‘
+he northern urban portion of the state, Immediately adjoinling the District of Columbla and ¥
Maryland. . , o

out-of-state placements In 1978, while at least 78 percent of the local child welfare place~

§
| |
Ji e Interstate compacts were not utilized by any of the locally operated courts which reported
i
! ments were compact arranged. » .
3

e There was a tendency among all Virginia local agencles to place chlldren In contiguous isfafes:
and the District of Columbla, and an additionat strong trend for school districts to place
children In Pennsylvania residential settings. ‘ ,

I1. METHODOLOGY

The reader |s encouraged to compare nationa! trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to speclflc practices In Virginia in order to develop further conclusions about the statels

Tavolvement with the out-of-state placement of chifdren. information was systematically gathered about West Virginia from a varlety of sources using a number

of data collecticn technlques, Flirst, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency pollicies
and - practices with regard fo the out-of-state placement of chitdren, A mall survey was used, as a follow-
up to the telephone Interview, to solicit information specific to' the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencles and thoss of local agencles subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight.

2] k ' ' : FOOTNOTE

An ‘assessment of :out-of-state ‘placement policies and the adequacy of Information reported by state
agencles suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public agencies in
arranging out-of-state placements, Pursuant to thls assessment, further data collection was underiaken
1f It was necessary to:

1. General Information about states, countles, clties, and SMSAs is from. the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contalned in the U.S, Bureau of the Census, County _aﬂ_c_!_CIfy
‘Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978. I

[M¥ormation about direct general state and local total per caplta expenditures and expenditires for
oo education and publlc welfare were aiso taken firom data collected by the U.S., Bureau of the Census and
e they appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979, {100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
1979, , T T
The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
T " for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute (1975

o " estimated aggragate cens.,u/g{—/also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

£

o verlfy out-of-state placement data reported by s‘l‘afé govaernment about local agenclies; and
e collect local agency data which was not avallable from state government.

N
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A summary of the data collection effort in West Virgina appears below In Table 49=1,

B

“TABLE 49-1, WEST VIRGINIA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Rt

b

e qu'urvey Methods, by Agéhcy Type n ‘ o

Levels of ‘Child ‘

i
, R « Juvenile Mental Heal+h an {
S Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation £
: 3 o . : A e ,‘*i
; State -‘Telephons’ Telephene Telephone ' Telepﬁone E
G ‘ Agericles Interview tnterview ' Interview “interview 1

Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey: ‘ : : e
 DSS officlals - DOE officlals DOC officials DH officlals '

and DSS

- : officlals

i : “Local Not Applicable -~ Telephone k Telephone - - Not .Applicable
; Agencles  (State Survey: Alt _Survey: Al (State
g Offlces) 55 local 32 district Offices)
! o - school - courts B o

N i fy - © o districts ‘ :

VA-34 Wy-1
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A
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111, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978 +h : R R BT I .

, ’ : — - (ch)s?eclgéeedpt;\%afé,ggfp?%cle's;ls :gr?sfad;er r$ﬁgmtrzzndid by :h'e ;rslpeclal Education Placemenf Ad\‘/lsory Comr;'l“r'i«:::'
i _ ‘ Out-of-state placement Is usualiy oo, ast restrictive .alternative when recommending placement,
I S A. [Introductory Remarks ' s no other option is avallabje. . |y  B most restrictive placement °p-ﬂ°n' ¥ can be undertaken only when

4o ‘ ’ - Following the PAC recommendation, th
, , state placement, using thelr criteria fo: :rlugl'rgl lde'rermlnes e Shgiptitty of the student for out-of-

st be reviewed. at least

‘ . : - ; : R ity for out-of-state placement I the
West Virginla has the 41st iargest land area (24,070 square miles) and Is the 34th most popuiated mines “the student fo_be eligible, the count . g2 P 'enTa the county deter-
A state (1,799,349) In the United States, Its largest clty, Huntington, has a population of nearly g"".s""" of Special Edication and Student Su»;;:?:l. giggg;:. wal%t:efngzges 'ansa‘rrtllc:lonall_funds from the. .
it 69,000, The capital city of Charleston is the next largest clty with over 67,000 people, While these ' rograms (1EPs) for students currently approved for ouf-of—sfafe fac 1-n fdividualized Education -
| are the only two clties with over 50,000 pecple, West Virginia has 15 clities with populations over 10,000 ) annuatly. ‘ : ‘ . " piacement mu .
B . . R
i

and five of these clties have populations between 25,000 and 50,000, |+ has 55 counties. Tha estimated
1978 population of persons eight to 17 years old was 306,646, . . 3 :

There are five Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In the state, with all but ons of (
these SMSAs bordering the contiguous states of Ohlo, Kentucky, and Pennsyivanla. The ther two con-
tiguous states to West Virginia are Maryland and Virginla,

