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The Honorable George Miller
House of Representatives

The Honorable Tom Downey
Acting Chairman, Subcommittee

on Human Resources
Committee on Ways and Means
House of Representatives

In an October 29, 1990, letter you asked us to study the monitoring of
children in state care' after they have been placed into residential group
care facilities? outside their home states. As discussed with your offices,
because no nationwide data exist on such monitoring, we performed in-
depth case studies of 42 children who were placed in two out-of-state
residential group care facilities by 15 different states.

On February 6, 1991, we briefed your staffs on the nature and fre-
quency of monitoring that state and local agency officials provided in
the cases we studied. Subsequently, you asked us to provide a report on
the information we presented.

Most children in out-of-home care are the responsibility of the child wel-
fare, juvenile justice, mental health, mental retardation, or special edu-
cation systems in their home states. These agencies sometimes arrange
out-of-state placements in residential facilities because the types of ser-
vices provided are not available to children in their states. Children are
also placed out of state because the agencies have had previous success
with the facility, as an alternative to in-state public institutionalization,
or after placement failures at in-state facilities. Many of these children
have been characterized as emotionally disturbed; having special educa-
tion needs; past victims of abuse, neglect, or abandonment; or having a
combination of these characteristics.

There have been reports of children being placed in out-of-state residen-
tial facilities, and apparently forgotten by those that placed them for

“Children in state care” refers to the situation where a public agency has legal and financial respon-
sibility for a child’s placement outside the home.

“These facilities include psychiatric hospitals, group homes, residential treatment centers, emergency
sheiters, and receiving homes.

3States” as used in this briefing report includes the District of Columbia.
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several years, subjected to abuse at the facility, and even dying. As a
result, the Members of Congress and others have expressed concern that
these children may be especially vulnerable to public neglect or institu-
tional abuse. In particular, the geographic distance between out-of-state
placements and their home community increases the likelihood that
efforts to monitor the quality of care received may be inadequate.

Our sample consisted of three types of placements: (1) public welfare
agencies placing abused and neglected children; (2) special education
agencies placing handicapped children, including the seriously emotion-
ally disturbed; and (3) a mental health agency placing one child.

Results in Brief

Our review of 42 children from 15 states showed that placement agen-
cies complied with federal law regarding the frequency of case reviews.
We found that, as required, case reviews were done to assess the con-
tinued appropriateness of the placement as well as to review and update
the case plan regarding the child’s treatment, education, and placement,
Although budgetary constraints limited some agencies’ compliance with
their individual state and local requirements for visits with their chil-
dren, many agencies made the required visits. We found that during
such visits, caseworkers assessed their children’s well-being and pro-
gress in the treatment program, Moreover, in each case, agencies main-
tained regular contact with the children, family, and, facility through
such means as written progress reports and telephone calls.

For the three types of placements in our sample, the nature and fre-
quency of monitoring by placement agencies—whether case reviews,
visits, or other means—was driven by the laws and regulations that
governed the respective placements. Facilities’ nonprofit or for-profit
status, for example, had no bearing on the placement agencies’
monitoring.*

Abused and Neglected
Children Placed by Public
Welfare Agencies

Under court order, 19 children in our sample were placed by public wel-
fare agencies. These children, who were all past victims of abuse and
neglect, were in the legal custody of the placement agencies. In accor-
dance with the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980

4The difference between a nonprofit and for-profit facility, in addition to its tax status, is that the
latter is not eligible to receive federal foster care funds under title IV-E of the Social Security Act.
Title IV-E funds were used for some of the placements at the nonprofit facility, but not at the for-
profit facility.
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(P.L. 96-272), these placements were reviewed by a court or administra-
tive panel at least every 6 months and sometimes more often.

Although federal law does not require visits with the child, most of
these placements were subject to state and local requirements for visits.
For the 14 children where visits were required, placement agencies com-
plied with their requirements in 7 cases, did not visit their children as
often as required in 5 cases, and conducted no visits for the remaining 2
cases. Budgetary constraints was the reason cited for noncompliance.
(See app. I for more information about our sample of abused and
neglected children placed by public welfare agencies.)

Handicapped Children
Under the Auspices of
Special Education
Agencies

In our sample, 22 children were placed under the authority of the Edu-
cation for All Handicapped Act (P.L. 94-142). Although the parents
maintained custody of these severely emotionally disturbed children,
special education agencies were involved in managing and monitoring
the placements. In accordance with P.L. 94-142, these placements were
reviewed by a team of education and mental health professionals and
the parents at least annually and often more frequently.

Although P.L. 94-142 does not require visits with the child, 20 cases
were subject to state-required visits. In only one case was a child visited
as required. Placement representatives did not visit 16 children as fre-
quently as required and conducted no visits in 3 cases. Budgetary con-
straints was the reason cited for noncompliance. (See app. II for more
information about our sample of handicapped children under the aus-
pices of special education agencies.)

