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This appendix presents the Section XVI outcome and performance measure data for both 
Reporting Period III (January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008)1 and Interim Reporting 
Period III (January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006).  A separate table is included for 
each outcome and performance measure.  Each table presents the percentage reflecting 
the level of achievement of each of the regions individually with respect to the outcome 
or performance measure, the percentage reflecting the statewide level of achievement 
with respect to the outcome or performance measure, and the "Period III Requirement," 
the percentage that reflects the level the Department is expected to achieve for Period 
III. 2  The applicable Settlement Agreement provision appears in the title to each table.   
 
 

Region Within 12 Months Within 24 Months Over 24 Months Within 12 Months Within 24 Months Over 24 Months

Davidson 74% 64% 36% 76% 57% 43%

East 85% 69% 31% 77% 86% 15%

Hamilton 67% 72% 28% 69% 73% 27%

Knox 77% 93% 7% 69% 61% 39%

Mid-Cumberland 81% 72% 28% 72% 83% 17%

Northeast 82% 83% 17% 77% 80% 20%

Northwest 81% 89% 11% 82% 88% 12%

Shelby 77% 55% 45% 66% 44% 56%

Smoky Mountain 80% 82% 19%

South Central 77% 93% 7% 68% 85% 15%

Southeast 78% 83% 18% 71% 83% 17%

Southwest 74% 84% 16% 72% 75% 25%

Upper Cumberland 74% 69% 31% 61% 72% 28%

Statewide 79% 75% 26% 72% 73% 27%

Period III 
Requirement 80% 75%

XVI.A.1 Reunification or Living with Relatives with in 12 Months of Custody

Interim Period IIIPeriod III

Children Exiting Care to Reunification or Relative 
Placement between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

Children Exiting Care to Reunification or Relative 
Placement between 1/1/06 and 12/31/06

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 

 
 

                                                 
1 Although Period III began on December 1, 2005, unless otherwise indicated, the TAC reports Period III 
performance based on the 18-month period from January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 (referred to as 
Reporting Period III) and reports separately the earlier part of Period III under the designation “Interim 
Reporting Period III” (January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006).  The TAC did not feel that separate 
reporting for the first month of Period III (December 2005) was necessary.  The exact reporting timeframe 
for each measure is described in the table headings. 
2 For all outcome measures except reentry, the Settlement Agreement does not specify requirements for 
Interim Reporting Period III.   
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Period III Interim Period III

Region

Full Guardianship Obtained 
between 1/1/06 and 6/30/07

Full Guardianship Obtained 
between 1/1/05 and 6/30/06

Davidson 62% 54%

East 82% 77%

Hamilton 77% 61%

Knox 73% 77%

Mid-Cumberland 74% 73%

Northeast 74% 73%

Northwest 71% 71%

Shelby 76% 77%

Smoky Mountain 70%

South Central 81% 73%

Southeast 67% 79%

Southwest 88% 85%

Upper Cumberland 77% 76%
Statewide 74% 74%

Period III Requirement 75%

XVI.A.2 Adoptions Finalized within 12 Months of Ful l Guardianship

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 

 
 

Region

Two or Fewer Placements 
within Prior 12 Months of 

Custody 

Two or Fewer Placements 
within Prior 24 Months of 

Custody 

Two or Fewer Placements 
within Prior 12 Months of 

Custody 

Two or Fewer Placements 
within Prior 24 Months of 

Custody 

Davidson 84% 78% 79% 70%

East 87% 81% 84% 76%

Hamilton 88% 79% 85% 74%

Knox 85% 76% 83% 74%

Mid-Cumberland 86% 79% 83% 74%

Northeast 92% 82% 85% 77%

Northwest 87% 78% 84% 76%

Shelby 87% 82% 88% 80%

Smoky Mountain 89% 81%

South Central 90% 82% 80% 74%

Southeast 89% 81% 86% 75%

Southwest 90% 84% 87% 82%

Upper Cumberland 90% 82% 84% 75%

Statewide 88% 80% 84% 76%

Period III 
Requirement 90% 85%

Interim Period III 

Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08 Child ren in Custody between 1/1/06 and 12/31/06

XVI.A.3 Number of Placements 

Period III 

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 
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Region Two Years or Less
Between Two and 

Three Years
More than Three 

Years Two Years or Less
Between Two and 

Three Years
More than Three 

Years

Davidson 74% 12% 14% 72% 16% 13%

East 87% 8% 5% 82% 10% 8%

Hamilton 73% 15% 12% 67% 19% 14%

Knox 82% 9% 9% 75% 15% 10%

Mid-Cumberland 80% 12% 8% 83% 10% 7%

Northeast 79% 12% 9% 81% 12% 7%

Northwest 82% 8% 11% 82% 12% 6%

Shelby 72% 11% 17% 66% 16% 18%

Smoky Mountain 79% 11% 10%

South Central 87% 8% 6% 81% 11% 9%

Southeast 84% 6% 11% 75% 12% 13%

Southwest 84% 11% 5% 82% 12% 6%

Upper Cumberland 79% 12% 9% 75% 14% 11%

Statewide 80% 10% 10% 77% 13% 10%

Period III 
Requirement 75%

no more than 
20% no more than 5%

XVI.A.4 Length of Time in Placement

Period III Interim Period III

Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08 Child ren in Custody between 1/1/06 and 12/31/06

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 

 
 

Period III Interim Period III

Region

Children Exiting Custody 
between 7/1/06 and 6/30/07

Children Exiting Custody 
between 1/1/05 and 12/31/05

Davidson 9% 12%

East 6% 8%

Hamilton 5% 1%

Knox 4% 6%

Mid-Cumberland 5% 6%

Northeast 5% 6%

Northwest 8% 9%

Shelby 9% 7%

Smoky Mountain 4%

South Central 6% 9%

Southeast 7% 8%

Southwest 4% 7%

Upper Cumberland 10% 8%

Statewide 6% 7%

Settlement Agreement 
Requirements no more than 5% no more than 8%

XVI.A.5 Reentry within 12 Months of Most Recent Dis charge Date

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 
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Period III Interim Period III

Region

Adoptive Placements 
Occurring between 7/1/07 and 

6/30/08

Davidson 4%

East 0%

Hamilton 4%

Knox 2%

Mid-Cumberland 5%

Northeast 1%

Northwest 3%

Shelby 1%

Smoky Mountain 0%

South Central 6%

Southeast 2%

Southwest 3%

Upper Cumberland 0%

Statewide 2%

Period III Requirement no more than 5%

XVI.A.6 Adoptive Placement Disruption as of June 30 , 2008

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) 
*The Department did not produce data for this outcome measure prior to Reporting Period III. 

 
 



 

 5 
 

Region

Achieving at Least 
One Achievement 

Measure
GED/High School 

Diploma Enrolled in School
Full-time 

Employment
Receiving Post-

Custody Services

Davidson 83% 15% 65% 2% 0%

East 88% 43% 43% 3% 0%

Hamilton 95% 5% 90% 0% 0%

Knox 92% 38% 54% 0% 0%

Mid-Cumberland 85% 26% 59% 0% 0%

Northeast 73% 34% 39% 0% 0%

Northwest 83% 39% 44% 0% 0%

Shelby 71% 12% 58% 1% 0%

Smoky Mountain 91% 47% 42% 2% 0%

South Central 84% 23% 58% 3% 0%

Southeast 84% 37% 47% 0% 0%

Southwest 100% 41% 59% 0% 0%

Upper Cumberland 88% 31% 56% 0% 0%

Statewide 84% 28% 55% 1% 0%

Period III 
Requirement 90%

Davidson 86% 10% 77% 0% 0%

East 82% 34% 48% 0% 0%

Hamilton 84% 13% 72% 0% 0%

Knox 74% 26% 47% 0% 0%

Mid-Cumberland 89% 25% 61% 0% 3%

Northeast 69% 28% 41% 0% 0%

Northwest 100% 17% 83% 0% 0%

Shelby 78% 18% 60% 0% 0%

South Central 82% 41% 41% 0% 0%

Smoky Mountain

Southeast 83% 27% 53% 3% 0%

Southwest 84% 16% 68% 0% 0%

Upper Cumberland 95% 40% 55% 0% 0%
Statewide 84% 25% 58% 0% 0%

Youth Exiting Custody between 1/1/06 and 12/31/06

XVI.A.7 Achievement Measures (Youth Reaching at Lea st One Achievement Measure)

Period III

Interim Period III

Youth Exiting Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) and Interim Period III Outcome Report (June 2007) 
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Region Twice per Month Once Per Month Twice per Month Once Per Month

Davidson 25% 24% 19% 44%

East 23% 10% 23% 39%

Hamilton 25% 15% 17% 38%

Knox 33% 18% 32% 27%

Mid-Cumberland 23% 23% 24% 35%

Northeast 29% 18% 35% 37%

Northwest 14% 20% 49% 61%

Shelby 21% 16% 19% 43%

South Central 31% 19% 31% 53%

Southeast 23% 12% 51% 45%

Southwest 26% 18% 27% 44%

Upper Cumberland 14% 16% 37% 43%

Statewide 22% 18% 27% 40%

Period III 
Requirement 50% 60%

Interim Period III

Children in Out-of-Home Placement with 
Reunification Goals during March 2007

XVI.B.1 Parent-Child Visiting

Children in Out-of-Home Placement with 
Reunification Goals during June 2008

Period III

 
Source: TNKids “Parent-Child Visit Compliance Summary Reports” (CEN-PRTCHDVT-200) for June 2008 and 
March 2007 
*The “cumulative” percentage for Period III (40%) indicated in this table varies slightly from that reported in Section 
One of the monitoring report (39%) because of differences in the way in which the decimals are rounded to the whole 
percent.   

 
 

Region Once per Month Once Every Two Months Once per Month Once Every Two Months

Davidson 88% 0% 69% 50%

East 38% 34% 50% 28%

Hamilton 19% 23% 23% 30%

Knox 25% 40% 38% 30%

Mid-Cumberland 46% 43% 77% 67%

Northeast 29% 20% 33% 25%

Northwest 50% 0% 73% 0%

Shelby 27% 47% 37% 41%

South Central 11% 75% 50% 50%

Southeast 57% 67% 50% 50%

Southwest 33% 50% 29% 40%

Upper Cumberland 64% 25% 58% 40%

Statewide 37% 39% 49% 35%

Period III 
Requirement 90% 90%

Sibling Groups Entering Custody within 30 Days of 
Each Other Who Were Separated during May and 

June 2008

Sibling Groups Entering Custody within 30 Days of 
Each Other Who Were Separated during February 

and March 2007

XVI.B.2 Sibling Visiting

Interim Period IIIPeriod III

 
Source: TNKids “Active Brian A. Class Sibling Groups Not Placed Together Visitation Summary Reports” (SBL-
ASGNPTVS-200) for the periods May-June 2008 and February-March 2007 
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Period III Interim Period III

Region

Sibling Groups Entering 
Custody within 30 Days of 

Each Other during 2007

Sibling Groups Entering 
Custody within 30 Days of 

Each Other during 2006

Davidson 89% 90%

East 80% 85%

Hamilton 81% 96%

Knox 83% 84%

Mid-Cumberland 86% 91%

Northeast 89% 94%

Northwest 64% 78%

Shelby 84% 74%

Smoky Mountain 78% 83%

South Central 92% 92%

Southeast 92% 85%

Southwest 96% 83%

Upper Cumberland 96% 86%

Statewide 85% 86%

Period III Requirement 85%

XVI.B.3 Placing Siblings Together

 
Source: Chapin Hall Regional Outcome Reports dated February 7, 2008 and February 2, 2007 

 
 

Region
TPR Activity within 3 

Months
TPR Activity within 6 

Months
TPR Activity within 3 

Months
TPR Activity within 6 

Months

Davidson 80% 33% 54% 0%

East 93% 22% 94% 100%

Hamilton 94% 0% 94% 0%

Knox 98% 0% 96% 100%

Mid-Cumberland 80% 50% 79% 20%

Northeast 84% 50% 96% 100%

Northwest 100% 0% 55% 11%

Shelby 58% 22% 56% 33%

South Central 100% 0% 84% 75%

Southeast 94% 0% 100% 0%

Southwest 100% 0% 100% 0%

Upper Cumberland 94% 33% 79% 75%

Statewide 85% 32% 82% 40%

Period III 
Requirement 65% 75%

Children with Sole Adoption Goals for at Least 
Three/Six Months between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

Children with Sole Adoption Goals for at Least 
Three/Six Months between 1/1/05 and 12/31/05

XVI.B.4 Filing a Petition to Terminate Parental Rig hts

Period III Interim Period III

 
Source: TNKids “Permanency Plan Goal of Adoption TPR Activity Compliance Reports” (ADP-PPGATNCS-200) for 
the periods July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008 and January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2005 
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Period III Interim Period III

Region

Children Obtaining DCS Full 
Guardianship between 7/1/07 

and 12/31/07

Davidson 70%

East 82%

Hamilton 56%

Knox 64%

Mid-Cumberland 60%

Northeast 62%

Northwest 58%

Shelby 53%

Smoky Mountain 68%

South Central 54%

Southeast 36%

Southwest 55%

Upper Cumberland 76%

Statewide 63%

Period III Requirement 65%

XVI.B.5 Timeliness of Placement in Adoptive Home 

(Intent to Adopt Signed within 6 Months of Full Gua rdianship)

 
Source: Period III Outcome Report (August 2008) 
*The Department did not produce data for this outcome measure prior to Reporting Period III. 
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Period III Interim Period III

Region

Children in Custody on June 
30, 2008

Children in Custody on 
December 31, 2006

Davidson 0.7% 2.1%

East 0.0% 0.5%

Hamilton 0.0% 0.4%

Knox 0.7% 0.9%

Mid-Cumberland 0.1% 0.8%

Northeast 0.7% 1.8%

Northwest 2.9% 3.1%

Shelby 0.3% 0.0%

Smoky Mountain 0.3%

South Central 0.5% 0.0%

Southeast 0.7% 1.4%

Southwest 1.7% 1.6%

Upper Cumberland 0.0% 0.4%

Statewide 0.4% 0.9%

Period III Requirement no more than 5%

XVI.B.6 PPLA Goals 

 
Source: Brian A. Class Lists for June 30, 2008 and December 31, 2006 

 
 

Period III Interim Period III

Region
Children in Custody during 

June 2008
Children in Custody during 

December 2006

Davidson 87% 87%

East 90% 88%

Hamilton 88% 86%

Knox 86% 85%

Mid-Cumberland 91% 91%

Northeast 92% 93%

Northwest 81% 88%

Shelby 91% 87%

Smoky Mountain 91%

South Central 91% 91%

Southeast 93% 93%

Southwest 95% 91%

Upper Cumberland 90% 92%
Statewide 90% 89%

Period III Requirement 85%

XVI.B.7 Placements within 75 Miles 

 
Source: 75-Mile Placement Reports for June 2008 and December 2006 
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This appendix describes the primary sources of information relied on and referred to in 
Section One of this report.   
 
 
1.  Aggregate Data Reports 
 
These reports are produced by University of Chicago Chapin Hall Center for Children 
(Chapin Hall) from TNKids, the Department’s present SACWIS system.  Most of these 
are reports that the Department produces on a regular basis for its own planning, tracking, 
and system management needs.  Entry cohorts are used for the majority of these reports.  
In addition, the entry cohort view is refined for most measures by showing information 
about “first placements,” a recognition of the difference between a child who enters care 
for the first time (a new case for the placement system) and a child who reenters care (a 
further involvement of the placement system after a failure of permanent discharge).1  
The focus on “first placements” is also a recognition that children who are removed from 
their homes (or placed “out-of-home”) have a much different experience in the child 
welfare system than children who remain with their families when the Department 
assumes legal custody.2   
 
 
2.  Quality Service Review (QSR)  
 
The Tennessee Quality Service Review is the annual case file review of a statistically 
significant number of cases envisioned by the Settlement Agreement.  The QSR provides 
quantitative and qualitative data on both child and family status (how well parents and 
children with whom the Department is working are doing) and system performance (how 
well the Department is doing in implementing the quality of case practice that is linked to 
better outcomes for children and families).  The QSR process includes both case file 
reviews and interviews with children, parents, resource parents, professionals working 
with the family (both DCS and private provider staff), and others.  The QSR protocol 
focuses on 11 indicators of child and family status and 11 indicators of system 
performance.3   

                                                 
1 Although many of the measures use first placement entry cohorts, some use entry cohorts including all 
entries (both first placements as well as reentries), and some use discharge cohorts.  In addition, some 
measures exclude custody episodes lasting fewer than five days.  The specific parameters used for each 
measure are noted in the text.   
2 Some of the percentages for earlier cohorts presented in Section One of this report are slightly different 
than the percentages presented in previous monitoring reports for those cohorts.  These slight changes can 
be attributed to TNKids enhancements and data cleaning efforts occurring since the data were pulled for the 
earlier reports.    
3 The 11 child and family status indicators are Safety, Stability, Appropriate Placement, Health and 
Physical Well-Being, Emotional and Behavioral Well-Being, Learning and Development, Caregiver 
Functioning, Prospects for Permanence, Family Functioning and Resourcefulness, Family Connections, and 
Satisfaction.  The 11 indicators of system performance are Engagement, Teamwork and Coordination, 
Ongoing Functional Assessment, Long-Term View, Child and Family Permanency Planning Process, 
Permanency Plan/Service Implementation, Tracking and Adjustment, Resource Availability and Use, 
Informal Support and Community Involvement, Resource Family Supports/Support for Congregate Care 
Providers, and Transitioning for the Child and Family.   