D. Juvenile Justice

West Virginia was ranked 391"h nationally In total state and locat per capl'l;a expenditures, 48+h In - e ' . tn West Virginla, clrcuit courts ex \ on’ . ' . v
per capita expenditures for education, and 35th In per caplta expenditures for pubiic welfal-a.1 v ‘ - C?_lr_lrdger;é Each cour'f"s Jurisdiction sDagchi: ’ggrﬁf&mfﬁgr dizjzg?gg;ednege!?ffed, od_Jol1nquant
: :dml;.llsfer Th:h De;')ar'rmenf of Corrections (DOC) which malntalns four correctional Ins*rrﬁ'lftni?;nscaang also0

$ The InTerstate Compact on Juveniles (1CJ).  West Virginia h 3 at so

since 1963, ; A g ginia has been a member of the compact

B. Chiid Welfare : ' g Probartt ‘
A ' . ' ‘ ¥ robation and parole services are provided by the De|
: : y partment of Welfare's ;
| | | TS T wiiin, Shese oft1cas, uith werkers” o rovids roration arvises fot oo ]
intest Virginia, chlild welfare services are administered by “the Department of Weltfare's (OW) o Juveniles. However, circult courts can ng:d d?:uga?(fe-ita‘ft%fgsgimenrs yrrough the Interstate Compact on
Divislon of Social Services (DSS) through 27 area offices around the state. Child welfare services : services units dnd other state offices, ‘ © Placements Independently from the youth

Include protactive services, shelter care, foster care, adoption, day care, family planning,
single parent services, homemaker services, and group care, The CW also provides probation and paroie
‘ services for Juveniles, . The division administers the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chlldren
i (ICPC), West Virginla has been a member of the compact since 1975. Local area offices use either the
' ICPC or the interstate Compact on Juveniles through the Department of Cerrectlons, depending upon which
Is appropriate for a particuiar child,

Ev_Mental Health and Mental Retardation

datlon services in We

pact on Mental Health (ICMH), West Vlrg!nlanhavs‘rgergrlaé
he Division of Institutions operates two institutions for
y care and psychiatric facilitles. .The DH's Division of
I mental health centers. According to state information,

in addition to administering the Interstat

N . member of the compact sincegl957. Within SH,CO;H

the mentally retarded and ten long-term eiderl
; Community Services supervises 14 privats, loca

these private mental health canters

- g The Department of Heal+th (CH) provides mental health and mental retar

. o : do not =0f=
The West. Virginla Department of Education (DOE; is responsible for all educational programs within i has no ptacement funds as Its own, The 'depg:if:er?:frn:; :::T:{p:acemf?fs' The Department of Health Itself
o the state, Within DOE is the Division of Speclal Educatlon and Student Support Systems, which is , refer these matters to e!ther the Department of Welfare or fhen D"'a {‘rg °“:‘°f"51'afe placements, but will - .,
. directly Involved with the placement of children In other states, In West Virglinla, there are 55 county , - are “°9d§¢- ' : e & epar m?ﬂ of .Education when state funds “a

‘, school .districts, which provide speclal services and the normal curriculum for grades K-12, The school - . . ‘ . . : .
: districts can place children out of state wlthout necessarily reporting the lnformation 1o the DOE. . - : ; . ) . R

T I

However, It was reported that these out~of-state placements ars few. bacause local school districts would : ; . : : ‘ . . TR L
not be reimbursed by the state for these placements, The West Virginla code placas +the responsibllity » o T , ) Co ; - : . Ji e w
for the education of all exceptional children on county boards of education, Out-of-state Instructlional . .. o - - S : . .

funds are granted to counties to assist them In meeting thelr financlal responsibillty relative to place-

j. ment of students in out-of-state facilities (West Virglnia Code, Chapter 18, Articie 20, Socflon» 1) L _ V. FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEﬁENT PRACTICES | N 1978 ."?"""”." | ife
1 Tha county school system wiil pay at least an amount equal to *tiie county average per pupll. cost for B ) : o . T L
{ each approved student placed in ouf-of-sf?fe lns*rucﬂon; ThDee sfe;t’e lef fgen ap'p‘.'y anF?mo:nf }lap m If:uf } T 5 .
o not more than, the grant award as determined yearly by the Department of Educations rst prior or he results of the sury ) L : s o e -
g . allocation of funds will be glven to students currently ampproved for funding who continue to remaln ) section. of the profile, alngoaiigazmgnddeg;cfl' fp;l:,b“c age'r:cles In West Virginia are included-in this-
i ellgible.  Remalning funds will be divided among new applicants basad on projected costs, Total state ‘ S collected and organlzed Seriprive remarks about the findings. The data has baen “
funds are |imited to the amount appropriated by the legisiature, s '

so as ‘o .add S 58
out-of-state placement of childrens fhe major issues Identified in Chapter