Mental Health Agency
Placement

From our sample of 42 children, 1 was placed by a state mental health
agency in an out-of-state facility. This child remained in the parents’
legal custody. In addition, the child was not a juvenile delinquent nor
past victim of abuse or neglect, and did not come under the purview of
the welfare, special education, or juvenile justice system in the home
state. According to the caseworker, the child’s parents voluntarily
sought the assistance of the state mental health agency.

Under these circumstances, case reviews were not held, nor were they
required by federal or state statute. However, the caseworker visited
the child on a monthly basis, in accordance with state law. In addition,
the caseworker received written progress reports from the facility every
2 months and regularly spoke on the telephone with both the child and
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Scope and
Methodology

facility staff. This child also visited with family members at the facility
and at home.

Our previous work showed that nationwide information on interstate
placements is not readily available. We agreed to visit facilities that, as
our prior work indicated, would house children placed by California and
a number of other states. We further agreed to visit only two facilities in
order to obtain detailed information about individual cases. In addition,
at your request, we selected a nonprofit and a for-profit facility to deter-
mine whether there might be differences in placement agency moni-
toring practices and requirements. These were respectively the
Devereux Foundation located in Victoria, Texas, and Charter Provo
Canyon School in Provo, Utah. (See app. III for information about these
facilities.)

We selected for review a judgmental sample of 42 children that a total of
15 states had placed at the facilities. At the time of our visit, each child
had been in residence at least 6 months and was still at the facility or
had been recently discharged.

At each facility, we reviewed case files and interviewed staff regarding
the children in our sample. For each case, we contacted the caseworker
from the placement agency to determine the nature, frequency, and
requirements for monitoring interstate placements. We also contacted a
state-level official from the home state to corroborate information on
state monitoring requirements. We did not assess the quality of this
monitoring. The information in this report pertains only to our sample
of 42 children and is not projectable to all interstate placements made by
the 15 states that placed our sample children. (See app. IV for more
details on objective, scope, and methodology.)
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As requested, we did not obtain written comments on this briefing
report. We are sending copies of it to other congressional committees
and subcommittees and interested parties and to others upon request.
For additional information, please contact me at (202) 275-6193. Other
major contributors are listed in appendix V.

Wﬂoe?&@

Joseph F. Delfico
Director, Income Security Issues
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Appendix 1

Abuse glecte Children Placed by

Public W 1f‘ Agencies

wn

In our sample, 19 of the 42 children were under the jurisdiction of the
courts and in the legal custody of state or local welfare agencies. Many
of these children had demonstrated behavior problems at an early age
and had long histories with the child welfare system. These children,
generally sent to the out-of-state facility in their mid-teens, were often
considered unmanageabie eisewhere and, thus, unacceptabie at other
facilities.

Federal monitoring requirements, set by the Adoption Assistance and
Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272), address the substance and fre-
quency of case reviews for the 19 children in our sample. In addition to
meeting federal law, placement agencies were required by state and
local laws and regulations to monitor their children by way of written
reports from the facility and visits with the child. The frequency of
monitoring activities varied among agencies as well; for example, every
6 months, annually, or at the agency’s discretion.

Our review of these 19 cases showed that the agencies complied with
federal monitoring requirements regarding the frequency of case
reviews. However, they did not always visit their children as frequently
as state or local laws and regulations required. Placement agencies moni-
tored their children through case reviews, visits, written progress
reports, and telephone conversations. The frequency of these monitoring
activities was generally regular, except for visits with the children.

Another form of monitoring for some of these children was accom-
plished through parental visits. In several cases, family members visited
the children at the facility, children went home for visits, or both.

Table 1.1 shows the circumstances of each case, frequency of case
reviews and visits, and extent of compliance with federal, state, and
local monitoring requirements. Table 1.2 lists the monitoring require-
ments for case reviews and visits applicable to our sample of 19
children.

am Nineteen children in our sample were placed at the out-of-state facility
Background on S 1Y le by public welfare agencies from 12 states. These children were all past

of Children victims of abuse and neglect and had experienced several out-of-home
placements before being sent out of state. According to case files, many
of these children had behavior problems with histories of harming
others, running away, and attempting suicide.
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Appendix I
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by

Public Welfare Agencies
Aevnanr ) SN (\ n‘r\ IA“,..,. Iy ey AlalAad Lrmailing Dawe Avrmrnas
mauy of the 19 children came from troubled families. For l:)&aulplt:,

according to case files, one girl’s father had abandoned the family and
later served time for murder, her mother abused drugs and eventually
died of a heart attack, and, at the age of 7, the girl was raped by her
grandfather. She entered foster care at age 11. In another case, a boy
had been sexually molested by his uncle and grandmother from the age
of 4 until the welfare agency assumed custody of him at age 7. His
mother knew about the molestation but did not consider it a problem.
The boy’s father, jailed for 4 years for using and dealing drugs, had
abandoned the family.

Multiple Prior Placement
Failures

The children in our sample had extensive placement histories. As shown
in table 1.1, every child had been placed in an adoptive or foster home or
another residential facility before arriving at the out-of-state facility. By
the time the children were placed out of state, according to caseworkers,
the placement appeared to offer the last best hope for successful
treatment.

