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~ Administration for
/ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Children & Families

Region IX
80 7th Street
to:
Refer to San Francisco, CA 84102

e L L8

Mr. Gregory E. Rose, Deputy Director
Family and Youth Services Division
California Department of Social Services
744 P Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Rose:

This letter provides the results of the Administration for Children and Families Regional Office
(RO) recent administrative costs review associated with title [V-E claims made on behalf of

candidates for foster care vouth who are under the supervision of the State’s Probation
Departmen: (PO,

in accordance with our letter to you dated August 21, the RO, in parmership with California
Department of Social Services staff from the title IV-E Foster Care Funding and Eligibility Unit
and the Fiscal Policy Bureau, conducted the review in W G counties
during the weeks of September 16, 2013 and September 23, 2013, respectively. The period
under review was April 1, 2013-June 30,2013,

We thank you, your staff, and the local staff in the two counties for al] of the work completed to

prepare for the review, We understand everyone's busy schedules and appreciate all that was
done to make our job on site a lirtle easier,

The purposes of the review were 1o determine how the Californiza PO 1dentifies a candidate for
foster care, derermines and documents eligibility, and makes claims for title [V-E
reimbursement.

o do this the RO-
¢ Reviewed State and local policies and procedures for determining candidate or foster care
© Reviewed fiscal claim documents
¢ Reviewed methodology for allocating title TV-E costs
* Reviewed California’s Cost Allocation Plan
®  Reviewed cases to validate eligibility determination,
¢ Interviewed staff 1o determine the level of understanding about
& candidacy eligibility determination and the
¢ ume smdy survey process, which is used to allocate ritje IV-E funds
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Findings znd Recommendaﬁnns

The RO identified significant svatemic “OnCens regarding ttle TV.E admmistrative ¢]
State makes for candidates for foster care o cases that are under the Jurisdiction of the Probation
Department. We note tiyat while there are Instructions as to how 1o claim cost associated with
this popuiation of vouth, there are ng policies or procedures n place ar State or Jocal level to
guide the practice of distinguishing between those cases that may meel the candidates for foster
care criteria and other in-home cases. Ag result, activigeg assoclated with all in-home cases are
allocated to the title [V-E program. This is not permissibje.

aims the

acceptable documentarion we could
not discern how the decisions were made mn these cages because staff are not ramed on how o

do s0. Most important, we understand thar its curreq; polictes and pracrices may preciude

California PO from defining any childrer, ag “candidares for foster care” and from rtitle TV-E
clamning costs for pre-placement activines associared with thig populaiio
required hefore a vouth may be removed from home and thig acuon requi
ENMET a detention facility. From there, with court sanction 3
foster care setting. Section 8.1D) Q& A1 (below) of the Child Welfa
(CWPM) clarifies that amnong other things, to be 5 candidate for foster

care, the placement
setting in which a chiig would be placed at rernoval g an allowab]

e foster care setting,
CWPM Section §.1D O& 4 %17

Question: In order Jor a child to e considered a foster care
section 472¢i)(2) of the Social Security Aer (the Act), among other things, the Staie musy

have documented thay the child is ar immineny risk of removal from the home, Does the

oul ai home placemenr for the child have 1o pe a foster care setting?

candidate for purposes of

Arswer: Yes. Secrion ¢ T2(0)02) of the Aey

explicitly stares thar, among other
requirements, to be o candidare for foster care, a chiid has to pe potentially eligibie jor

title IV-E foster care benefirs. Therefore, this means thar the Siare has made o decision
that the out of home placement for the chilg will be a joster care setting. 4 child is not o

For these reasons, the State will need to cease title TV.E claiming associated with these cases that

are supervised by the PO beginning with the fiscal quarter October 1, 2013 i) it has
successfully addressed the 1ssues identified.

The following sections provide more demajjed listings of the fimdings and recommendations.

Systemic findines
* There are no practices. procedures, or policies in place
care.
* The counties are upable to distinguish berweer, those
care and other in-home cases Allin-home cag
rermbursernent,

10 identify a candidare for foster

cases that are candidares for foster
es are e studied for ioE

¢ There is no identified CDSS program entry that provides ove

rsight to this mile TV-E
Agreement with the PO

+a
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in to an allowable foster care placement setting. We were told thar the “chitd would have
0 go to detention” before placement is foster care is ordered.

Staff do not distinguish between removals from the home because the child committed 2
crime and removals becange the home environmens i« harmiful o the child. Al removais
are considered for title TV-E purposes,

The time study survey process 1s flawed. The process does not adequately tease our those
activities that are TV-E allowable from those that should be covered by other funding
sources. Therefore counties are allocating unallowahle 8CTVities 1o the TV-E prograrm,

Case findings

A total of 75 cases were reviewed: 30 i and 45 in

Of the total number

of cases reviewed, 16 had acceptable documentation of candidacy ehgibility; 59 did not have
documentation for the PUR and therefore did not mee; fhe eiigibility criteria. It should be noted

that the number of cases not meeting the criteria could actual]
at least one reviewer considered documentarion as mesting th
nave the required signatures.