‘

1 relevant to the

I¥ costs for education and related services for any approved student exceed the allocation from the
DOE, the county school system Is responsible for any axcessfco‘sfs. In b:ha clase where an*appllcaﬂon‘l? B ) _ S E ‘
{ inltiated and approved by the county, but ali out-of-state funds have been’ distributed, the county wil ' o A. The Numb G L : ‘ S e
j have to assume responsibility for se'slng that excess costs of educztion and related services are at no L ‘ oo, fe-0e humber of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings N :
8] expanse to the parents, . . L . -

|  Yhe county Is responsible for setting up the criteria for eligibliity for these funds, The deter- L ' Before procesding to fhe s

: ecific find : ’ . ' o ,
: mination of the need for out-of-state placement is reported to follow the Speclal Education Deilivery L of the out«~of-state placement gcﬂvﬁvyfia?n%iriggssfaébf?-ianp;lllgéaef‘gnd p;‘acﬂlces in Wesf‘ Virginia, a summary .. _ ) =
| Process (ldentification/referral, screening, evaiuation, placement, Instruction, and reevaluation) withla R overview should serve to frame the Information which tol lows ]ngfr’"c s ‘ s offered In Table 49~2, This
‘ the county school system. ~individuals cannot be considered for out-of-state placement until they enter E gsev”;:erfaln. Table 49-2 indicates that most of the out-~of-state gfgieﬁenxefmhir of Ch”;j-rgn Jo which
P ‘ : . ' M e state ch N ere reported were made
& - . ' Wz T : child welfare and Juvery:lle‘ Justice agency, the DW's Division of Soclal Services.
-’ - . {0 4
! ; . \.
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v'Unfor‘runafely, the number of placements made by the Deparfmenf of Corrections was not avallab!e at the

time of the study and, +herefore, does - not allow for mueh comparlson betwaen West Virginia state and

Iocal agencles.

M' the tocal

TABLE 49-2,

: Ievel, placemen'rs were made by both the Iocal school dlsfrlcfs and fhe circult courts,
with 21 and nine placemenfs respectively,

WEST VIRGINIA:. NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS ARRANGED B8Y, STATE AND LOCAL
PUBLIC AGEM)IES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Levels of

Number ‘of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Chlld Wel fare/ Juvenile  Mental Health and
Government Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation Total
State Agency : :
Placements® 52 2 LI 0 54
Local : Agency ‘ o
Placements. --b 21 9 - © 30
Total 52 .25 9 0 84

i ‘ *  denotes Not Available.

~-= denotes Not Applicable.

L. %e ' May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded lnde-
pendentiy or under a court-order, arranged but did not' fund, helped-arrange, and

others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowiedge,
- Table 49-11 for specific

Refer to

information regarding state agency Invoivement . in:

arranging ou*r-of-sfa're p lacements.,

VIngnla.
of this table,

“There are no child welfare agencies operated by local government in West
Local juvenile justice agencles are represen“red in a separate column

Table 49-3 indicates fhe number of placemen'rs made by local agencies in each West Virginia county or

mulﬂcounfy Jurisdiction,

Similar findings can be seen among the local circult courts In their counties of jurisdiction.

it. should be noted that two circult courts serve Berkeley,
" Monros Countles, one of which did not place any chidren.
percentage - of . education placements originating
placements, reported by +he Wirt County school district, was not from a border county,
Tncluded in the Parkersburg-Marietta, Ohio SMSA, despite its small Jjuvenite population.

Jef{airson and
Also, not apparent from Table 49-3 s the high
Onty one of  the 21 education
Wirt County lIs

in border counties,

Over

one-halt of the juvenlle justice out-of-state placements were from border countles, while the remalning
four chlldren sent out of state originated from Raleigh Counfy, which has a higher Juvenlle popuiation

'rhan most West Vlrglnla counﬂes. ‘
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TABLE 49-3,

WEST VIRGINIA:

v e S
e A g i

1978. YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE

NUMBER OF OUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
~ LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY
TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS

Number of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1938
o Population Juvenile.
County Name “ (Age 8-17) Education Justice
‘Barbour 2,546 ¥ -
Berkeley 7,002 1 -
Boone 5,056 0 -
Braxton 2,194 0 -
Brooke 5,328 0 -
Cabel | 15,208 4 2 est
Calhoun 1,452 0. -
Clay 1,962 0 -
Doddridge 1,110 0 -
Fayette 9,539 0 0
Gilmer 1,158 0 e
Grant 1,598 1 -—
Greenbrier 5,459 2 e
Hampshirs 2,447 0 -
Hancock 1,212 1 -
Hardy 1,460 0 -
Harrison 12,162 [ 0
Jackson 4,267 0 . —
Jefferson 4,308 0 -
Kanawha 36,299 0 0
Lewis 3,170 0 -
Lincoin .3,946 0 -
Logan 8,786 0 0
McDowel ) 9,853 0 0
Marion 9,784 1 0
Marshall 6,588 0 -
Mason 4,500 1 -
‘Mercer 10,643 N 0 2 est
Mineral 4,365 0 -
Mi ngo 7,340 1 0
Monongal la .8,825 0 0
Monroe 1,721 0 -
Morgan 1,623 i -
Nicholas 4,748 0 0.
Ohio 9,318 4 -
Pandleton 1,082 1 -
Pleasants 1,579 0 -
Pocahontas 1,384 0 —
Preston 4,844 0 0
Putnam 5,670 0 -
Raleigh 13,132 0 4 est
Randoiph B 4,498 0 0
Ritchle, 1,652 1 -
Roane 2,489 0 -
Summers . 2,257 . 0 —
Wv=5
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TABLE 49-3,

{Continued)

County Name

1978
Population@

(Age 8-17) -

Number of CHILDREN‘
Placed during 1978

Juveniie
Edu;aflon Justice

Taylor
Tucker
Tyler
Upshur
Wayne

Webster
Wetze!
Wirt
Wood
Wyoming

Multicounty Jurisdictions

Hancock, Brooke, Ohjo
Marshali, We?zel. Tyler.
Pleasants, Ritchls, Doddridge
Wood, Wirt

Roane, Calhoun, Jackson

Pocahontas, Summers, Monroe,
Greenbrier

Webster, Braxton, C|ay

Pendleton, Hardy,
Hampshire

Boone, Lincoin

Berkeley, Jefterson,
Morgan :

Mineral, Grant, Tucker

Lewls, Upshur

Putnam, tMason

Taylor, Barbour

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencles
{(total may Include
dup!icate count)

Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting

2,579
1,311
1,943
3,431
6,771
2,027
3,781

893

15,923
6,623

-~

QO —-00 COO0OC0O
o

1
i
©o o o o

1
1
(=]

21 9 est

55 k3]

¥ denotes Not Avallable.
=~ denotes Not Applicable,

a. Estimates were developed by the Natlonal

using ‘data from two sources:.

Wv-6

Center of Juvenile Justice

‘ the 1970-national census and the Nat
lnsfltp?e 1975 estimated aggregate census, ) he’ @ jona’ Canc?t

o

B, TheVOUf-of-Sféfe Placement Practices of Local Agencies

As roted In reference to Table 49-2, the only locally adminlsvered agencies serving chliidren in West
Virginia are school districts and clrcult courts., The fresults of the survey of these local agencles are
presented in this section of the profile, Table 45-4 reflects the invoivement of local agencies In out-
of-state placements, All locai agencies participated in the survey, and only one of these agencies, a
loca! school district, could not :report on Its full involvement,  Fourteen of the 55 local school
districts, constituting about one-fourth of all local school districts, reported placing chi?iren out of
state In 1978, A smalier percentage, 13 percent, of circult courts were invoived In sending :lidren to
other states for care and treatment in that year, ' ' ,

TABLE 49-4, WEST VIRGINIA: < THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC - -
' AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS

IN 1978

] Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Response Categories Educaflqn Juveniie Justice
Agenclies Which Reported

Out=-of-State Placements 14 4
Agencles Which Did Not

“ Know ¥ They Placed,

or Placed but Could Not

Report the Number of . o

Children: v : 1 SR 0
Agencies Which Did Not , =

Place Out of State : © 40 i 27
Agencies Which Did Not

Participate In the

Survey 0 0
Total Local Agencies : ' ’ , 55 31

The reasons why local West Virglinia agenclies did not send chiidren Into other states In 1978 are sum-
marized In Table 49-5, Ninety percent of the local school districts sald that suffictent. services were
available in West Virginia to meat children's needs. A smaller percentage reported that they lacked
funds or statutory authority, or they found out-of~state placements prohibltive because of the distance
involved (noted in the "other" category). a b :

. About 67 percant of the clrcult courts not placing chltdren-out of state in 1978 sald that sufficient
services were avaliable In West Virginia. Nine courts reported that they lacked funds and eight stated
., that out-of~-state placements were against court policy. Additionally, at least one court reported paren-
tal disapproval of such placements and that the court lacked knowledge of approprlate out-of-state resl-

dential care, :
ol W-7
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TABLE 49-5, WEST VIRGINIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL
PUBLIC AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING
- - - STATE PLACEMENTS "IN 1978

OUT~0OF -

- Reasons- for Not Placing

Number of Local AGENCIES,
by Reported Reason(s)

Chitdren Out of State? Education  Juvenlle Justice
Lacked Statutory Authority 2.‘ »0 o
Restricted- 0 0
Lacked Funds 4 9
Sufficlent Services Avallable