Public welfare agency efforts to improve the family situation and return
the children in our sample to their homes were generally unsuccessful or
deemed inappropriate because the family was too dysfunctional. Foster
care and adoption for these children were also unsuccessful. For
example, one adoptive placement ended when the child said she was
sexually molested by the adoptive father. In another case, a foster
placement ended when the child tried to suffocate a 5-month-old baby
and a 3-year-old toddler.

Public welfare agencies had previously placed many of the 19 children
in residential group care when family-like settings were unsuccessful or
inappropriate. In addition to psychiatric hospitals, residential care gen-
erally included group homes and residential treatment centers.! A resi-
dential facility (other than a psychiatric hospital) was often selected for
older children who were considered unmanageable in a family-like set-
ting, such as with an adoptive or foster family. Many residential place-
ments ended when the child ran away or exhibited extreme behaviors,
such as attempted suicide, that led to psychiatric hospitalization.

IThis care also included some placements in emergency shelters or receiving homes, Although
designed as temporary arrangements, some children spent extended periods of up to 5 months in
these facilities.
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Appendix I

Abused and Neglected Children Placed by

Public Welfare Agencies
Table I.1: Information on GAO’s Sample
of Abused and Neglected Children Previous placements
Placed by Public Welfare Agencies Age at Other
admission Foster Psychiatric residential
Home state Sex (years) Adopted home hospital facilities®
Arizona Male 17 No 0 4 1
California Female 17 No 0 3 1
Male 9 No n 0 2
Female 14 Yes 2 3 3
Male 10 No 2 1 3
Connecticut Female 14 Yes 4 1 0
Male 16 No 2 4 2
Male 14 No 1 1 2
District of Female 15 No 0 3 7
Columbia
Indiana Female 15 No 2 2 0
Nebraska Male 16 No 0 3 1
Nevada Female 16 Yes h 3 3
New Mexico Female 17 No 5 4 6
Male 10 No 1 2 0
New York Male 10 Yesi 7 i 0
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Appendix I
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Welfare Agencies

Placement at out-of-state facility

) Length of
Primary réason(s) for placement®
placement (momhg) 7
Rejected by eight in-state 7
facilities, * ¢!
d oo 7
o et 60
Child's doctor 12
recommended this
placement, 4
detga 18
Facility closer to family 7
member; exhausted all in-
state alternatives
Alternative to in-state 23
Juvenile delinquency
lockup, @ 9
Alternative to in-state 28
lockup; needed secure,
highly supervised
treatment, ? ¢ 9
Rejected by ten out-of- 10
state facilities, *
Rejected by five in-state 19
and out-of-state facilities
Facility closer to family 17
members
o 23
Needed secure, locked 9
facility with full continuum
of care, 4 ¢!
Appropriate in-state 16
facilities full, * «
Facility closer to 23

preadoptive home

Case reviews

Visits by placement agency
representative

Extent of compliance

regarding frequency®

~ Complied with federal

'Cofﬁpllred with federal

Exceeded federal

Complied with federal

Comphed with federal

Frequency Extent of compliance
otvisits  regarding frequency®
None No state or local

_ reguirement L
At admission Complied with Jocal
andevery3  requirement
months

~ Atadmission Complied with local
and every 3 requirement
months

~ Complied with federal

Corﬁbiiéd with federal

“Complied with federal

Exceeded federal

Complied with federal

~ Complied with federal

~ Complied with federal

Complied with federal

Complied with federal

Type ot
review Frequency
Court 12 months
Admin. 6 months requirement
Court 6 months |
requirement
Court 6 months
requirement
Court 6 months
requirement
Court ~ 6 months " Exceeded federal
Admin. 3 months requirement
~Court  6months
Admin. At 6 months  requirement
Court " At 18 months
Admin, 6 months requirement
Court 6 months
Admin. 6 months requirement
Court  3months
7 requirement
Court 12 months
Admin. Interim requirement
_ B months
Court 6 months
requirement
Court 6 months
reguirement
Admin. 6 months
reguirement
Court 6 months
Admin, 6 mqnths requnrement
Court 6 months
Admin. 6 months requirement

At admission Complied with local
andevery 3  requirement
months

At admission Complled with local

and every3  requirement

~months

None Did not comply with state
requirement; visits should
be peno@cﬁ N

~ Atadmission Did not oomply with state

requirement; visits should
be penodlc

At admission Did not comply with state
requirement; visits should
be periodic

At admission Combhéd'wnh District
_requirement

visit " Did not comply with state
requirement; visits should

o be every 3 months

At admission Did not comply with state

requirement; visits should
be every 6 months

At admission Comphed with state
and 1 other  requirement
visit

At admission No state or focal
requirement

‘At admission No state or local
requlrement

~ Did not comply with local
requirement; visits shouid
be every 6 months

~ None
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Appendix I
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by

Public Welfare Agencies
Previous placements

Age at Other
admission Foster Psychiatric residential
Home state Sex (years) Adopted home hogpital facilities®
Pennsylvania Female 13 No 2 7 2
Vermont Female 16 No 2 1 5
West Virginia Male 14 No 0 0 6
Female 15 Yes! 2 0 6

a0Other residential facilities include group homes, residential treatment centers, emergency shelters, and
receiving homes.