 

 2

 
 
3.  DCS Office of Information Systems “Brian A. Reports” 
 
These are a series of reports generated from TNKids by the DCS Division of Analysis 
and Reporting on a set of outcomes, using a set of measures specifically used by the 
Department to report on progress in meeting specific reporting requirements of the 
Settlement Agreement.  These include, but are not limited to, a set of measures called for 
by Section XVI of the Settlement Agreement and reported on in greater detail in Key 
Outcome and Performance Measures at a Glance, Section One, and Appendix B.4   
 
 

                                                 
4 Unlike the aggregate data reports produced by Chapin Hall that generally use entry cohorts including out-
of-home placements only, the majority of these reports include all children in custody, regardless of when 
they entered custody or where they are placed.  The specific parameters used for each measure are noted in 
the text.   
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Typically, when data are used to help convey information about the children who are 
served by the child welfare system, one of three viewpoints is presented. The 
“viewpoints” are: “point in time” data; “entry cohort” data; and “exit cohort” data.  Each 
viewpoint helps answer different questions.   
 
If we want to understand the day-to-day workload of DCS and how it is or is not 
changing, we want to look from a “point in time” viewpoint.  For example, we would use 
point in time information to understand what the daily out-of-home care population was 
over the course of the year—how many children were in out-of-home placement each 
day, how many children in the system on any given day were there for delinquency, 
unruly behavior, or dependency and neglect, and how that daily population has fluctuated 
over this particular year compared to previous years.  Point in time data also tells us 
whether the number of children in care on any given day is increasing, decreasing, or 
staying the same.  A graph that compares snapshots of the population for several years on 
the same day every month (the same “point in time”) provides a picture of the day-to-day 
population and its change over time.   
 
But if there is a trend—for example, in Tennessee, that the number of children in care on 
any given day has been decreasing somewhat over time—it is hard to understand the 
cause(s) of the increase by looking at “point in time data.”  For example, were fewer 
children committed to DCS custody in 2007 than in past years?  Or is the decrease the 
result of children staying in the system for shorter time periods (more children getting 
released from custody during 2007) than in previous years?  For this answer we need to 
look at “cohort data.” 
 
The question whether fewer children entered custody in 2007 than entered in 2006 is 
answered by comparing the total number of children who entered custody in 2007 (the 
2007 “entry cohort”) with the number of children who entered custody in 2006 (the 2006 
“entry cohort”).   
 
Entry cohort data is also especially helpful to assess whether the system is improving 
from year to year.  Is the system doing a better job with children who entered in 2007 
than with the children who entered in 2006?  Comparing the experiences in care of these 
two groups (entry cohorts) of children—their stability of placement while in care, how 
often they were placed in family rather than congregate settings, how often they were 
placed close to their home communities rather than far away—is the best way of 
measuring year to year improvement in these and other important areas of system 
performance. 
 
There are certain questions for which “exit cohort” data is most helpful.  If we want to 
understand the population of children that may need services after they return to their 
families, we would need the exit cohort view.  These are children with whom DCS would 
be working to make sure that reunification is safely and successfully achieved.  Reentry 
into foster care is a sign of a failed reunification.  It is therefore important to measure the 
percentage of children exiting care during any given year who reenter custody within a 
year of discharge.  Comparing the reentry rates of children who exited care in 2006 (the 



 

 2

2006 “exit cohort”) with the reentry rates of those children who exited care in 2005 (the 
2005 “exit cohort”) is one way of understanding whether the system is doing better when 
returning children to their families in ensuring that reunification is safe and lasting. 
 
In general, the data that are most helpful for tracking system improvement over time are 
entry cohort data.  If the system is improving, the children in the most recent entry cohort 
should have a better overall experience and better outcomes than children who entered in 
previous years.  Since exit cohorts include children with a range of experience in the 
foster care system, some of which may extend back many years and precede recent 
improvement efforts, they are generally not useful for understanding trends over time.  
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The following tables present the data from which the figures (graphs) in Section One 
were developed.   
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from 
TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through 
April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data 
through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids 
data through February 7, 2008. 

 
 

��3	 '�� '��& '�� '��&
����� $$� "�$ #��% #��%
>���3
:��	+�/	+��	�����
��	���	��
-	��	�+ #  # " !�% !"%
�	�	����� '� '$ $% $%
*�	��	�1�
 #$& �$ '�% #�%
:�+3���� #�$ #�& !!% "#%
4��	3	��	��
?�=��� ! " #% #%
��+3	1�2�	� #� #� !% '%

��������	�
��
	���#��!
���	���������	�������������

����	��������	�����������������

 
Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 
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Month Twice per month Once per month
No visits during 

the month
Jan-07 18% 18% 64%
Feb-07 22% 23% 55%
Mar-07 27% 29% 43%
Apr-07 25% 22% 53%
May-07 26% 25% 48%
Jun-07 25% 22% 54%
Jul-07 27% 21% 52%
Aug-07 25% 18% 57%
Sep-07 22% 19% 59%
Oct-07 25% 18% 57%
Nov-07 23% 18% 59%
Dec-07 21% 19% 60%
Jan-08 21% 17% 62%
Feb-08 21% 17% 62%
Mar-08 23% 17% 60%
Apr-08 22% 17% 61%
May-08 21% 17% 62%
Jun-08 20% 16% 65%

Table for Figure 17: Parent-Child Visits, 

January 2007 through June 2008

 
Source: TNKids “Parent-Child Visit Compliance Summary Reports” (CEN-PRTCHDVT-200) for 
January 2007 through June 2008. 
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Reporting Months Once per month
Once every two 

months
Less than once 

every two months
Aug-Sep 2006 29% 20% 51%
Sep-Oct 2006 32% 17% 51%
Oct-Nov 2006 31% 20% 49%
Nov-Dec 2006 29% 24% 47%
Dec-Jan 2007 27% 28% 45%
Jan-Feb 2007 33% 24% 43%
Feb-Mar 2007 49% 18% 33%
Mar-Apr 2007 47% 21% 32%
Apr-May 2007 43% 27% 30%
May-Jun 2007 47% 27% 26%
Jun-Jul 2007 46% 30% 24%
Jul-Aug 2007 45% 28% 28%
Aug-Sep 2007 44% 20% 36%
Sep-Oct 2007 41% 23% 36%
Oct-Nov 2007 42% 24% 34%
Nov-Dec 2007 41% 28% 31%
Dec-Jan 2008 41% 24% 35%
Jan-Feb 2008 39% 23% 37%
Feb-Mar 2008 38% 29% 33%
Mar-Apr 2008 40% 25% 35%
Apr-May 2008 36% 27% 37%
May-Jun 2008 37% 24% 39%
Jun-Jul 2008 39% 24% 37%

Table for Figure 22: Visits for Separated Sibling G roups,

August 2006 through June 2008

 
Source: TNKids “Active Brian A. Class Sibling Groups Not Placed Together Visitation Summary 
Reports” (SBL-ASGNPTVS-200) for August and September 2006 through May and June 2008. 
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Month Number of Investigations
January-07 119
February-07 108
March-07 114
April-07 125
May-07 127
June-07 139
July-07 142
August-07 131
September-07 134
October-07 129
November-07 130
December-07 147
January-08 154
February-08 174
March-08 146
April-08 162
May-08 126
June-08 134

Table for Figure 24: Open SIU and CPS 
Investigations Involving Brian A. Class 

Members as of the First Day of Each Month, 
January 2007 through June 2008

 
Source: TNKids “Brian A. Class Open Investigations Over 60 
Days Old Report” (CPS-BRIANINV-200); reports as of the 
first day of each month for January 2007 through June 2008.  
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Month Percentage of EPSDT Assessments
January-07 84%
February-07 87%
March-07 86%
April-07 89%
May-07 74%
June-07 77%
July-07 70%
August-07 94%
September-07 82%
October-07 79%
November-07 72%
December-07 82%
January-08 86%
February-08 85%
March-08 86%
April-08 87%
May-08 84%
June-08 85%

Table for Figure 25: Percentage of EPSDT Assessment s 
Completed within 30 Days of Entering Custody 

 
Source: Division of Reporting and Analysis EPSDT reports 
(EPSTBLSC_EPSDT_CMPNT_TBLS_123_Summ) for January 2007 
through June 2008.  

 
 

Region Annual EPSDT
Annual Dental 
Assessment

Initial EPSDT 
(within 30 days)

Hamilton 95% 91% 100%
Northwest 98% 98% 100%
Southeast 86% 84% 100%
Upper Cumberland 98% 84% 100%
South Central 94% 88% 97%
Northeast 93% 90% 94%
Mid Cumberland 98% 97% 89%
Statewide 94% 84% 85%
East 87% 56% 84%
Davidson 96% 93% 82%
Knox 95% 91% 81%
Southwest 95% 86% 77%
Smoky Mountain 91% 75% 73%
Shelby 93% 77% 59%

Table for Figure 26: Percentage of Completed EPSDT and Dental Assessments 
by Region, June 2008

 
Source: Division of Reporting and Analysis EPSDT reports 
EPSTBLSC_EPSDT_CMPNT_TBLS_123_Summ) for January 2007 through June 2008. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through February 7, 2008.  
*Permanent exits in six months for children first placed during 2007 should be considered preliminary. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through February 7, 2008.   
*Permanent exits in six months for children first placed during 2007 should be considered preliminary. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through February 7, 2008.   
*Permanent exits in six months for children first placed during 2007 should be considered preliminary. 
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This appendix presents race breakouts of those key outcome measures and performance 
indicators for which race data are currently available.  Race data are currently available 
for the measures listed below.   
 

·  From the Settlement Agreement Outcome and Performance Measures for 
Reporting Period III (December 1, 2005 through June 30, 2008):1  

o Reunification within 12 months (XVI.A.1), 
o Adoption finalization within 12 months of full guardianship (XVI.A.2), 
o Number of placements within the previous 12 months (XVI.A.3), 
o Length of time in placement (XVI.A.4), 
o Reentry into placement (XVI.A.5), 
o Adoptive placement disruption (XVI.A.6), 
o Achievement measures upon discharge (XVI.A.7),  
o Timeliness of placement in an adoptive home (XVI.B.5), 
o Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (PPLA) goals (XVI.B.6), and 
o Placements within 75 miles (XVI.B.7);  

 
·  From the Regional Outcome reports produced by Chapin Hall:  

o Reduce the rate of children entering out-of-home care (Purpose No. 1),  
o Increase the proportion of children initially placed in home county 

(Purpose No. 2),  
o Increase the proportion of children initially placed in a family setting 

(Purpose No. 3),  
o Increase placement stability (Purpose No. 7), and 
o Increase the number and rate of siblings placed together initially (Purpose 

No. 8). 
 
Appendix H includes data related to psychotropic medication by race.   
 
 
Settlement Agreement Section XVI Outcome and Performance Measures 
 
In the following tables, “Other” includes American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, Multiracial, Undetermined, Unknown, and Missing. 

 

                                                 
1 Although Period III began on December 1, 2005, unless otherwise indicated, the TAC reports Period III 
performance based on the 18-month period from January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 (referred to as 
Reporting Period III) and reports separately the earlier part of Period III under the designation “Interim 
Reporting Period III” (January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006).  The TAC did not feel that separate 
reporting for the first month of Period III (December 2005) was necessary.  The exact reporting timeframe 
for each measure is described in the table headings. 
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 402 296 73.6% 127 98 77.2% 241 179 74.3% 34 19 55.9%

East 394 336 85.3% 353 299 84.7% 19 17 89.5% 22 20 90.9%

Hamilton 75 50 66.7% 36 26 72.2% 32 19 59.4% 7 5 71.4%

Knox 193 148 76.7% 129 101 78.3% 44 32 72.7% 20 15 75.0%

Mid-Cumberland 628 506 80.6% 458 366 79.9% 110 86 78.2% 60 54 90.0%

Northeast 294 241 82.0% 249 204 81.9% 17 12 70.6% 28 25 89.3%

Northwest 144 116 80.6% 91 68 74.7% 40 36 90.0% 13 12 92.3%

Shelby 394 302 76.6% 54 40 74.1% 329 253 76.9% 11 9 81.8%

Smoky Mountain 406 325 80.0% 361 291 80.6% 20 17 85.0% 25 17 68.0%

South Central 188 145 77.1% 161 126 78.3% 11 8 72.7% 16 11 68.8%

Southeast 178 138 77.5% 151 117 77.5% 18 13 72.2% 9 8 88.9%

Southwest 140 103 73.6% 85 67 78.8% 40 25 62.5% 15 11 73.3%

Upper Cumberland 175 130 74.3% 165 124 75.2% 6 4 66.7% 4 2 50.0%
Statewide 3611 2836 78.5% 2420 1927 79.6% 927 701 75.6% 264 20 8 78.8%

Outcome Goal 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0%

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Number and Percent Who Were Reunified with Parents or Exited to Relatives within 12 Months of Entry

XVI.A.1 Reunification

Region

Children Exiting Care Between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

 
 
 
 

Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent

Davidson 165 102 61.8% 45 35 77.8% 108 59 54.6% 12 8 66.7%
East 103 84 81.6% 97 79 81.4% 1 0 0.0% 5 5 100.0%
Hamilton 92 71 77.2% 52 40 76.9% 34 25 73.5% 6 6 100.0%
Knox 212 154 72.6% 113 93 82.3% 80 51 63.8% 19 10 52.6%
Mid-Cumberland 153 113 73.9% 117 86 73.5% 13 11 84.6% 23 16 69.6%
Northeast 200 148 74.0% 178 134 75.3% 12 8 66.7% 10 6 60.0%
Northwest 52 37 71.2% 44 30 68.2% 4 3 75.0% 4 4 100.0%
Shelby 159 120 75.5% 22 15 68.2% 134 103 76.9% 3 2 66.7%
Smoky Mountain 135 95 70.4% 126 88 69.8% 0 0 N/A 9 7 77.8%
South Central 72 58 80.6% 53 42 79.2% 12 10 83.3% 7 6 85.7%
Southeast 126 84 66.7% 110 73 66.4% 9 6 66.7% 7 5 71.4%
Southwest 98 86 87.8% 50 47 94.0% 45 37 82.2% 3 2 66.7%
Upper Cumberland 171 132 77.2% 156 117 75.0% 7 7 100.0% 8 8 100.0%
Statewide 1738 1284 73.9% 1163 879 75.6% 459 320 69.7% 116 85 7 3.3%

Outcome Goal 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0%

XVI.A.2 Adoption Finalization

Full Guardianship Obtained between 1/1/06 and 6/30/ 07

Region

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Number and Percent of Adoption Finalizations within  12 Months of Full Guardianship
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 1036 872 84.2% 329 271 82.4% 617 515 83.5% 90 86 95.6%

East 1168 1015 86.9% 1062 921 86.7% 37 32 86.5% 69 62 89.9%

Hamilton 418 369 88.3% 179 160 89.4% 213 183 85.9% 26 26 100.0%

Knox 908 770 84.8% 572 496 86.7% 252 204 81.0% 84 70 83.3%

Mid-Cumberland 1587 1360 85.7% 1147 977 85.2% 292 256 87.7% 148 127 85.8%

Northeast 1012 927 91.6% 865 796 92.0% 69 60 87.0% 78 71 91.0%

Northwest 323 281 87.0% 213 186 87.3% 85 70 82.4% 25 25 100.0%

Shelby 1366 1192 87.3% 171 151 88.3% 1143 1000 87.5% 52 41 78.8%

Smoky Mountain 1285 1147 89.3% 1146 1017 88.7% 52 49 94.2% 87 81 93.1%

South Central 705 632 89.6% 571 510 89.3% 72 65 90.3% 62 57 91.9%

Southeast 526 466 88.6% 462 409 88.5% 40 34 85.0% 24 23 95.8%

Southwest 372 335 90.1% 193 173 89.6% 161 144 89.4% 18 18 100.0%

Upper Cumberland 746 672 90.1% 692 623 90.0% 21 19 90.5% 33 30 90.9%
Statewide 11452 10038 87.7% 7602 6690 88.0% 3054 2631 86.1% 7 96 717 90.1%

Outcome Goal 90.0% 90.0% 90% 90.0%

Number and Percent of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Placements between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08 

XVI.A.3 Number of Placements 

Other

Region

Total Population White Black / African American

Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08 

 
 
 
 

Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 1036 767 74.0% 329 254 77.2% 617 445 72.1% 90 68 75.6%

East 1168 1018 87.2% 1062 925 87.1% 37 31 83.8% 69 62 89.9%

Hamilton 418 304 72.7% 179 129 72.1% 213 153 71.8% 26 22 84.6%

Knox 908 744 81.9% 572 490 85.7% 252 187 74.2% 84 67 79.8%

Mid-Cumberland 1587 1273 80.2% 1147 937 81.7% 292 221 75.7% 148 115 77.7%

Northeast 1012 799 79.0% 865 684 79.1% 69 48 69.6% 78 67 85.9%

Northwest 323 264 81.7% 213 167 78.4% 85 76 89.4% 25 21 84.0%

Shelby 1366 986 72.2% 171 122 71.3% 1143 823 72.0% 52 41 78.8%

Smoky Mountain 1285 1014 78.9% 1146 896 78.2% 52 47 90.4% 87 71 81.6%

South Central 705 610 86.5% 571 510 89.3% 72 48 66.7% 62 52 83.9%

Southeast 526 441 83.8% 462 387 83.8% 40 35 87.5% 24 19 79.2%

Southwest 372 312 83.9% 193 174 90.2% 161 120 74.5% 18 18 100.0%

Upper Cumberland 746 590 79.1% 692 546 78.9% 21 14 66.7% 33 30 90.9%
Statewide 11452 9122 79.7% 7602 6221 81.8% 3054 2248 73.6% 79 6 653 82.0%

