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Executive Summary

BACKGROUND

All children deserve to live in safe and permanent homes. For
those in the child welfare system, however, a variety of long-
standing obstacles—systemic court problems, including lack of
court resources, insufficient training for judges and attorneys,
and insufficient court time for child welfare cases; a lack of
adoptive families; and poor access to support and treatment
services for families—may delay achievement of permanency
(GAO, 2003). For some children in public custody, the best
available foster care or pre-adoptive home is located across
State lines. However, the usual barriers that plague the foster
care population are exacerbated and made more complex for
interstate placements. Strategies to resolve the barriers to
interjurisdictional placement can facilitate these children’s
timely placement with permanent families and need to be
addressed by the child welfare system together with other
child- and family-serving agencies.

SURVEY QUESTIONS AND METHODS

In response to the many concerns about the delays in and
complexities of interjurisdictional placements, the Children’s
Bureau contracted with RTI International to conduct a national
survey of child welfare leaders. The survey was designed to
move beyond previous efforts focused on identifying barriers to
timely interjurisdictional placements from foster care. The
Children’s Bureau suggested an innovative focus for the survey:
identifying possible solutions to the barriers. The intent of this
focus was to move the field forward and to guide the Children’s
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Bureau’s efforts in providing technical assistance to States to
expedite placements that support children’s placement with
permanent families.

The survey was developed by RTI in conjunction with members
of a national workgroup. A workgroup of national-, State- and
local-level participants provided guidance during survey
development in January of 2004 and helped formulate
recommended solutions for improving the interjurisdictional
placement process. The survey asked States to assess

(1) strategies that State child welfare agencies have developed
to facilitate interjurisdictional placements for children in the
child welfare system, (2) supports that are needed on a
national or Federal level to facilitate these placements, and

(3) State’s experiences with Adoption Opportunity Grants on
interjurisdictional placements. A total of 151 strategies and
supports were included on the survey.

RTI administered a Web-based survey to State child welfare
directors in 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the U.S.
Virgin Islands. This report presents analysis of responses from
48 States (one State submitted their survey after the analysis
was conducted).

It is recognized that multiple efforts will be required to address
current concerns about interjurisdictional placement. Eighty-
five of the possible 151 strategies and supports were identified
as: (1) widely used by States and effective, (2) highly effective,
and/or (3) of greatest interest. (Table 2-1). The Children’s
Bureau has already begun work with its technical assistance
providers to integrate a large portion of these strategies and
supports into the technical assistance available to States and
tribes. It is hoped that multiple national and State partners will
join in the interjurisdictional placement reform effort. This joint
effort is needed to support the numerous initiatives required to
help children achieve their permanency plans through interstate
placements.

The national workgroup reviewed survey results during a
meeting in May 2005, with the goal of formulating
recommendations to support and provide focus for a national
reform strategy to remove barriers to interjurisdictional
placements to expedite children’s permanency plans. To
identify strategies most likely to be feasible and effective,
workgroup members focused on three categories of strategies:
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those widely used, those highly effective, and those of greatest
interest to States. While focusing primarily on the strategies
prioritized by State survey respondents, workgroup members
considered additional strategies from the survey in making their
recommendations. A similar method was used to identify high-
priority supports. Workgroup members reiterated that many of
the 85 strategies identified in Table 2-1 will be required for full
impact on solving barriers, however they agreed identification
of a few priority recommendations could give focus to the
reform effort. These recommendations are listed below and
discussed in the full report.

PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
IMPROVING THE INTERJURISDICTIONAL
PLACEMENT PROCESS

Ten recommendations were developed from the strategies and
supports selected as most important by the workgroup
participants. These recommendations for facilitating more
timely and effective practice in interjurisdictional placements
are listed below in order of priority; significant aspects of the
workgroup’s discussion related to these recommendations are
summarized in Chapter 2.

The workgroup clearly stated that they were not suggesting
additional Federal regulations. However, recommendations
were made for technical assistance to the States and for steps
national organizations may take to support improved
interjurisdictional placements.

Recommendation 1: Develop a national uniform home study
template that identifies core content areas to facilitate dual
licensure of foster and adoptive homes.

Recommendation 2: Provide training on interjurisdictional
issues to judges and Guardian ad Litem (GAL) or Court
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) members through Court
Improvement Programs or other avenues such as “bench
briefs.”

Recommendation 3: Create a national Web site with either
State pages or links to State Web sites containing information
on the following State requirements: criminal background
checks, coverage of medical and educational expenses as a
sending and as a receiving State, a list of Purchase of Service
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(POS) agencies with active contracts and POS requirements
within the State, home study requirements, and post-
placement standards for supervision.

Recommendation 4: Clarify Federal expectations regarding
accountability for performance on interstate placement cases,
especially in Child and Family Service Reviews (CFSR), and
assist States in developing a system of accountability for
processing interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner.

Recommendation 5: Receiving States should cover
educational expenses of children and, if necessary, change
State law or policy to allow foster and pre-adoptive children to
be considered State residents for purposes of education.

Recommendation 6: Create a mechanism that specifies
acceptable deadlines for responding to requests for criminal
records information and processing fingerprinting and includes
mechanisms for enforcing these deadlines.

Recommendation 7: Develop a system for factoring interstate
case duties into caseworker workload.

Recommendation 8: ldentify model practices and policies at
both the State and Federal levels to ensure the provision of
medical assistance to children who are placed across State lines
that are not categorically eligible for Medicaid in the receiving
State.

Recommendation 9: Develop mechanisms for participation by
attorneys and significant other parties in out-of-state case or
administrative reviews and court hearings.

Recommendation 10: Arrange Purchase of Service (POS)
contracts with agencies to conduct home studies and streamline
procurement requirements to allow for timely POS
arrangements.



Introduction and
Methodology

This report describes results from the first comprehensive
national survey of States’ strategies and resources to improve
the interjurisdictional placement process for children with public
child welfare agency involvement. The report focuses on States’
current efforts to reduce barriers to interjurisdictional
placement and presents recommendations for improving the
process through training and technical assistance, collaboration,
and policy changes. The information in the report will be of
interest to child welfare professionals, as well as groups and
organizations that are developing interjurisdictional processes
and policies.

The term interjurisdictional covers movement across county,
district, and State lines. Although this study broadly addressed
all three types of interjurisdictional placement, this report
focuses primarily on interstate placement. However, the
interjurisdictional issues discussed may frequently be applied to
placements across county and district jurisdictions. It is also
important to note that although the survey provided definitions
for potentially confusing terms such as Purchase of Service
(POS), dual licensure, and broker contract, States and child
welfare agencies may define and use such terms differently.

Chapter 1 provides background information about
interjurisdictional placement issues, describes the major
barriers to placing children across jurisdictional lines,
summarizes the efforts made to address these barriers, and
presents the survey methodology. Chapter 2 summarizes the
survey findings and offers recommendations for improving the
process. This chapter is particularly relevant for States that
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want to quickly assess which policy and procedure changes to
consider in the future. Chapter 3 provides a detailed analysis of
the survey data and includes a context for how States have
applied successful strategies.

1-2

1.1

BACKGROUND

Following the passage of the Adoption and Safe Families Act
(ASFA) (P.L. 105-89) in 1997, which imposed time limits to
promote permanency and created incentives for States to find
adoptive homes for children in need, the number of children in
the custody of State child welfare agencies who moved from
foster care to adoptive homes increased dramatically. The
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System
(AFCARS) of the U.S. Children’s Bureau reports that in fiscal
year (FY) 2004, 51,000 children with public child welfare
agency involvement were adopted from the foster care system
(Administration for Children and Families [ACF], 2005), a

38 percent increase from the number of children adopted in
1998 (Maza, 2005). Despite marked increases in the number of
foster children being adopted, the number of children waiting to
be adopted is still high. The latest estimated figures (FY2004)
show that 118,000 foster children are waiting to be adopted
(ACF, 2005).

Many of the children waiting for permanent homes have
emotional, behavioral, educational, and physical health issues.
These children, as well as children who are minorities, who are
older, or who have siblings, wait longer than others to be
adopted (U.S. General Accounting Office [GAQO], 1999). The
best available permanent home for some children is in a county
or State outside their own community or jurisdiction.
Oftentimes, relatives that live in a different State than where
the child lives are critical resources. Many children currently in
interjurisdictional placements are with relatives (Maza, The
Challenge of Interstate Placement for Adoption, 2003) and
children are more likely to be adopted quickly when placement
with an out-of-state relative or foster family is an option.
Therefore, consideration of interjurisdictional resources,
including relative resources, is an important step in the
adoption process.

ASFA’s requirements created an impetus for child welfare
agencies to consider interjurisdictional resources in their efforts
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to facilitate permanent placement for children. Title IV-E of the
Social Security Act, as amended by ASFA, includes mandates
related to using interjurisdictional resources to locate an
adoptive family and facilitate permanent placement. Further, as
required by sections 471(a)(15) and 471(a)(23) of the Social
Security Act, States must provide reasonable efforts to achieve
permanent placement in a timely manner and may not deny or
delay adoptive placement when an approved family is available
in another jurisdiction. States that do not comply with these
Title IV-E requirements risk losing Title 1V-E funding (Adoption
and Safe Families Act of 1997 [P.L. 105-89]).

The Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) is
an administrative and legal framework that facilitates foster
care and adoptive placement of children across State lines. The
Compact is a formal contractual agreement among States,
enacted as statutory law, which promotes interstate
cooperation to ensure that children placed out of State receive
protection and services. It establishes uniform administrative
procedures and sets forth jurisdictional and financial
responsibilities for the States involved in the placement of a
child across State lines (APHSA, 2002a).

All 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. Virgin
Islands have adopted the ICPC since its drafting in 1960. The
52 member States and Territories are members of the
Association of Administrators of the ICPC (AAICPC), an affiliate
of the American Public Human Services Association (APHSA).
The Secretariat to the AAICPC provides legal, administrative,
and technical assistance to the ICPC member States. Each
State has an ICPC Administrator who is responsible for
overseeing the ICPC processes for children placed in and out of
the State.

When an interjurisdictional placement is being considered, the
‘sending agency’ (referred to as the ‘sending State’ throughout
this report) submits written notice of the proposed placement
to the receiving State’s ICPC office. In most cases, the
receiving State will conduct a home study — an extensive
assessment of the prospective family. Following approval and
placement of the child across jurisdictional lines, the receiving
State assumes responsibility for supervision and support
services, although the sending State maintains legal custody of
the child.

1-3
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Recent data reveals that the number of interstate placements is
increasing (Arnold-Williams & Oppenheim, 2004). Of the
132,000 children in foster care waiting to be adopted in FY
2000 (ACF, 2005), approximately 6 percent were in interstate
placements (Maza, The Challenge of Interstate Placement for
Adoption, 2003). Maza’s research shows that the children in
these placements were more likely to be in preadoptive or
relatives’ homes than were children placed in State. Nearly 40
percent of interstate placements were with relatives, and 30
percent were preadoptive; by contrast, 16 percent of in-state
placements were with relatives, and 15 percent were
preadoptive.

Placing children across jurisdictional lines, however, can be very
complicated; the process becomes even more complex when it
involves agencies and judicial systems in two States. Interstate
placements often take longer than in-state placements.
Analysis of AFCARS data from 45 States in FY 2000 showed
that children placed across State lines were in foster care
longer (median of 43 months) than were children adopted in
State (median of 36 months) (Maza, 2003).

Legal, administrative, and resource issues frequently impede or
delay interjurisdictional placements. These issues may
compound other obstacles that often hinder moving foster
children to permanent homes even within their own jurisdiction.
Systemic court problems, including insufficient training for court
personnel that work with child welfare cases and overburdened
court dockets, get in the way of timely decisions on cases;
insufficient access to support and treatment services for
parents also lengthens the time children spend in foster care
(GAO, 2003). Understanding and addressing the issues and
challenges involved in placing children in permanent homes
across jurisdictional lines can help foster children find
permanent homes.

1-4

1.2

BARRIERS TO INTERJURISDICTIONAL
PLACEMENT

The barriers to interjurisdictional placement and the concerns
surrounding these barriers have been the topic of scholarly
publications, studies, and policy-driven efforts of public and
nongovernmental child welfare and judicial organizations such
as the Association of Administrators of the Interstate Compact
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for the Placement of Children (AAICPC), National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ), National
Association of Public Child Welfare Administrators (NAPCWA),
American Public Human Services Association (APHSA), Evan B.
Donaldson Institute, and Family Builder’'s Adoption Network.

A review of the literature on interjurisdictional placement, as
well as discussions with adoption and foster care managers,
ICPC and child welfare agency administrators, and court
representatives, provided us with a framework to discuss
barriers to placement.

We grouped the barriers into one of eight categories for this
discussion: (1) staffing and resources, (2) training and
knowledge, (3) staff attitudes and beliefs, (4) education and
medical expenses, (5) criminal background checks, (6)
communication, (7) permanency, and (8) tracking and
reporting. Although not a comprehensive inventory of all of the
identified barriers to interjurisdictional placement, this
summary aims to provide a foundation for understanding the
survey findings and the resulting recommendations for
improving interjurisdictional processes.

Staffing and Resources

Inadequate numbers of staff is a recognized barrier to
interjurisdictional placement (APHSA, 2002b; APHSA, 2002c;
Family Builders, 2001). Additionally, insufficient financial
support for essential services presents challenges in meeting
the needs of children placed across jurisdictions. (APHSA,
2002c; Maza, 2003; Family Builders, 2001). Inadequate
staffing due to high worker turnover and insufficient funding
are chronic complaints of child welfare systems. A report on
ICPC office staffing and activities showed an imbalance in
staffing and ICPC cases. Agency referrals, both received and
sent, increased from 1988 to 2001 by 71 percent and 52
percent, respectively. During the same time period, ICPC staff
decreased by almost 15 percent (APHSA, 2002c).

Large and complex in-state caseloads often take priority over a
home study or family assessment for a child referred from
another State. Some receiving States have developed protocols
to ensure that home studies are completed in an appropriate
timeframe and do not receive last priority. Some sending States
expedite the home study process through contracting with
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private agencies in receiving States to complete home studies
in a timely manner; however this takes the financial resources
to pay for such services. A different approach to addressing
home study delays has been the development and use of
border agreements with neighboring States. Border agreements
may allow caseworkers from one State to conduct home studies
in another State or to provide supervision to a placement
across State lines.