Y ength of placement as of November 1, 1990.

“See table 1.2 for listing of federal, state, and local requirements regarding case reviews and visits.
9Appropriate in-state facilities not available.

®Failed at previous placements.

'Alternative to in-state hospitalization.

9Placement agency has had previous success with this or other affiliated facilities.

hCase records did not indicate actual number of previous foster home placements.

'Rejected by in-state facilities.

JAdoption pending as of November 1, 1990.
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Appendix I

Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Welfare Agencies

(s
Placement at out-of-state facility

Primary reason(s) for
placement

[SNH)

Rejected by seven in-
state facifities; difficult to
place due to assaultive
behavior, 4 ©

Limited placement
options in state for
children who are difficult
to place, 4-°

Alternative to in-state
lockup, ¢ ¢!

Visits by placement agency

Length of Case reviews representative
placement® Type of Extent of compliance Frequency Extent of compliance
“(months) review Frequency regarding frequency® of visits regarding frequency®
7 Court 3 months Exceeded federal At admission Did not comply with local
requirement requirement; visits should
S , - be every 6 months
20 Court At 18 months  Complied with federal At admission Complied with state
Admin. 6 months requirement and at 1 year requirement
17 Court  At12 monrtrhéwéd%‘plied with federal At admission No state or local
Admin 6 months requirement requirement
6  Nore  — Case review had notyet  None “Nostateorlocal

come due at the time of
our visit

requirement
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Appendix I

Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Welfare Agencies

Table 1.2: Monitoring Requirements for
Abused and Neglected Children Placed
by Public Welfare Agencies

Frequency of Case
Reviews Complied
With Federal Law

Level of government

Monitoring activity/ required frequency

Federal®

Court review '

Within 18 months of original placement,
periodically thereafter

Administrative review
Every 6 months (may be replaced by court
review)

State® Visit with child

Arizona None

California 6 months a
Connecticut Not specified

District of Columbia N 12 months

Indiana 3 months -
Nebraska : 6months
Nevada 12 months

New Mexico None

New York None

Pennsylvania None

Vermont - 6 months

West Virginia . None

Localc Visit with child

California® 3 months o -
New Yorkd B 6 months

Pénhé&l\]éhiéd 7 6 months )

3P L. 96-272, The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980.

bState requirements, at a minimum, meet federal requirements.

L ocal requirements shown only if more stringent than state requirements.

9To protect possible identification of individual cases, we show only the state name where the local
jurisdiction is located. Our sample included one jurisdiction in each of the three states listed.

All 19 children in our sample who were placed out of state by public
welfare agencies were under the jurisdiction of the courts and subject to
the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272),
which amended the Social Security Act. This law covers abused and
neglected children in the custody of public welfare agencies who are
placed with adoptive and foster families and in residential facilities.

Page 14
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Appendix 1
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Weilfare Agencies

Public Law 96-272 requires states that receive federal foster care incen-
tive funds? to ensure out-of-home placements are reviewed by a court or
administrative panel at least every 6 months.? These states must also
ensure that placements are reviewed by a court or court-appointed
administrative body no later than 18 months after the original place-
ment and periodically thereafter.* Federal law does not specifically
require visits with the child.

As shown in table I.1, all but 1 of the 19 cases in our sample were
reviewed by a court, administrative panel, or both, in accordance with
P.L. 96-272. In many cases, these reviews were held more frequently
than required. The one case, where no review was conducted, had not
yet come due for review at the time of our visit.

Nature and Frequency of
Case Reviews

Whether a case review was conducted by a court or administrative
panel, the substance of the reviews was similar. Most case reviews were
conducted every 6 months.

According to caseworkers and court documents contained in case files,
court hearings were held to assess the continued appropriateness of the
placement, as well as to review and update the child’s case plan. For the
court’s consideration, placement agency staff submitted written summa-
ries covering the child’s history, including problems and progress, as
well as the agency’s recommended permanency plan. In preparing these
summaries, caseworkers told us they used written reports prepared by
the facility and telephoned facility staff for additional information, if
necessary.

Administrative case reviews were also conducted for many of our
sample cases. These reviews involved the placement agency staff who
were responsible for managing the individual case, as well as at least

ZMost of the placements in our sample were funded by state or local welfare and education moneys.
Federal foster care funds were used for 7 placements. Nevertheless, the case review provisions of
title IV applied to all 19 placements because their home states received federal incentive funds for
child welfare services.

3These case reviews must, among other things, determine the (1) continuing need for and appropri-
ateness of the placement, and (2) extent of compliance with the case plan. The review must be open
to parents and include an independent person who has had no direct responsibility for the case.