Outcome Goal 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0%

XVI.A.4 Length of Time in Placement

Number and Percent of Children Who Had Been in Cust ody for Two Years or Less

Region

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson ��� �� 8.5% 239 20 8.4% 362 32 8.8% 46 3 6.5%

East ��� �� 6.0% 437 27 6.2% 9 0 0.0% 23 1 4.3%

Hamilton ��� �� 4.9% 103 1 1.0% 128 9 7.0% 13 2 15.4%

Knox 	�� �� 4.2% 234 14 6.0% 116 2 1.7% 27 0 0.0%

Mid-Cumberland ��� 	� 4.9% 495 24 4.8% 125 8 6.4% 75 2 2.7%

Northeast ��� �� 4.9% 535 23 4.3% 25 4 16.0% 31 2 6.5%

Northwest ��� �� 8.4% 140 14 10.0% 25 0 0.0% 14 1 7.1%

Shelby ��
 �� 8.6% 72 4 5.6% 541 44 8.1% 37 8 21.6%

Smoky Mountain ��� �� 4.0% 494 20 4.0% 22 1 4.5% 35 1 2.9%

South Central 	�� �� 6.1% 289 19 6.6% 45 2 4.4% 28 1 3.6%

Southeast ��
 �� 6.6% 264 17 6.4% 17 2 11.8% 9 0 0.0%

Southwest 	�
 �	 4.2% 177 7 4.0% 110 3 2.7% 23 3 13.0%

Upper Cumberland ��� �� 10.0% 422 43 10.2% 22 4 18.2% 27 0 0.0%
Statewide 5836 368 6.3% 3901 233 6.0% 1547 111 7.2% 388 24 6.2%

Outcome Goal <= 8% <= 8% <= 8% <= 8%

XVI.A.5 Reentry into Placement

Number and Percent of Children Who Re-Entered Custo dy within 12 Months of Discharge

Region

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Children Exiting Custody between 7/1/06 and 6/30/07

 
 
 
 

Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 122 5 4.1% 43 4 9.3% 67 0 0.0% 12 1 8.3%

East 73 0 0.0% 68 0 0.0% 0 0 N/A 5 0 0.0%

Hamilton 53 2 3.8% 30 1 3.3% 20 1 5.0% 3 0 0.0%

Knox 144 3 2.1% 85 1 1.2% 49 2 4.1% 10 0 0.0%

Mid-Cumberland 158 8 5.1% 110 8 7.3% 31 0 0.0% 17 0 0.0%

Northeast 139 2 1.4% 126 2 1.6% 8 0 0.0% 5 0 0.0%

Northwest 31 1 3.2% 27 1 3.7% 4 0 0.0% 0 0 N/A

Shelby 161 2 1.2% 31 0 0.0% 125 2 1.6% 5 0 0.0%

Smoky Mountain 130 0 0.0% 123 0 0.0% 0 0 N/A 7 0 0.0%

South Central 52 3 5.8% 38 3 7.9% 7 0 0.0% 7 0 0.0%

Southeast 47 1 2.1% 38 1 2.6% 6 0 0.0% 3 0 0.0%

Southwest 39 1 2.6% 15 1 6.7% 22 0 0.0% 2 0 0.0%

Upper Cumberland 105 0 0.0% 99 0 0.0% 2 0 0.0% 4 0 0.0%
Statewide 1254 28 2.2% 833 22 2.6% 341 5 1.5% 80 1 1.3%

Outcome Goal <= 5% <= 5% <= 5% <= 5%

Number and Percent of Adoptive Placements that Disr upted as of 6/30/08

XVI.A.6 Adoptive Placement Disruption

Other

Region

Total Population White Black / African American

Adoptive Placements Occurring between 7/1/07 and 6/ 30/08
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 52 43 82.7% 16 13 81.3% 35 29 82.9% 1 1 100.0%

East 40 35 87.5% 37 33 89.2% 2 1 50.0% 1 1 100.0%

Hamilton 20 19 95.0% 6 5 83.3% 13 13 100.0% 1 1 100.0%

Knox 24 22 91.7% 10 10 100.0% 10 8 80.0% 4 4 100.0%

Mid-Cumberland 73 62 84.9% 52 46 88.5% 16 13 81.3% 5 3 60.0%

Northeast 41 30 73.2% 36 27 75.0% 4 2 50.0% 1 1 100.0%

Northwest 18 15 83.3% 14 12 85.7% 3 2 66.7% 1 1 100.0%

Shelby 73 52 71.2% 7 4 57.1% 61 45 73.8% 5 3 60.0%

Smoky Mountain 45 41 91.1% 44 40 90.9% 0 0 N/A 1 1 100.0%

South Central 31 26 83.9% 24 20 83.3% 4 3 75.0% 3 3 100.0%

Southeast 19 16 84.2% 18 15 83.3% 1 1 100.0% 0 0 N/A

Southwest 17 17 100.0% 9 9 100.0% 8 8 100.0% 0 0 N/A

Upper Cumberland 32 28 87.5% 30 26 86.7% 0 0 N/A 2 2 100.0%
Statewide 485 406 83.7% 303 260 85.8% 157 125 79.6% 25 21 84.0%

Outcome Goal 90.0% 90.0% 90.0% 90.0%

Black / African American Other

Youth Exiting Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

XVI.A.7 Achievement Measures upon Discharge

Number and Percent of Youth Reaching at Least One A chievement Measure

Region

Total Population White

 
 
 
 

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 89% 84% 89%

East 80% 79% 100%

Hamilton 81% 91% 82%

Knox 83% 84% 83%

Mid-Cumberland 86% 87% 85%

Northeast 89% 91% 100%

Northwest 64% 71% 40%

Shelby 84% 83% 82%

Smoky Mountain 78% 79% 71%

South Central 92% 92% 0%

Southeast 92% 93% 100%

Southwest 96% 100% 90%

Upper Cumberland 96% 95% 100%

Statewide 85% 86% 84%

Outcome Goal 85% 85% 85%

Percent of Sibling Groups Placed Together Initially

Sibling Groups Entering Out-of-Home Placement Toget her for the First Time during 2007

XVI.B.3 Placing Siblings Together
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 69 48 69.6% 20 14 70.0% 41 30 73.2% 8 4 50.0%
East 38 31 81.6% 36 29 80.6% 0 0 N/A 2 2 100.0%

Hamilton 18 10 55.6% 10 7 70.0% 6 1 16.7% 2 2 100.0%

Knox 66 42 63.6% 40 29 72.5% 22 10 45.5% 2 3 150.0%

Mid-Cumberland 100 60 60.0% 74 40 54.1% 17 11 64.7% 9 9 100.0%

Northeast 73 45 61.6% 66 41 62.1% 6 4 66.7% 1 0 0.0%

Northwest 12 7 58.3% 11 7 63.6% 1 0 0.0% 0 0 N/A
Shelby 91 48 52.7% 13 10 76.9% 77 37 48.1% 1 1 100.0%

Smoky Mountain 59 40 67.8% 55 37 67.3% 1 0 0.0% 3 3 100.0%

South Central 26 14 53.8% 17 11 64.7% 4 2 50.0% 5 1 20.0%

Southeast 14 5 35.7% 13 4 30.8% 1 1 100.0% 0 0 N/A

Southwest 31 17 54.8% 12 6 50.0% 19 11 57.9% 0 0 N/A

Upper Cumberland 54 41 75.9% 50 37 74.0% 2 2 100.0% 2 2 100.0%
Statewide 651 408 62.7% 417 272 65.2% 197 109 55.3% 35 27 77.1%

Outcome Goal 65.0% 65.0% 65.0% 65.0%

Children Obtaining Full Guardianship between 7/1/07  and 6/30/08

Number and Percent of Children with Intent to Adopt  Signed Within 6 Months of Full Guardianship

XVI.B.5 Placement in an Adoptive Home 

White Black / African American Other

Region

Total Population

 
 
 
 

Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 448 3 0.7% 140 1 0.7% 272 2 0.7% 36 0 0.0%
East 650 0 0.0% 594 0 0.0% 16 0 0.0% 40 0 0.0%

Hamilton 267 0 0.0% 103 0 0.0% 149 0 0.0% 15 0 0.0%

Knox 562 4 0.7% 344 3 0.9% 164 1 0.6% 54 0 0.0%

Mid-Cumberland 746 1 0.1% 544 0 0.0% 136 1 0.7% 66 0 0.0%

Northeast 546 4 0.7% 462 3 0.6% 39 1 2.6% 45 0 0.0%

Northwest 137 4 2.9% 84 2 2.4% 42 2 4.8% 11 0 0.0%
Shelby 775 2 0.3% 94 1 1.1% 651 1 0.2% 30 0 0.0%

Smoky Mountain 679 2 0.3% 599 1 0.2% 29 0 0.0% 51 1 2.0%

South Central 440 2 0.5% 360 2 0.6% 45 0 0.0% 35 0 0.0%

Southeast 281 2 0.7% 251 1 0.4% 18 1 5.6% 12 0 0.0%

Southwest 179 3 1.7% 87 2 2.3% 91 1 1.1% 1 0 0.0%

Upper Cumberland 430 0 0.0% 398 0 0.0% 12 0 0.0% 20 0 0.0%
Statewide 6140 27 0.4% 4060 16 0.4% 1664 10 0.6% 416 1 0.2%

Outcome Goal <= 5% <= 5% <= 5% <= 5%

XVI.B.6 Goal of Planned Permanent Living Arrangemen t

Children in Custody on June 30, 2008

Region

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Number and Percent of Children with a Sole PPLA Goa l
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Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
Davidson 497 434 87.3% 158 133 84.2% 298 265 88.9% 41 36 87.8%
East 666 600 90.1% 615 555 90.2% 16 15 93.8% 35 30 85.7%

Hamilton 280 247 88.2% 107 96 89.7% 157 138 87.9% 16 13 81.3%

Knox 599 514 85.8% 376 334 88.8% 165 126 76.4% 58 54 93.1%

Mid-Cumberland 802 727 90.6% 578 529 91.5% 153 133 86.9% 71 65 91.5%

Northeast 575 528 91.8% 489 449 91.8% 40 34 85.0% 46 45 97.8%

Northwest 147 119 81.0% 89 68 76.4% 46 41 89.1% 12 10 83.3%
Shelby 797 723 90.7% 96 86 89.6% 669 606 90.6% 32 31 96.9%

Smoky Mountain 708 641 90.5% 627 566 90.3% 29 26 89.7% 52 49 94.2%

South Central 466 426 91.4% 381 348 91.3% 49 45 91.8% 36 33 91.7%

Southeast 303 283 93.4% 272 254 93.4% 19 18 94.7% 12 11 91.7%

Southwest 194 184 94.8% 96 89 92.7% 95 92 96.8% 3 3 100.0%

Upper Cumberland 454 410 90.3% 421 382 90.7% 12 9 75.0% 21 19 90.5%
Statewide 6488 5836 90.0% 4305 3889 90.3% 1748 1548 88.6% 435 399 91.7%

Outcome Goal 85.0% 85.0% 85.0% 85.0%

XVI.B.7 In-Region Placements

Number and Percent of Children Placed within 75 Mil es of Removal Address 

Region

Total Population White Black / African American Other

Children in Custody during June 2008

 
 
 
 
Regional Outcomes 
 
In the following tables, “Total Population” includes all children regardless of race or 
ethnic designation (or absence such designation in TNKids).  
 

Region Total Population White
Black / African 

American Hispanic
Davidson 3.3 1.7 5.2 5.1

East 8.9 8.6 9.6 12

Hamilton 3.2 2.9 3.6 5.9

Knox 4 3.1 7.7 10.7

Mid-Cumberland 3 2.4 5.6 5.2

Northeast 3.1 2.7 6.5 9.9

Northwest 2.3 1.6 4.1 2.3

Shelby 1.8 0.5 2.6 1.4

Smoky Mountain 6.3 5.7 10.7 20.3

South Central 3.1 3 1.4 5.1

Southeast 3.2 2.9 3.6 5.9

Southwest 1.7 1.5 1.6 0.7

Upper Cumberland 3.2 2.9 5.3 9.7

Statewide 3.2 2.9 3.6 5.9

Rate (per 1,000) of Children Entering Out-of-Home P lacement 

Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the Fir st Time during 2007
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Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 83% 82% 84%

East 37% 38% 40%

Hamilton 89% 87% 90%

Knox 73% 63% 95%

Mid-Cumberland 57% 57% 55%

Northeast 62% 62% 71%

Northwest 64% 62% 61%

Shelby 94% 85% 95%

Smoky Mountain 34% 33% 46%

South Central 52% 54% 36%

Southeast 57% 57% 71%

Southwest 66% 66% 63%

Upper Cumberland 51% 47% 67%

Statewide 60% 52% 81%

Percent of Children Placed In-County

Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the Fir st Time during 2007

 
 
 
 

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 95% 96% 97%

East 93% 94% 85%

Hamilton 88% 87% 89%

Knox 90% 90% 84%

Mid-Cumberland 96% 96% 92%

Northeast 94% 94% 95%

Northwest 96% 94% 100%

Shelby 80% 67% 82%

Smoky Mountain 92% 92% 96%

South Central 94% 95% 64%

Southeast 96% 96% 100%

Southwest 95% 96% 93%

Upper Cumberland 93% 93% 100%

Statewide 92% 93% 89%

Percentage of Children Initially Placed in a Family  Setting

Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the Fir st Time during 2007

 
 
 
 



 

 9

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 81% 76% 81%

East 83% 83% 90%

Hamilton 82% 82% 79%

Knox 77% 78% 77%

Mid-Cumberland 85% 84% 86%

Northeast 82% 81% 91%

Northwest 81% 83% 78%

Shelby 86% 91% 86%

Smoky Mountain 84% 83% 92%

South Central 83% 85% 74%

Southeast 82% 82% 70%

Southwest 91% 93% 88%

Upper Cumberland 84% 84% 87%

Statewide 83% 83% 83%

Children in Out-of-Home Placement  on January 1, 2006

Percentage of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Pl acements over Two-Year Window

 
 
 
 

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 73% 66% 73%

East 75% 74% 82%

Hamilton 78% 80% 76%

Knox 78% 82% 70%

Mid-Cumberland 72% 75% 71%

Northeast 82% 83% 58%

Northwest 80% 77% 82%

Shelby 81% 84% 79%

Smoky Mountain 78% 81% 89%

South Central 76% 76% 71%

Southeast 83% 82% 87%

Southwest 80% 80% 80%

Upper Cumberland 80% 81% 88%

Statewide 78% 78% 76%

Percentage of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Pl acements over Two-Year Window

Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement  during 2007
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This appendix presents additional information supplementing the data discussion on 
pages __ 28-31 of this monitoring report regarding placement stability for children in the 
2006 entry cohort.   
 
 
A.  Placement Moves by Exit Status 
 
When considering data on placement stability, it is important to know whether the 
children have exited out-of-home placement or still remain in care, because the children 
who have already exited will not experience any more placement moves, but the children 
who remain in care might.  The table below breaks down the data presented above by 
whether or not the children had exited care as of April 30, 2008.   
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Source: Data derived from longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through 
April 30, 2008.   

 
The table shows that of the 4,506 children who entered out-of-home placement for the 
first time in 2006, 79% had exited placement and just over one-fifth still remain in out-of-
home placement as of April 30, 2008.  The vast majority (88%) of the 2,163 children who 
did not experience a placement move had exited care as of April 30, 2008.  Of the 1,188 
children who experienced more than one move, 64% exited care as of April 30, 2008, and 
36% of those children still remained in care as of that date.   
 
Of the 927 children in the 2006 entry cohort who were still in care as of April 30, 2008, 
28% have not experienced a placement move while in care; 26% have experienced one 
placement move; and 46% have experienced two or more placement moves.   
 
The majority of children who experience placement moves remain in out-of-home care 
for longer periods of time, and the majority of children who do not experience placement 
moves exit out-of-home care in shorter periods of time.   
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B.  Placement Moves by Time in Care 
 
The table below provides data suggesting that for children who experience placement 
moves, most of the moves tend to occur during the first six months in out-of-home care.  
The table describes when placement moves tend to occur for children who experience 
placement moves.  The rows in the first portion break out the total number of children 
entering out-of-home placement for the first time in 2006 (“Total Children”), the number 
of children entering out-of-home placement in 2006 who have not experienced a 
placement move as of April 30, 2008 (“Stayers”), and the number of children entering 
out-of-home placement in 2005 who have experienced at least one placement move as of 
April 30, 2008 (“Movers”).  The columns indicate how many of each of those groups 
experienced the different periods in out-of-home placement as of April 30, 2008.  For 
example, 4,462 children experienced six or fewer months in out-of-home placement as of 
April 30, 2008; 2,120 of those children also experienced seven to 12 months in out-of-
home placement; and 1,318 of those children also experienced 13 to 18 months in out-of-
home placement.1   
 

                                                 
1 There are two possible reasons why a child may not have experienced the later periods in care: either the 
child exited out-of-home placement prior to reaching that period(s), or the child entered out-of-home 
placement at the end of 2005 and has not had time to experience that period(s) in out-of-home placement. 
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30. 2008.   
Outliers (children experiencing more than nine moves) are not included in this analysis.   