Variability in the content and process used to conduct home
studies across States is another recognized barrier to
interjurisdictional placement (Family Builders, 2001). For
example, a sending State may require a piece of information
that the receiving State does not; therefore, the information
may be omitted from the home study completed by the
receiving State which delays decision making around placement
approval. To address the differing practice standards, some
States are using a uniform home study format developed by
several States for all intrastate and interstate home studies.

Incomplete information in the referral packet is a further cause
of delay. In an APHSA study on home studies, States reported
missing paperwork, problematic or missing court orders, and
inadequate financial-medical plans as common complications
(APHSA, 2002c). When referral packets are incomplete or do
not contain the information required by the receiving State, the
assessment of the prospective family cannot be completed and
the placement cannot be approved. To address this problem,
some receiving States make available a checklist of all required
information to sending States to avoid such delays.

In addition to resources required to prepare for a placement,
supervision of children after placement necessitates significant
staff and service resources over an extended time period.
Sometimes these prolonged placements can cause friction
between the sending and receiving States, particularly if it does
not appear that a permanent placement will result and the
receiving State must continue post-placement visits indefinitely.
Compounding this problem is the fact that there is no formal
mechanism that facilitates State-to-State compensation for
services delivered before or during an interjurisdictional
placement (Freundlich, Heffernan, & Jacobs, 2004).
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1.2.2

1.2.3

Training and Knowledge

Lack of awareness among child welfare and judicial
professionals of the ICPC guidelines and requirements is a
major barrier to timely coordination of activities for facilitating
interjurisdictional placement. A March 1999 review by the HHS
Office of Inspector General cited two primary weaknesses in the
interstate system: (1) a lack of knowledge about the Compact
among caseworkers, judges, and attorneys and (2) placements
in violation of the Compact (U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services [U.S. DHHS], 1999). Training on the
importance of considering relatives no matter where they
reside, how to search for relatives, and interjurisdictional
placement procedures are all important strategies for
addressing this barrier. Further, some States provide
caseworkers with access to expert consultation for resolving
conflicts that hinder specific interstate placements.

Staff Attitudes and Beliefs

A range of child welfare and judicial staff attitudes and beliefs
influence their effectiveness in facilitating interjurisdictional
cases, including (1) the degree to which they are open to
considering interjurisdictional resources, (2) their willingness to
relinquish their responsibility over a child’s case to a
caseworker in another jurisdiction, and (3) distrust of another
jurisdiction’s system or staff (Family Builders, 2001).

Variation in whether and how interjurisdictional cases are
counted when assessing a worker’s caseload and for reporting
purposes may also affect attitudes toward interjurisdictional
cases. When comparing foster care and adoption caseloads,
many jurisdictions only consider the number of children for
whom they have legal responsibility. This practice results in
caseworkers not receiving credit for their home study and
supervision activities related to children from other
jurisdictions. Likewise, Child and Family Service Reviews hold
States accountable for their efforts and outcomes on behalf of
their own children, but performance on behalf of other States’
children has not been addressed generally in most systems of
accountability.

Caseworkers may resent interjurisdictional responsibilities that
are not an official part of their caseload. Staff in a sending

State may give interjurisdictional cases lower priority because
placements outside their jurisdiction will not be acknowledged
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and therefore not rewarded (Family Builders, 2001). Some
States have addressed these barriers by using strategies such
as factoring interjurisdictional case duties into staff caseloads,
developing a system of accountability for processing
interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner, and integrating
interjurisdictional placements into the official data systems.

1.2.4 Education and Medical Expenses

Resolving financial responsibility for specific services to
children—primarily educational, medical, and mental health
services—was most frequently cited by States as a leading
cause of delays in interstate placement in APHSA’s study on
home study delays (2002c). The Interstate Compact on
Adoption and Medical Assistance (ICAMA) was established in
1986 to ensure that eligible children received medical services
and adoption assistance payments and subsidies when they
were placed across State lines for adoption; however, many
problematic issues remain.

Coverage of medical or mental health expenses is more difficult
for children lacking Title 1V-E eligibility. For children receiving
Medicaid, certain costs, such as mental health or dental
services, are more difficult to cover because of States’
variability in coverage and the lack of providers accepting
Medicaid payment in some areas. In addition, some receiving
States do not consider a child under the legal jurisdiction of
another State a resident, and therefore the child is not eligible
for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program or for educational services. The coverage of
educational expenses is most often a problem for foster
children from other States who have special educational needs.

States vary considerably in their willingness to accept the
responsibility of costly services to children from other States,
and often these decisions require obtaining a commitment from
administrators in systems outside of child welfare. Resolving
these issues may take considerable negotiation across State
and county systems in the States involved; they are often
further complicated by lack of information, conflicting interests,
and communication breakdowns.

1.2.5 Criminal Background Checks

Criminal background checks, which may include local, State,
and FBI criminal records checks, are an important step in the
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home study process. The time to process criminal background
check requests is a leading contributor to delays in placing
children in permanent homes (APHSA, 2002c; Dunhem &
Oppenheim, 2002).

States’ requirements for the type of background check to be
conducted vary considerably, and workers following their own
State’s protocol may not meet the expectations of another
State. State procedures can even delay starting the criminal
background check process until other aspects of the home
study are complete. Ready access to information on the type of
criminal background checks required by each State is needed,
along with the ability to complete the process in a timely
manner. FBI checks are the most time consuming, according to
an APHSA study on this barrier. Among strategies used by child
welfare agencies to address the delays is the use of an in-house
prescreening process (Dunhem & Oppenheim, 2002).

Communication

The ICPC process requires communication of referrals from the
local to the State level in the sending State and from the State
to the local level in the receiving State. The complexity of the
process alone makes it time consuming; the lack of clarity
among States regarding requirements and policies adds to
delays in placement (Maza, 2003).

Effective communication and case planning often require direct
communication among workers at the local level; however,
some workers do not perceive that they are free to
communicate directly with local workers in another State during
the placement process.

Interpretation of the language in the Compact guidelines has
also been cited as a communication barrier. The Guide to the
Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (APHSA,
2002a) contains several references to overnight or express
mail, which have been taken literally at times, resulting in
avoidance of using swift methods to send materials such as
e-mail or fax. Some jurisdictions also prohibit e-mail out of
confidentiality concerns.

Additionally, delays have been caused in some cases by
communication stalls, such as neglecting to send important
documents. One strategy that some States have adopted to
speed up the ICPC referral process time is simultaneous
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1.2.7

1.2.8

transmission of information to State and local levels. Instead of
waiting for the State ICPC office to receive, process, and
forward the information to the local office, the sending agency
distributes the referral packet to the State and local offices at
the same time.

Permanency

Once a child has been successfully placed in another
jurisdiction, the responsibilities of ongoing placement
supervision and completion of the work necessary to achieve
adoption are shared by workers and, at times, courts across
jurisdictions. Every facet of this work becomes more complex.
Policies about how often a worker must visit the home vary
from place to place and necessitate agreement on which State’s
policies will be followed. Visits between foster children and birth
parents are made more complicated by geographic distance.
While judicial oversight resides in the child’s county of origin,
assessment of permanency resources, direct supervision, and
provision of services take place in another jurisdiction.

Some States have developed a range of strategies to facilitate
timely movement toward permanent homes in interstate
placements, including developing tickler systems (automated
systems that alert caseworkers of time-sensitive case activities)
to track children placed in other States, developing mechanisms
for significant persons in the receiving State to participate in a
meaningful way in case reviews or court hearings that occur in
the sending State, formulating methods for judges in different
jurisdictions to work together, and facilitating stronger Court-
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) and Guardian ad Litem
(GAL) advocacy for children in interstate placements.

Tracking and Reporting

States’ inability to track and report on interstate cases is
problematic (U.S. DHHS, 1998). States are required to report
information about children placed out of State for AFCARS, but
a few States do not comply (P. Buida, Children’s Bureau,
personal communication, April 4, 2006). Sometimes
interjurisdictional cases fall off the radar screen when they are
not included in a State’s or agency’s automated tracking
systems, as described earlier. Several States are using an ICPC
database that was created by APHSA to track home study and
placement paperwork for all children entering or leaving a State
for foster care or adoptive care. Other States have developed
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additional strategies for tracking interstate cases, such as
generating electronic reports for judges on interjurisdictional
cases or having supervisors review interjurisdictional cases
periodically.

1.3

EFFORTS TO ADDRESS BARRIERS

Prompted by calls for reform of the interjurisdictional placement
process, and in response to the recognized obstacles to timely
and efficient interjurisdictional placement, several measures to
reduce barriers have been developed.

A Joint Committee on ICPC Improvement, established in 1995,
brought together the Association of Administrators of the
Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children (AAICPC), the
National Association of Public Child Welfare Administrators
(NAPCWA), and the National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to devise solutions to shorten the delays
in the interstate placement process. The Committee’s resulting
recommendations included Regulation 7: Priority Placement and
Border State Agreements.

Regulation 7 was added to the Compact guidelines in 1997. The
regulation outlines procedures for expedited placement of a
child with specified relatives. It requires that the receiving State
make a decision about the placement within 20 business days
of receipt of the placement proposal. Specifically, the priority
procedures may be used when the child is under the age of 2 or
in an emergency shelter, or when the court finds that the child
has spent a substantial amount of time in the relative’s home.

Additionally, border State agreements, as described previously
in relation to staffing and resource barriers, may allow a
caseworker to enter another State to complete a home study or
to provide supervision of a child placed across State lines.
These agreements are particularly suitable to areas where
travel time between jurisdictions is minimal (Barthel &
Ashdown, 1997; APHSA, 2002c).

The Children’s Bureau has addressed interjurisdictional
placement barriers in several ways. Through its Adoption
Opportunities (AO) program, discretionary grant funds were
made available to States to support demonstration projects that
facilitated the elimination of barriers to permanent homes for
children. AO priority areas are developed by the Children’s
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Bureau to identify and promote promising practices. Grants
were awarded to five States in fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to
facilitate collaborative planning to increase interjurisdictional
adoptions (ACF, 2003). The final reports for these grants are
available through the Child Welfare Information Gateway
(http://www.childwelfare.gov).

Also through Children’s Bureau grants, APHSA developed
training manuals—one each for ICPC Administrators,
caseworkers, and the judiciary, as well as a manual that
included ICPC court cases—and provided ICPC training for State
agencies, including training for trainers (U.S. DHHS, 2002).
Additionally, the Children’s Bureau funded two studies that
have furthered our understanding of the impediments to timely
placement, Understanding Delays in the Interstate Home Study
Process (APHSA, 2002c) and a report on criminal record checks
(Dunhem & Oppenheim, 2002).

In an effort to address and remedy violations of the ASFA
“geographic barriers” provisions, U.S. DHHS issued a Program
Instruction in October 2002 on violations. The “geographic
barriers” provisions prohibit States from delaying or denying a
placement of a child for adoption when an appropriate family
resides outside of the child’s jurisdiction. The program
instruction informed States of U.S. DHHS’s plan to investigate
alleged violations and outlined corrective actions that States
would be required to take if found to be in violation (ACF,
2002).

Individual States have been working to improve and expedite
the interjurisdictional placement process as well, as evidenced
by the results of this survey, which show that they are using
many strategies to address identified barriers. In a report to
the Children’s Bureau on grant activities, APHSA reported that
States are finding solutions to inefficiency in the home study
process, including dual licensure, contracting for and sharing
home studies, and incorporating written detailed financial plans
into placement requests. Child welfare agencies are also
providing extensive training to their staff on ICPC procedures,
establishing formal agreements with local law enforcement to
expedite criminal background checks, encouraging direct
communication between caseworkers in sending and receiving
States, setting time standards for processing interstate
requests, and implementing automated case management
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systems (APHSA, 2002c). In addition, States are developing
tools to facilitate case processing and communication, making
educational materials available to State child care institutions
and judges (U.S. DHHS, 1998), and addressing barriers related
to courts (GAO, 2003).

Most recently, APHSA adopted a policy resolution in March 2004
directing short- and long-term reforms to the ICPC. The
AAICPC, an affiliate of APHSA, has begun a number of activities
geared toward improving interstate practice, such as
implementing an ICPC data system, facilitating State-to-State
agreements among the largest sending and receiving States to
expedite responses and services for interstate cases, exploring
purchase-of-service contract issues, and developing a uniform
home study template.

In addition, the Compact is undergoing major revisions.
Common complaints include unclear and confusing language,
outdated procedures, and unenforceable regulations, as well as
claims that uneven financial and caseload burdens are placed
on States and caseworkers when a State receives more children
than it sends to other States (Arnold-Williams & Oppenheim,
2004; Evan B. Donaldson Institute, 2005). The ICPC is being
rewritten with the intent to “provide a better framework for
ensuring timely placement of children across State lines, the
suitability of prospective placements, and the provision of
needed support systems” (Arnold-Williams & Oppenheim, 2004,
p. 14). A final draft of the new ICPC was disseminated in March
2006. Future work will focus on finalizing the ICPC revisions,
educating States about the changes, and working with States to
pass and implement the new ICPC.

1.4

SURVEY OF STATES TO IMPROVE THE
INTERJURISDICTIONAL PLACEMENT
PROCESS

In response to the many concerns about the delays in and
complexities of interjurisdictional placement, the Children’s
Bureau contracted with RTI International to conduct a survey of
all States that are members of the ICPC. The survey,
“Strategies to Address Barriers and Reduce Delays in
Interjurisdictional Placements,” assessed (1) the strategies that
State child welfare agencies have developed, or hope to
develop, to facilitate interjurisdictional placements for children
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in the child welfare system; (2) the supports that are needed
on a national or Federal level to facilitate these placements;
and (3) the Adoption Opportunity Grants awarded to facilitate
them.

This survey is unique in that it was designed to move beyond
previous efforts, which consistently focused on the identification
of barriers, by recognizing that interjurisdictional barriers are
found at multiple levels. The Children’s Bureau conceptualized
the survey to identify effective and promising strategies to
address a compilation of barriers to expedient interjurisdictional
placement. Additionally, this survey aimed to learn from the
efforts of States and smaller jurisdictions that use creative
strategies to address the barriers. The survey responses
provide valuable insights into the most effective and promising
strategies identified, which the Children’s Bureau will use to
direct efforts to support and develop a national direction for
system reform that will improve the interjurisdictional
placement process.
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1.5.1

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

A Web-based survey was administered to the State child
welfare director of each ICPC member (i.e., all 50 States, the
District of Columbia, and the U.S. Virgin Islands). Responses
from 48 States are included in this report.* At the time of this
report, a 49" State had submitted its survey to RTI; although
its data are not included in these analyses, the survey will be
reviewed by the Children’s Bureau for possible inclusion in
future reports. This section describes survey development,
administration, and analysis and discusses the strengths and
limitations of the survey.