“The purpose of the court case review is to determine the future status of the child.
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Appendix I
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Welfare Agencies

Frequency of Visits
Did Not Always
Comply With State
and Local
Requirements

one independent person who had no role in managing or providing ser-
vices for the case. The administrative case reviews generally covered
the same issues as the court reviews.

Although not required by federal law, 14 of the 19 placements made by
public welfare agencies were also subject to state or local requirements
for visits with the children. As shown in table 1.1, half of these cases did
not comply with visitation requirements. The lack of funds was the most
common reason given by caseworkers for noncompliance.

Nature and Frequency
of Visits

Other Ways of
Monitoring Placements

As shown in table 1.1, placement representatives visited most of the chil-
dren in our sample at least once. The visiting representative was gener-
ally the child’s caseworker.

Placement agency staff escorted most of these children when they were
initially placed at the facility. According to caseworkers, these initial
visits allowed them to meet with facility staff and participate in an
opening case conference.

During visits, according to caseworkers and facility staff, agency repre-
sentatives met with the child and with the staff worker responsible for
that child. Discussions during these visits included the child’s exper-
iences at the facility, progress towards improving relationships with
other children and adults, medical and therapeutic developments, aca-
demic records, and arrangements for eventual discharge from the
facility. Agency representatives also had an opportunity to observe the
child’s living arrangements and meet with therapists, teachers, recrea-
tion leaders, and others involved in the child’s treatment program. Some
agency representatives also conducted a review of the facility’s program
of services in conjunction with their review of the child’s individual
situation.

Written progress reports and telephone conversations were used by the
agencies, in addition to case reviews and visits, to maintain regular con-
tact with the 19 children in our sample and the placement facility. Sev-
eral children also visited with family members.
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Appendix I
Abused and Neglected Children Placed by
Public Welfare Agencies

Written Progress Reports

The facility prepared and sent comprehensive written reports regarding
the cases to placement agencies every 1 or 2 months. These reports
addressed the child’s progress and condition in detail. Topics included
progress towards treatment goals; behavior towards peers, staff, and
family; movement into more or less restrictive living arrangements and
the reasons; medical consultations; and prognosis and aftercare plans.

Telephone Conversations

Along with written reports, contact by telephone was the most common
means of communication between responsible agency representatives
and their children and facility staff. It was also a means of communica-
tion between the children and their families. According to staff at one
facility, frequent telephone contact was available by use of a toll-free
telephone number.

According to facility staff, telephone calls were often emotionally
charged for the children in our sample. Courts’ or doctors’ orders pre-
cluded some children from speaking with family members. Thus, facility
staff monitored telephone calls to provide support for the child, as
needed, and to assure that unauthorized family contact did not occur.

Visits With Family
Members

Visits with family members offer another opportunity for assessing the
child’s well-being and the appropriateness of his or her placement.
About half of the children sampled visited with family members at the
facility, home, or both. In particular, family visits at the facility or at
home took place for the two cases where placement agencies did not
conduct any required visits.
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Appendix II

Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

Background on Sample
of Children -

Twenty-two of the 42 children in our sample were placed out of state
with the involvement of special education agencies while remaining in
their parents’ custody. Many of these children were considered seriously
emotionally disturbed and had long histories of contact with profes-
sionals in their school systems. Generally sent to the out-of-state facility
in their mid-teens, these children were often considered unmanageable
elsewhere and, thus, unacceptable at other facilities. Although similar in
many respects to the 19 children in our sample placed by public welfare
agencies, much more parental involvement was evident in the initial
decision to place the 22 children out of state and in the subsequent mon-
itoring of the placement.

Federal monitoring requirements, prescribed by the Education for All
Handicapped Act (P.L. 94-142), address the substance and frequency of
case reviews for the 22 children in our sample. In addition to being sub-
ject to federal requirements, many placement agencies were required by
state laws and regulations to monitor their children by way of written
reports from the facility, telephone conversations, meetings with profes-
sionals involved in the placement, or visits with the child. The fre-
quency of monitoring activities varied; for example, on a monthly,
quarterly, or annual basis.

Our review of these 22 cases showed that the agencies complied with
federal and state monitoring requirements by conducting case reviews
on a regular basis. However, most of these children were not visited as
often as their home state required.

Placement agencies generally monitored the 22 children in our sample
through case reviews, visits, written progress reports, and telephone

conversations. In addition, family members often participated in case
reviews and visited with the children at the facility, at home, or both.

Table I1.1 shows the circumstances of each case, frequency of case
reviews and visits, and extent of compliance with federal and state mon-
itoring requirements. Table II.2 lists the monitoring requirements for
case reviews and visits applicable to our sample of 22 children.

Special education agencies from three states were responsible for 22 out-
of-state placements in our sample. Of these cases, 20 were from 15
school districts in one state. A single local jurisdiction in each of the
other two states was responsible for the remaining two out-of-state
placements. Although the 22 children remained in the custody of their
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Appendix I1
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

Frequency of Case
Reviews Complied
With Federal Law

families, many had extensive histories of school difficulties and special
education intervention.