 
Breaking this data into groups by whether or not the child has experienced a placement 
move as of April 30, 2008 shows that about half of the children entering out-of-home 
placement in 2006 have experienced at least one placement move.  It also shows that the 
children who remain in out-of-home placement longer tend to be the children who have 
experienced placement moves.  For example, of the 4,462 total children entering custody 
in 2006 and experiencing the “six or fewer months” period, only 51% (2,274) 
experienced a placement move as of April 30, 2008 at some point during their stay in out-
of-home placement.  Conversely, of the 1,318 children who experienced the “13 to 18 
months” period, 71% (936) experienced a placement move as of April 30, 2008 at some 
point in their stay in out-of-home placement.   
 
The second portion of the table shows when the placement moves occurred for those 
children who experienced a placement move.  For example, of the 2,274 “movers” who 
experienced six or fewer months in out-of-home placement, 8% (184) did not experience 
the placement move(s) during that period, but 92% (2090) did.  (Of the 92% of children 
who experienced a move during the first six months in out-of-home placement, 55% 
experienced one move, 21% experienced two moves, and so on.)  Of the 936 “movers” 
who experienced 13 to 18 months in out-of-home placement, 75% (700) did not 
experience the move(s) during that period, and only 25% (236) did.  This indicates that 
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most children who experience a placement move experience the move during their first 
six months in out-of-home placement.  It also indicates that children who experience 
multiple placement moves tend to experience those moves during the first six months in 
out-of-home placement.   
 
These patterns were also seen for children entering out-of-home placement for the first 
time in 2005, as reported in the September 2007 Monitoring Report.   
 
 
C.  Placement Moves by Type of Placement  
 
The figure below provides a breakdown of placement stability data by the child’s first 
placement type when entering out-of-home care.  For children entering out-of-home 
placement for the first time in 2006, those whose first placement was with relatives were 
less likely to move to another placement setting.  Almost two-thirds (64%) of children 
initially placed with relatives did not experience a placement move while in care.   
 
This increased stability of kinship placements compared to non-kinship resource families 
is consistent with the findings reported in the September 2007 Monitoring Report with 
respect to the 2005 entry cohort (69% of children entering custody in 2005 whose first 
placement was with a relative did not experience a placement move, and 15% of those 
children experienced only one move.)   
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30. 
2008.   

 
 
D. Number of Placement Moves by Region  
 
The figure below provides a more detailed look, by region, at the number of placements 
experienced during 2007 by children who entered care for the first time during 2007.    
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 Number of Placements Experienced During 2007 
for Children Entering Placement During 2007   
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Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through February 7, 2008. 
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January to December 2007 
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Pharmacy Data 
January-December 2007 

 
Blue Cross and Blue Shield provided pharmacy data to the Department of Children Services for 
January-December 2007.   The information each month included: 

·  the name of child 
·  social security number 
·  the prescriber’s name, specialty,  and address   
·  the primary care physician’s name and address  
·  date of service and date the prescription was paid 
·  the drug’s name , strength, and the quantity dispensed 
·  amount paid 
·  the pharmacy’s name and address 

 

This information was matched with data from TNKIDS for each month.  Summary information was 
given on demographic information, such as adjudication, gender, and race.  Summary information 
on the physician prescribing the medication, as well as, drug information was given.   The 
information from each month has been totaled and averaged for the year.  Here are some of calendar 
year 2007 findings:   
 
 
 

Statewide  
·  The average number of DCS children prescribed at least one drug per month was 1724 

children.   
·  For the children who were in DCS custody for at least one day during the calendar year and 

prescribed at least one drug during the calendar: 
·  Nearly twenty eight percent (27.9%) of the children were prescribed at least one drug.  
·  A child’s average age is thirteen years (13.2).   
·  A child’s average length of time in custody is eight months (8.1).  
·  A child’s average number of months being prescribed at least one drug is five months 

(4.9).  
·  The child’s average number of drugs per month is two prescriptions (1.9).   

·  For  the children who were in DCS custody for at least one day during the calendar year and 
prescribed at least one drug during the calendar  

·  One tenth (10.4%) of the children were prescribed 4 or more drugs for at least one month 
and the average number of months being prescribed four or more drugs is almost four 
months (3.6).   

·  Nearly three percent (2.8%) of the children who were prescribed four or more drugs 
received medication for all twelve months of the calendar year. 

·  The physicians prescribing the most drugs specialized in Psychiatry. 
·  The five drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year were 

1) Methylphenidate 
2) Adderall  
3) Seroquel 
4) Risperdal 
5) Clonidine 

·  The  five classes of drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year were  
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                        Drug Class  Drug1    Drug2 
1) Antipsychotic   Seroquel    Risperdal  
2) Stimulants    Methylphenidate  Adderall 
3) Antidepressants Trazodone HCL  Zoloft 
4) Mood Stabilizers  Trileptal   Depakote 
5) Anti-Hypertensives  Clonidine   Guanfacine  

·  A child in DCS custody and administered medication is more likely to be a white male, 
adjudicated dependent neglect and thirteen years of age. Tthe physician specializes in 
Psychiatry and prescribed approximately two drugs (1.9) per month for the child.  

 
 
Brian A Children  

·  The average number of DCS children prescribed at least one drug per month was 1274 
children.   

·  For the children who were in DCS custody for at least one day during the calendar year and 
prescribed at least one drug during the calendar 

·  One fourth (25.1%) of the children were prescribed at least one drug.  
·  A child’s average length of time in custody is eight months (8.3).  
·  A child’s average number of months being prescribed at least one drug is five months 

(5.2).  
·  The child’s average number of drugs being prescribed per month is two prescriptions 

(2.0).   
·  For  the children who were in DCS custody for at least one day during the calendar year and 

prescribed at least one drug during the calendar year:  
·  One tenth (10.4%) of the children were prescribed 4 or more drugs for at least one month 

and the average number of months being prescribed four or more drugs is four months 
(4.0).   

·  Nearly four percent (3.9%) of the children who were prescribed four or more drugs 
received medication for all twelve months of the calendar year. 

·  The physicians prescribing the most drugs specialized in Psychiatry. 
·  The five drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year were 

1) Methylphenidate 
2) Adderall  
3) Risperdal 
4) Seroquel 
5) Clonidine 

·  The  five classes of drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year were  
                        Drug Class  Drug1    Drug2 

1) Stimulants    Methylphenidate   Adderall 
2) Antipsychotic   Risperdal    Seroquel 
3) Mood Stabilizers  Trileptal   Depakote 
4) Antidepressants Zoloft    Trazodone HCL 
5) Anti-Hypertensives  Clonidine   Guanfacine  

·  A Brian A child in DCS custody and administered medication is more likely to be a white 
male, adjudicated dependent neglect, twelve years of age.  The physician specializes in 
Psychiatry and prescribed approximately two drugs per month for the child.  
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Total Number of Children by Month 
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Chart 2A   
Percentage of Children in DCS Custody Prescribed at  Least One Drug 

By Month 
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2007 Average Number of Children - 8342 



 

Chart 2B 
Percentage of Brian A Children in DCS Custody Presc ribed at Least One Drug 

By Month 
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2007 Average Number of Brian A. Children - 6435 



 

Table 1A 
Statewide-Demographics January-December 2007 

 

Yearly 
Average

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Total … 1724 1728 1697 1778 1801 1592 1699 1678 1678 1665 1805 1844 1723

Adjudication
Dependent/Neglect 1215 1247 1185 1238 1246 1148 1171 1175 1189 1190 1281 1285 1224
Delinquent 449 421 444 479 488 387 465 446 428 425 464 499 443
Unruly 60 60 68 61 67 57 63 57 61 50 60 60 56

Gender
Male 1129 1140 1120 1185 1206 1036 1125 1108 1093 1088 1173 1182 1097
Female 595 588 577 593 595 556 574 570 585 577 632 662 626

Age Range
<= 5 89 104 94 104 97 87 88 87 86 85 82 78 72
6 - 10 306 304 291 313 314 297 308 299 298 297 314 317 322
11 - 14 474 518 483 499 495 467 469 449 468 442 474 470 449
15 - 17 820 770 798 824 855 722 804 808 784 803 891 924 851
18 + 36 32 31 38 40 19 30 35 42 38 44 55 29

Race
White 1231 1261 1240 1284 1289 1118 1192 1186 1182 1181 1274 1338 1231
Black/African American 423 395 386 428 446 420 438 420 425 412 456 434 414
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
Asian 2 3 2 3 2 1 1 3 2 3 2 2 2
Multi Racial 41 38 37 36 35 35 44 44 41 41 48 43 48
Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unable to Determine 26 29 31 26 28 18 23 25 28 28 25 26 26

Number of Children by 
Demographics 

 
 



 

Table 1B 
Brian A-Demographics January-December 2007 

 
 

Yearly 
Average

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Total … 1274 1307 1253 1299 1313 1205 1229 1231 1249 1239 1340 1343 1280
Adjudication

Dependent/Neglect 1214 1247 1185 1238 1246 1148 1166 1174 1188 1189 1280 1284 1224
Unruly 60 60 68 61 67 57 63 57 61 50 60 59 56

Gender
Male 772 807 769 800 814 727 752 761 748 748 810 790 742
Female 502 500 484 499 499 478 477 470 501 491 530 553 538

Age Range
<= 5 89 104 94 104 97 87 88 87 86 85 82 78 72
6 - 10 303 302 290 312 312 294 305 296 295 294 310 313 318
11 - 14 392 423 392 403 407 385 384 375 391 376 400 396 374
15 - 17 490 478 477 480 497 439 452 473 477 484 548 556 516

Race
White 912 947 913 941 944 850 869 872 878 887 940 984 924
Black/African American 311 301 285 310 321 315 310 310 320 303 344 310 300
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Asian 1 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Multi Racial 29 29 28 26 26 26 31 31 29 28 37 29 33
Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unable to Determine 20 26 25 21 21 14 19 18 22 20 18 18 20

Brian A. Children by 
Demographics 

 
 



 

Table 1C 
Statewide-Children in DCS Custody January-December 2007 

 

Yearly 
Average

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Total … 8342 8522 8526 8468 8351 8466 8461 8393 8303 8233 8103 8181 8101
Adjudication

Dependent/Neglect 6239 6374 6380 6321 6196 6299 6302 6263 6210 6177 6093 6156 6092

Delinquent 1905 1930 1958 1938 1950 1955 1954 1930 1903 1873 1820 1836 1813

Unruly 200 218 208 209 205 212 205 200 190 183 190 189 196

Gender

Male 4795 4902 4914 4865 4782 4868 4856 4818 4786 4756 4662 4685 4643

Female 3548 3620 3612 3603 3569 3598 3605 3575 3517 3477 3441 3496 3458

Age Range

<= 5 2130 2141 2140 2146 2087 2132 2121 2152 2152 2164 2115 2109 2105

6 - 10 1276 1290 1286 1260 1252 1288 1303 1301 1269 1266 1255 1284 1262

11 - 14 1412 1509 1507 1503 1478 1463 1458 1389 1364 1348 1305 1318 1296

15 - 17 3251 3311 3318 3296 3259 3325 3330 3293 3234 3158 3135 3184 3164

18 + 274 271 275 263 275 258 249 258 284 297 293 286 274

Race

White 5252 5296 5305 5254 5189 5309 5307 5269 5238 5218 5163 5256 5216

Black/African American 2609 2749 2741 2732 2697 2697 2682 2648 2574 2526 2452 2420 2384

American Indian/Alaska Native 8 7 7 6 6 7 8 8 8 7 7 10 10

Asian 17 20 19 19 18 16 14 15 17 18 18 18 17

Multi Racial 232 233 233 234 225 221 235 240 237 229 236 235 231

Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 5 5 6 5

Unable to Determine 222 215 219 222 215 214 213 211 226 230 222 236 238

Number of Children in 
Custody by 
Demographics 

 
 
 



 

Table 1D 
Brian A-Children in DCS Custody January-December 20 07 

 
 

Yearly 
Average

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Total … 8342 8522 8526 8468 8351 8466 8461 8393 8303 8233 8103 8181 8101
Adjudication

Dependent/Neglect 6239 6374 6380 6321 6196 6299 6302 6263 6210 6177 6093 6156 6092

Delinquent 1905 1930 1958 1938 1950 1955 1954 1930 1903 1873 1820 1836 1813

Unruly 200 218 208 209 205 212 205 200 190 183 190 189 196

Gender

Male 4795 4902 4914 4865 4782 4868 4856 4818 4786 4756 4662 4685 4643

Female 3548 3620 3612 3603 3569 3598 3605 3575 3517 3477 3441 3496 3458

Age Range

<= 5 2130 2141 2140 2146 2087 2132 2121 2152 2152 2164 2115 2109 2105

6 - 10 1276 1290 1286 1260 1252 1288 1303 1301 1269 1266 1255 1284 1262

11 - 14 1412 1509 1507 1503 1478 1463 1458 1389 1364 1348 1305 1318 1296

15 - 17 3251 3311 3318 3296 3259 3325 3330 3293 3234 3158 3135 3184 3164

18 + 274 271 275 263 275 258 249 258 284 297 293 286 274

Race

White 5252 5296 5305 5254 5189 5309 5307 5269 5238 5218 5163 5256 5216

Black/African American 2609 2749 2741 2732 2697 2697 2682 2648 2574 2526 2452 2420 2384

American Indian/Alaska Native 8 7 7 6 6 7 8 8 8 7 7 10 10

Asian 17 20 19 19 18 16 14 15 17 18 18 18 17

Multi Racial 232 233 233 234 225 221 235 240 237 229 236 235 231

Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 5 5 6 5

Unable to Determine 222 215 219 222 215 214 213 211 226 230 222 236 238

Number of Children in 
Custody by 
Demographics 

 
 
 



 

Table 2A  
Statewide-Placement Type Information January-Decemb er 2007 

 
 

Statewide Pharmacy Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov D ec

All Children Total … 8342 1724 1728 1697 1778 1801 1592 1699 1678 1678 1665 1805 1844 1723

Adoptive Home 14 1 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Contract Foster Home 639 45 56 49 61 54 43 46 34 40 41 34 43 42
Contract Foster Home Medically Fragile 63 23 21 21 22 25 22 22 24 25 21 23 23 21
Contract Foster Home Therapeutic 280 458 488 489 504 511 469 456 433 431 415 449 435 416
DCS Foster Home 2956 290 311 286 299 303 270 272 290 285 281 293 301 292
Expediated Home 281 22 21 23 19 23 16 24 25 24 20 20 18 25
In-Home/Trial Home Visits 557 94 104 94 100 84 69 94 100 88 102 100 95 97
DCS Group Home 75 27 19 22 25 27 27 31 32 27 24 32 34 28
Youth Development Center 530 15 16 30 51 46 2 17 2 0 0 4 7 3
Runaway 239 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 5 2 2 2
Medical Surgical/In-Patient Psychiatric 18 5 3 4 5 6 7 8 4 6 6 3 5 3
Level 2 33 8 7 10 9 11 8 4 6 4 7 10 10 6
Level 2 Continuum 1259 212 193 180 204 201 175 208 203 215 232 245 249 239
Level 2 Special Needs 32 23 24 23 25 27 24 24 24 21 20 19 22 22
Level 2 Special Population 175 65 64 67 66 78 60 63 65 62 61 66 69 61
Level 3 130 58 51 55 56 61 55 58 57 61 65 63 53 64
Level 3 Continuum 773 272 236 243 235 252 245 268 289 287 267 325 315 298
Level 3 Continuum Special Needs 62 34 45 45 36 38 31 36 29 26 25 36 31 34
Level 3 Special Needs Sex Offender 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3
Level 4 59 33 28 27 20 25 29 31 31 38 37 43 54 31
Level 4 Special Needs 5 2 5 4 4 3 4 2 0 1 2 1 0 0
Detention/Emergency Shelter/Primary 
Treatment Center 146 29 23 17 28 22 30 31 28 32 32 34 41 29

Transitional/Independent Living 6 2 2 1 2 0 4 2 1 2 1 1 1 1
Center/Diagnostic, Evaluation, and 
Assessment 14 2 2 4 5 3 1 2 1 1 0 0 4 4

Yearly AveragePlacement 

 
 
 
 



 

Table 2B  
Brian A-Placement Type Information January-December  2007 

 
 

Brian A Pharmacy Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

All Brian A. Children Total … 6435 1274 1307 1253 1299 1313 1205 1229 1231 1249 1239 1340 1343 1280
Adoptive Home 14 1 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Contract Foster Home 631 43 54 46 58 52 41 44 33 39 38 32 41 42
Contract Foster Home Medically Fragile 63 23 21 21 22 25 22 22 24 25 21 23 23 21
Contract Foster Home Therapeutic 238 397 425 427 431 447 402 387 374 372 363 393 381 362
DCS Foster Home 2905 282 302 279 292 295 259 263 278 277 274 284 292 283
Expediated Home 276 21 20 23 19 23 15 22 24 23 17 19 17 25
In-Home/Trial Home Visits 467 74 83 75 77 72 55 75 71 74 85 82 71 71
DCS Group Home 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 3 3 3 3
Youth Development Center 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Runaway 129 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1
Medical Surgical/In-Patient Psychiatric 15 3 1 3 4 4 5 7 2 3 4 2 3 3
Level 2 8 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
Level 2 Continuum 985 158 142 130 151 146 140 149 152 163 171 183 186 182
Level 2 Special Needs 20 18 20 20 20 21 18 17 18 15 15 15 18 19
Level 2 Special Population 43 17 14 15 18 19 21 18 19 18 15 18 13 15
Level 3 54 33 32 30 30 32 31 30 33 32 35 35 41 36
Level 3 Continuum 487 155 138 137 133 142 148 145 161 157 148 188 186 174
Level 3 Continuum Special Needs 25 14 18 19 14 13 15 16 13 10 10 14 10 10
Level 3 Special Needs Sex Offender 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2
Level 4 41 21 18 16 13 15 17 21 20 25 26 29 38 15
Level 4 Special Needs 4 2 4 3 4 3 4 2 0 1 2 1 0 0
Detention/Emergency Shelter/Primary 
Treatment Center 24 8 4 4 9 2 6 7 5 9 7 12 15 11