Survey Development

RTI developed the survey in conjunction with members of a
national workgroup, which was convened to provide guidance
during survey development and to help formulate
recommendations for improving the interjurisdictional
placement process. The group was composed of 34
representatives? from government and the private sector,

For this report, the District of Columbia and the U.S. Virgin Islands
will be discussed as States.

>There were 34 workgroup members over the duration of the study;
some members who participated in the first meeting were unable to
attend the second meeting and were replaced.
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including ACF staff, State child welfare directors, foster care
and adoption managers, ICPC administrators, Federal child
welfare specialists, the ICPC Secretariat, court/judicial
representatives, a private agency director, and a
foster/adoptive parent. (See Appendix A for the list of
participants.) Workgroup participants, who represented various
States, were selected for their knowledge in the area of
interstate foster and adoptive placement for children in foster
care. The first meeting was held in January 2004, in
Washington, DC, to identify items for inclusion on the survey.
The survey instrument was drafted shortly after this meeting.

Members of the national workgroup and other experts in the
field of interjurisdictional adoptive placement (e.g.,
AdoptUsKids,® the New York City Family Court Advisory Council,
and child welfare directors in five States) were asked to review
and comment on the overall data collection strategy and draft
survey instrument. We used their feedback to improve the data
collection effort.

RTI's Institutional Review Board approved the survey, as did
the Office of Management and Budget.

Survey Description

The survey instrument (Appendix B) is divided into four
sections:

A. Your State’s Strategies for Facilitating Interjurisdictional
Placements

B. Supports Needed to Facilitate Interjurisdictional
Placements

C. Overall Assessment of Interjurisdictional Placements
D. Assessment of Adoption Opportunities Grants

Sections A and B list strategies and supports that could be used
to facilitate interjurisdictional placements. Strategies are steps
that States could take to overcome barriers to timely
interjurisdictional placement. Supports are actions that could
take place at the national level to support State efforts. We

3AdoptUsKids is an initiative funded by the Children’s Bureau to find
and support foster and adoptive families by providing new and
enhanced recruitment tools and training and technical assistance to
States and tribes. It is a collaborative effort that includes public and
private adoption agencies, adoption photo listing services, State
foster care managers, and State adoption managers.
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have organized these strategies and supports into eight areas
identified previously as barriers to timely placement:

1. Staffing and/or resources
Knowledge and training
Staff attitudes and/or beliefs
Education or medical funding
Criminal background checks
Communication

NOoOokoDN

Permanency planning
8. Tracking and reporting

Almost 100 strategies that could be used to address the eight
identified barriers were included on the survey. States reported
whether they used each strategy and, if so, rated its
effectiveness. States also provided insights into how they
implemented effective strategies. If a State had not used a
strategy, it could indicate whether it was currently investigating
the strategy and whether it needed assistance to implement the
strategy. States then rated the effectiveness of various
supports that could be used to facilitate interjurisdictional
placements.

Section C asks States to respond to a series of open-ended
questions. Topics addressed in this section include

§ recommendations to other States,
8 recommended changes to ICPC regulations,

§ benefits of and barriers to purchase-of-service
contracts, and

§ strategies used to facilitate intercounty and interdistrict
placements.

Section D asks States to evaluate the effectiveness of ICPC
training they may have received. States with Adoption
Opportunity Grants designed to facilitate interjurisdictional
placement or address interjurisdictional issues were asked a
series of questions about their projects.

1.5.3 Survey Administration

The survey was administered in early February 2005 to the
child welfare directors of the 50 States, the District of
Columbia, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Child welfare directors
were asked to convene a multidisciplinary group to respond to
the questions, including the State’s foster care and adoption
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managers, ICPC administrators, and others with significant
expertise in interjurisdictional placement. Respondents were
asked to provide a coordinated response from their States;
therefore, the survey responses do not necessarily reflect the
opinion of each respondent. In telephone follow-up calls to
States during the survey administration period, at least one-
third of States reported that they were seeking input from
various individuals either through collaborative methods such
as convening meetings or conference calls, or by requesting
that people review and provide input on the survey.

Survey data collection ended in early April 2005. A total of 49
States completed the survey (a 94.2 percent response rate)—
39 used the Web to submit it, and 10 filled out a paper copy.

Only 48 States, however, are included in the survey analysis,

as we received one survey after the analysis was complete.

Data Analysis and Formation of Recommendations

We conducted analyses of both quantitative and qualitative
data. The quantitative analyses consisted of generating
frequencies and examining patterns among variables to aid in
interpreting the findings. We used qualitative methods to
analyze the text-based responses to open-ended survey
questions, which provided a level of detail not otherwise
attainable. These analyses are presented along with the
relevant quantitative results, where appropriate, to provide
deeper insights into the findings. Direct quotes from States
have been edited for clarity and brevity.

The national workgroup for this study met during May 2005 to
review the survey findings, discuss their implications, and make
recommendations for a national coordinated reform strategy.
Most of the workgroup members who had assisted in the
development of the survey in January 2004 were able to return
to be involved in the discussion of the survey findings. The
Children’s Bureau invited staff members from two of its national
resource centers to the meeting to hear the survey findings
presented and consider how strategies could be developed into
technical assistance. The resulting recommendations are
presented in Chapter 2.

Strengths and Limitations of the Survey

This survey represents the first comprehensive, systematic
assessment of current and promising strategies and supports
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needed to improve interjurisdictional placement of children in
the child welfare system. The high response rate we achieved
(completed surveys from 48 of the 52 States) illustrates States’
commitment to improving the process of interjurisdictional
placement. The survey provided States with an opportunity to
share their successful strategies and to identify areas where
they need assistance.

Another strength of the survey is the method that States were
requested to use to compile information for their response.
State child welfare directors were asked to provide a
coordinated response, drawing on perspectives of personnel
such as State foster care and adoption managers, ICPC
administrators, and others with significant expertise in
interjurisdictional placement. The goal of this approach was to
ensure a complete and accurate response in light of two
factors: (1) the strategies presented may have crossed several
areas of a manager’s program responsibility and (2) a single
central manager may not have been aware of all the initiatives
in which local offices were engaged. These discussions may
have brought key staff together to learn more about
interjurisdictional placement in their own State and to consider
options for improving the process.

One limitation of the study is that some States were unable to
coordinate their responses. This lack of coordination may have
resulted in a more narrow perspective of a State’s efforts and
recommendations. Moreover, a respondent may have been
unaware of the policy position of his or her State, resulting in
responses that may not accurately reflect the State’s position.
Another limitation is that responses from States with county-
administered systems may not be representative of the State
because policies and practices were not uniform across the
State.

Finally, it should be noted that the recommendations suggested
in this report are based on the survey results and workgroup
discussions, not on evidence-based research of best practices in
the field of interjurisdictional placement.



Summary and
Recommendations

It's expected that this report will help many child welfare
professionals and policy-makers move their local and State
agencies toward policy and procedure changes that will improve
their interjurisdictional placement processes. This chapter
provides salient findings from the survey, recommendations
from the workgroup, and suggestions for further development
and implementation.

It is hoped that this chapter will prompt administrators and field
workers to investigate improvements currently within their
reach and to help the Children’s Bureau identify specific areas
on which to focus their technical assistance efforts.

Section 2.1 summarizes the survey findings, which are
presented in greater detail in Chapter 3. Section 2.2 presents
the workgroup’s recommendations and describes their process
for reviewing the findings and forming recommendations.
Section 2.3 specifies how the Children’s Bureau and States can
implement the recommendations and suggests further research
to identify best practices to facilitate the placement of children
in safe and permanent homes across State lines.

2.1

SUMMARY OF SURVEY FINDINGS

A total of 151 strategies and supports were included on the
survey. Strategies are steps States can take to overcome
barriers; supports are actions that can take place at the
national or Federal level to support State efforts. The large
number of items coupled with the various response options
created multiple perspectives from which to examine the data.
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To support the Children’s Bureau’s efforts to improve
interjurisdictional placements, three categories of strategies
and two categories of supports are used to summarize the
survey results as shown in Table 2-1.

A total of 85 strategies fall into at least one or two of the
following categories:

(1) Widely used and effective strategies. Those strategies
used and rated as somewhat or very effective by at least 60
percent of the reporting States are indicated by an “x” in the
first data column on Table 2-1 (those so rated by at least 80
percent are indicated by “xx). These strategies could be
considered “best practices,” although they are not evidence-
based strategies. States that are not currently using these
strategies are encouraged to assess the applicability of the
strategies in their State. Although these strategies work well for
the majority of States, it is important to recognize that not all
strategies will work equally well for all States given the
differences among them (i.e., county administered vs. State
administered; small vs. large; rural vs. highly populated).

(2) Highly effective strategies. Those strategies that were
rated as very effective by at least 50 percent of the States that
used and rated the strategy, regardless of how many States
use them, are indicated by an “x” in the second data column on
Table 2-1 (strategies that meet the aforementioned criteria and
are used and rated by at least 15 States are indicated by “xx”).
These strategies may not be used by many States, but the
States that are using them find them to be very effective; they
may represent new or innovative practices that States are only
beginning to implement. Again, these strategies may not be
appropriate for all States and locales, but are recommended as
strategies that States should explore for applicability. For
example, States that use electronic fingerprinting reported
significant reductions in turnaround time for FBI criminal
background checks. However, the technology may be too
expensive to be made available in rural areas.

(3) Strategies of greatest interest. Those strategies that at
least one-third of States are either investigating or interested
in, but need assistance to implement are indicated by an “x” in
the third data column on Table 2-1 (>= 50 percent are
indicated by “xx). These strategies may be productive areas
for technical assistance and training for States to target;
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therefore the Children’s Bureau has brought those strategies to
the attention of the technical assistance providers it funds
based on preliminary analysis of the survey data. The five
strategies from this group that are also rated as highly effective
are of particular note since the majority of States that use the
strategies find them very effective and many States are
interested in implementing them. The Children’s Bureau
suggested that States that have found success with the
strategies may be able to provide mentoring or peer technical
assistance to interested States.

(4) Very Effective Potential Supports. Those supports that
were rated by States as very effective by at least 50 percent of
reporting States are indicated by an “x” in the fourth data
column on Table 2-1. Most of the supports require national
action. Even so, some strategies could be implemented at the
State level, such as providing training to keep a child-centered
focus regarding interjurisdictional issues. Some supports, such
as establishing deadlines for FBI criminal background checks,
require the collaboration of child welfare and other
governmental agencies or departments.

(5) “Top” Potential Supports. States were asked to choose
the single support that would facilitate the most positive change
to address each of the eight barriers. The supports receiving
the greatest number of votes within each barrier category are
marked with an “x” in the fifth data column on Table 2-1. In
two categories, (1) permanency and (2) tracking and reporting,
two top supports are included due to a tie or near tie.
Interestingly, four of the top supports were not rated as very
effective by at least 50 percent of States; however, they are
related to or overlap with other highly effective supports. For
example, one support that was rated as the top support but not
included in the highly effective category—develop a Web site
with links to all States’ home study and Purchase of Service
(POS) contracting requirements—could be addressed
simultaneously with a similar support—develop a Web site with
links to States’ requirements of coverage of medical and
educational expenses.

Table 2-1 presents the strategies and supports that meet these
criteria. The table is organized according to the eight topics that
were used to present the strategies and supports within the
survey:
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Staffing and resources
Knowledge and training
Staff attitudes and beliefs
Education or medical funding
Criminal background checks
Communication

Permanency planning
Tracking and reporting

Selected results are discussed briefly in the sections that
follow—readers are encouraged to review Table 2-1 for the
comprehensive list of strategies and supports that meet the
criteria described above. For more details on the survey
findings, refer to Chapter 3 and the data tables in Appendix C
(Strategies), Appendix D (Supports), and Appendix E (Top
Supports).



Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports

Widely Used Very
Effective? Want to Very “Top”
x==>50%b6 of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b6 of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
xXx==>50%0 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports 15 States use States States rated
Staffing and Resources
Have a protocol in place to complete home studies in a
timely manner for an ICPC-approved placement of a
child in another State’s custody who moves to our State
with their pre-adoptive or foster family or relatives
Selected to use the uniform home study format
developed by several States for all intra- and interstate X XX
home studies
Accept foster and adoptive parent training provided by
other States for approval of families who move to our
State with their foster or pre-adoptive child
Use video conferencing to maintain connections for
children when visits are too costly or distance prevents XX
appropriate level of contact
Contract with private agencies to conduct home studies
and/or supervision of children referred to our State
Changed procurement requirements to allow for timely N
POS arrangements
Arrange POS contracts with agencies to conduct home N
studies for interjurisdictional cases
Use a broker contract with a private agency for home
. - : X
studies and supervision of children referred to our State
Designate specific caseworkers to handle all interstate X
placement cases
Provide additional specific Federal funding for staff N N

designated for interjurisdictional responsibilities

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)

S-¢

2pPercentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.
Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.
“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.
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o Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)
Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated

Use border agreements with other States to allow
caseworkers to cross State lines to conduct home XX
studies and supervision visits

Knowledge and Training

In-state expert on interjurisdictional issues available for

: : . XX XX
legal or social work consultation on interstate cases

Provide the tools (e.g., use of Child Support Agency,
Web sites, search agencies) to assist in the diligent X XX
search for relatives

Review issues on children in interjurisdictional
placements to develop best practices

Use a Web tutorial, CD, or video to train caseworkers on

interjurisdictional (or use “just in time” training) xx

Training includes how to diligently search for relatives
(maternal and paternal) within and outside our State

Regular training includes a component to increase
competency in interjurisdictional placement procedures

Offer federally sponsored training to Court Improvement
Program (CIP) staff on interjurisdictional issues

Work with State’s CIP to train judges and Guardian ad

Litem (GAL) or Court Appointed Special Advocate

(CASA) members on interjurisdictional issues and how X
to conduct interjurisdictional placements to improve the

timeliness of placements

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.
2pPercentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Develop “bench briefs” to educate judges on
interjurisdictional issues and what questions to ask in X X
interstate cases
Staff Attitudes and Beliefs
Policy to consider in-state placements to achieve
permanency for children is clearly defined and XX
communicated to staff
Communicate commitment to interjurisdictional N
placement responsibilities to the caseworker
Encourage staff to consider interjurisdictional placement
8 . X XX
options that support the permanency plan routinely
Clarify in training for caseworkers that ASFA timelines X
apply to interjurisdictional cases
Provide training to keep a child-centered focus regarding N
interjurisdictional issues
Have supports, such as training, for caseworkers and
caretakers to help deal with the emotional process of X
“letting go” of the child for whom an in-state permanent
placement has not been found
Provide training for caseworkers and supports for the
child to prepare and help the child transition to a X

placement in another State

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.