By the age of 8, several children in our sample were identified as having
attention deficit disorder with hyperactivity. Some received medication,
such as Ritalin,! to control their behavior and attended special education
classes and schools. Other children in our sample did not appear to have
school problems until about age 12, when aggression, drug use, or tru-
ancy were reported.

Most of the children had histories that included not assuming responsi-
bility for their actions, running away, and severe depression, according
to case files. In addition, several of these children experienced abuse
outside the family by babysitters or others. Some family situations
included a parent who was incarcerated or addicted to drugs or alcohol.

As shown in table I1.1, the children had been placed in one or more resi-
dential facilities before being sent out of state. According to
caseworkers, placement at the out-of-state facility appeared to offer the
last best hope for successful treatment.

The 22 children placed by special education agencies were all subject to
the Education for All Handicapped Act (P.L. 94-142). This law covers
placements made by special education agencies to ensure that handi-
capped children, including the seriously emotionally disturbed, receive a
free and appropriate education that emphasizes special education and
related services designed to meet their unique needs. The law requires
an eligible child to have an individualized education program (IEP) pre-
pared by professionals in conjunction with parents and, when appro-
priate, the child. This program must be reviewed at least annually.? As
shown in table I1.1, 1EPs for the 22 children were reviewed in accordance
with the law. In many cases, these reviews were held more frequently
than required.

Public Law 94-142 does not require court reviews; however, parents
may request a due-process hearing. IEP team members are not required
to visit the child.

IThis is a trademark name for a mild stimulant of the central nervous system used to treat narcolepsy
or hyperactivity behavior disorders in children.

2This administrative case review must identify the child’s current level of performance, instructional
objectives and goals, and specific services to be provided.
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Appendix II
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

Table I1.1: Information on GAO’s Sample |

of Handicapped Children Under the Previous placements
Auspices of Special Education Agencies Age at Other
admission Foster Psychiatric residential
Home state Sex (years) Adopted home hospital facilities®
California Male 15 Yes 0 1 1
Female 15 Yes 1 2 1
Male 15 No 0 0 1
Male 15 No 0 0 3
Male 17 No 0 1 0
Female 14 Yes 0 1 0
Female 15 No 0 5 0
Male 15 No 0 5 2
Male 15 No 0 1 1
Male 16 Yes 0 4 0
Female 17 Yes 0 1 1
Female 16 No 0 0 3
Male 17 Yes 0 1 3
Male 16 No 0 1 1
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Appendix IT
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

|
Placement at out-of-state facility

Primary reason(s) for
placement

Rejected by in-state
facilities due to history of
starting fires, ¢

Locked facility needed
due to runaway behavior
and danger to self, ¢

h

Placement options limited
due to assaultive and
aggressive behaviors® "

Appropriate in-state
facilites full; rejected by
in-state facilities due to
unmanageable behavior,
i ’

3

Needed secure, locked
facitity due to
uncontrollable and
runaway behavior, ¢-"

Secure facility needed

dL:e to runaway behavior,
@ hoe

Vigits by placement agency

et

Appropriate in-state
facilities full, needed
secure, locked facility due
to child being considered
a danger to self and
others, ¢! "

Needed secure facility
due to runaway behavior,

¢ h

Needed secure facility
with education and
treatment programs due
to runaway behavior, ¢ ' "

o h

Rejected by 11 in-state
facilities, ¢

requirement

Length of Case reviews representative
placement®* Type of Extent of compliance Frequency Extent of compliance
(months) review Frequency regarding frequency® of visits regarding frequency®
18 EPd 12 months Complied with federal None No state or local
requirement requirement
12 IEP 12 months Complied with federal None Did not comply with state
requirement requirement’
8 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirementd
20 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirement®
14 EP  12months Complied with federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirementd
18 IEP 12 months Complied with federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirements
7 IEP 3 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirements
10 EP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirement9
14 IEP 12 months Complied with federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
- ~ requirement requirementy
10 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirement?
12 [EP 12 months Complied with federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirement?
11 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal None Did not comply with state
requirement requirement9
9 EP  3months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not cé}nply with state
S ~_requirement requirementd B
15 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state

requirement?
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Appendix 11
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies :

Age at Other

admission Foster Psychiatric residential

Home state Sex (years) Adopted home hospital facilities®
California Male 15 No 0 1 0
Male 15 No 0 3 2

Male 15 No 0 1 0

Male 17 Yes 0 4 0

Male 14 No 0 4 i 3

Male 15 No 0 1 0

linois Female 17 Yes 0 4 2
Wyoming Female 17 No 0 2 ' 2

20ther residential facilities include group homes, residential treatment centers, emergency shelters, and
receiving homes.

bLength of placement as of November 1, 1990.

CSee table 1.2 for listing of federal, state, and local requirements regarding case reviews and visits.
Yndividualized education plan.