Transitional/Independent Living 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
DCS Observation & Assessment 
Center/Diagnostic, Evaluation, and 
Assessment

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Placement Yearly Average

 



 

Table 3A  
Statewide-Number of Prescriptions January-December 2007 

 

1 2 3 4+

Yearly Average 8342 1724 759 537 298 129

January 8522 1728 727 555 307 139
February 8526 1697 751 529 294 122
March 8468 1778 774 543 333 127
April 8351 1801 833 548 285 134
May 8466 1592 682 462 309 139
June 8461 1699 758 533 278 129
July 8393 1678 731 520 303 124
August 8303 1678 704 541 295 138
September 8233 1665 745 534 273 113
October 8103 1805 763 587 314 141
November 8181 1844 828 559 319 138
December 8101 1723 816 534 264 108

Number of PrescriptionsNumber of Children By 
Month

Statewide Pharmacy

 

 
Table 3B  

Brian A-Number of Prescriptions January-December 20 07 
 

1 2 3 4+

Yearly Average 6435 1274 557 393 223 101

January 6591 1307 552 407 240 108
February 6565 1253 563 384 211 94
March 6523 1299 566 373 258 101
April 6396 1313 611 377 221 103
May 6508 1205 515 347 227 116
June 6505 1229 548 373 211 97
July 6462 1231 543 370 223 95
August 6400 1249 527 402 218 102
September 6358 1239 532 411 206 90
October 6280 1340 558 447 227 108
November 6345 1343 586 417 233 107
December 6288 1280 587 407 198 87

Number of Brian A. 
Children By Month

Brian A Pharmacy
Number of Prescriptions



 

Table 3C 
Statewide-Number of Children With 4+ Prescriptions by Age Group January-December 2007  

<=5 6-10 11-14 15-17 18+

Yearly Average 8342 1724 1 15 44 68 2

January 8522 1728 3 21 45 67 3
February 8526 1697 3 14 43 58 4
March 8468 1778 4 18 44 59 2
April 8351 1801 1 16 44 72 1
May 8466 1592 0 16 52 70 1
June 8461 1699 1 10 44 72 2
July 8393 1678 0 12 43 69 0
August 8303 1678 0 12 49 74 3
September 8233 1665 1 13 40 58 1
October 8103 1805 0 14 49 77 1
November 8181 1844 0 15 42 79 2
December 8101 1723 2 13 30 63 0

Number of Children By 
Age Group With 4+ 

Prescriptions
Statewide Pharmacy

Age Group (Years)

  
Table 3D   

Brian A-Number Children with 4+ Prescriptions by Ag e Group January-December 2007  

<=5 6-10 11-14 15-17 18+

Yearly Average 6435 1274 1 14 39 46 0

January 6591 1307 3 21 38 46 0
February 6565 1253 3 14 38 39 0
March 6523 1299 4 18 38 41 0
April 6396 1313 1 16 39 47 0
May 6508 1205 0 16 47 53 0
June 6505 1229 1 10 39 47 0
July 6462 1231 0 12 38 45 0
August 6400 1249 0 12 43 47 0
September 6358 1239 1 13 38 38 0
October 6280 1340 0 13 46 49 0
November 6345 1343 0 15 38 54 0
December 6288 1280 2 13 28 44 0

Number of Brian A. 
Children By Age Group 
With 4+ Prescriptions

Brian A Pharmacy

Age Group (Years)

 



 

Table 4A Statewide-Unique Children  
 

Statewide Pharmacy
4+ 

Prescriptions
 Age/Years

Months in 
Custody 

Months with a 
Presciption

Months with 4+ 
Prescription

Number of 
Prescriptions

Total … 15067* 4200 435 13.2 8.1 4.9 3.6 1.9
Adjudication

Dependent/Neglect 11235 2762 292 11.9 8.4 5.3 4.1 2.0
Delinquent 3420 1277 130 15.7 7.6 4.2 2.6 1.9
Unruly 412 161 13 15.1 7.3 4.5 1.8 1.9

Gender
Male 8564 2564 283 13.2 8.1 5.1 3.8 2.0
Female 6503 1546 152 13.2 8.1 4.6 3.2 1.9

Age Range
<= 5 4057 269 8 3.3 8.7 4.5 2.0 1.5
6 - 10 2186 667 58 8.0 8.5 5.7 3.6 1.8
11 - 14 2682 1085 134 12.9 8.3 5.7 4.1 2.1
15 - 17 5839 2099 229 16.0 7.8 4.5 3.3 1.9
18 + 303 80 6 18.0 6.6 2.6 1.8 1.9

Race
White 9667 2978 342 13.2 7.9 5.0 3.7 2.0
Black/African American 4523 1033 83 13.3 8.5 4.9 3.3 1.8
American Indian/Alaska Native 17 5 0 12.6 5.8 1.8 0.0 1.4
Asian 33 8 0 14.9 9.8 3.3 0.0 1.7
Multi Racial 394 101 4 12.3 8.3 4.9 4.8 1.9
Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 10 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unable to Determine 423 75 6 12.7 7.6 4.2 1.8 1.7

Calendar Year (January - December 2007)

Unique Number of Children by 
Demographics 

Average

 
* This number was obtained by selecting all children in DCS custody on January 1, 2007 and adding all admissions to DCS from January 1 – December 31, 2007. 

 
 



 

Table 4B Brian A.-Unique Children  

Brian A. Pharmacy
4+ 

Prescriptions
 Age/Years

Months in 
Custody 

Months with a 
Presciption

Months with 4+ 
Prescription

Number of 
Prescriptions

Total … *11647 2922 305 12.1 8.3 5.2 4.0 2.0
Adjudication

Dependent/Neglect 11235 2761 292 11.9 8.4 5.3 4.1 2.0
Unruly 412 161 13 15.1 7.3 4.5 1.8 1.9

Gender
Male 5765 1652 194 11.6 8.4 5.6 4.2 2.0
Female 5882 1270 111 12.6 8.3 4.7 3.6 1.9

Age Range
<= 5 4057 269 8 3.3 8.7 4.5 2.0 1.5
6 - 10 2180 662 56 8.0 8.5 5.7 3.7 1.8
11 - 14 2189 855 108 12.8 8.4 5.8 4.5 2.1
15 - 17 3221 1136 133 15.9 8.0 4.7 3.8 2.0

Race
White 7664 2090 235 12.1 8.2 5.2 4.1 2.0
Black/African American 3240 695 62 12.1 8.8 5.4 3.7 1.8
American Indian/Alaska Native 12 3 0 10.7 5.7 1.3 0.0 2.0
Asian 19 5 0 14.0 10.4 2.2 0.0 1.3
Multi Racial 333 72 3 11.1 8.5 4.9 4.7 2.0
Native Hawaiian/Oth Pacific Isl. 8 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unable to Determine 371 57 5 11.7 7.7 4.3 2.0 1.7

Calendar Year (January - December 2007)

Unique Number of Brian A. 
Children by Demographics 

Average

 
* This number was obtained by selecting all children in DCS custody on January 1, 2007 and adding all admissions to DCS from January 1 – December 31, 2007.
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Table 5   Drug Listing 
Drug Listed on BCBS File Drug Name Drug Class 
ABILIFY ABILIFY Antipsychotics 
ADDERALL ADDERALL Stimulants 
ADDERALL XR ADDERALL Stimulants 
AMPHETAMINE SALT COMBO ADDERALL Stimulants 
ALPRAZOLAM ALPRAZOLAM Sedative-Hypnotics 
ZOLPIDEM TARTRATE AMBIEN Sedative-Hypnotics 
AMITRIPTYLINE HCL AMITRIPTYLINE HCL Antidepressants 
ATENOLOL ATENOLOL Anti-Hypertensives 
BENZTROPINE MESYLATE BENZTROPINE MESYL Anticholinergic 
BUSPIRONE HCL BUSPIRONE Miscellaneous 
CAMPRAL CAMPRAL Miscellaneous 
CARBAMAZEPINE CARBAMAZEPINE Mood Stabilizers 
CARBATROL CARBAMAZEPINE Mood Stabilizers 
TEGRETOL CARBAMAZEPINE Mood Stabilizers 
TEGRETOL XR CARBAMAZEPINE Mood Stabilizers 
CATAPRES-TTS 1 CATAPRES-TTS 1 Anti-Hypertensives 
CATAPRES-TTS 3 CATAPRES-TTS 3 Anti-Hypertensives 
CITALOPRAM CELEXA Antidepressants 
CITALOPRAM HBR CELEXA Antidepressants 
CHLORAL HYDRATE CHLORAL HYDRATE Sedative-Hypnotics 
CHLORDIAZEPOXIDE HCL CHLORDIAZEPOXIDE CHLORDIAZEPOXIDE H 
CHLORPROMAZINE HCL CHLORPROMAZINE Antipsychotics 
CLOMIPRAMINE HCL CLOMIPRAMINE Antidepressants 
CLONAZEPAM CLONAZEPAM Sedative-Hypnotics 
CLONIDINE HCL CLONIDINE Anti-Hypertensives 
CLORAZEPATE DIPOTASSIUM CLORAZEPATE DIPOT Sedative-Hypnotics 
CLOZAPINE CLOZAPINE Antipsychotics 
CLOZARIL CLOZAPINE Antipsychotics 
CYMBALTA CYMBALTA Antidepressants 
DDAVP DDAVP Miscellaneous 
DEPAKOTE DEPAKOTE Mood Stabilizers 
DEPAKOTE ER DEPAKOTE Mood Stabilizers 
DEPAKOTE SPRINKLE DEPAKOTE Mood Stabilizers 
VALPROIC ACID DEPAKOTE Mood Stabilizers 
DEXTROAMPHETAMINE 
SULFATE 

DEXEDRINE Stimulants 

DEXTROSTAT DEXEDRINE Stimulants 
DIAZEPAM DIAZEPAM Sedative-Hypnotics 
BENADRYL DIPHENHYDRAMINE Antihistamines 
DOXEPIN HCL DOXEPIN HCL Antidepressants 
EFFEXOR XR EFFEXOR Antidepressants 
VENLAFAXINE HCL EFFEXOR Antidepressants 
FLUOXETINE HCL FLUOXETINE Antidepressants 
FLUPHENAZINE HCL FLUPHENAZINE HCL Antipsychotics 
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Drug Listed on BCBS File Drug Name Drug Class 
FLUVOXAMINE MALEATE FLUVOXAMINE Antidepressants 
GABAPENTIN GABAPENTIN Mood Stabilizers 
NEURONTIN GABAPENTIN Mood Stabilizers 
GABITRIL GABITRIL Mood Stabilizers 
GEODON GEODON Antipsychotics 
GUANFACINE HCL GUANFACINE Anti-Hypertensives 
HALDOL HALOPERIDOL Antipsychotics 
HALOPERIDOL HALOPERIDOL Antipsychotics 
HALOPERIDOL LACTATE HALOPERIDOL Antipsychotics 
HYDROXYZINE HCL HYDROXYZINE Antihistamines 
HYDROXYZINE PAMOATE HYDROXYZINE Antihistamines 
VISTARIL HYDROXYZINE Antihistamines 
IMIPRAMINE HCL IMIPRAMINE Antidepressants 
IMIPRAMINE PAMOATE IMIPRAMINE Antidepressants 
INDERAL LA INDERAL LA Anti-Hypertensives 
KEPPRA KEPPRA Mood Stabilizers 
LAMICTAL LAMOTRIGINE Mood Stabilizers 
LAMOTRIGINE LAMOTRIGINE Mood Stabilizers 
LEXAPRO LEXAPRO Antidepressants 
LITHIUM CARBONATE LITHIUM CARBONATE Mood Stabilizers 
LITHIUM CITRATE LITHIUM CARBONATE Mood Stabilizers 
LITHOBID LITHIUM CARBONATE Mood Stabilizers 
LORAZEPAM LORAZEPAM Sedative-Hypnotics 
LORAZEPAM INTENSOL LORAZEPAM INTENSO Sedative-Hypnotics 
LUNESTA LUNESTA Sedative-Hypnotics 
METHADONE HCL METHADONE Miscellaneous 
CONCERTA METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
DAYTRANA METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
FOCALIN METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
FOCALIN XR METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METADATE CD METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METADATE ER METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METHYLIN METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METHYLIN ER METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METHYLPHENIDATE ER METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
METHYLPHENIDATE HCL METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
RITALIN LA METHYLPHENIDATE Stimulants 
MIDAZOLAM HCL MIDAZOLAM Sedative-Hypnotics 
MIRTAZAPINE MIRTAZAPINE Antidepressants 
NALTREXONE HYDROCHLORIDE NALTREXONE HYDROC Miscellaneous 
NORTRIPTYLINE HCL NORTRIPTYLINE Antidepressants 
PAROXETINE HCL PAXIL Antidepressants 
PAXIL CR PAXIL Antidepressants 
PERPHENAZINE PERPHENAZINE Antipsychotics 
PERPHENAZINE-AMITRIPTYLINE PERPHENAZINE-AMIT PERPHENAZINE-AMITR 
PROPRANOLOL PROPRANOLOL Anti-Hypertensives 
PROVIGIL PROVIGIL Stimulants 
TEMAZEPAM RESTORIL Sedative-Hypnotics 
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Drug Listed on BCBS File Drug Name Drug Class 
RISPERDAL RISPERDAL Antipsychotics 
RISPERDAL CONSTA RISPERDAL Antipsychotics 
ROZEREM ROZEREM Sedative-Hypnotics 
SEROQUEL SEROQUEL Antipsychotics 
SONATA SONATA Sedative-Hypnotics 
STRATTERA STRATTERA Miscellaneous 
SYMBYAX SYMBYAX Antidepressants 
THIORIDAZINE HCL THIORIDAZINE Antipsychotics 
THIOTHIXENE THIOTHIXENE Antipsychotics 
TOPAMAX TOPAMAX Mood Stabilizers 
TRAZODONE HCL TRAZODONE HCL Antidepressants 
OXCARBAZEPINE TRILEPTAL Mood Stabilizers 
TRILEPTAL TRILEPTAL Mood Stabilizers 
BUDEPRION SR WELLBUTRIN Antidepressants 
BUPROPION HCL WELLBUTRIN Antidepressants 
WELLBUTRIN SR WELLBUTRIN Antidepressants 
WELLBUTRIN XL WELLBUTRIN Antidepressants 
SERTRALINE HCL ZOLOFT Antidepressants 
ZOLOFT ZOLOFT Antidepressants 
ZYPREXA ZYPREXA Antipsychotics 
ZYPREXA ZYDIS ZYPREXA Antipsychotics 
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This appendix presents additional information supplementing the data discussion on 
pages __ 56-59 of this monitoring report regarding exits to permanency.   
 
 
A. Exits for 2006 entry Cohort by Exit Type 
 
The Department tracks and reports on the permanency outcomes for children entering 
foster care during a particular year.  For example, the figure below shows the percentage 
of children first entering out-of-home placement in 2006 who have exited to each exit 
type as of April 30, 2008.  Children exiting to Reunification represent by far the largest 
percentage of exits.  As of April 30, 2008, almost half (48%) of the children entering care 
in 2006 had exited to Reunification with Family, 22% had exited to Reunification with 
Relatives, 5% had exited to Adoption, 7% had experienced some other non-permanent 
exit, and 18% remained in care.1   
 
This data both helps the Department understand the range and frequency of exit types 
generally and allows comparison of entry cohorts as one possible indicator of changes in 
performance related to permanency.2  
 

                                                 
1 It is important to note that, as discussed further below, for those who remain in care, the percentage of 
those children exiting to adoption will likely be greater than the percentage of those who have already 
exited and the percentage of those exiting to reunification will likely be lower.  For this reason, the ultimate 
“exit type” percentages for the 2006 entry cohort (calculated after the last child in that cohort exits custody) 
will be different than the percentages to date.  
2 The September 2007 Monitoring Report presented these data as of March 31, 2007 for children entering 
out-of-home placement in 2005.  By March 31, 2007, 48% of children entering in 2005 had exited to 
reunification with family, 21% to reunification with a relative, and 5% to adoption.  Six percent (6%) 
experienced some other non-permanent exit, and 21% were still in out-of-home placement.   
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Data derived from longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 
2008.   

 
 
B. Interrelationship between Exit Type and Length of Stay for Children Placed 2002 
to 2007 
 
The Department tracks and reports data that reflect the interrelationship between length 
of stay and exit type.  The figure below shows the percent of children leaving to each exit 
type by how long they had been in foster care.  The points at interval one in the figure 
show exits for children who exited within one year of placement as a percent of all 
children placed.  The points at interval two show the proportion of exits that occurred for 
children who spent at least one year in foster care during the next year-long interval.  
Similarly, the points at interval three show the proportion of exits that occurred for 
children who spent two years in foster care.  Finally, the points at interval four show the 
proportion of exits that occurred for children who spent three years in foster care during 
the next year-long interval, and the points at interval five show the proportion of exits 
that occurred for children who spent five years in foster care during the next year-long 
interval. 
 