In State - 36 18
Otherbt 3 18
Number of Agencles Reporting No

Out-of=State Placements 40 27
Total Number of Agencies Lo

”55‘ 3i

Represented In Survey

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-

state placements,

b, Generally included suchbreasoﬁs as out-of-state placements were against
overal|l agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohiblitive because of distance,

Interagency cooperation that occurred among public agencles in thelr efforts to place children out of
The table shows ~the presence of thls kind of

West Virginia In 1978 is described in Table 49-6.

collaboration among all local school districts reporting placements and
children placed by these agencies. Only one of the placing circu

In cqoperaflon with other public agencles,

TABLE 49-6, WEST VIRGINIA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY
COOPERATION TO ARRANGE OUT~-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Involving 81 percent of the
I+ courts reported making two placements

Number and Percentzge, by Agency Type. -

Education Juvenile Justlice
Number  Percent Number  Percent
- AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placementsd® - 14 25 4 13
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with interagency
-Cooperation o 14 100 1 25
Number of'CHILDREN Pladed Out of State 21 100 ‘9 100 :
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of B ‘ :
17 8! 2 22

State with Interagency Cooperation

‘2. "See Table 49-4,

Wv-8
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Table 49-7, describing the characteristics of children placed Into other states by local agencies,
Indicates that most local school distriets placed children In need of speclal education services as well
as those who were mentally retarded or develnpmentally disabled, mentally | or emotionally disturbed,
and physically or muitiply handicappéd. One ‘to three school districts reported placing unruly/disruptive,
autistic (in the “other" category), and.battered, abandoned, or neglacted chlfdren,

Chitdren placed by circult courts reported fewer conditions or statuses of children than those
described by the schoo! districts, These court responses Included the Juvenile delinquent, the unruly/
disruptive child, and chitdren with drug or aicohol problems.

Zon

..Q\
e o
TABLE 49-7, - WEST VIRGINIA: . CONDITIONS OF CHIILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN; 1978, AS REPORTED BY..
LOCAL AGENCIES ) '

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions?2 Education Juvenlle Justice
Physically Handicapped o ' ‘ 7 0
Mentally Retarded or |

Developmentally Disabled 9 0 <
Unruly/Disruptive 3 1
Truant 0 0
Juvenlie De!inquent 0 3
Menfal]y 11.1/Emotionaltly -

Dlsfurbed ‘ 8 0
Pregnanf ) 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 3
Battered, Abandoned, or '

Neglected 1 0
Adopted ' ‘ | 0 0
Special Education Needs ' " 0
Multiple Handicaps : 6 0
Otherb . 2 0
Number of Agencies Reporting : ‘ 14 4

a., Some agencles reported more Tﬁan one type of condition.

b. Generally included foster care.placements, autistic children, and sta=-
tus offenders. >

. There were no local agencles in West Virginia which placed more than four chlldren out of state in
1978 and, therefore, no agencles were requested to provide the Information collected from Phase 11 agen-
cles In other states, : . ‘

Wv-9
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C. Use of interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

encies! compact utilization based on varlous factors Is dlsplayed In the followlng tables and
o first table, Table 49-8, describes thls agency utilization, putting asidée the frequency of
As can be seen In this table, none of the school districts used -an In*orsfa*e compact and

only one of the clircult courts rapor?ed compact usage In 1978.

y
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TABLE 49-8, . WEST VIRGINIA:

UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Local Agencies Which Flaced
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES °

Education

Juvenite Jusflce

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CHITDREN

e Number Uslng Compécfs
o Number Not Using Compacts

o Number with Compact Use
Unknown

NUMBER OF PHASE il AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN ™ .

e Number Using Compacts

Intarstate Compact on the Placemenf
of Chlldren

Yes
No
Dont't Know

In+qrsfaf; Compact on Juvenites
Yes

No R
Don't Know

i

Interstate Compact on Mental Health
Yos
No
Don't Know
® Number Not Using Compacts
® Number with Compact Use Unknown
TOTALS -

Number of AGENCIES Placing:
Children Out of State

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts
Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts

Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown-

14

14

18
0

',’ -- denotes Not Applicable.

LWY=100
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Further evidence of
placements Is considered,

" ehlldren placed by clrcult courts vere determined to have not besn sent through an In?ers*afe compacf.