2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.
Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Develop protocol for handling interjurisdictional
placement responsibilities X
Develop system for factoring interstate case duties into X N

caseworker workload

Require staff to document their response to out-of-state
inquiries for children waiting to be adopted by families X
with complete home studies

Develop system of accountability for processing

. A - : XX
interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner

Hold supervisors and caseworkers accountable to seek
interstate resources when needed for children

Use techniques, such as open adoption and
guardianships, to support children in maintaining (when X
appropriate) important connections in the sending State

Provide financial incentives to receiving States for timely
completion of interstate home studies

Education and Medical Expenses

Receiving State generally covers medical expenses not

covered by sending States for non-Title IV-E children xx

Sending State provides coverage for medical expenses
for non-Title 1V-E children placed in another State

Provide coverage for additional medical costs not
covered by Medicaid for Title IV-E children placed in X XX
another State

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States. (continued)
2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective?
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement®
X==>60%b of States x==>33%b of
States xx==>509%6 +
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50%b6 of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use
Enact Federal legislation which requires receiving States
to cover children under their Medicaid who qualify for
Supplemental Security Income in the sending State
Offer Medicaid coverage as part of TANF child-only
: . ; XX XX
grants for children in relative placements
Provide Medicaid to children receiving State-funded
adoption assistance from another State residing in our XX XX
State
Cover educational expenses of children sent from other
X XX
States
Fund the educational expenses of children placed in
: ) XX
foster care or pre-adoptive placements in other States
Enact Federal legislation that prohibits States from
charging sending States for educational costs
Include a form indicating our expectations as to how
medical and educational expenses will be covered when X XX
referring a child for placement in another State
Change State law or policy to allow foster children or
children in pre-adoptive placements to be considered -
residents of State for purposes of the provision of
education
Develop process for resolving interstate issues with
educational and medical expenses in a timely manner
Specify availability and accessibility of resources to meet X

a referred child’s needs

6-2

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.
2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.
Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xXx==>50%0 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Criminal Background Checks
Place info on State’s Web site regarding coverage of
medical and educational expenses of children placed in XX
State from other States
Develop a Web site with links to all States’ requirements N N
for coverage of medical and educational expenses
Enter into an agreement with State or local law
enforcement agencies to conduct criminal record checks X
in a timely manner
Create a Federal interagency agreement between DHHS N
and the FBI regarding timeframes for fingerprinting
Establish deadlines for FBI criminal background checks N
and mechanisms for enforcing these
Use electronic fingerprinting for background checks to
. X XX
expedite the process
Provide Federal financial support for States to develop N N
electronic fingerprinting capability
Streamline criminal background check process to limit
the number of individuals and agencies involved in the X XX
process
Provide support for the development of State models for N

streamlining the criminal background check process

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.
2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Routinely inform receiving States of our criminal XX
background check requirements during the referral
process
Make criminal background check requirements available XX
on State’s Web site
Conduct criminal background check requirements of the X
sending State if they are more extensive
Accept criminal background check requirements of the XX
receiving State if they are less extensive
Provide access to a name-based criminal database and XX

conduct name checks directly

Provide easier or on-line access to the National Crime

Information Center (NCIC) X
Conduct a prescreening name check early in the home

study process to determine if full State criminal XX

background check is needed

Extend criminal background checks to routinely include N

all adults in the home

Communication

Establish procedures to facilitate communication

between caseworkers and ICPC Administrator xX xX

Encourage direct communication between caseworkers

in sending and receiving States xx xx

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.
2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Coordinate events for caseworkers and supervisors with
staff outside their jurisdiction to promote potential XX
networking
Develop a mechanism for judicial oversight including
communication from sending State’s judge to receiving XX
State’s judge
Develop a process for negotiating which State pays to
maintain emergency placement until the emergency is XX
resolved
Use a secure Web-based system for transmitting ICPC
. - S . XX
referral information across jurisdictions or State lines
Use simultaneous transmission to send information from
State’s local agencies to both sending and receiving -
States’ ICPC administrators and to the sending and
receiving local agencies
Use a tickler tracking system to alert caseworkers of
time-sensitive events such as expected date of home XX
study completion
Develop a Web site with links to all States’ home study
requirements, POS contracting requirements, and X

postplacement standards

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.
2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Strategies and Supports

Widely Used
and
Effective?
X==>60%0 of
States
XX==>80%0 of
States

Very
Effective?
x==>50%0 of
States
XX==>50%0 +
minimum of
15 States use

Want to
Implement?®
x==>33%0 of

States
xX==>50%06 of
States

Very
Effective
Potential
Support?

x==>50% of
States

“Top”
Potential
Support
x=Most
frequently
rated

Permanency

Encourage courts to make “reasonable efforts” findings

to achieve the permanency plan

XX

XX

Provide judicial oversight in the county of origin for
children who have been placed out of State for an

extended period of time

XX

XX

Develop mechanisms for judges from sending and

receiving States to work together

Develop mechanisms for meaningful participation from
foster and adoptive parents and significant others in
case reviews and court hearing that are held out of

State

Develop procedures and an appeal process of ICPC
cases related to denial of home study, delays, and
sending States refusing to take children back after
extended time in residential or foster care

Accept a home study, completed and approved by the
State agency or a State-licensed child-placing agency in
another State, as a valid home study

XX

XX

Develop a national uniform home study template which
would facilitate dual licensure of foster and adoptive

homes

Develop ICPC procedures and forms to support requests

for dual home studies

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.

2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.
Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.

(continued)
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Encourage concurrent planning to identify out-of-state X
placement resources early in the case assessment
Include early identification of relative resources as a X
quality assurance item on a regular basis
Incorporate primary and concurrent permanency plans
in the placement agreement and define tasks to X
accomplish both plans in the case plan
Provide child’s education information to foster or pre- X
adoptive parent to facilitate school enroliment
Provide child’s medical history to foster or pre-adoptive X
parent
Develop protocols and guidelines for Adoption
Assistance negotiations with prospective adoptive - -
parents for children in the care of our State child welfare
system
Request regular face-to-face contacts for supervision of X X
children in other States
Require the same level of regular face-to-face contacts
for supervision of children coming into our State as we XX XX
require for children residing in our State
Work with sending States in conducting an annual
assessment with relative caregivers related to their X

decisions and intentions regarding adoption and other
options for permanency

1Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.

2Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.

(continued)

Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.
“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Strategies and Potential Supports (continued)

Widely Used Very
and Effective? Want to Very “Top”
Effective’ x==>50% of Implement?® Effective Potential
Xx=>60%b of States x==>33%b of Potential Support
States xx==>509%6 + States Support? X=Most
xx==>80% of minimum of xx==>50% of x==>50%b6 of frequently
Strategies and Supports States 15 States use States States rated
Use and regularly monitor a computerized tickler
tracking system to track children who are referred to or XX X
placed in our State
Tracking and Reporting
Be able to track steps in the interstate placement
X XX
process (e.g., home study and placement status)
Identify the elements needed to track interjurisdictional
cases with the goal of introducing Federal legislation to
. . : X
support and fund a national tracking, reporting, and
case management system
Use an electronic-based information system for
. . ) X XX
simultaneous transmission across State lines
Use the ICPC database to generate and track X
information
Include data specific to interjurisdictional cases in N
SACWIS system
Use an automated State tracking system that is not N X
linked to SACWIS*
Provide judges with electronic reports on child welfare N
caseload
Provide legal clarification of the scope of HIPAA within N

the child welfare realm from intake to adoption

*Percentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “somewhat” or “very effective” out of all reporting States.

2pPercentage is based on States that rated a strategy as “very effective” out of those States that used and rated the strategy.
Spercentage is based on States that reported they were investigating or needed assistance to implement the strategy out of all reporting States.

“Percentage is based on States that rated a support as “very effective” out of all reporting States.
* This strategy meets the criteria for inclusion on this table and reflects the practice of many States. However, using a system that is not linked to SACWIS is
not a recommendation; it is always preferable to link child welfare data to a SACWIS system.
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2.1.1

Staffing and Resources

Strategies to reduce the burden of home studies and
supervision figure prominently among States’ responses to
staffing and resource barriers. Table 2-1 shows one strategy
that stands out as highly effective and of interest to at least
half of the States. To address the differing practice standards
among States, five States use the uniform home study format
developed by several States for all intra- and interstate home
studies. Although only a few States have adopted the uniform
home study, it was rated as highly effective by two of the four
States that use and rated it, and more than half of the
remaining States were interested in using it for their State.

More than half of the States were interested in trying two other
strategies:

§ Twenty-seven States are interested in using
videoconferencing to maintain connections for children
when visits are too costly or distance prevents an
appropriate level of contact. Currently, only three States
use this technology. None rated the effectiveness,
probably because it is too soon to evaluate.

8§ Twenty-six States are interested in border agreements
to allow caseworkers to cross State lines to conduct
home studies and post-placement supervision visits. Of
the five States that have border agreements, three
reported they were somewhat effective, one reported it
was ineffective, and one was unable to comment on the
effectiveness due to the newness of their border
agreement.

Of 48 reporting States, 26 designate specific caseworkers to
handle interstate cases and rated the effectiveness of this
technique. Half of these rated this strategy as very effective.
States are also using local ICPC liaisons to facilitate the
administrative process and to provide consultation to
caseworkers. Despite the success of these States, only three
States are investigating this option or need assistance to do so,
perhaps due to lack of funds.

Not surprisingly, the most frequently requested support in the
staffing area was to provide Federal funding for staff dedicated
to interstate cases.



Section 2 — Summary and Recommendations

2.1.2

2.1.3

Knowledge and Training

States use a variety of strategies to increase knowledge and
awareness of interjurisdictional placement options and
procedures through training and other resources. One such
strategy—having an in-state expert on interjurisdictional issues
available for legal or social work consultation on interstate
cases—was widely used and rated as highly effective by 36 of
the 45 States that have such an expert. In-state experts such
as the ICPC office staff, managers and supervisors, field
support, and legal counsel, as well as national or Federal
resources, were counted on for consultation.

Conducting relative searches early in the process can
significantly shorten the child’s stay in foster care. Many States
provide training that includes how to search for a child’s
relatives and provide the tools for these searches, such as the
use of the child support agency, Web sites, and search
agencies. More than half of the States agreed that providing the
tools for the searches was highly effective. Several States
suggested using tools and methods applied in department of
social services and child support divisions for locating relatives,
such as a parent locator service, child support and paternity
searches, welfare records, and Medicaid resources.

Of the reporting States, 71 percent indicated interest in using a
Web tutorial, CD, or video for caseworker training on
interjurisdictional processes. Of the six States that use this
strategy, three found it somewhat effective, two rated it as
ineffective, and one did not know its effectiveness. These
results suggest that these States may have insights to offer to
the 34 States that are interested in this type of training—
“lessons learned” that could improve the effectiveness of such
trainings over previous experience.

The support that received the most ratings was to develop
“bench briefs” to educate judges on interjurisdictional issues
and what questions to ask in interstate cases.

Staff Attitudes and Beliefs

Staff attitudes and beliefs may interfere with conscientious
performance of interjurisdictional responsibilities. For example,
viewing responsibilities for interstate placements as a lower
priority or being reluctant to pursue interstate placements for a
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child due to personal beliefs can delay the placement of a child
in a permanent home.

Many States have leadership who communicate commitment to
interjurisdictional work through clearly defined policies,
training, and encouragement of routine consideration of
interstate resources for children. More than 60 percent of
States agree that the following strategies are effective:

(1) communicating a clearly defined policy that caseworkers
should consider out-of-state placements to achieve permanency
for children; (2) clarifying in training for caseworkers that ASFA
timelines apply to interjurisdictional cases; and (3) encouraging
staff to consider interjurisdictional placement options that
support the permanency plan routinely. The first two strategies
are used and found effective by 46 and 45 States, respectively.
The third one was found highly effective by 19 of the 38 States
that used and rated it—one said it was ineffective. Permanency
options are typically discussed in case reviews, semiannual
reviews, placement committees, supervision trainings, attorney
meetings, and in court.

Variation in whether and how interjurisdictional cases are
counted when assessing a caseworker’s workload and for
reporting purposes may affect attitudes towards
interjurisdictional cases. Although fewer than half of States
have developed a system for factoring interstate case duties
into caseworker workload, half of the ones that do and rated it
agreed that it was highly effective; only two said it was
ineffective.

Thirty-two States reported they have a system of accountability
for processing interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner. In
addition to the usual case review processes, States reported
other ways that they implemented such a system, such as a
Foster Care Review Board that focuses more heavily on
interjurisdictional cases; monthly leadership meetings for
adoption staff and an advanced database framework for
monitoring work performance.

The single support that States thought would make the most
difference in promoting positive attitudes was providing
financial incentives to receiving States for timely completion of
interstate home studies.



Section 2 — Summary and Recommendations

2.1.4

Education and Medical Expenses

Additional barriers that interfere with effective performance of
interjurisdictional responsibilities are difficulties in obtaining
funding for educational or medical expenses for children waiting
for, or already in, interstate placements. Although children only
need medical coverage in one State (either sending or
receiving), policies that give States more potential for flexibility
ensure that coverage is available for any specific child.

Interestingly, of the 12 strategies listed on the survey, seven
were used and rated effective by at least 60 percent of States,
nine were rated as highly effective by at least half of the States
that used and rated it, and two were not used but of interest to
at least one-third of the 48 reporting States.

For purposes of this discussion, selected findings are
categorized according to the need addressed (i.e., medical or
educational) and from the perspective of the State (i.e.,
sending or receiving).