Displaying the three exit probabilities together—adoption, reunification with family or 
relative, and other exits (primarily running away or reaching majority)—helps to better 
understand how the likelihood of certain exits changes over time.  For example, family 
exits (the pink line) occur more frequently among children with shorter durations in 
placement and taper off over time.  That is, the likelihood of a family exit is highest in the 
first year and drops significantly in subsequent years.  Adoptions (the blue line), on the 
other hand, occur more slowly, but the probability of adoption increases over time. 
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The points at interval one show that the most common exit for children who spend less 
than a year in foster care is a “family exit”—a return to the child’s birth family or a 
relative.  Between 50-60% of children discharged in the first year follow this path.  Not 
surprisingly, given the typical time it takes to decide that adoption is the best permanency 
option and the time it takes to complete the adoption process, only a small percentage of 
children who spend less than a year in foster care will be adopted. 
 
Among children who spend more than one year in foster care, the figure shows that as 
time goes on, these children become less likely to return to a birth parent or relative and 
more likely to be adopted.  For children whose exits occur after their third year in care, 
those exits are more likely to be to adoption.   
 
The line depicting the percent of children experiencing other exits shows that the 
likelihood of leaving foster care in another way, generally by running away or reaching 
the age of majority, is about 10% in each yearly interval. 
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Data derived from longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through April 30, 2008. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX J 
 

CPS and SIU Investigations by Case Age 
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This Appendix presents historical data related to overdue investigations from  March 
2006 through June 2008 (see the figure below).  The data include both CPS and SIU 
cases in order to allow comparison against performance on this measure presented in 
previous Monitoring Reports.   
 

Open CPS Investigations (Including SIU) by Case Age , 
as of the Last Day of Each Month 
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Sources: “Statewide Summary Report of Overdue vs. Open CPS and SIU Investigations” (CPS-
INVPODUE-200) as of the last day of each month during the period September 2007 through June 
2008, and “CPS--Open Investigations Summary Report,” March 2006 through June 2007. 
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Department of Children’s Services 
Exception Request 

 

PART I - CHILD INFORMATION 

1. CHILD’S NAME:       2. HOME COUNTY/REGION:       

3.  DATE:       4.  CHILD’S TNKIDS ID:       

5. AGE:       6. DOB:       7. SSN:       8. CUSTOD Y DATE:       

9. CUSTODY TYPE (Select One): D/N:   UNRULY:   DELI NQUENT:   

10. PERANENCY GOAL:   11. TARGETED DATE:       12. DATE OF PLACEMENT:       

13.  FAMILY SERVICE WORKER:       14.  FSW PHONE NU MBER:       

 

PART II – CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PLACEMENT 

15.  CHILD’S PLACEMENT: I.    II.    III.    IV.    

16.  IS THIS A SIBLING GROUP PLACEMENT:   17.  PLAC EMENT STATUS:   18. RESOURCE HOME TYPE:   

RESOURCE PARENT INFORMATION RESIDENTIAL/AGENCY PLACEMENT 

19. NAME OF RESOURCE PARENT:       25. FACILITY NAM E:       

20. ADDRESS:       26. ADDRESS:       

21. CITY:       27. CITY:       

22. STATE: ��������������������  28. STATE, ZIP CODE: ��������������������  ��������������������  

23. ZIP CODE: ��������������������  29. COUNTY: ��������������������  

24. COUNTY: ��������������������  30. PHONE # & FAX: ��������������������  ��������������������  

 

PART III – CHILD DATA  

31. Total # of DCS children in Resource Home: ��������������������  32. Total # of all children in Resource Home: ��������������������  

33. Placement relationship:   34. Type of assessment completed:   

35. Is this a temporary/emergency placement?   36. If yes, did the RA approve prior to placement?   

37. Does this child have criminal charges?   38. What are the charges? ��������������������  

39. IDENTIFYING INFORMATION OF OTHER DCS CHILDREN IN THE HOME.  List all DCS children in the home (NOTE: Exception requests are not 
required for adoptive or biological children in the home): 

TNKIDS ID DOB RELATIONSHIP 

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  

��������������������  ��������������������  ��������������������  
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PART IV - TYPES OF EXCEPTIONS  

NOTE:  Once licensing standards are promulgated they have the force of law and may not be waived (see Licensing Standards for Child Placing Agencies, 
1240-4-9-.07(5)). Exception request approvals only address best practice standards and do not affect licensure standards.  For exception request placements 

not conducted within the Child & Family Team Meeting (CFTM) framework, a CFTM must be convene within seven (7) days of the placement being made.                                      

 

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY BELOW:  

 40.   Shelter placement in excess of thirty (30) da ys.   

Standard : No child shall remain in emergency or temporary facilities/emergency shelters for more than thirty (30) days. 

 I.  Note:  This placement standard has no exception s that comply 
with best practice standards.  

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

   A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are 
no appropriate placement resources available that comply with 
best practice placement standards. Complete column A of the 
Certified Assurances. 

   B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the 
best option to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  
Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.   

 

 41.   Multiple shelter placements.  

Standard:  No child shall be placed in more than one (1) shelter or other emergency or temporary placement within any 12-month period. An exception for up to 
five (5) days for runaway children shall apply.  An exception for children facing a direct threat to their safety, or who present a threat to the safety of others, shall 
apply.  An exception for up to fifteen (15) days for children requiring placement for the purpose of assessing placement needs as a result of significant 
behavioral changes shall apply. 

 I.  Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide justification 
item # 61) 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the placement is for an apprehended runaway 
and shall not exceed five (5) days. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are 
no appropriate placement resources available that comply with 
best practice placement standards.  Complete column A of the 
Certified Assurances. 

 B.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the placement is for a child who faces a direct 
threat to his or her safety or who is a direct threat to the safety of 
others. 

 B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the 
best option to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  
Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.   

 C.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement exception because the Regional Administrator certifies that the placement is to 
assess a child who requires placement as a result of significant behavioral changes and certifies that the placement shall not exceed fifteen (15) 
days. 

 

 42.   No child placed in detention.   

Standard : No child in DCS physical or legal custody in foster care shall be placed, by DCS or with knowledge of DCS, in a jail, correctional or detention facility 
unless such child has been charged with a delinquency charge or unless otherwise placed or ordered by the court. 

 Non-Compliant with best practice standards. (Provide justification item # 61). 

 

 43.  Placement not within the region or 75 miles. 

Standard:   Children must be placed within their own region or within a 75 mile radius of the home through which the child entered custody unless the child’s 
needs are so exceptional that they cannot be met by a family or facility within the region, the child’s permanency calls for reunification with parents who reside 
outside the region, or placement is with a relative outside the region.  

 I.  Compliant with best practice standards.   (Provide justification item # 
61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards. (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.  This request meets the best practice standards for placement because 
the child’s needs are so exceptional that they cannot be met by a family 
or facility within the region. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there 
are neither appropriate placements within the region nor 
appropriate placements outside the region that meet the 
standard for best practice placement. Complete column A of 
the Certified Assurances.  

 B.  This request meets the best practice standards for placement because 
the child’s permanency calls for reunification with parents who reside 
outside the region. 

 B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts & 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement 
the best option to meet the individual needs of this child & 
family.  Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.   

 C. This request meets the best practice standards for placement because 
the placement is with a relative outside the region. 

  

 44.  Siblings placed apart.  
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Standard:   Siblings shall be placed together.  An exception applies in cases in which it would be harmful for one or more of the siblings to be placed together.  
An exception applies in cases in which a sibling has such exceptional needs that they can only be met in a specialized program or facility.   An exception 
applies in cases in which the size of the sibling group makes placement together impractical notwithstanding diligent efforts to place them together.   

 I.  Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide justification 
item # 61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
because this child or this child’s sibling would be harmed if the 
siblings were placed together. 

 A.  Resource Limitations .  The request is made because there are 
no appropriate placement resources available that comply with 
best practice placement standards.   Complete column A of the 
Certified Assurances. 

 B.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because this child has such exceptional needs that can 
only be met in this specialized program or facility.  

 B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the 
best option to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  
Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.  

 C.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the size of the sibling group makes placement 
together impractical notwithstanding the diligent efforts that were 
expended to place them together. 

  

 

 45.  Child under age six (6) placed in a congregat e group home.  

Standard:  No child under six (6) shall be placed in congregate care (i.e. a group care, non resource family home setting).   An exception shall apply in cases in 
which the Regional Administrator personally certifies that the child has exceptional needs, which cannot be met in any other type of placement. 

I.  Compliant with best practice standards. (Provide justification 
item # 61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide justification item # 
61).  This request fails to meet the best practice standards for placement 
exception but is made nonetheless because: 

A.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the Regional Administrator personally 
certifies that the child has exceptional needs which cannot be 
met in any other type of placement.  The services that will be 
provided to meet the child’s individual needs are stated below. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are no 
appropriate placement resources available that comply with best practice 
placement standards.  Complete column A of the Certified Assurances.  

  B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the best option 
to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  Complete column B of 
the Certified Assurances.   

 

  46.   More than three (3) foster children in the ho me.  

Standard:   No child shall be placed in a resource home if that placement will result in more than three (3) foster children in the home.   An exception in the best 
interests of the child (as documented in the child’s file) shall apply.  An exception for the placement of a sibling group in a resource home with no other children 
in the home shall also apply. 

 I.  Compliant with best practice standard.  (Provide 
justification below) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide justification 
item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice standards for 
placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.  This request meets the best practice standards for 
placement exception because the placement is in the 
best interest of the child. 

 A.   Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are no 
appropriate placement resources available that comply with best 
practice placement standards.   Complete column A of the Certified 
Assurances. 

 B.   This request meets the best practice standards for 
placement exception because the placement is a sibling 
group in a resource home with no other children. 

 B.   Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts & 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the best 
option to meet the individual needs of this child & family.  Complete 
column B of the Certified Assurances.   

 

 47.  More than six (6) children total in the resou rce home.  

Standard:   No child shall be placed in a resource home if that placement will result in more than six (6) children (including natural and adopted children) in the 
home.   An exception in the best interests of the child (as documented in child’s file) shall apply.  An exception for the placement of a sibling groups in a 
resource home with no other children in the home shall also apply. 

 I.  Compliant with best practice standards.  (Provide 
justification item # 61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standards. (Provide justification item # 
61).  This request fails to meet the best practice standards for placement 
exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.   This request meets the best practice standards for 
placement exception because the placement is in the best 
interests of the child. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are no 
appropriate placement resources available that comply with best practice 
placement standards.  Complete column A of the Certified Assurances. 

 B.   This request meets the best practice standards for 
placement exception because the placement is a sibling 
group in a resource home with no other children. 

 

 B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the best 
option to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  Complete 
column B of the Certified Assurances.  

 48.  More than three (3) children in a resource ho me under age three (3).  
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Standard:   No child shall be placed in a resource home if that placement will result in more than three (3) children under the age of three in the home.  An 
exception in the best interests of the child (as documented in child’s file) shall apply.  

 I.  Compliant with best practice standard.  (Provide justification item 
# 61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standard.  (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.  This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the placement is in the best interest of the 
child. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are 
no appropriate placement resources available that comply with 
best practice placement standards.   Complete column A of the 
Certified Assurances.  

 B.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the placement is a sibling group in a resource 
home with no other children. 

 B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts & 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the 
best option to meet the individual needs of this child & family.  
Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.   

 

 49.   More than two (2) therapeutic/medically fragile (MF) children in a resource home (COA Standard). 

Standard:  No child with therapeutic/MF needs shall be placed in a resource home if that placement will result in more than two (2) children with therapeutic/MF 
needs in the home.  An exception shall apply for sibling placements.  An exception shall apply for children with documented exceptional needs that cannot be 
met in any other type of placement.   

 (Provide justification item # 61).   

 A.  This request meets DCS policy standard for placement exception because the placement is made to keep a sibling group together. 

 B.   This request meets DCS policy standard for placement exception because the child has exceptional needs that can only  be met in this therapeutic 
resource home. The services that will be provided to meet the chil d’s individual needs are stated in the justificatio n. 

 C. Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are no appropriate placement resources available that comply with best practice 
placement standards.   Complete column A of the Certified Assurances. 

 D. Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts & circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the best option to meet 
the individual needs of this child & family.  Complete column B of the Certified Assurances. 

 

 50.  Child placed in a residential treatment center or group care setting with capacity in excess of eight (8) children. 

Standard:  No child shall be placed in a residential treatment center or any other group care setting with a capacity in excess of eight (8) children.  An 
exception shall apply in cases in which the Regional Administrator personally certifies that the specific placement is the least restrictive option that will meet 
the child’s individual needs and includes a description of the services in the facility that address those needs. 

 I.  Compliant with best practice standard.  (Provide justification item 
# 61) 

 

 II. Non-Compliant with best practice standard.  (Provide 
justification item # 61).  This request fails to meet the best practice 
standards for placement exception but is made nonetheless because: 

 A.   This request meets the best practice standards for placement 
exception because the Regional Administrator personally certifies 
that this specific placement is the least restrictive option that will 
meet the child’s individual needs. The services that will be 
provided to meet the child’s individual needs are stated below. 

 A.  Resource Limitations.   The request is made because there are 
no appropriate placement resources available that comply with 
best practice placement standards.  Complete column A of the 
Certified Assurances. 

   B.  Clinical Reasons.   This request is made because the facts and 
circumstances in this particular instance make this placement the 
best option to meet the individual needs of this child and family.  
Complete column B of the Certified Assurances.   

   C.  Detention. 
 

  

PART V – DETAILED JUSTIFICATION OF PLACEMENT 

51.    What barriers exist to using or considering family (grandmother, aunt, cousin, uncle, etc.) placement?  List specific actions taken to find kinship or 
relative placements. 

��������������������  

 

 

 

52.   Was the placement decision reached within the context of a Child & Family Team Meeting? If not, explain.  What were the recommendations of the 
CFTM? 

��������������������  

 

 

53.   Were the parents or caretaker and the Family Service Worker (FSW) in agreement with this decision (Answer yes or no below)? If not, explain: 

��������������������  
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54. a.  Was the CANS administered?  If yes, what were the results, and was placement in accordance with the CANS recommendation? If not, why? 

 b.  If the CANS was not administered, explain why the CANS was not used and document how the placement decision was made.  

a.  ��������������������  

 

b.  ��������������������  

 

55. Is this a relative placement?  If, yes has the expedited approval occurred? 

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

56. List all available resources contacted prior to this exception.  If no other resources were contacted or considered state the reasons why.  

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

 

57. Will the proposed placement be stable and directly support the child's need for permanency?  Answer yes if (i) this proposed placement is expected to 
be the only placement until reunification or (ii) the proposed placement would be an appropriate sole or concurrent permanency option if the 
circumstances so indicate. 

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

58. If this proposed placement is not the optimal placement & is being sought because better options are not available, indicate the types of placement and 
service options that are in short supply in your region.  If you believe this is an isolated instance & that the more appropriate placement & service options 
are usually available, then so indicate. 

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

59. Other than respite , is this exception for over-crowding a resource home?  If it is, is this an emergency/temporary placement?  If it is a 
temporary/emergency placement provide details of the decision and the date the emergency/temporary placement is scheduled to end. 

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

 

60. Was this child in the office overnight?  If yes, explain in detail. 

��������������������  

 

 

 

 

61. Detailed Justification for the placement: 

��������������������  
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VI - CERTIFIED ASSURANCES (62) 

The person(s) requesting this proposed placement ex ception provides the following assurances: 

COLUMN A COLUMN B 

DCS assures that this placement will be reviewed within three (3) 
weeks at the next CFTM.  The CFTM is scheduled for: 

      DCS assures that this placement will be reviewed within seven 
(7) days at the next CFTM.  The CFTM is scheduled for: 

      

DCS assures that an interim visitation plan is in place and is included 
in the case file. 

 DCS assures that at the next CFTM held within seven (7) days, 
the CFTM will include the participation of at least one of the 
following: The Health Unit psychiatrist, DCS psychologist, Health 
Unit nurse, Director of Medical & Behavioral Services or a DCS 
contract psychiatrist.  

 

DCS assures that this is not a request for a placement in a jail or 
secure detention or correctional facility. 

 DCS assures that an interim visitation plan is in place and is 
included in the case file. 

 

DCS assures that this placement will not commingle children with an 
assessed risk for violence or sexual assault with children who do not 
possess a risk for violence or sexual assault? 

 DCS assures that this is not a request for a placement in a jail or 
secure detention or correctional facility. 

 

  DCS assures that this placement will not commingle children 
with an assessed risk for violence or sexual assault with children 
who do not possess a risk for violence or sexual assault? 

 

 

APPROVED BY:   

63. DCS Team Leader or Team Coordinator Signature: 64. Team Leader or Team Coordinator Name: 65. Date: 

   

______________________________________________ _________________________ ___________________ 

   

66. DCS Regional Administrator Signature: 67. Regional Administrator Name: 68. Date: 

   

______________________________________________ _________________________ ___________________ 

   

69. DCS Regional Administrator Verbal Approval:   70. Date/Time of Verbal Approval: �����                �����  

NOTE:  Exception requests approved verbally must no te time and date and be signed by the RA within 72 hours of placement. 

REVIEWED BY: 

71.Record the names of all CFTM Participants: 72. Date: 73.Record the names of all CFTM Participants: 74. Date: 

�����  �����  �����  �����  
�����  �����  �����  �����  
�����  �����  �����  �����  
�����  �����  �����  �����  
�����  �����  �����  �����  
�����  �����  �����  �����  
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IN-HOUSE SCHOOLS EVALUATION, 2007-2008  
EDUCATIONAL STANDARDS 

 
For each of the following standards, and using the evidences listed, determine the 
school’s current level of compliance (1-4).  Record the corresponding number on the 
accompanying Ratings Sheet and in the excel spreadsheet. 
 