As expecfed, al i educatlion placements were noncompact processed,

At least one of those TWO Juvenlle Jus?lce placements was arranged ;hrough a compact,

Figures

Involved,

WEST VIRGINIA: _ NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS. BY LOCAL AGENCIES 'IN 1978

TABLE 49-9,

Number of CH1LDREN

Chifdren Placed Out of State Education . Juvenile Jusflce
CHiLDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES ™ P ‘ » ' 5 _ ;
REPORTTNG FOUR OR -LESS- PLACEMENTS 21 ' 9
& Number Placed wlth COmpacT Use . 0 : : . 1
e Number Placed without Compacf Use 21 7
e Numbei® Placed with Compacf
Use Unknowna - 0o . 1
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES ; 0 . 0
e Number Placed. wi+th Compact Use - -
Number through ln+efsja?e Compact o :
on the Placement of Children: - -
Number through Interstate
Compact on JuVenlles : .- SR e -
Numbsr through Interstate ‘ e
Compact on Mentai Health ’ ) - . -
® Number Placed without Compact Use - -
& Number Placed with Compact Use . ' D
- Unknown . - Rt
TOTALS . »
Numbar of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 21 ' 9
) -8 : ) :
Number of CHILDREN Placed ' ‘ .
with Compact Use - ; 0 1
Number of CHILDREN Placed without o
Compact Use ‘ . 21 T
- Number of CHILDREN Placed

with Compact Use Unknown v o 28

of=state placement, .
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are included In the

-~ denotes NoT Applicable,

iow compacf ufillzaflon Is given In.Table 49"9, where the number of out-of-state

Al{ but two

a.. Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were dof'asked:fi '

to report the actual number. of compact-arranged placements, ' Instead, these

agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out=. . .-

Therefore, if a compact was used, only one placement is

category “number placed with compacf use unknown."

49-1 and 49-2 reflect these levels of compact uflllza?fon:by the bercen?age of placements

Wv=11
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FIGURE. 49-2. WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978
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West Virginla state agencles reported information on ‘Interstate compact use for the out-of-state
placements of ‘which they had knowledge, as shown in Table 49-10, Forty-eight children (92 percent) were
reported by the state chiid welfare/juvenlle justice agency to have been placed out of state in 1978 with
the use of a compact, In contrast, none of the education placements were procassed through. a compact .
according 16 the state agency, paralieling the local school districts! Information.: Unfortunately, the

- Department of Corrections, which adminlsters the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, could not report the

number of .children !t was Involved In sending out of West Virginia or the number of children placed with

~the use of ‘a compact in 1978,

WV=13




TABLE 49-10, 'WEST VIRGINIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY =~
TYPE RO - '

Chitd Welfare/ ©. . Juvenlie
- Juveniie Justice Education Justice

Total Number .of State and

Local Agency=-Arranged , : : b
Placements o 528 23 Lok
Total Number of Compact- '
Arranged- Placements ‘ . . :
Reported by State Agéenciles S 48 .0 .
Parcentage of Compact- ' ‘
Arranged Placements ) 92 0 - S

*  denotes Not Avallable.

a. These chlidren were reported by the Department of Welfaret!s Division of
Social Services which Is responsible for child welfare, probation, and parole
services throughout the state. Local juvenila justice agencies! placements are
not inciuded in *this figure, : o -

. be The local juveniie justice agenclies reported arranging nine out-of-state
placements In 1978, The state juvenile Justice agency, however, coufd not
report its Involvement In out-of-=state placements or Its use of "Interstate
compacts, o . ;

" D, The Ouf-of-Sfafé Placement Practices of State Agencies

Ed

o The abllity of WestiVirginia state agencies 1o report thelr Involvement in out-of-state placements Is
summarized In Table 49~11, This table expands upon:the state agency -Information provided in Table 49-2
by showing the specific invo!vement of the state agencies and the corresponding nuinber of placements. As
mentioned ear|ler, placement information was. unavallable from the Department of Corrections, . However,
the state agency was able to report that state Juvenlle justice placements generafiy lnyglved wo state
funding and were arranged by the state agency ‘for youth on probation or parcle, as a fqncflon of Its

Interstate Compact on Juveniles administration. =~ - ) *

Afl other state agencies were able to report thelr placement involvement. The Department of Welfare's
Division of Social Services (the state chlld welfare/juvenile justice agency), arranged and funded 29
placements, of which two were court ordered, The remalining placements were arranged on a more Informal
tasis, The -Department of Education reported 41 iocally arranged and state-funded :placements of children
In comparison to the local agency report of 21 placements., The additional 20 placements reported by th
state agency could have been placements made prior to {1976 that ‘the state was still funding.