§ Strategies that sending States use to pay for children’s
medical needs

At least 60 percent of States use and rated effective two
strategies—in fact, more than half rated them as highly
effective.

Medical costs for children placed within or out of their
own States are most easily covered when the child is
Title IV-E eligible and qualifies for Medicaid. These
children can qualify for Medicaid coverage in the
receiving State, but some children have additional
medical costs not covered by Medicaid such as mental
health and dental service coverage. Many States provide
coverage for additional medical costs not covered by
Medicaid for Title IV-E children placed in another State
(used by 41 States; 24 rated it as highly effective; and
two rated it as ineffective).

Arrangements must be made for children who are not
eligible for Title IV-E. Almost all States provide coverage
for medical expenses for non-Title IV-E children placed
in another State (44 States used it; 24 rated it as highly
effective, and 5 rated it as ineffective).

§ Strategies that receiving States use to pay for children’s
medical needs

Although not widely used, of the 23 States that
generally cover medical expenses not covered by
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sending States for non-Title 1V-E children, 12 rated it as
highly effective. Two other strategies,

— offer Medicaid coverage as part of TANF child-only
grants for children in relative placements and

— provide Medicaid to children receiving State-funded
adoption assistance from another State,

are not only widely used, but are also rated highly
effective by more than half of these States.

Strategies that sending States use to pay for children’s
educational needs

About two-thirds of the reporting States (32) fund the
educational expenses of children placed in foster care or
pre-adoptive placements in other States. Sixteen found
this to be a highly effective practice.

Strategies that receiving States use to pay for children’s
educational needs

Almost all of the reporting States (40) cover educational
expenses of children sent from other States. Twenty-six
States rated this practice as highly effective. Some
States qualified this practice by saying that special
education expenses will not be paid for by the receiving
State.

Half of the States have changed State law or policy to
allow foster children or children in pre-adoptive
placements to be considered residents of State for
purposes of the provision of education. Sixteen States
reported their policy was highly effective; one rated it as
ineffective.

States also reported several procedural strategies to
communicate their expectations for meeting the medical and
educational needs of children in interstate placements:

§

Include a form indicating our expectations as to how
medical and educational expenses will be covered when
referring a child for placement in another State (widely
used and rated very effective by more than half of the
States that do this).

Specify availability and accessibility of resources to meet
a referred child’s needs (used by 43 States and rated
effective by most of these).

Place information on State’s Web site regarding
coverage of medical and educational expenses of
children placed in State from other States (used by only
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a few States but more than half of the States would like
help to do this).

§ Develop a Web site with links to all States’ requirements
for coverage of medical and educational expenses (most
States rated it as a very effective potential support and
the top support they would like to see implemented).

Criminal Background Checks

Criminal background checks, which may include local, State,
and FBI criminal records checks, are an important step in the
home study process and are often cited as a cause of delays.
States may require local, State, and FBI criminal record checks.
Many States have several ways to streamline the criminal
background check process.

Fingerprints are used in FBI checks and are commonly required
for some foster care and adoptive parent applicants in State-
level checks. Although not used by many States, electronic
fingerprinting was the strategy reported to be most effective by
the States that use it. It was also the strategy of greatest
interest among States that do not currently use it. Electronic
fingerprinting involves entering an individual’s fingerprints
electronically into a database that allows for quicker processing
than standard card methods.

Consistent with this finding is that almost 80 percent of States
thought that providing Federal financial support for States to
develop electronic fingerprint capability would be very effective.

More than half of the States streamline the process by limiting
the number of individuals and agencies involved in the process.

Although not widely used, the States that conduct
prescreening name checks and that are able to conduct nhame
checks directly through database access, have found these
practices to be highly effective. A prescreening process is used
prior to a full criminal records check as a preliminary measure
for investigating an individual’s criminal record status and as a
way to speed up the home study process. A nhame check is a
method of retrieving criminal records that involves searching
databases for an individual’s name and/or other identifying
information such as date of birth or social security number.

Different requirements between a sending and receiving State
can sometimes present a barrier to timely interjurisdictional
placements. Almost two-thirds of States accept the
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requirements of the receiving States if they are less extensive
than their own and most of these States rated it as highly
effective.’

States that routinely inform receiving States of their
background check requirements during the referral process or
have their requirements available on their Web site report that
these are highly effective methods.

Communication

States place great importance on facilitating communications
between caseworkers and the ICPC administrator and between
caseworkers in sending and receiving States. To facilitate these
communications, almost all States use the following strategies
and more than half reported that they are highly effective:

§ Establish procedures to facilitate communication
between caseworkers and the ICPC administrator.

§ Encourage direct communication between caseworkers
in sending and receiving States.

A number of States cautioned that although direct
communication is encouraged, it is imperative to keep the State
ICPC offices informed and to ensure that formal decisions
reside with the State office.

To enhance and speed up communication, more than half of the
reporting States are interested in using technology to:

8§ Use a secure Web-based system for transmitting ICPC
referral information across jurisdictions or State lines.
Only three States reported that they use such a system,
however, 37 States would like assistance or are
investigating the feasibility of implementing this
strategy.

§ Use simultaneous transmission to send information from
a State’s local agency to both sending and receiving
States’ ICPC Administrators and to the sending and
receiving local agency. Only 10 States reported they use
this; however, over half of the States (52 percent)
would like to.

Two other strategies were not widely used but were of interest
to at least half of the States:

1Several States referred to the ICPC regulations to support the practice
of abiding by the receiving State’s policy governing placements.
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§ a tickler tracking system to alert caseworkers of time-
sensitive events such as expected date of home study
completion and

8§ a mechanism for judicial oversight, including
communication from the sending State’s judge to the
receiving State’s judge to ensure timely placement
decisions.

Although not commonly used, these two strategies were rated
as highly effective by at least half of the States that did use
them:

8§ Develop a process for negotiating payment for
emergency placements.

§ Coordinate events for caseworkers and supervisors to
promote networking outside their jurisdictions.

Permanency

Some States use a range of strategies to facilitate timely
movement toward permanent homes in interstate placements.

Most States accept home studies from other States, the
standard under the ICPC, and more than half rated the practice
as highly effective. However, some States reported that they
request additional information if needed to address a particular
concern or if the study was not clearly written. One way to
reduce differences in home study requirements among States
and to pave the way for a foster family to adopt a child placed
with them, is to develop a national uniform home study
template that would facilitate simultaneously licensing homes
for both foster care and adoptive placements—this suggestion
was tied for “top” support among reporting States.

Two commonly used judicial strategies that were also rated as
highly effective were:

8 Provide judicial oversight in the county of origin for
lengthy out-of-state placements.

§ Encourage courts to make “reasonable efforts” findings
to achieve the permanency plan—used by all reporting
States.

Tied for “top” support, nine States want to (1) develop a
national uniform home study template that would facilitate dual
licensure of foster and adoptive homes and (2) establish an
ICPC appeals process that could be used to resolve home study
denials and delays by receiving States, and refusal by sending
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States to take children back after extended time in residential
or foster care.

Concurrent planning—that is, simultaneously planning for a
child to be reunited with his or her birth family and developing
an alternative plan for other permanency options—is essential
to help children move quickly into permanent homes once it is
clear that they will not return to their birth families. Almost all
States include early identification of relative resources as a
quality assurance item and encourage early concurrent
planning to identify out-of-state placement resources.

Two related strategies, providing medical and educational
information to foster and pre-adoptive parents, were used and
rated effective by many States. Some States use medical
passports and others send this information as part of the
interstate placement request packet.

Sometimes delays in placements are caused by efforts to
negotiate the financial issues. All but two States have protocols
and guidelines for negotiating adoption assistance agreements
to facilitate the path to permanency.

Once a placement has been made, the State in which the child
resides is responsible for conducting post placement visits to
ensure his or her safety and well-being. Ideally, receiving
States should provide the same level of contact for supervision
for children sent from other States as they do for children who
are in their custody and reside in their State. In fact, 43 of the
responding States do so and 24 report that it is highly effective.
Most States (45) request face-to-face contacts for supervision
of children they have placed in other States; and 26 believe it is
highly effective.

Computerized tickler tracking systems to facilitate the
monitoring of children placed across States were used by fewer
than half the responding States. Among those not currently
implementing these systems, nearly all wanted to implement
such a system.

Tracking and Reporting

A State automated child welfare information system (SACWIS)
is a comprehensive automated case management tool that
supports child welfare case practice including foster care and
adoption assistance case management practice. By law, a
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SACWIS is required to support the reporting of information
about children in States’ foster care and adoption systems,
including children placed out of State. Currently, most States
and the District of Columbia are at some stage of SACWIS
planning, development, implementation, or operations.
Although SACWIS systems should be designed to report
information on children in out-of-state placements, not all
States have fully functioning SACWIS systems. Only 19 States
reported that they include interjurisdictional cases in their
SACWIS system; another 21 need assistance to do so.

Many States thought that the “top” support needed from a
national level was to identify the elements needed to track
interjurisdictional cases with the goal of Federal support to fund
a national cross-State tracking, reporting, and case
management system.

Two data systems were reported to be highly effective by more
than half of the States that used and rated them:

8§ Use ICPC database to generate and track information.

§ Use an automated State tracking system that is not
linked to SACWIS.

States that are currently using a tracking system not linked to
SACWIS, such as the ICPC database, may be migrating to a
SACWIS but that information was not reported.

About 70 percent of States reported that they can track steps in
the interstate process, such as home study approval status and
placement status. More than half of these States rated that
strategy as highly effective.

Only one State is using an electronic-based information system
for simultaneous transmission of information across State lines.
However, a significant number of States (30) are interested in
implementing this strategy.

The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA)
addresses the security and privacy of patient health data, which
raises some important questions about information sharing
practices in child welfare cases. States ranked as a close,
second “top” support, that providing legal clarification on the
scope of HIPAA within the child welfare realm would be most
effective.
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2.2

2.2.1

WORKGROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

Process

During the presentation of survey findings, the workgroup
participants selected the strategies and supports contained in
the survey that should be carried forward in considering the top
priorities for action. While it is important to recognize that all of
the strategies and supports have merit; this process aimed to
identify the actions that deserve the highest priority. In
performing this task, participants reviewed the two categories
of strategies identified as highly effective and those that States
had the greatest interest in implementing and determined
whether any of them should not be pursued at this time. In
addition, they reviewed strategies not in either of the previous
categories to determine if they were important enough to keep
in the top priority group, based on their expert opinion.
Likewise, supports were reviewed and narrowed down to those
that take the highest priority at this time.

In the process of choosing the most important strategies and
supports, group discussion continued and the wording of a few
items was modified to clarify the goal or action needed for
positive change. A number of strategies were debated as to
whether they were (1) appropriate to carry forward, given that
the barrier that they were designed to address may not be well
understood or (2) feasible to pursue, given that the selected
strategies may have a lower impact in producing positive
changes compared to other strategies.

For example, the strategy to “develop a mechanism for judicial
oversight including communication from the sending State’s
judge to the receiving States’ judge” was modified as a result of
discussion among workgroup members. Many in the workgroup
stated that since the receiving State’s judge did not have any
legal authority over the child, developing a mechanism “for
judicial oversight” implies a realm of authority that does not
exist. Some workgroup participants with legal backgrounds
argued that judges communicated anyway and it was important
to provide parameters and guidance regarding this
communication. A few workgroup members felt communication
between judges in the sending and receiving States could foster
better understanding of issues and resolution of issues in
interstate placements. The Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area
Judges Memorandum of Understanding in Regard to the
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Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (Judge
Stephen Rideout, personal communication, June 3, 2005) is an
example of such a framework to improve collaboration between
States on interjurisdictional cases. In deliberating strategies to
carry forward, this specific item stayed in the top category but
was reworded to drop the word “oversight.” Some other
strategies and supports were eliminated from the top category
altogether. Workgroup participants did not necessarily have
total agreement on every recommendation, but the
recommendations presented did receive strong support among
the majority of workgroup participants.

Recommendations by Thematic Category

Frequently, workgroup recommendations were very broad. The
prioritized strategies and supports were grouped into categories
according to the overriding themes they addressed. In this
process, strategies and supports were labeled, categorized, and
very similar strategies were either collapsed into single items or
clustered into joint efforts. The recommendations are designed
to provide an impetus for administrators and field workers to
investigate improvements that are currently within their reach
and to help the national organizations identify specific areas on
which they can focus their efforts to improve interjurisdictional
placement practice.

The 14 organizing categories of priority strategies and supports
for an action agenda are presented below. The items that were
combined or clustered into a single item are presented together
as a single item.

ICPC Rewrite

8 Require the same level of face-to-face contacts for
supervision of children received as is required for
resident children and have sending States request their
standard for face-to-face contacts for supervision of
children in receiving States.

8 Modify ICPC procedures and forms to support requests
for dual home studies and to include any treatment or
service needs of the child.

8§ Modify ICPC regulations to simplify the steps in the
process.

Funding Medical or Educational Expenses

8§ Cover educational expenses of children and if necessary,
change State law or policy to allow foster and pre-
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adoptive children to be considered State residents for
purposes of education (receiving States).

§ Cover medical expenses for children without such
coverage, particularly those lacking Title IV-E eligibility
(sending and receiving States working together).

8 Provide coverage for additional medical costs not
covered by Medicaid for Title IV-E children (sending
States).?

§ Offer Medicaid coverage as part of TANF child-only
grants for children in relative placements (receiving
States).

8 Develop a process for resolving interstate issues with
educational and medical expenses in a timely manner.

Communication

8§ Use a secure Web-based system for transmitting ICPC
referrals across State and county lines.

§ Use simultaneous transmission to send information to
ICPC administrators and sending and receiving local
agencies.

§ Establish procedures to encourage and facilitate
communication between caseworkers and ICPC
administrators as well as between caseworkers in
sending and receiving States.

8 Develop a process for negotiating which State pays for
emergency placement when a placement disrupts.?

Staffing

8 Designate specific caseworkers to handle all interstate
placement cases.

8 Develop a system for factoring interstate case duties
into caseworker workload.

8 Arrange POS contracts with agencies to conduct home
studies and streamline procurement requirements to
allow for timely POS arrangements.