Standard 1:  All children and youth are a) enrolled in a school program and are b) 
provided with an educational plan, as appropriate, that is c) integrated into his/her 
service plan. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Review of procedures for enrolling children and youth in school and for 
developing education plans. 

·  Review of case records. 
 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. Except in a few cases, the school complies with the standard, or practice could be 

strengthened in a minor way (for example, plans are too brief or vague to yield 
sufficient guidance to personnel). 

3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard; 
or practice requires significant improvement. 

4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 
 
Standard 2:  The school and organization assess whether students are ready for 
placement in a local public school making such placements in accord with the goals 
and timetables of the students’ treatment and educational plans. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Educational Placement Evaluation Form 
·  Interview educational personnel. 
·  Review of case records to document that students are enrolled in school. 

 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school and organization complies with the 

standard; or practice could be strengthened in some minor way (for example, the 
school and organization could be more proactive in seeking this standard). 

3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school and organization do not comply 
with the standard; or practice requires significant improvement (for example, the 
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school and organization are reluctant to assess students as ready for placement in 
off-campus school settings, or timelines are set but not followed). 

4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 
 
Standard 3:  Personnel coordinate as needed with school professionals in public 
schools to facilitate school transfers and to provide consultation as need to local 
school personnel. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Interview educational personnel. 
·  Contact local school system. 

 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school complies with the standard; or 

practice could be strengthened in some minor way. 
3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard 

or practice requires significant improvement. 
4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 

 
Standard 4:  The organization provides or arranges, as necessary: 
--a) tutoring 
--b) preparation for a high school equivalency diploma 
--c) college preparation or other post secondary training 

 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Interview personnel and review case records. 
 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school complies with the standard. 
3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard. 
4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 

 
Standard 5:  Educational Personnel: 
--a) implement the educational plan. 
--b) integrate the goals of  the therapeutic service program into the school day. 
--c) involve students in community social, athletic, and recreational programs as 
appropriate to individual need and readiness. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
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·  Interview educational personnel and review service plans. 

 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. The school generally complies with the standard, but practice could be 

strengthened in some minor way. 
3. Practice requires significant improvement. 
4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 

 
Standard 6:  The in-house school a) obtains school records promptly (within 14 
calendar days) upon admission and b) provides up-to-date records to the new school 
(within 14 calendar days) when the child is transferred elsewhere. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Interview educational personnel and review case records. 
 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school complies with the standard. 
3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard. 
4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 

 
Standard 7:  The school and organization make every effort to involve 
parents/guardians of students in the educational planning and educational activities. 
 
Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Interview educational personnel and parents. 
·  Review student files for documentation of parental involvement 

 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school complies with the standard; or 

practice could be strengthened in some minor way. 
3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard 

or practice requires significant improvement. 
4. The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 

 
Standard 8:  Educational texts and curriculum materials are current, state 
approved, and rotated at regular intervals. 
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Evidence of Compliance 
 

·  Classroom observation 
·  Interview educational personnel 

 
Description of Current Levels of Compliance 
 

1. The school fully complies with the standard. 
2. In a substantial percentage of cases, the school complies with the standard; or 

practice could be strengthened in some minor way. 
3. In a significant percentage of cases, the school does not comply with the standard 

or practice requires significant improvement. 
The organization consistently does not comply with the standard. 
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT 
Attach this form as a cover sheet to all the Conflict of Interest statements. 

 

Pursuant to provider’s contract section E. 23 the following applies: 

E.23. Supplemental Conflict of Interest.  The Private Provider shall not have any owner, member of the board of 
directors, or member of the board of trustees of that Contract Private Provider who also holds any other position which 
may influence the placements provided to children in the plaintiff class of Brian A. v. Phil Bredesen.  Such positions 
include, but are not limited to juvenile court judges, referees or other court officers involved in the individual cases of 
children in foster care. This document is incorporated into your contract as Attachment I. 

 
Agency Name: �����  

Address: �����  

�����  

�����  

State of Incorporation:   Federal ID/Vend #: �����  

Name of Chief Executive Officer: �����  
 

Name of Board Member Employer: Name of Board Member: Employer: 
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Signature of CEO/Executive Director: ___________________________________ Date: �����  

 

Each owner, member of the board of directors, or me mber of the board of trustees 
of the agency must complete and sign this document.    

 

Name of Agency: �����  

Name of Board Member: �����  

Title: �����  Occupation: �����  

Business Address: �����  

�����  

�����  

Phone Number: �����  

 

 

I understand that DCS is prohibited from contracting with any agency for which any owner, member of 
the board of directors, or member of the board of trustees of that agency also holds any position which 
may influence the placements provided to children who are adjudicated dependent and neglected or 
unruly.   I understand that such positions include, but are not limited to, juvenile court judges, referees 
or other court officers involved in the individual cases of children in foster care.   
 
I certify that I do not hold a judicial or non-judicial position (with a juvenile court or other court) involved 
in individual cases of children in foster care. 
 
I further certify that I do not hold any other position which may influence the placements provided to 
children adjudicated dependent and neglected or unruly. 
  
I understand that if I have any question about whether a position that I hold is one that would make my 
agency ineligible to contract with DCS, I should obtain clarification from the DCS Child Placement & 
Private Providers Unit of the Department of Children's Services before signing this statement. 
 
 
 

Name of Member: �����  

Signature of Member: __________________________________ Date: �����  
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Recommendations of the Technical Assistance Committee Related to The Use of 
Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (PPLA) as a Permanency Goal for 

Tennessee’s Foster Children/Youth 
 

December 6, 2007  
 

I.  Introduction  
 
This Memorandum sets forth findings and recommendations of the Technical Assistance 
Committee (TAC) related to the use of the permanency goals of Planned Permanent 
Living Arrangement (PPLA) and Subsidized Permanent Guardianship (SPG). 
 
At the time that the original Settlement Agreement was entered, large numbers of 
children had goals of “permanent foster care” or “long term foster care.”  The parties 
recognized that in most of those cases the children were not in placements that afforded 
them permanent family connections.  The parties therefore agreed that the use of 
permanency goals other than reunification and adoption should be narrowly 
circumscribed. 
 
The original Settlement Agreement required as one of its outcome and performance 
measures that no more than five percent of children in care at any given time have a 
permanency goal of permanent or long term foster care.1 In addition, the Settlement 
Agreement contained two provisions articulating the circumstances under which 
permanent or long term foster care could be considered as a permissible goal.  One 
provided that long term foster care placement with a relative was a permissible 
permanency goal for a child for whom the Department has not made adoption efforts: 
 

·  if an appropriate relative has been identified; 
·  if the relative is willing to assume long-term responsibility for the child 

but has legitimate reasons for not adopting the child;  and 
·  if it is in the best interest of the child to remain in the home of the relative 

rather than be considered for adoption by another person. (Original 
Settlement Agreement, VII.F.)    

 
The second provision stated more generally that permanent foster care could be 
considered if: 
 

·  the child is at least fifteen years old; 
·  the Department has made every reasonable effort, documented in the 

record, to return the child home, to place the child with appropriate family 
members or to place the child for adoption; and 

                                                 
1 Five percent is the compliance level to be achieved for Reporting Period III.  For Reporting Periods I and 
II, the percentages were ten and eight respectively.  (XVI.B.6) 
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·  the person to whom the Department proposes to assign permanent 
caretaker status has demonstrated a commitment to assuming long-term 
responsibility for the child. (Original Settlement Agreement, VII.G.) 

 
Early on in its reform effort, and consistent with changes in federal policy, the 
Department eliminated “permanent foster care” and “long term foster care” as 
permanency goals and established “planned permanent living arrangement” as that 
narrowly circumscribed alternative to reunification and adoption, applicable to long term 
foster care placements with both relatives and non-relatives.   
 
As reflected in previous monitoring reports, the Department has consistently kept its use 
of PPLA well within the percentage limits on the use of “permanent foster care” set forth 
in the Settlement Agreement.2  
 
In addition, the Department has, pursuant to a IV-E waiver, recently established an 
additional permanency option, Subsidized Permanent Guardianship, providing an 
alternative to PPLA for children in kinship resource homes, which is likely to further 
reduce the use of PPLA as a permanency goal.3    
 
The parties recently modified the Settlement Agreement language related to PPLA, 
preserving the percentage limit previously associated with permanent or long term foster 
care and applying it to the use of PPLA as a permanency goal, but not including specific 
provisions describing the circumstances under which PPLA could be considered as a 
permissible goal.4  Instead, the modified Settlement Agreement directs the TAC to “issue 
recommendations on the use of the goal of planned permanent living arrangement and 
subsidized permanent guardianship on or before October 31, 2007.”  Those 
recommendations are then to be implemented by the Department.  
 
II. Recommendations  
 
A.  Recommendations regarding the substantive standard for assignment of PPLA 
as a permanency goal: 
 
1.  Planned permanent living arrangement should only be considered a permissible 
sole or concurrent permanency goal if:  
 

                                                 
2 Of the 6,537 class members on the August 31, 2007 Brian A. class list, there were 35 children with a sole 
goal of PPLA, and an additional 140 children with a concurrent goal of PPLA.  Of those children with 
concurrent goals of PPLA, for 88 the concurrent goal was adoption, for 29 the concurrent goal was 
reunification, for 22, exit to relative, and for one, subsidized permanent guardianship.   
3 Subsidized permanent guardianship should reduce the use of PPLA in the long term.  However, the design 
and implementation of Tennessee’s IV-E waiver may have initially resulted in some increase in the 
assignment of PPLA for children in DCS custody.  See footnote 8 and accompanying text. 
4 The parties inadvertently failed to conform the language in Section XVI.B.6 to track the modifications 
reflected in the revised Section VII.G.  The parties confirmed that it was their intention that these sections 
be consistent and advised the TAC that they will be submitting an agreed order further modifying the 
Settlement Agreement to accomplish that. 
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·  the Department has made reasonable and appropriate efforts to return the 
child to the child’s parents, to place the child with appropriate family 
members or to place the child for adoption; 

 
·  the person to whom the Department proposes to assign permanent caretaker 

status has demonstrated a commitment to assuming long-term responsibility 
for the child;  

 
·  the person to whom the Department proposes to assign permanent caretaker 

status has been fully informed about the options of adoption and, if 
applicable, subsidized permanent guardianship, and  expresses a reasoned 
judgment  for not pursuing adoption or, if applicable, subsidized permanent 
guardianship;  and 

 
·  it is in the best interest of the child to remain in the home of the proposed 

permanent caretaker rather than be considered for adoption by another 
person. 

 
2.  In addition, PPLA should not be considered a permissible goal for a child under 
the age of sixteen years unless the proposed permanent placement meets all of the 
requirements set forth in A.1 above and: 
 

·  The permanent placement is in a kinship resource home; or  
 

·  There are extraordinary individual circumstances that warrant an exception 
to the strong presumption against approving PPLA for younger children. 

 
3.  Notwithstanding the above limitations, in appropriate circumstances, PPLA may 
be permissible as a permanency goal if the assignment of PPLA as a permanency 
goal is necessary to make the child eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship 
and subsidized permanent guardianship is potentially an appropriate goal for the 
child. 
 
4.  In addition to the limitations and conditions set forth in sections A.1-A.3, in the 
case of a child who is twelve  years of age or older, PPLA should not be considered a 
permissible permanency goal unless the child, having been fully informed about the 
options of adoption, and, if applicable, subsidized permanent guardianship, agrees 
that PPLA should be the sole or concurrent permanency goal. 
 
Discussion 
 
The substantive standards that the TAC has recommended are substantially the same as 
those set forth in the original Settlement Agreement.      
 
The recommended standard has retained the language from the original Settlement 
Agreement requiring that the proposed permanent caretaker of the child have 
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“demonstrated a commitment to assuming long-term responsibility for the child.”  The 
“long-term responsibility” envisioned by this standard would extend, at a minimum, to 
the child reaching the age of majority.    
 
It would, of course, be preferable for the commitment to extend beyond the age of the 
majority—a commitment to being the family with whom the adult child can spend 
Thanksgiving and Christmas, to whom the adult child can come “home” during school 
vacations, and with whom life’s major milestones, such as graduation, marriage, the birth 
of a child, are celebrated.  However, if a child has a long-term relationship with a foster 
parent, if other permanency efforts have been unsuccessful, and if the foster parent is 
committed to caring for the child until the child is eighteen, but unwilling to make any 
promises beyond that, PPLA can be an appropriate goal, assuming that Child and Family 
Team is convinced that this foster home is the best place for the child to live until the age 
of majority and the child wants to live with the family through the age of majority. 
   
As set forth in Recommendation B.2 below, the permanency plan would still need to 
include action steps designed to develop relationships and family like connections with 
other adults committed to remaining actively involved with the child beyond the age of 
majority.5  And, in accordance with Recommendation B.3, the goal would need to be 
reexamined periodically for continued appropriateness.     
 
The parties have agreed that PPLA should presumptively be limited to situations in which 
children are sixteen years of age or older, an increase over the presumptive age limit of 
fifteen included in the original Settlement Agreement.  The TAC recommendations 
therefore include a strong presumption that PPLA not be assigned as a permanency goal 
for a child under the age of sixteen.  However, the TAC has included both a specific 
exception for PPLA kinship placements and an “exceptional circumstances” provision to 
allow some very limited additional flexibility. 
 
The TAC established these exceptions in part based on the results of the case file reviews 
conducted by TAC monitoring staff of 49 children for whom PPLA was their 
permanency goal.6  All but ten of those children were sixteen or older.  The assignment of 
PPLA to nine of those ten children under the age of sixteen appeared to be appropriate:   
 

                                                 
5 Of the 49 cases of children with sole goals of PPLA reviewed by the Monitoring Staff, seven children for 
whom there was documentation of central office approval, at the time of the central office approval of 
PPLA as the goal, appeared to be in resource homes that were anticipated to be the child’s placement until 
the age of majority, but made no commitment beyond that.  Monitoring staff were reluctant to conclude that 
PPLA was appropriate in these cases without more documentation of transitional planning by the Child and 
Family Team, including action steps to develop relationships with supportive adults that would reasonably 
be anticipated to continue beyond the age of majority.  One of the children has since reached the age of 
majority, is receiving transitional services, but is struggling.  Five are among those on the list of children 
considered appropriate for subsidized permanent guardianship under the IV-E waiver.  The remaining case 
involves a fifteen year old, whose goal was changed from Reunify/Exit to Relative to PPLA, but the reason 
for the change is not clear from the file and the decision appears to have been made separate from the Child 
and Family Team process. 
6 This included all 35 of the children in DCS custody who had sole goals of PPLA as of August 31, 2007 
and an additional fourteen children for whom the sole goal had been PPLA as of May 31, 2007. 
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·  Four of the children, a sibling group, ages one, three, four and twelve, had been 
placed together in a resource home that was also providing care and support for 
the children’s severely injured father.  (Those four children have recently exited 
to subsidized permanent guardianship.) 

 
·  Two of the children were siblings, ages ten and twelve, placed out of state with 

relatives.  (Both children are on the list of children eligible for subsidized 
permanent guardianship under the IV-E waiver.) 

 
·  One of the children is a fifteen year old child with special needs who has been 

living with his non-relative foster family for at least nine years, and although they 
consider him family, are afraid to adopt him and leave the responsibility for his 
intensive care to other family members if anything should happen to them.  They 
are committed to continuing to care for him with the Department’s help.  (He is 
eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship under the IV-E waiver.) 

 
·  The remaining children are fourteen and fifteen year old siblings, in a resource 

home (not a relative), with their seventeen year old sibling whose goal is also 
PPLA.  (All three are on the list of children eligible for subsidized permanent 
guardianship under the IV-E waiver.) 

 
Providing some flexibility to allow PPLA to be used in these kinds of situations involving 
children under the age of sixteen seems reasonable.7   
 
In addition, the recommended procedural requirements set forth in Section B. below, if 
implemented, should ensure that the somewhat more flexible substantive standard is 
thoughtfully and appropriately applied. 
 
The TAC has added references to subsidized permanent guardianship, including a 
provision that references the special route to subsidized permanent guardianship 
eligibility established by the IV-E waiver that the Department has received from the U.S. 

                                                 
7 The tenth child in the case file review sample under the age of sixteen is one for whom reviewers  
questioned the appropriateness of the assignment of the goal of PPLA.  His goal change seems to have been 
approved in order to make him eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship under the IV-E waiver when 
that special eligibility opportunity was made available in December 2006.  See footnote 8. 
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Department of Health and Human Services, pursuant to which the Department is 
implementing a subsidized permanent guardianship demonstration project.8  
 
As of September 30, 2007, there were a total of 167 Brian A class members with either a 
sole or concurrent goal of PPLA.  Of that group, the Department is moving forward with 
subsidized permanent guardianship for 111, based on the one time eligibility provision 
for the non pilot regions.  Of the remaining 56, 32 are from the pilot regions, and of those 
32, DCS is moving forward with subsidized permanent guardianship on seven. 
 
B.  Recommendations regarding the process for assignment, approval, and periodic 
review of PPLA as a permanency goal: 
 
1.  The Department may only approve PPLA as a permanency goal if the Child and 
Family Team, pursuant to a child and family team meeting (CFTM) held in 
accordance with the provisions of the Settlement Agreement, determines that the 
substantive standard for assignment of the goal has been met, and the 
Commissioner or her central office designee has reviewed the determination and 
rationale of the Child and Family Team and concurs that the standard has been met 
and that PPLA is appropriate.  There must be written documentation, including the 
permanency plan, supporting both the determination by the Child and Family 
Team and the review and approval by the Commissioner or Commissioner’s 
designee.   
 