The only other state agency ;epdrffﬁg‘abouf out-of-state placement acfivlfy,waS'fhe Deparfméhf‘of

Health, providing. both mental health and. mental retardation.services. This.agency reported that dq*“hg“‘
1978, no ‘placements were made to' other dtates, ~As reported in section IIf, this adency has.no funding .-
: . Cal T . e R T i

such activity, o T
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TABLE 49-11, WEST VIRGINIA: ABILITY.OF STATE AGENCIES TO
| REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT- -
OF-STATE PLACEMENTS 'IN 1978 _

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agsncles o

Child Welfare/ Juveniie Mental Health an
Types of Involvement - Juvenlls Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation

State Arranged ’
and Funded ; 27 S0 0 0 .-

'«
Vg

Lbcally Arranged " :
but. State Funded —— 41 0 -

Court Ordered, but '
State Arranged
and Funded 2 0 . 0 0

Subtotal: Placements
Involving State R
Funding - 29 41 0 0

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and ‘ o .
Reported to State . - _ 0 0 . -

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by w
Law.or Did Not Fund ' ' “' I <
the Placement 5 * .0 0

‘Other . "7 a9 0 * 0

Total Number of
:Children Placed Qut
of State with State
Assistance or
Knowledgod ~ 520 - - 43 ‘ * 0

*  denotss Not Avallable, R
== denotes Hot Applicable,.

8. Inciudes all out-of-state placements known to officials in the particular
state agency.. - In some. cases, this figure consists of placements which did not
directly Involve affirmative actlion by the state agency but may simply Indicate
knowledge of certain out-of-state placements through case conferences or- through
various forms of Informal reporting, = -, , e :

%

)

4

b. This column does not total bacause some placeﬁenfs'were reported In‘mofe
than one category, » w : : .

"

it is apparent from Table 49-12 that the Oniy plaéeménfs‘for:whféﬁqdesflna?fdns Wware reported were
for the 52 children Identified by the state chiid welfare/juvenile justice agency.’ Sleyhflverpercanf of
these chlildren were sent in 1978 to settings ' in the contiguous states of Ohio, Pennsylvanla, Maryland,
Virginla, and Kentucky, ~ The remalning 18 children were placed in states throughout the country, . one

placed as far away as Alaska, .
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WEST VIRGINIA: ~DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE
,AGENCIES, 8Y AGENCY TYPE .

TABLE. 49~12,

Y

M
- i, Number of CHILDREN Placed

Juvenile
Justice

Ep

Destinations &f , - S “Chilid Welfare/
Chitdren Placed ) prenl!g Jusf!cg

Educaflon‘

o *

Maska .. 7 e

a

Florkda . 7

- " Indlana g

’ /7" Kansas s
v Kentucky,

CE

Maryland
© Minnescta . . s
Nevada
New Hampshire
Ohio

PO TR VO X, Sy

—

Ok1lahoma
Pennsy ivania
Tennessee
Virginia

-
E o

Placements for Which
" Destinations Could Not . : .
be Reported by State SR ‘ o ) R
Agencles ) , o 0 Al Al

+ Total Number of Placemenfs ' ‘ 52

¥ denotes Not Available,’

State agencies were asked to describe the chliidren ‘that were placed out of West Virglnia In 1978
according to the list of conditions and statuses given In Table 49-13, The state child welfare/juvenile
Justice agency was Involved in placing chlldren dut of state with problems typlicaily serviced by this
agency type, including chlidren most likely served by the agency's probation and parole units: unruly/

disruptive chlldreﬁﬁ truants, apd Juvenliie dellnquenfs. &

The Department of Education reported children placed out of state who were emotionally disturbed,
unruly/disruptive, developmentally disabled, ‘and physicaliy, mantally, or muitiply handicapped. The
Department of. Corrections, whith recelves cour?-comm|ffed ad judlcated dellnquents for care, reported to

place’ only this type of youth.

»

HEéT ViRGlNIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED

.  TABLE -49~13,
£ ' L ' OUT OF STATE IN/1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
o . AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE - - o
:‘:. . . Agency Type?
v - E N . Child Welfare/ ‘ Juvenile
; éjgl R = Types of Conditions - Juveniie Justice Education Justice
- Physlcally Handicapped - 0 X o
2 Iy "« Mentally Handlicapped ’ 0 X 0
~ Developmentally Disabled 0 X 0
AN = , i . e . " a
o © . Unruly/Disruptive. - . X X 0
vgo’ :,v o Gl \\ | : o R ’
& S L)} \J v 1! e P
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TABLE 49~13, (Continued)

Agency Type?