8 Use broker contracts for home studies and/or
supervision (as either a sending or receiving State).

8 Use border agreements to allow caseworkers to cross
State lines to conduct home studies and supervision.

2 Services such as mental health or dental care may not be covered by
Medicaid in all States.

3Although this strategy was recommended by the group, the sending
State remains financially responsible according to the current ICPC
statutory law.
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Caseworker Training

§

Provide training for caseworkers and supports to the
child to prepare for transition and ensure services in an
interstate placement; this would address worker
concerns about “letting go.”

Use a Web tutorial, CD, or video to train caseworkers on
interjurisdictional processes (or use “just in time”
training).

Include a component in regular caseworker training to
increase awareness and competency in interjurisdictional
placement procedures.

Coordinate events to promote networking for staff to
interact with staff from other jurisdictions.

Criminal Background Checks (CBC)

§

Create a Federal interagency agreement between the
Departments of Justice and Health and Human Services
and the FBI regarding responding to requests for
criminal records information and processing
fingerprinting and that contains deadlines for checks and
mechanisms for enforcing these.

Use electronic fingerprinting.*

Provide support for the development of State models for
streamlining the criminal background check process,
such as prescreening names to determine if a full CBC is
needed and limiting the number of individuals and
agencies involved.

Provide access to a name-based criminal database and
conduct name checks directly at the State level.

Conduct the criminal background requirements of the
sending State if they are more extensive.

Accept the CBC of the receiving State if requirements
are less extensive than those of the sending State.

Although the last two strategies listed appear to contradict each
other, the group clearly was searching for ways to address the
conflict that sometimes arises when the sending State requests
that the receiving State conduct a more extensive check than is
standard practice with the receiving State.

“The group noted that this was an expensive system and may not be
feasible for many States.
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Best Practices

§

Review issues on children in interjurisdictional
placements to develop best practices for caseworkers
and administrators.

Develop a national uniform home study template to
facilitate dual licensure of foster and adoptive homes.

Develop protocols or guidelines for Adoption Assistance
negotiations with prospective adoptive parents.

Designate an expert in each State on interjurisdictional
issues available for legal and social work consultation
and best practices.®

Accept foster and adoptive parent training provided by
other States.

Accept as valid a home study completed and approved
by State agency or State-licensed agency in another
State.®

Work with sending States in doing an annual assessment
with relatives regarding their intentions to pursue
permanency options in order to avoid years of
supervision by receiving State.

Provide clear expectations that interjurisdictional
placements supportive of the permanency plan should
be considered early in case review.

Establish an expedited appeal system for denial of a
home study that can be used by families or agencies as
well as an appeal system for addressing long delays in
moving toward permanency or refusal to take children
back after an extended time out of State.

Inform receiving States of the sending State’s CBC
requirements during the referral process.

Increasing Accountability

§

Clarify Federal expectations related to Section 422
(b)(12)SSA, which requires States to provide assurances
for a plan for the effective use of cross-jurisdictional
resources to facilitate timely adoptive or permanent
placements.

SAs described in Section 3.2.1, States consult with legal counsel, field
support, and managers in addition to ICPC administrators on
interjurisdictional issues.

SAccording to the current ICPC, sending States should accept the home
study provided by the receiving State. There are cases where the
sending State may request additional information or clarification but
it is not clear how conflicts regarding the approval of a home study
are resolved.
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Assist States in developing a system of accountability for
processing interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner.

Use and regularly monitor a computerized tickler
tracking system to track significant steps in the
interjurisdictional placement and supervision process for
both sending and receiving States and to alert
caseworkers, supervisors, and central offices of time-
sensitive events.

Use a database to generate and track information about
interjurisdictional cases and incorporate data specific to
interjurisdictional cases in SACWIS systems.

Identify the elements needed to track interjurisdictional
cases to support and fund a national tracking, reporting,
and case management system. (This could be done by a
national workgroup.)

Routinely provide judges with electronic reports on their
child welfare caseload.

Judicial Measures

§

Provide training on interjurisdictional issues to judges
and Guardian ad Litem (GAL) or Court Appointed Special
Advocate (CASA) members through Court Improvement
Programs or other avenues such as “bench briefs.”

Develop mechanisms for participation by attorneys and
significant other parties in out-of-state case and
administrative reviews and court hearings.

Develop a mechanism for communication between
judges in sending and receiving States to ensure timely
placement decisions.’

Information Dissemination

§

Create a national Web site with either State pages or
links to State Web sites containing the following
information on State requirements: criminal background
checks, coverage of medical and educational expenses
as a sending and as a receiving State, a list of POS
agencies with active contracts and POS requirements of
the State, home study requirements, and post-
placement standards.

Clarifying Federal Policy

§

Provide legal clarification of the scope of HIPAA within
the child welfare realm from intake to adoption.

“The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ)
has developed Memorandums of Understanding (MOUSs) to facilitate
communication between judges.
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8 Develop a brief on Medicaid receipt when a child
qualifies for Supplemental Security Income (SSl) in the
sending State.

§ Clarify through an Information Memorandum what Title
IV-B can pay for in purchase of services.

Federal Funding and Financial Incentives

8 Provide Federal funding incentives for timely practice in
interstate placements, particularly for timely completion
of interstate home studies.

8 Provide additional, specific Federal funding for staff
designated for interjurisdictional responsibilities.

Support for Family Connections

8 Provide resources such as video conferencing to
facilitate visitation between parents and children in other
jurisdictions.

Relative Searches

8 Provide the tools (access to Federal Parent Locator
Service, child support agency, other Web sites or search
agencies) to assist in searching for relatives.

8 Provide training on how to search for relatives (maternal
and paternal) within and outside own State.

Priority Recommendations

The final task for the workgroup was to decide on their
recommendations for the specific strategies or goals which
would have the greatest impact in resolving barriers to
interjurisdictional placements. Workgroup members reiterated
that many of the 78 strategies and 21 supports identified in
Table 2-1 will be required for solving barriers; however, they
agreed that the identification of a few priority recommendations
could give focus to the reform effort.

The workgroup first decided that all of the recommendations
related to ICPC changes should be given to the committee
working on the rewrite of the ICPC. Then through a
collaborative effort, the workgroup members developed ten
recommendations from those strategies selected as most
important by the participants.

The workgroup clearly said that they were not suggesting
additional Federal regulations. However, recommendations
were made for technical assistance to the States and for steps
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which national organizations may take to support improved
interjurisdictional placements.

These recommendations for facilitating more timely and
effective practice in interjurisdictional placements are listed
below in order of priority. Significant aspects of the workgroup’s
discussion related to these recommendations are summarized.
It is hoped that multiple national and State partners will join in
the interjurisdictional placement reform effort as a wide variety
of initiatives will be required to develop systems to expedite the
placement of children to achieve their permanency plans.

Recommendation 1: Develop a national uniform home
study template that identifies core content areas to
facilitate dual licensure of foster and adoptive homes.

Participants believed that core elements essential to home
studies should be identified and standardized among all States.
They did not believe that it would be beneficial to require a
single home study format in Federal regulation but
recommended that a workgroup identify core content that could
be integrated into home studies in county and State
jurisdictions. This template of core elements should include
essential content for dual licensure of foster and adoptive
homes to prevent the need for a second home study when the
placement goal changes from foster care to adoption. Of
course, accomplishing this objective would require two
processes: identification of the core elements and standardizing
this template across the country.

Recommendation 2: Provide training on
interjurisdictional issues to judges and Guardian ad
Litem (GAL) or Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA)
members through Court Improvement Programs or other
avenues such as “bench briefs.”

In expanding training to judges and key court personnel,
participants recommended that trainings be multi-disciplinary
and that legal professionals co-present with social work
professionals. Training that integrates ICPC and other
interjurisdictional issues into a broader permanency context is
essential. For example, judges need to be encouraged to ask
early in a case and then consistently inquire whether relatives
have been identified and where they are located. Two other
issues were identified as important to include in training: (1)
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encouraging judges to make “reasonable efforts” findings about
the agency’s activities to achieve the permanency plan (or
active efforts for tribal cases) in order to move cases toward
permanency and (2) stressing the importance of providing
judicial oversight in the county of origin for children who have
been out of State for an extended time to review their
permanency options. The latter issue should be addressed
through regular and frequent case reviews of children placed in
other States.

A range of mechanisms are needed for giving essential
information on interjurisdictional issues to judges and other
court personnel so that they have it at hand when needed. For
example, bench briefs or cards can be extrapolated from the
lengthy manual on interjurisdictional issues previously
developed for the judiciary. Bench briefs can consist of a short
checklist for judges to make sure that they have inquired into
the key issues that will ensure the child moves to permanency
in a timely manner.

Recommendation 3: Create a national Web site with
either State pages or links to State Web sites containing
the following information on State requirements:
criminal background checks, coverage of medical and
educational expenses as a sending and as a receiving
State, a list of Purchase of Service (POS) agencies with
active contracts and POS requirements within the State,
home study requirements, and post-placement standards
for supervision.

Previous research conducted by APHSA on delays in the
interstate home study process identified missing information in
home studies, delays in clarifying or negotiating financial-
medical issues, and a range of problems related to criminal
background checks as the leading causes for delays in
completing home studies. Workgroup participants believed that
having the range of essential information immediately
accessible to administrators and workers to clarify needed
elements in the sending State’s referral process and in the
home study process in the receiving State would eliminate
many of the delays resulting from lack of information.

The creation of a national Web site with links to State
requirements essential to interjurisdictional placements was the
top-rated support for addressing communication barriers
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among survey respondents. They gave it the highest
effectiveness rating of the 11 potential supports listed to
address communication barriers and chose it as the single
support in this group that would facilitate the most positive
change.

The survey results indicate that many States do not currently
have the essential information on their Web sites. For example,
25 of the responding States reported that they had criminal
background check requirements on their State Web sites, and
10 States reported that information about coverage of medical
and educational expenses was on their State Web sites. Since
many States do not currently have this information on their
own Web sites, it may be more realistic to create Web pages in
an existing national Web site such as APHSA or the Children’s
Bureau-funded Child Welfare Information Gateway with each
State’s requirements on as many of the five essential
recommended categories as possible as well as additional links
to State Web sites that have this information.

Recommendation 4: Clarify Federal expectations
regarding accountability for performance on interstate
placement cases, especially in Child and Family Service
Reviews (CFSR), and assist States in developing a
system of accountability for processing
interjurisdictional cases in a timely manner.

Accountability at the Federal level and within States and
counties is essential to improving performance in
interjurisdictional responsibilities. Data that demonstrates the
timeliness of home study completion and other steps in the
permanency process for both sending and receiving States is
needed. lIdentifying States that are effectively tracking and
monitoring performance in interjurisdictional responsibilities
would provide models for other States to use.

Some issues brought up by workgroup members included the
lack of a consistent standard as to what is a realistic timeframe
to do good practice in completing a home study. Other
participants expressed concerns related to fairness in
examining interjurisdictional issues in CFSRs. For example,
supervision standards vary from State to State; if the sending
State requires monthly visits while the receiving State requires
quarterly visits, the sending State’s requirement may not be
met even if it is requested in the referral process. One
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suggestion offered was to conduct a statewide assessment of
performance on interjurisdictional placements versus
performance on in-state placements in the CFSR. The quality of
services needs to be assessed as well as timeliness.

A primary issue that needs to be addressed to achieve
accountability is the development of computerized databases
that capture elements of interjurisdictional performance as both
a sending and a receiving State. Currently, the tasks receiving
States perform for interstate cases are not captured in most
databases. Interjurisdictional practice needs to be incorporated
into SACWIS systems in ways that are consistent with AFCARS
requirements while allowing interjurisdictional cases to be
identified as such. Improving the capacity to capture
information about interjurisdictional placements in AFCARS
would also increase the Children’s Bureau’s understanding
about this phenomenon and enable the tracking of trends over
time in interjurisdictional cases.

Recommendation 5: Receiving States should cover
educational expenses of children and, if necessary,
change State law or policy to allow foster and pre-
adoptive children to be considered State residents for
purposes of education.

The workgroup agreed that free access to education in
receiving States for all children in foster and pre-adoptive
placements would be the most effective solution, even if
changes in State or Federal law or policy is required. Working
toward a Federal law that would support the access of foster
children to education in receiving States was discussed as a
possible solution to educational barriers. Such legislation may
need to limit this free access to foster children living in families
and exempt those in residential treatment facilities, for whom
receiving States would usually be confronting very high,
specialized education costs. Many receiving States already treat
children in foster family care as residents for purposes of
education, and broadening this entitlement to all States is a
critical priority.
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Recommendation 6: Create a mechanism that specifies
acceptable deadlines for responding to requests for
criminal records information and processing
fingerprinting and includes mechanisms for enforcing
these deadlines.

Lengthy time periods for the completion of criminal background
checks (CBCs) is one of the top three sources of delays in
completing interstate home studies in a timely manner,
according to APHSA’s study of the home study process in
interstate placements (APHSA, 2002b). The most time-
consuming step to completing the CBC is the FBI check, which
at the time of a second study in 2002, was required by 35
States in either foster or adoptive home studies or both
(Dunhem and Oppenheim, 2002). Turnaround time to process
FBI checks averaged 44 days and sometimes took as long as 84
days (Dunhem & Oppenheim, 2002).

The workgroup endorsed two supports as high priority for
addressing these delays:

8 Create a Federal interagency agreement between HHS
and the FBI.

§ Establish enforceable timeframes for FBI checks.

These were combined into a single recommendation.

Recommendation 7: Develop a system for factoring
interstate case duties into caseworker workload.

The survey indicates that only 18 States reported having a
system for factoring interstate case duties into caseworker
workload, and it was the strategy of greatest interest for future
development in addressing issues related to staff attitudes and
beliefs. Both this recommendation and Recommendation 4,
related to accountability, require advances at both macro and
micro levels. Cases need to show up in an automated system,
in both the sending and receiving States, to be fully
incorporated into caseworkers’ workloads. Only then will
caseworkers be held equally accountable for interstate and
intrastate case services. Children in interstate placements in
receiving States may not even have official case ID numbers to
allow their cases to be incorporated into official caseworker
workloads.
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Participants identified a range of issues that affect the way in
which interjurisdictional cases are factored into caseloads. In
some jurisdictions, interjurisdictional cases may be viewed as
easier because some of the steps are being carried out by
another worker. In other jurisdictions, they are viewed as more
complex because they involve differing State policies,
challenges accessing services, and long distance
communication. The ambiguity surrounding our understanding
of good interjurisdictional practice amplifies the problem of
incorporating it adequately into caseworker assignments and
increases the likelihood that these duties receive less attention.