EAppropriate in-state facilities not available.

'Failed at previous placements.

95tate requires visits every 3 months,

PRejected by in-state facilities.

'Alternative to hospitalization.

Placement agency has had previous success with this facility.
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Appendix II
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

|
Placement at out-of-state facility Visits by placement agency

Length of Case reviews representative
Primary reason(s) for placement® Type of Extent of compliance Frequency Extent of compliance
placement (months) review Frequency regarding frequency® of visits regarding frequency®
e 22 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 1 visit Did not comply with state
requirement requirement? B
Rejected by 30 in-state 9 IEP 12 months Complied with federal None Did not comply with state
facilities; needed secure, requirement requirement®
restrictive setting due to
assaultive and runaway
behaviors, ¢!
Appropriate in-state 13 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 3 visits Did not comply with state
facilities full; rejected by requirement requirement9
three in-state facilities, @ o
Needed secure 10 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 3 visits Did not comply with state
placement setting due to requirement requirementd
runaway behavior, ¢ " o
Needed secure 9 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 3 visits Did not comply with state
placement setting due to requirement requirement?d
past behaviors of setting
fires, threatening to kill
others, and running away,
e by
Needed more restrictive 8 IEP 6 months Exceeded federal 3 visits Did not comply‘with state
setting, © requirement requirements?
ot 7 [EP 12 months Complied with federat None No state or local
- ~_ requirement requirement -
¢ 12 IEP At 12 months Complied with federal 3to4visits  Exceeded state

requirement

requirement
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Appendix IT
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

Table 11.2: Monitoring Requirements for
Handicapped Children Under the
Auspices of Special Education Agencies

Monitoring activity/
Level of government required frequency
Federal® Case review
12 months
State® Visit with child
California 3 months B
[llinois None
Wyoming 2 years
Local None

ap L. 94-142, Education for All Handicapped Act.

bState requirements, as a minimum, meet federal requirements.

Nature and Frequency
of Case Reviews

Frequency of Visits
Generally Did Not
Comply With State
Requirements

For each of the children sampled, case reviews were conducted on a reg-
ular basis (every 3, 6, or 12 months) and consisted of a team of parents
and education and mental health professionals reviewing the 1Ep. These
reviews generally emphasized the educational aspects of the placement,
but they also included the child’s overall experience and behavior at the
facility. According to caseworkers, information from the facility’s
written progress reports and telephone conversations with its therapists
were used during the case reviews.

Although federal law does not require visits to the child, 20 of the 22
placements made by special education agencies were also subject to
state-required visits. The states had no visitation requirements that
applied to the remaining two placements. As shown in table II.1, only
one case complied with, and it exceeded, visitation requirements.

The 19 cases where placement agency representatives did not make
visits as frequently as required or at all were from one state. These
placements were managed by both local special education and county
mental health staff. Budgetary constraints was the reason cited for non-
compliance with state visitation requirements.

Nature and Frequency
of Visits

Placement agency representatives visited 17 of the 22 children at least
once. Additional visits were made for b cases.

According to caseworkers and facility staff, during visits agency repre-
sentatives met with the child and with the staff workers responsible for
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Appendix Il
Handicapped Children Under the Auspices of
Special Education Agencies

Other Ways of
Monitoring Placements

that child. Discussions included the child’s experiences at the facility,
therapeutic developments, and academic record. Agency representatives
also had an opportunity to observe the child’s living arrangements and
meet with therapists, teachers, and others involved in the treatment
program,

Written progress repof’ts and telephone conversations were used by the
agencies in addition to case reviews and visits to maintain regular con-
tact with their children and the out-of-state facility. All but 1 of the 22
children also visited with family members.

Written Progress Reports

The facility prepared and sent comprehensive written reports regarding
the cases to family members, placement agencies, or both, on a monthly
basis. These reports addressed in some detail the child’s progress in the
treatment program. Topics included movement into more or less restric-
tive living arrangements and the reasons, academic achievements, thera-
peutic developments, and aftercare plans as the child neared completion
of the program.

Telephone Conversations

Along with written reports, contact by telephone was the most common
means of communication between responsible agency representatives
and their children and facility staff. It was also a means of communica-
tion between the children and their families.

According to facility staff, telephone calls were often emotionally
charged for the children in our sample. Thus, facility staff monitored
telephone calls to provide support for the child, as needed.

Visits With Family
Members

The extent of parental involvement with the placements in our sample
was reflected in the number of visits with their children. All but 1 of the
22 children in our sample visited with family members at the facility, at
home, or both, on a number of occasions. The one child had not yet
earned home visitation privileges at the time of our visit and family
members had not been to the out-of-state facility.