o

Child Weltfare/ -
\Types‘of andjflons Juvenlle Justice Education jﬂ!??éle
& s -
Truants’. X 0 6V
Juyenlie Delinquents X o X
Emotionally Disturbed X X 0’ N
* Pregnant 0 0 0 \
Drug/Atcchol Problems X 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or |
Negiected X 0 0
Adopted Chlldren X (] 6
Foster Children X 0 (v}
~ Other a 0 X 07
et a,- X.indicates conditions reported,
West Vlrglnla state agencles were also asked to. desc .
1 ribe the type of setting most f
:2 r;;c':‘erlevc: If::mls'd::?d p:_z::d c?ulnd?-: ns?efree in 11?7?. Thef?w's Pivision of Social Sgrvlces :::gu:g;‘ze:::::::;’
s mosT frequently sent +to homes of relatives othe
The Department. of Education sald that out-of-state placements were'most often Mas; Téaf;:]dZZ:Qa?a;enf:.
ment or child care facliities In other states, R 4 rear
E.  State Agencies! Knowledge of Out-of-State Placemenfs
Table 49~14 reviews the oute-of<stats ; ¢
' / » placement Involvement of West Vir Inla public
ﬂ:f:f:gagg ;: Jig\\?;‘lﬁdé;et, u:fr 'ZZIigg:lz:'ecg?zhac;l\'rlTy; m:rr: fll'|CaJ exception ogf 'rhe'Pdhaval ’agg;l: '?ﬁfggzaﬁg:
fr ] J administers the J, ali state agencles were abl to pi :
complete Information about out-of-state placements arranged | 16 9 duca oy
€ 78, However, the state education :
reported, as discussed In Table 49-11, that + hool d ’ dren then hp
survey of local sgencies loeorer oy ! +» That The local schoo!l districts placed many more ghlldren than the
' W17 "
S ’ " : =
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Finally,

WEST VIRGINIA: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE - OF

TABLE 49-14,
: ' OUT~-OF=STATE PLACEMENTS

Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

Child Welfare/ ) Juvenlle
Juvenile Justice Education Justice

Total Number of
State and lLocai : b
Agency Placements 522

Total Number zf
Placements Known
to State Agencles 52 43 * , 0

Percentage of i
Placements Known . N
to State Agencies 160 /)

100¢ * 160

# . denotes Not Avallable,

ts Division of

. ese children were reported by the Department of Weifare's f

S&cl:I gglvlcas which Is responsible for chlld welfare, probation, and garole

services throughout the stata. Local Juvenile Justice agencles placements are
"not Included In this figure,

rop ine out-of-state
. The local Jjuvenile justice agencies reported arranging n
placgmenfse h? 19f£. Ther*afe Juvenlle justice agency, hovever, could not
report its involvement in out-of-state placements.

. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to
local schoo! districts than were identiflied In the local survey.

“well as their reports of interstate compact utilization. i
b . < i Do
Wy-18 . ‘

N

Figuré 49-3 i)lustrates the extent of out-of-siate placement activity by state agencies as

g

i

FIGURE 49-3. 'WEST VIRGINIA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND
LOCAL PLACEMENTS PND USE OF COMPACTS, AS "
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

V.

60 : e -
52° 52 J
50 . B E L C
e . | | N o . .
40 . : P '
30
20 R
10
0 ; - 0 *
Child Wel fare/ Education Juvenile Justice S
Juven!le Justice R
*  denotes Not Avallable, -
- State and Local Placements !
- State and Local Placenients Known to State Agencies
[::::] State and lLocal CompachArranged Placements Repor+ed by State Agenéles
a. These children wene reported. by the Depaf?menxng Welfare's Divislion of Social Services which Is
responsible for child welfare, probation, and parcle~services throughout the state., Local juvenile
Justice agencles placements are not included In this figure. S : ' :
bs Only repfesenfs local ly arranged placements. The state J0venile Justice agency could not report
on its involvement In out-of=state placements. - i ‘ ) ,
cs The state education agency. attributed more out-of-state placements fo
local school districts than were IdenTlfled‘lnifhe local survey,
: il
T
V. CONCLUDING REMARKS -
Some/hrlmary conclusions appear beleywhlqh have been drawn from the survey of West Virginia public
agencies, =
o Out-of-state plécemenf was not a highly common practice among local West Virginla agencles in
1978, with 25 percent or less of the agencles In a service type placing no more than four
children, When such a-placement does occur, It Is more likely to have been arranged by an
agency In a border coupty, ) ‘
e Local ¢ircult courts placed children out of West Virginia with little Inféragency;cooperaflon
@ and low utifization of an Interstate compact, The state agency” (child welfare/juven!le
. Justice) responsible for probation and parote services did not report the.same number of
chitdren. without compact -use, and the state Juvenlie Justice agency responsibie for the
lnters?afe Compact on Juvenllss reported no loca!l placements occurring In 1978,
. . s} wv-‘g ; ‘ ) . wl:;
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; Data Book , I977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washlngfon,

The reader Is encouraged to compare anlonal trends described in Chapfer 2 leh the flndlngs which

" relate to speclfic practices in West Vlrglnla in order to develop further concluslons about the state's

involvement with the out-of-state placement of children,
- FOOTNOTE

1+ General information about sfafes, counfles, clfles, and SMSAs 1s from The special 1975 populaflon
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U,S. Bureau of the Census, Counfy and City
.C. » 1978a

—Tnformation about direct general state and jocal total per. capita expenditures and expendl?ures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data coljected by +the U.S, Bureau of the Census and
they appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C,.,
1979, - ;

The 1978 estimated population. of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juveniie Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and. the National Cancer Institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S, Bureau of *he Census.
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