Some strategies for working on this goal include the
identification of State models for incorporating
interjurisdictional responsibilities into caseworker workload;
clarification of ways in which automated databases address
worker functions in both sending and receiving States; and an
understanding of effective practice processes in
interjurisdictional cases for workers in both sending and
receiving States.

Recommendation 8: Identify model practices and policies
at both the State and Federal levels to ensure the
provision of medical assistance to children who are
placed across State lines that are not categorically
eligible for Medicaid in the receiving State.

Workgroup participants viewed solutions for covering medical
expenses of children in interjurisdictional placements as
needing to take place in both sending and receiving States. The
reciprocity currently in force which seems to work best in
addressing this barrier is the Interstate Compact on Adoption
and Medical Assistance (ICAMA) provision for receiving States
to provide Medicaid to children in pre-adoptive (agreement in
place) or adoptive homes. Currently, Federal law requires
States to provide Medicaid or its equivalent to children who are
not eligible for the Title IV-E adoption assistance program but
have special needs for “medical or rehabilitative care” for whom
the State provides a State-funded adoption assistance
agreement (Section 471(a)(21) of the Social Security Act). This
option has assisted many States in providing medical assistance
to all children with special needs receiving adoption assistance
regardless of where their adoptive parents live. States that
instituted a policy of reciprocity provide Medicaid to all children
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who meet the criteria, even if another State is providing the
State-funded adoption assistance.

A similar policy for reciprocity for medical assistance for foster
children who are placed with relatives or in foster homes or
residential treatment facilities in the receiving States might be
explored. Almost all States (44) responded that, as a sending
State, they provide medical coverage for children placed out of
State and lacking Title IV-E eligibility. However, finding a health
care provider willing to accept the sending State’s Medicaid or
insurance coverage can be difficult.

There are a number of other options that might be explored
such as ways to negotiate and implement fee-for-medical-
services contracts between private providers and sending
States, and options for putting the children on their relatives’
insurance with sending States paying for the additional
insurance premium costs.

According to the survey, States that do not currently cover
medical expenses for children placed in their State from
another are not interested in investigating this possibility. This
suggests that finding solutions to these barriers would require
national leadership.

Recommendation 9: Develop mechanisms for
participation by attorneys and significant other parties in
out-of-state case or administrative reviews and court
hearings.

In order to provide for the full consideration of needs and
opportunities of children who are placed in other jurisdictions
during case reviews, court hearings, or other important
meetings held in sending States, it is essential to support the
participation of significant parties involved with the children in
their States of residence. Participation by foster parents, social
workers, attorneys, the children themselves, or other significant
parties in such meetings by phone or other long distance
mechanisms needs to be encouraged and facilitated.

Some ideas participants advanced to address this goal include
identifying best practices in this area, convening focus groups
or focused listserve discussions about this issue, and using the
CIP workgroup associated with the National Child Welfare
Resource Center for Legal and Judicial Issues to explore
strategies for accomplishing this goal.
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Recommendation 10: Arrange Purchase of Service (POS)
contracts with agencies to conduct home studies and
streamline procurement requirements to allow for timely
POS arrangements.

The survey results reported that 30 States do at least some
contracting with private agencies to conduct home studies
and/or provide supervision in States to which they are sending
children, and 32 States contract with private agencies to
conduct home studies as a receiving State. Only 11 States
reported arranging POS contracts for the supervision of children
from other States in their State.

This strategy would need to be implemented by States that are
interested and can afford to pay for such services. Some
workgroup participants asserted that their own States do not
have money to contract for interjurisdictional work, even if it is
an effective strategy. Technical assistance is planned by
Children’s Bureau national resource centers to identify
promising practices around contracting and developing models
for contracts.

Streamlining procurement requirements within States may be
necessary to avoid additional delays caused by extensive
contracting requirements. One participant described difficulty in
getting adoption home studies completed when the receiving
State contracts out most of their home studies. The sending
State may have to contract directly with a private agency in the
receiving State, which may take an extended time period to
arrange and require the family to pay directly and be
reimbursed. This is not possible for many families.
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2.3

2.3.1

OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 provide a summary of findings and
recommendations for improving the process of
interjurisdictional placement of children in the child welfare
system. These recommendations are based on the survey
responses from 48 States and discussions among the national
workgroup convened for this study.

State Implementation

States are encouraged to use information from this report
(1) to gain insight into what other States are doing to
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effectively improve interjurisdictional placements, (2) to
explore strategies that they could implement that other States
are successfully using, and (3) to consider innovative methods
for improving the process. States are encouraged to consider
the entire range of strategies used by States, including the
ones that are not mentioned in this chapter.

Training and Technical Assistance

The primary goal of this survey was to learn what innovative
strategies States use to facilitate interjurisdictional placements
and what national or Federal supports they believe would be
most beneficial. The Children’s Bureau funded this survey
specifically to use this information to guide their efforts to
provide technical assistance to States through their National
Resource Centers (NRC). Representatives from two of the
Children’s Bureau’s NRCs (the National Child Welfare Resource
Center on Legal and Judicial Issues and AdoptUsKids) have
been involved throughout this study (including survey
development, presentation of analysis, and formulation of
recommendations resulting from analysis and workgroup
discussions). These representatives were invited by the
Children’s Bureau to consider ways in which they could
coordinate their efforts to identify and plan technical assistance
that they could provide to States.

For example, Recommendation #10 in Section 2.2 is to arrange
POS contracts with agencies to conduct home studies and
streamline procurement requirements to allow for timely POS
arrangements. The National Child Welfare Resource Center on
Legal and Judicial Issues suggested during the workgroup that
they collaborate with AdoptUsKids, which is currently reviewing
contracts and providing assistance to States in this area, to
provide model contracts and other information on facilitating
POS service arrangements available to States.

The Children’s Bureau has plans for their NRCs to develop and
coordinate peer-to-peer training, using model States to teach

other States about how they use specific strategies to improve
interjurisdictional placements.

Federal-Level Support

States rated several supports that would require Federal level
changes, specifically around funding and incentives for States,
as “highly effective” for the potential influence that they would
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have on interjurisdictional placements. For example, States
recommended (1) that financial incentives be provided to
receiving States for timely completion of home studies and
(2) that Federal legislation be enacted that requires receiving
States to cover children under their Medicaid who qualify for
SSI in the sending State. These Federal-level suggestions
should be considered in light of other recommendations and
efforts to implement them should be prioritized accordingly.

Federal-Level Coordination

Many needed changes are beyond the control or legal authority
of the Children’s Bureau and State child welfare agencies and
require the commitment of other systems such as justice,
education, and health as well as increased financial investments
at both State and Federal levels. For example,
Recommendation #6 in Section 2.2 suggests developing a
mechanism for imposing time frames for complying with
criminal background check requests. Implementation of this
recommendation would necessitate involvement from multiple
sources, including the Department of Health and Human
Services and the FBI.

The Children’s Bureau is currently working in collaboration with
the Office of Child Support Enforcement to assist States in
taking full advantage of the Federal Parent Locator Service
(FPLS) to connect non-custodial parents, both interstate and
intrastate, with children in foster care. To encourage use of
FPLS, State child welfare directors have been invited to regional
meetings with directors of State Child Support Enforcement
agencies to develop plans for making appropriate referrals for
locating information on parents.

In addition, findings from this survey provided structure for
regional roundtable meetings held across the country in 2005
at which States and training and technical assistance providers
explored expansion of the effective strategies and
implementation of the supports. State child welfare staff were
able to use information from the survey, combined with other
best practices identified by Adoption Opportunity grants on
interjurisdictional placement, to develop action plans for their
States with specific steps to pursue for improving outcomes for
children and families involved in interjurisdictional placements.
The Children’s Bureau will continue to follow these efforts and
will facilitate peer-to-peer technical assistance through which
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States that have used and have evidence of effective strategies
assist other States in implementing them.

Data Needs

Some of these strategies and supports can be developed into
training and technical assistance based on these report
findings. However, to understand fully the steps States are
taking to be successful and to make specific recommendations
nationwide, the Children’s Bureau has expressed an interest in
inviting States that could be considered “model” States to share
more about their successes. Additionally, Children’s Bureau-
funded national resource centers would like to use this
information to better guide their technical assistance.

This report presents findings from the survey of States and
recommendations from the national workgroup. To understand
how well these strategies work to facilitate interjurisdictional
placements, evidence-based research is needed to guide best
practices in this field.
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Survey Findings

This chapter presents an analysis of the survey data on which
the summary and recommendations in Chapter 2 are based.
Sections 3.1 through 3.8 describe the results from the first two
sections of the survey that (1) collected information about
strategies States use and (2) asked States to rate the
effectiveness of a variety of supports to facilitate
interjurisdictional placements. Each section corresponds to one
of the eight barriers that were used to organize the strategies
and supports within the survey:

Staffing and/or resources
Knowledge and training
Staff attitudes and/or beliefs
Education or medical funding
Criminal background checks
Communication

N oA ®DMRE

Permanency planning
8. Tracking and reporting

Based on information obtained from the States, the strategies
presented in the survey were classified into categories to
provide insight into which strategies the States would like help
with implementing. Within each of the first eight sections, the
following analyses are presented:

= An assessment of strategies, including the number of
strategies used by States, commonly used strategies,
highly effective strategies, and strategies that States
said they would be interested in implementing; and
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» An assessment of the perceived effectiveness of
supports that could be provided at the national level to
facilitate interjurisdictional placements.

Graphic and tabular displays of data are presented in these
sections; details of the data can be found in the tables provided
in Appendix C (Strategies), Appendix D (Supports), and
Appendix E (Top Supports). Notes are included on figures and
tables to aid the reader in understanding these data. The
figures on the assessment of strategies (Figures 3-1, 3-3, 3-5,
3-7, 3-9, 3-11, 3-13, and 3-15) contain complex data; the
reader may benefit by using the guide that precedes the first
figure as a reference.

The last two sections of this chapter present findings from the
last two sections of the survey. Section 3.9 discusses States’
responses to open-ended questions related to their overall
assessment of interjurisdictional placements. Section 3.10
presents results of States’ assessment of Adoption Opportunity
Grants that were awarded to facilitate interjurisdictional
placements.

3.1

3.1.1

STRATEGIES AND SUPPORTS TO ADDRESS
INADEQUATE STAFFING AND/OR OTHER
RESOURCES

This section describes

= strategies States use to address inadequate staffing or
resources for interjurisdictional cases, identifying the
most effective strategies and those that States would
like to implement if given assistance;

= how States successfully implemented effective
strategies, to the extent that States provided details in
the open-ended portion of the survey; and

= the most effective supports that could be provided to
States at the national level.

Finally, a summary section underscores the role of reducing
the burden of home studies and supervision in addressing
inadequate staff resources.

Assessment of Strategies Used to Address Inadequate
Staffing

The survey listed 19 staff or other resource-related strategies
that States could use to facilitate interjurisdictional placements.
None of the States reported that they use more than 10 of
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these strategies and half of the States reported they use fewer
than six strategies. (Data not shown.) The number of strategies
States use could be a proxy for the level of effort a State
expends on addressing a particular barrier. However, the
quality and combination of strategies used is likely a better
indicator of how effectively a State is addressing a barrier.

Guide to Figures for Assessment of Strategies

These figures are composed of three components: a list of
specific strategies, a box on the left representing the
percentage of States that use the strategy, and a box on
the right representing the percentage of States that do not
use the strategy.

In the left box, the upper bar of each pair shows the
percentage of States that use the strategy. The lower bar
shows the percentage that reported the strategy is
effective. The first section of the lower bar (gray area)
shows the percentage reporting the strategy as “very
effective” and the second section (white area) shows the
percentage reporting the strategy as “somewhat effective.”

In the right box, the upper bar of each pair shows the
percentage of States that do not use the strategy. The
lower bar shows States’ level of interest in implementing
the strategy. The first section of the lower bar (gray area)
indicates the percentage of States that need assistance; the
second section (white area) shows the percentage of States
that are investigating the strategy. Each percentage
presented in this figure is based on the number of States
that reported data for each specific strategy.

The left box in Figure 3-1 shows the strategies used by States
to address inadequate staffing. The top five strategies
(indicated by bold letters) are discussed after Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1. Assessment of Strategies to Address Inadequate Staffing and/or Other Resources
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Use Strategy (%)

Have a protocol in place to complete home studies in a timely manner for

an ICPC-approved placement of a child in another State’s custody who 23 46 = &
moves to our State with their pre-adoptive or foster family or relatives
Accept parent training provided by other States for approval of families who = 50 75
move to our State with their foster or pre-adoptive child 67
Contract with private agencies to conduct home studies 67
and/or supervision of children referred to our State 67

Contract with private agencies for home studies/
supervision of children we send to other States

Designate specific caseworkers to handle all interstate placement cases

Maintain a list of POS agencies with active contracts
with our State for sending States to utilize

Have resources to facilitate visitation between parents and children placed
in other jurisdictions when appropriate

Define workload responsibilities to more accurately determine
staffing needs for interjurisdictional responsibilities

Arrange POS contracts with agencies to conduct
home studies for interjurisdictional cases

Arrange POS contracts with agencies for
supervision of interjurisdictional cases

Changed procurement requirements to allow for timely POS arrangements

Use a broker contract with a private agency to contract out for home studies
and/or supervision of children referred to our State

Selected to use the uniform home study format developed by several States
for all intra- and interstate home studies

Use border agreements with other States to allow caseworkers to cross
State lines to conduct home studies and supervision visits

Added staff positions to better meet interjurisdictional responsibilities
A caseworker from our State conducts the home study and/or supervision of
children we send to other States

Use videoconferencing to maintain connections for children when visits are
too costly or distance prevents appropriate level of contact

Allow caseworkers from other States to conduct the home study and/ [
or supervision of children referred to our State 4

Use a broker contract with a private agency to contract out home studies
and/or supervision of children we send to other States

Don’t Use Strategy (%)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

B Total % Use Strategy
O % Very Effective
O % Somewhat Effective

20 30 40 50 60 70

B Total % Don't Use Strategy
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The denominator for each percentage shown is based on the total number of States reporting data for that strategy. For Use Strategy, the gap between each pair of upper and lower
bars represents the percentage of States that reported strategy use with a rating of “ineffective” or “don’t know.” For Don’t Use Strategy, the gap between each pair of upper and
lower bars represents the percentage of States that do not use the strategy and have no plans to implement. For further explanation, see “Guide to Figures for Assessment of

Strategies” on page 3-3.
ICPC = Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children; POS = Purchase of Service.
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More than three-
fourths of States have
a protocol in place to
complete home studies
for children moving
into their State with
their foster family.