In some cases, local agencies provided travel funds to families. In other

cases, facility staff held monthly support group meetings in the home
Jjurisdiction when parents were financially unable to visit the facility.
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Appendix III

Facilities Visited

Devereux Provo
Background -
Location Victoria, Texas Provo, Utah o
Populatlon 50,000 70000
Operated b?w ~ Devereux Foundation® Charter Medical Corporat|onb 7777777
Taxstatus  Nonprofit For-profit
Yearopened 1974 (at current site) 1972
Setting 400 acres, rural, with six residential 10 acres, suburban, with two
_buildings residential buildings
Capacity 145 210
Residents " 23 -
Annual costof  $57,000-111,000° - $72000
placement
(1990-91)
Children
Clientele >Servere|y emotlonally disturbed Severely emotuonal!; &ls*tar“bgdA o
Ages 618 boys; 13-18 girls ~ 1218poysandgils o

Average stay

~ 12-18 months

12-16 months

Public agency

33 percent of children

60-70 percent of children

Full continuum of psychiatric care®

placement

Interstate 'riavg%f)ﬁ;\n?midren 99 percent of children
placement

Services o

Treatment ~ Full continuum of ps}cmatnc cared

Education Grades 1 through 12 Grades 7 through 12
Recreation  Pool and gym o Pool and gym
Vocational  Auto mechanics, printing, ~ Hotel services
training and other

Staff size 230 200

Overslght . S

Accredltahon B

Joint Commission for the
Accreditation of Healthcare
Organuzauons

Joint Commission for the
Accreditation of Healthcare
Organizations

education departments, including

Liééh"éi‘r{*gwr ~ Texas Mental Health and Mental Utah Social Services
~ Retardation; Texas Human Services

Approval of Texas Education; Other state Utah Education; Other state
education education departments, including

component California California

Approved by Yes No

CHAMPUS

Membershnp ~ American Association of Children's

Residential Centers; American
Hospital Association; National
Association of Private Psychiatric
Hospitals

American Association of Children's
Residential Centers
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Appendix III
Facilities Visited

3Devereux's Texas facility is 1 of 17 treatment centers owned nationwide.

bpravo is one of two residential treatment schaools among i
FICVO IS ONE OF WO resicential treatment ECheois among ov espiar 1 W

nationwide.
°Cost varies, depending on level of care,

IMedical and therapeutic care where improved behavior results in progression from secured to more
open areas and earned privileges.

Page 27 GAO/HRD-91-107BR Out-of-State Placements



Appendix IV

Objective, Scope, and Methodology

Our objective was to examine the extent to which children in state care
are monitored once they are placed into residential group care facilities
outside their home states. Specifically, from a judgmental sample of
interstate placements at two residential group care facilities, we
obtained information regarding the extent to which (1) the cases were
reviewed by cognizant parties, such as courts and caseworkers, and

(2) these children were visited by representatives from their home state.

Our previous work had shown that only limited nationwide data are
available on interstate placements and facilities that receive these chil-
dren. As agreed, we visited two facilities—a nonprofit and a for-profit
facility—where California sends many of its interstate placements.
These were the Devereux Foundation located in Victoria, Texas, and
Charter Provo Canyon School in Provo, Utah.

At these facilities, we selected a total of 33 cases involving all interstate
placements made by public agencies (limited to 4 cases from any one
local jurisdiction) and the children were in residence at least 6 months as
of November 1, 1990. We believed the 6-month criterion would provide
sufficient time for the placement agency to have conducted some form
of monitoring activity. To enlarge our sample and the number of home
states, we selected another nine cases where the child had been in resi-
dence for at least 6 months and was discharged from the facility
between January and November 1990. The result, shown in table IV.1,
was a sample of 42 children from 15 states.

Table IV.1: Case Sample

S Devereux Provo Total
Sample size 20 22 42
States placing children at facilities 13 3 15°

Fifteen states placed chiidren at the two facilities; California placed children at both facilities.

We reviewed case files and met with facility officials at both Devereux
and Provo to obtain information regarding each sample child’s back-
ground as well as the nature and extent of monitoring provided by
placement agency representatives. Following our visit to each facility,
we conducted telephone interviews with placement agency officials to
corroborate, clarify, or expand on the information already obtained on
each case. These officials were the caseworkers responsible for moni-
toring the interstate placement. They were representatives from the
local welfare agency, school district, or mental health agency.
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Appendix IV
Objective, Scope, and Methodology

To obtain information on federal monitoring requirements, we reviewed
pertinent legislation and interviewed an official from the Department of
Health and Human Services, Region IX. For each state that had a child
in our Devereux or Provo sample,! we contacted a state official respon-
sible for overseeing the cognizant placement agency to obtain informa-
tion on state monitoring requirements. State officials were from the
welfare or mental health agency or the special education component of
the education agency.

Our fieldwork was conducted between November 1990 and February
1991 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.

IThe 15 states with children in our Devereux and Provo samples were Arizona, California, Connect-
icut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York,
Pennsylvania, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming.
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Major Contributors to This Briefing Report

San Francisco Robert L. MacLafferty, Assistant Director, (415) 504-2000
. . naren L. Lyons, nvaludtor-imn-onarge
Reglonal Office Patricia L. Elston, Site Senior
Raymond G. Hendren, Evaluator
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