How

©

y be higher because we jeared that
€ criteria evep though it did not

criteria were documented in the 16 cases;

We note that the electronic case pian template has a case pian goal option, which states
that “minor to remain in-home/family maintenance. Absent services or should preventive
services fail, the minor may be removed from the home and placed in a suitabje
foster/group home.” For purposes of the review, when thig box was marked in a fully
executed case plan, we uged it as the documentation for candidacy for foster care, if al]
other criteriz were met,
NOTE: While for purpoese of the review we ysed the dropdown box in the cage
plan that contains the specifled language mentioned above, consistent with
guidance provided in the CWPM section 8.1 Q& A#1,*.. the case plan used o
document a child’s candidacy for foster care TMust be 2 written document
developed jointly with the parent{s) or guardian of the child and inchide a
description of the services offered and provided to prevent removal of the child
from the home. In addition, the State mygt document, in said plan, that the goal
for the child is foster care if the services described in the pian are not effective.”
In a couple of cases in W onc rcvicwer also used foster care eligibility
determination forms as evidence that the PC wag acuvely taking steps 1o remove the child
because the county explained that it had no specific practice,

Réﬂ\sons identified as NOT meetng the criteria:

Case plan s included with acceptable language inc
relevant parties

No case plan at al]

Case plan was signed but had a different case pian goal

Child aiready in foster care piacernent setiing

Child i an unallowable placement setting——detention facility

fuded bur case plan not signed by al

1
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Staff Interviews

Twelve (12) staff interviews were conducted. More were scheduied but the decision was made
10 cancel remaining interviews because in more than half of the scheduled interviews responses
were unanimously consisient in both counries:

Staff on knowledge of “candidate for foster care”
¢ Staff do not understand candidacy for foster care.
* Staff do not know how or what cIrcumstances are required to determine 2 candidare.
¢ Staff do not know how to identify a candidare for foster care—agenerally this is done
when a child is in detenrion facility and 1is awaing a placement setting,
« Staff have received no raining.

Staff understanding of Time Study Survey Process

*  Staff have received no fraining.

*  Staff time study for title [V-E even If the activity they are performing or type of case
(chuld in detention, not a candidate for FC) they are working an should prohibit claims for
[V-E, '

= Generally, staff understand thar they should use a titie I'V-E code for everything uniess
they are Investigating crimes, conducting searches, QI'Iattending framning that is only
applicable to probation officers. This oceurs for some probartion officers whose job
should preciude title JV-E allocation (for example, staff housed in the detention hall

whose job is to process youth once arrested and the coordinator of a work detaj]
program).

Recommendations
California muse:
®  cease claiming utle TV-E for candidates for foster care that are under the supervision of
the PO for all counties beginning the fisca] Guarter Cctober 1, 2013
* develop policies and procedures for téentifving and documentng candidates for foster
care that ensures consisiency statewide
®  assess whether current laws and processes prohibit a child's placement in foster care
directly from home into a qualified placement setting, if needed
¢ revise the time study SUIVEY process 1o ensure that onlv aliowable activities on eligible
IV-E cases are clajmed
& revise the methodology for claiming costs associated with titie IV-E claims. ncluding a
pracess o allocate any candidate rejated tit]e IV-E activities between title I'V-E and non-
utle IV-E categories.
¢ revise the cost allocarion plan to include how title [V-E costs are claimed under this title
IV-E Agreement

While our review focuged only on the PO, we encourage the State 1o assess the exrent to which
the Child Welfare agencies and other agencies that have entered into 2 IV-E agreement with the
state are claiming costs for pre-placement acuvities for candidates for foster care in accordance
with Federal and stare requirements. The RO is availabie to wark with you and provide technica
assISTAnce to vou. your staff. and 1ne PO 1o improve the areas identified as a result of the review,

If vou have questions about the TEVIEW Gf PrOgram matlers Diease contact Debre Samples. Child

I
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Welfare Program Specialist ar (415) 437-8626 or e-mail her at debra samples@act hhs.oov. For

quesuon related to fiscal claims piease contact John Bausch, Financial Operations Specialist at
(415) 437-8652 or e-mail him at iohn bavsch@acf hhs.cov.

We look forward 10 our conrinued work together to improve the lives of California’s children
anud families in the child welfare programs.

Sincerely,

Dougtas Southard,
Regional Program Manger
Children’s Bureau Region IX

ce: Martin Tom, Regional Grants Manager; Office of Grants Management, Region IX: San
Francisco, CA

John Bausch, Financial Operations Specialist; Office of Grants Management Region I
San Francisco, CA

Debra Sampiles, Child Welfare Program Specialist; Children’s Bureau, Region IX: San
Francisco, CA
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