Three out of four
reporting States accept
foster and adoptive
parent training by
other States.

“Competencies and

licensing standards need

to be equivalent.”

Of the responding States, 79 percent reported that they have
protocols to complete home studies for children moving
into their State with their foster family; 69 percent
reported that these protocols were effective. States attain
success by placing a high priority on these types of ICPC cases,
imposing timelines on the completion of the home study,
assigning specific workers to handle these cases,' and holding
regular meetings to monitor status. One State reported that
they “have a dedicated unit to handle all home studies needed
for families moving into our jurisdiction.”

Another State reported that they have streamlined the home
study process for relative placements:

About a year and a half ago, we started utilizing our
foster care licensing unit to conduct home studies on all
relatives. Prior to this, we were having our district
offices conduct home studies, then referring to licensing.
This has reduced delays in home studies.

Accepting foster and adoptive parent training by other
States for families that move into their State with a foster or
pre-adoptive child was the second most common strategy

(75 percent) used to capitalize on limited resources. Of the 36
States that accept training by other States, 32 reported it was
very effective (13 States) or somewhat effective (19 States).
One State explained that the reason for and benefits of
accepting this training were “to maintain compliance and to
expedite the home study process.”

Several States noted that they will accept the training if it is
current and covers the same topic areas as their own training.
As one State put it, “Competencies and licensing standards
need to be equivalent.”

Another State noted the steps they take to reduce duplication
in training: “If a family has been licensed in another State, we
will review their previous training to determine what areas may
be duplicated and allow substitution.”

Contracts between public child welfare agencies and private,
nonprofit, organizations for the provision of a variety of
services is becoming a common practice. About two-thirds of
the States contract with private agencies for home studies

10ne State noted that since licensing workers have been assigned to
these cases, the timeliness of home studies has improved.
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or supervision of children referred to their State or for
cases sent to other States.? Sixty-seven percent contract
with agencies for cases referred to their State; all 32 of these
States rated this procedure effective. Sixty-three percent
contract with agencies for cases they send to other States; 27
of the 30 States rated this effective.

We were interested in whether the same States contract with
private agencies for cases referred to their State and for cases
sent to other States. Of the responding States, 22 contract for
services as a sending and receiving State, 10 States contract
only for cases referred to their State, and eight States contract
only for cases they send to other States. (Data not shown.)

States described the circumstances under which they contract
with private agencies. Here are several examples:

= Since our State contracts for all adoption services for
children from the public agency, we include serving
children from other States in our contract.

= [Our State contracts] for public agency adoption cases
where the children are legally freed and there is no
previous involvement with a local office.

= [Our State contracts] to provide services when using the
State staff is not feasible or there is a conflict of interest
with the State staff [e.g., the subject of the home study
is a State employee or a relative of a supervisor].

States said that contracting with private agencies helps them
fulfill their interjurisdictional responsibilities on time and frees
staff to handle other responsibilities. One State explained that
since they do not factor interjurisdictional cases into the
caseworker workload, contracting with private agencies
provides “... better and timely services to this population,” while
“not adding more work to State caseworkers.”

Another State described how practices vary in one county
compared to the rest of the State.

[In a large county in our State,] we have established a
contract with a private agency to handle all of the
incoming home studies and supervision of cases from

’These are broken into two categories in Figure 3-1, i.e., “Contract
with private agencies to conduct home studies and/or supervision of
children referred to our State,” and “Contract with private agencies
for home studies and supervision of children we send to other
States.”
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other States, which dramatically improved the timeliness
and quality of interstate responsibilities. In the rest of
the State, we have developed contracts with private
providers to handle the home studies. [This has resulted
in] some improvement but [it is] still a work in progress.
Supervision of cases remains with [State workers] with
satisfactory services, but with staff shortages in some
areas there is still room for improvement in those areas.

Commonly, States use contracts for cases that they send to
other States. One State said that the benefit of contracting with
private agencies, specifically for adoption cases was to “create
consistency and more expeditious services with our bordering
State...”

One State acknowledged that the use of private agencies
depends on funding:

When resources have been available, [our State] has
contracted by purchase of service with private agencies
in the child’s receiving State. We have found this
extremely effective as a way to avoid capacity issues of
the public agency.

Another State explained the mechanism by which they were
able to contract with private agencies for home studies as both
a receiving and sending State:

Some regions in our State have used adoption dollar
allotments to contract with private agencies to conduct
home studies. Using the available dollars to assist with
this resource has [resulted in completing home studies
more quickly].

Two States highlighted their effective partnership with a private
agency for cases that were initiated by prospective adoptive
families who identified a child on an adoption registry. The first
State noted:

For our special needs youngsters who are on the
[registry], we accept private studies submitted by
prospective adoptive parents. We then pay for the study
after assessing appropriateness for a particular child. We
also pay for the supervision. This provides (1) no need
to assign a study, as [the] home has met other State’s
standards, and (2) [the] agency who approved and
knows the family agrees to supervise, therefore, (3) no
time is lost in ICPC process. [Registry staff] have also
become experts in what is needed in an ICPC package,
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i.e., medical and financial issues so that upon
submission of ICPC request, all is in order. [Registry]
staff work closely with the Interstate Unit to check out
anything ahead of time that might be a barrier in that
case. This too speeds up the process and eliminates
unresolved issues.

As another State explained,

We do contract with private agencies in other States for
supervision of adoptive placements prior to finalization
of an adoption. When prospective adoptive parents living
in another State approach [our State] about adopting a
child they have learned about through a central registry
... it’s expected that the family will acquire an adoption
home study through a public or private agency before
they can be considered. If the family is chosen, and [our
State] subsequently places a child with them, we will
contract with a private agency in the receiving State for
supervision of the placement through finalization of the
adoption. We typically rely on public agencies in
receiving States to conduct home studies in cases where
our department has custody of the child and we have
identified an adoptive resource in another State. The
public agency in the other State may in turn contract
with a private agency, or the identified adoptive family
may opt to contract directly with a private agency in
order to avoid delays.

Of the responding States, 62 percent designate specific
caseworkers to handle all interjurisdictional cases; 26 of
these 29 States reported that this was very effective (13) or
somewhat effective (13). Some States have ICPC offices
throughout the State, whereas others may have one only in
their high-volume area. One State described their regional
system as follows:

The Division also designates a small number of
supervisors in each of the five regions to assign home
studies to staff and has designated staff to complete the
studies. This has provided more consistency in the
content of the studies and the procedures to complete
them and has facilitated the tracking of the studies by
the ICPC Administrator.

Another State noted a more centralized system:

[A large county in our State] has experienced such
volume of growth, we have an ICPC unit there. The rest
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of the State conducts home studies for interjurisdictional
placements as their caseloads permit.

States are also using local ICPC liaisons to facilitate the
administrative process and to provide consultation to
caseworkers. One State reported, “Probably the most effective
thing we have done is to designate ICPC liaisons in most areas
who are familiar with ICPC policies and regulations and [who]
review and track requests coming to and from the field.”

States noted that this strategy can be effective, but
emphasized that its use depends on workload and resources.
The decision to use this strategy or not may rest with the local
agency as illustrated by the following State:

The decision to designate specific personnel to handle
interstate cases is made locally in each branch office.
Most branches do not designate staff specifically for this
purpose. It has proven to be an effective strategy when
utilized, but it may not be a realistic option for every
office in light of their overall workload and the number
of staff available.

States had the opportunity to add other strategies not included
on the survey. One State reported that they recently
implemented family team meetings. Such meetings can help
identify relatives early so that home studies in different
jurisdictions can be ordered quickly if needed. However, it is
too soon to know how effective this strategy will be. Another
State is using a workgroup to improve their home study format
and has requested assistance from Children’s Bureau-funded
National Resource Centers, including AdoptUsKids.?

3AdoptUsKids is an initiative funded by the Children’s Bureau to find
and support foster and adoptive families by providing new and
enhanced recruitment tools and training and technical assistance to
States and tribes. It is a collaborative effort that includes public and
private adoption agencies, adoption photo listing services, State
foster care managers, and State adoption managers.
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3.1.2

Most of the few States
that use POS and
broker contracts find it
very effective;
however, there is little
interest in contracting
this work out to private
agencies among the
States that do not
already have these

Highly Effective Strategies to Address Inadequate
Staffing

The previous section discussed the most widely used strategies
and their overall effectiveness based on the total number of
reporting States. Another way to examine these data is to focus
on the number of States that rated a strategy as “very
effective” out of those that actually used and rated the
strategy, regardless of how commonly used the strategy is.
This approach will highlight strategies that have been
successfully implemented by only a few States in addition to
the more common strategies. Table 3-1 shows the strategies

contracts.
for which at least 50 percent of the States that used and rated

the strategy assigned it a “very effective” rating. (These
analyses exclude States that used the strategy and indicated
“Don’t know” with regard to effectiveness.)

Table 3-1. Very Effective Strategies to Address Inadequate Staffing and/or Other Resources

States that Number Percent
Rated the Rated “Very Rated “Very
Strategy Strategy Effective” Effective”
Designate specific caseworkers to handle all interstate 26 13 50.0
placement cases
Arrange POS contracts with agencies to conduct home 10 6 60.0
studies for interjurisdictional cases
Change procurement requirements to allow for timely POS 6 3 50.0
arrangements
Use a broker contract with a private agency to contract with 5 3 60.0
private agencies for home studies and/or supervision of
children referred to our State
Use the uniform home study format developed by several 4 2 50.0

States for all intra- and interstate home studies

Strategies that are rated as “very effective” by at least half of the States are presented. Percentages are based on
the number of States that used and rated the strategy (excludes States that indicated “Don’t know” with regard
to effectiveness).

POS = Purchase of Service

Of 48 reporting States, 26 designate specific caseworkers to
handle interstate cases and rated the effectiveness of this
approach. Half of these rated this strategy as very effective.
Despite the success of these States, only 6 percent of all States
are investigating this option or need assistance to do so.

Purchase of Service (POS) contracts are used by States to buy
specific services, such as home studies or post-placement
supervision, sometimes for a specific case only. Some States
specify that a POS contract is different from a standing contract
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3.1.3

in which a private agency provides services to a number of
cases over a long period of time. Ten States that arrange POS
contracts with private agencies to conduct home studies for
their interjurisdictional cases rated this strategy; six found it to
be very effective.

Six States changed their procurement requirements to allow for
POS arrangements and rated the effectiveness of doing so;
three of these States rated this strategy as “very effective.”

A broker contract is an agreement between a State and a
private agency, usually located in the sending State, which
arranges for private agencies in one or more receiving States to
complete home studies or placement supervision. Surprisingly,
six States use broker contracts for cases that are referred to
their State, while only three States reported they use broker
contracts as a sending State. Of the five States that use and
rated broker contracts for cases referred to their State (one of
the six States did not rate the effectiveness), three States
found them to be very effective. None of the three States that
use broker contracts as a sending State rated this strategy as
“very effective.” The majority of States that do not use these
contracts have no plans to do so (right box in Figure 3-1).

Two of the four States that use and rated the effectiveness of
the uniform home study format developed by several States
reported that it was very effective. One State that rated the
strategy as somewhat effective commented on the importance
of using the uniform home study format and emphasized that
“standardizing would eliminate delays in approving placements
for both sending and receiving States.”

Most Common Strategies States Want to Implement to
Address Inadequate Staffing

For strategies not currently used, each State was asked to
indicate whether they needed assistance to implement the
strategy, were currently investigating the feasibility of the
strategy, or had no plans to use the strategy. This section
focuses on the strategies that at least one-third of reporting
States indicated they were interested in trying. Identification of
those strategies will allow the Children’s Bureau to focus its
technical assistance efforts more effectively.

As shown by the right box on Figure 3-1, the following three
strategies were of interest to the most States:
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) = Use the uniform home study format for all intra- and
Although only five interstate home studies (58 percent)
States have adopted P ’
the uniform home *» Use video conferencing to maintain connections for
study, it was rated as children (57 percent).
highly effective by two
of the four States that * Use border agreements (54 percent).
use and rated it, and
more than half of the As discussed in the previous section, the uniform home study
remaining States is a promising strategy although only a few States use it.
indicated an interest in
using it for their State. As one State explained, “A major deterrent to placing a child

out of State is ... the cost associated with long-distance
visitation with parents and siblings.” One possible solution is to
use videoconferencing—27 States are interested in using
videoconferencing to maintain connections for children when
visits are too costly or distance prevents an appropriate level of
contact. Currently, only three States use this technology. None
rated the effectiveness, probably because it is too early to
evaluate.

More than half of States are interested in border agreements
to allow caseworkers to cross State lines to conduct home
studies and post-placement supervision visits. One State’s
agreement allows social workers to enter a defined area in the
neighboring State to complete home studies only “if certain
conditions are met.” Of the five States that have border
agreements, three reported they were somewhat effective, one
reported it was ineffective, and one was unable to comment on
the effectiveness due to the newness of their border
agreement.

3.1.4 Assessment of Potential Supports to Address Inadequate
Staffing
States were provided with a list of potential actions that could
be implemented at the national level to support their efforts.
These actions are designed to speed up interjurisdictional
placement of children through improved communication at the
local and State level. States were asked to rate these potential
supports on a scale of one to five with one meaning not
effective and five meaning very effective. States had the
opportunity to describe other supports that they thought would
be effective.

Figure 3-2 shows the percentage of States that rated each
support as a four (somewhat effective) or five (very effective).
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Figure 3-2. Effectiveness of Potential Supports to Address Inadequate Staffing and/or Other

Resources

Provide additional/specific Federal funding for staff designated
for interjurisdictional responsibilities

Provide Federal funding incentives for timely practices around

Clarify through an Information Memorandum what IV-B can pay 44 23 67

Create a Federal requirement that States must process an
ICPC- approved placement of a child in another State’s custody
who moves to a different State with their pre-adoptive or foster
family or relatives within a reasonable timeframe

Create a Federal requirement that States complete home studies 13 21 34
within reasonable timeframes at the request of sending States

Require sending States to pay for home studies and supervision | 8| 6| (15

71 19 90

. 48 21 69
interstate placements

for in