2.  The Permanency Plan for any child with a goal of PPLA must reflect and/or 
include action steps to ensure that the child has enduring relationships with positive, 
supporting adults who are committed to maintaining such relationships beyond the 
child’s involvement in the child welfare system. 
 
3.  The Child and Family Team must specifically review the continued 
appropriateness of the PPLA goal of any child at least once within any given six 
month period.  
 
4.  The determination of the Child and Family Team that PPLA continues to be an 
appropriate goal must be reviewed annually by the Commissioner and/or her 
                                                 
8 The IV-E waiver demonstration project is only being implemented in three regions; however, the US 
Department of Health and Human Services has allowed the Department to extend “one time” eligibility, on 
two separate occasions, for IV-E subsidized permanent guardianship to an additional group of children in 
the other nine regions if those children had a permanency goal of PPLA as of January 1, 2007 and/or 
October 1, 2007.  For a child to be eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship under the IV-E waiver: 
(a) the child must have been in foster care for at least nine of the last twelve months; (b) the child must 
have lived in an approved relative setting or reside with the same kin caregiver continuously for at least six 
months (allowing for temporary absences from the home); and (c) reunification and adoption must not be 
viable permanency options.  Of the 49 children with sole goals of PPLA whose cases were reviewed by the 
TAC monitoring staff, 33 were involved in some way with the IV-E waiver program:  three were in the 
control group, and therefore ineligible for subsidized permanent guardianship; six were in the experimental 
group and eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship; and 24 were not in the experimental group but 
were eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship under the “one time” eligibility program.   
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designee and can only continue to be a  goal if the Commissioner or Commissioner’s 
designee concurs that the standard continues to be met and that PPLA remains 
appropriate. 
 
5.  In the event that a child is moved from the placement that has been designated as 
the PPLA placement, the child’s goal cannot remain PPLA unless the Child and 
Family Team reconvenes and makes a determination, based on the new 
circumstances of the child, that the new circumstances meet the standard for PPLA 
and that determination is concurred in and  approved by the Commissioner or the 
Commissioner’s designee. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Department has established a process for Central Office review and approval of any 
case in which PPLA is proposed as an appropriate permanency goal.  That process has 
evolved over time and has much to commend it.    
 
Beginning in 2005, the Commissioner instituted a policy that no child could be assigned a 
permanency goal of PPLA (sole or concurrent) without written approval by the 
Commissioner or her central office designee.  At present, the Commissioner’s designee, 
the Assistant Director of Permanency Planning, is responsible for the review and 
approval of any assignment of a goal of PPLA.  
 
Under the present process, before PPLA can be assigned as a goal, the regional staff is 
required to submit a request in writing to the Assistant Director of Permanency Planning.9  
The request must include a statement of the facts supporting the selection of PPLA as the 
appropriate permanency goal.  The Assistant Director is to review the request and notify 
the region in writing whether the goal has been approved.  Unless and until the Assistant 
Director approves the PPLA goal, no child should be assigned a PPLA goal.  Approval of 
the PPLA goal should be noted in the case recordings of the TNKIDS file.  In addition, 
the Assistant Director maintains a hard copy file of requests for approval of PPLA.   
 
The Assistant Director’s review is to include at a minimum a review of the TN Kids file 
and a discussion with the family service worker, and, in most cases, a conversation with 
the resource parent who is contemplated as the permanent placement.  The Assistant 
Director sometimes speaks with the child and his/her birth parent(s).10  The approval 
decision is required to be confirmed in writing, in the past by e-mail and presently by 
letter. 11  
 

                                                 
9 See request form, Appendix A, pages 11-13.  
10  A somewhat less rigorous expedited approval process has been used for those cases in which PPLA was 
recently assigned as a goal in order to make a child eligible for subsidized permanent guardianship.  A 
Foster Care and Adoption Program Coordinator who is actively involved with the implementation of the 
IV-E waiver demonstration project has served as Commissioner’s designee for such approval. 
11 See sample decision letter, Appendix B, page 14.  
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The TAC’s process-related recommendations are intended to build upon and strengthen 
the present review process by ensuring that the initial decision that PPLA is appropriate is 
thoughtfully reached and well-documented, by ensuring that the central office review and 
approval process is consistently adhered to (see Section C below), and by requiring 
regular review of the continued appropriateness of PPLA after the initial determination is 
made and approved. 
 
The primary recommendation is that there be a well-functioning Child and Family Team 
for any child who is assigned a PPLA goal and that the Child and Family Team first 
determine that PPLA is the appropriate goal.  The monitoring staff noted in their review 
of children with sole goals of PPLA that there appeared to be a correlation between a 
well-functioning team and the apparent appropriateness of the PPLA determination.  
While it may be implicit in the design of the present review process that the information 
communicated by the region to the Commissioner’s designee reflects the considered 
judgment of a well-functioning and active Child and Family Team, PPLA should not be 
approved unless there is documentation that PPLA was the goal recommended by such a 
team.      
 
A related recommendation is that the PPLA goal be reviewed at least every six months by 
the Child and Family Team and, if still appropriate, reapproved by the Commissioner’s 
designee at least annually.  In addition, whenever there has been a placement disruption, 
the goal cannot remain PPLA unless the Child and Family Team makes a new 
determination, based on the new circumstances, that PPLA is an appropriate goal and the 
Commissioner’s designee reviews and approves that new determination.   
 
A number of cases that the monitoring staff reviewed reflected the failure of subsequent 
reexamination of the continued appropriateness of PPLA as a goal. Among those children 
whose cases would have benefited from the review were three who were on runaway and 
seven who had been moved from what had been their designated “permanent placement” 
after the PPLA goal was assigned/chosen.12   
 
C.  Recommendations regarding internal quality assurance related to the 
assignment of PPLA as a permanency goal: 
 
1.  The Department should reexamine its present process for review and approval of 
PPLA, and propose to the TAC, for TAC approval, a revised process that includes 
an internal tracking mechanism capable of ensuring the identification of any cases 
in which a child is assigned the goal of PPLA without being reviewed and approved 
by the Commissioner and/or the Commissioner’s designee, and that reasonably 
assures that the standards and process for assigning and maintaining PPLA as a 
goal are being followed consistently. 
 

                                                 
12 Monitoring staff have forwarded to the Department for appropriate follow-up the names of the children 
for whom, based on the case file review, either (a) PPLA seemed to be an inappropriate goal or (b) 
information in the file appeared insufficient to determine the appropriateness of PPLA. 
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2.  By May 31, 2008, the Department should provide the TAC with documentation 
demonstrating that all cases with PPLA as a sole or concurrent goal at that time 
have received the appropriate approvals. 
 
Discussion 
 
The central office review and approval process appeared to be reasonably designed and it 
appeared that those recently acting as the Commissioner’s designee were conscientiously 
reviewing the requests for PPLA approval and granting approval in appropriate cases.  
However, a cause of some considerable concern were the number of cases in which a 
child had been assigned a PPLA goal, but for which there was no documentation that a 
request for approval had been made to the central office (and no documentation that the 
case had ever been reviewed or the goal approved by the Commissioner’s designee).  Of 
the 49 cases of children with sole goals of PPLA  that were reviewed by the monitoring 
staff, the staff were able to find documentation that the region had sought and obtained 
approval in 21 cases.  In 28 cases, there was no record of the region having sought 
approval and no indication that approval had been granted.13   
 
Of the 287 children with a sole or concurrent goal of PPLA as of November 30, 2007, 
285 had their goals established after January 1, 2005 and therefore should have had 
central office approval.  Of those 285, 206 had their goals established during 2007, when 
the present designee, the Assistant Director of Permanency Planning, was responsible for 
receiving, reviewing, and approving PPLA requests.  DCS Central Office, Office of Child 
Permanency, has provided the TAC with documentation of approval for 133 of those 
cases for which approval should have been requested and reviewed by the Assistant 
Director (or by the Foster Care and Adoption Program Coordinator for those cases 
approved in order to establish special eligibility for subsidized permanent guardianship, 
as detailed in footnote eight.).  The Office of Child Permanency reports that it has 
approved PPLA as a goal for an additional fifteen children, and is in the process of 
completing the documentation for those cases.   
 
D.  Additional Recommendations: 

 
1.  The Department should identify any differences between the services and 
supports available to children in foster care and their resource parents as compared 
                                                 
13 Of those 28 cases for which there was no record of Central Office approval of the PPLA goal, six were 
cases in which the initial assignment of PPLA was made before January of 2005 (the time at which the 
Commissioner mandated that PPLA could not be assigned as a goal without approval of the Commissioner 
or her designee).  Of the remaining 22 cases, ten were cases in which the PPLA goal was initially 
established in 2005 or 2006; twelve were cases in which the initial assignment of the PPLA goal was made 
in 2007, when the present designee, the Assistant Director of Permanency Planning, was responsible for 
receiving, reviewing and approving PPLA requests.   The Assistant Director is following up both on those 
twelve cases that he personally should have received requests for and the other cases which preceded his 
tenure as the Commissioner’s designee, to determine why requests for approval were not submitted.  (Of 
the 28 children for whom there is no record of Central Office approval, six have exited custody, two to 
subsidized permanent guardianship, one to reunification with his mother, and three exited having reached 
the age of majority; and nine have been designated for consideration for subsidized permanent guardianship 
under the IV-E waiver.) 
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with children who are adopted that act as a financial or other disincentive to 
adoption or subsidized permanent guardianship and make PPLA a preferable 
option.   
 
2.  The Department, in consultation with the TAC, should develop and implement a 
plan for addressing any such disincentives that can be reasonably addressed without 
commitment of significant additional state resources. 
 
Discussion 
 
There appears to be some very modest differential between the special needs adoption 
board rates and the foster home board rates.  There may be some reasonable explanation 
of the origins of this differential, but whatever the historical rationale was, the differential 
should probably be eliminated.   
 
In addition, there may be some benefits specifically designed to meet the needs of older 
youth, including some education benefits, for which children become ineligible when 
they are adopted.  Finally, there may be some misinformation about imagined differences 
between the support available to resource parents and supports available to those who 
adopt or agree to subsidized permanent guardianship.   
 
It is important to identify obstacles to adoption and subsidized permanent guardianship, 
both real and imagined, and develop some strategies for responding to both the realities 
and the misperceptions that may encourage resource families to pursue PPLA rather than 
adoption or subsidized permanent guardianship. 
 
3.  For situations in which DCS reasonably believes that a child is going to return to 
his or her family of origin at age eighteen, but does not feel that that return home is 
a safe or appropriate permanency goal, the TAC recommends that the Department 
provide some specific guidance to Family Service Workers about how to approach 
permanency planning.    
 
Discussion 
 
In three of the cases reviewed by the monitoring staff, the case notes reflected that each 
of these older children planned to return to their birth families when they turned eighteen.  
While PPLA was the official permanency goal, it was clear that the Department 
recognized that each child would be “aging out” and returning to his or her birth family.  
It is important that permanency planning for such older youth take into account the 
likelihood of the child returning to such a placement and, without necessarily condoning 
or approving the child’s choice, include measures reasonably designed to help mitigate 
the risks associated with that choice and maximize potential benefits.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Brian A. Settlement Agreement states in X.C., “…The data shall be audited no less 
frequently than every 12 months”.  Department of Children’s Services (DCS) Internal 
Audit has been charged with performing this audit of TNKIDS.  In planning this audit,  
the auditors referenced DCS Policies and excised due professional care by considering 
the extent of work needed to achieve the engagement’s objectives.  DCS Internal Audit 
staff discussed with the Inspector General the areas of TNKIDS that were in scope at the 
time of fieldwork.  The proposed audit program was approved by the Inspector General 
on November 16, 2006.  The purpose of this audit is to determine whether the data in 
TNKIDS is accurate and valid.  
 

AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 

Audit work covered the period January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006.  The audit 
was conducted on site at all twelve Regional Offices: 
 
Region  City of Regional Office  Date Fieldwork Performed 
Davidson  Nashville, Tennessee   March 13 - 16, 2007 
East Tennessee Clinton, Tennessee   April 2 – 4, 2007 
Hamilton  Chattanooga, Tennessee  February 15 -16, 2007 
Knox   Knoxville, Tennessee   February 6 – 9, 2007 
Mid Cumberland Nashville, Tennessee   February 5 – 7, 2007 
Northeast  Johnson City, Tennessee  March 28, 2007 
Northwest  Dresden, Tennessee   February 27 – March 1, 2007 
Shelby   Memphis, Tennessee   April 23 -26, 2007 
South Central  Columbia, Tennessee   March 26 – 29, 2007 
Southeast  Chattanooga, Tennessee  March  13 -14, 2007 
Southwest  Jackson, Tennessee   February 7 – 13, 2007 
Upper Cumberland Cookeville, Tennessee  February 2 – 4, 2007 
 
The audit was performed in accordance with standards for the professional practice of 
internal auditing and with generally accepted government auditing standards. The 
Regional Administrator was notified of the sample list three business days prior the 
beginning date of the field work.  The methodology used in conducting the audit involved 
comparing the documentation in the paper case file to the data in TNKIDS.   
 
Findings were noted for instances in which the error rate was 8% or greater, and 
weaknesses were noted for instances in which the error rate was less than 8 %.   A 
finding is defined as deficiencies or exceptions in 8% or greater of the sample items 
tested.  A weakness is defined as deficiencies or exceptions in less than 8% of the sample 
items tested.  A finding would be considered more severe than a weakness. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE AUDIT  
 

The audit had six primary objectives: 
 

�  To determine whether the children’s demographic information (legal name, social 
security number, and date of birth) was entered correctly in TNKIDS and marked 
as verified in TNKIDS. 

 
�  To determine whether there are case recordings in TNKIDS for each month that 

the children were in custody; to determine if case recordings indicate a client 
face-to-face contact for each month of custody; and to determine if the case 
recordings were entered in TNKIDS within 30 days of case activity. 

 
�  To determine whether the children’s court disposition information (disposition 

decision and disposition date) and adjudication information (adjudication date and 
decision) has been entered correctly in TNKIDS. 

 
�  To determine whether the children’s permanency plan information (Plan date and 

Plan Goal) has been correctly entered in TNKIDS.  To determine if ratification 
information entered in TNKIDS agrees with a ratified permanency plan in the 
client’s case file.   

 
�  To determine whether the children’s TNKIDS placement information agrees with 

the paper case file, pre-placement authorizations and de-authorizations. 
 

�  To determine if daily rate data for contract payments agree between TNKIDS and 
TNKIDS Financials. 

 
 
 
 

Sample Selection Method 
 
The sample was randomly selected from the monthly report of all children included in the 
Brian A. Class report.  The Information Systems Division distributes this monthly report 
around the 16th of each month.  Internal Audit did not take a statistical sample of the 
Brian A. Population.  Therefore, the results cannot be projected to the entire population 
of children in departmental custody for the time period tested.  However, the sample does 
give an indication of the types of errors found within the regions.  It was determined to 
have a 200 item statewide sample and to have each region’s sample size dependent upon 
the region’s weighted average percentage of children compared to the statewide total.  If 
a region had a sample size less than 12, its sample size was increased to 12.  The sample 
was selected using IDEA Auditing software.  Below is a breakdown of children selected 
for each region. 
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Region  Number of Children Sampled 
Davidson 21 
Upper Cumberland 15 
Mid-Cumberland 22 
South Central 12 
Southwest  12 
Northwest 12 
Shelby County 25 
Knox County 14 
Hamilton County 12 
Southeast 12 
Northeast 18 
East Tennessee 25 
  
Total Statewide Sample 200 
  
 
 

 
 
 

ATTRIBUTES TESTED FOR DURING AUDIT 
 

Section B:  Person & Relationship: 
 
Child’s Name:  A Birth Certificate with a name that matches the name entered in 
TNKIDS. 
 
Social Security Number:  A Social Security card with a Social Security number that 
matches the Social Security number entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Date of Birth:  A Birth Certificate with a date of birth that matches the date of birth 
entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Verification Screen:  TNKIDS screenshot.  (Court History, Person Tab, Verification Tab)  
This screen should be marked “Yes” by the case manager for the “verified?” field for 
Birth Date Verification, SSN Verification, and Legal Name Verification. 
 
Section C:  Case Recordings: 
 
Case Recordings in TNKIDS: Did case recordings during the scope of the audit reflect 
case management activity every month that the client was in custody? 
 
Case Recordings in TNKIDS:  Case recordings during the scope of the audit that reflect a 
face-to-face contact between the case manager and client for each month the client was in 
custody. 
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Case Recordings in TNKIDS:  Case recordings during the scope of the audit reflect that 
the recorded date is within thirty (30) days of the occurrence date. 
 
Section D:  Court: 
 
Disposition Decision:  TNKIDS screenshot (Court History, Court Order/Release Tab, 
Disposition Tab) and court orders.  The disposition decision on the court order should 
match the disposition decision entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Date of Custody:  TNKIDS screenshot (Court History, Court Order/Release Tab, 
Disposition Tab) and court orders.  The disposition date (date of custody) on the court 
orders should match the disposition date (date of custody) entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Adjudication Decision:  TNKIDS screenshot (Court History, Court Order/Release Tab, 
Adjudication Tab) and court orders.  The adjudication decision on the court orders should 
match the adjudication decision entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Adjudication Date:  TNKIDS screenshot (Court History, Court Order/Release Tab, 
Adjudication Tab) and court orders.  The adjudication date on the court orders should 
match the adjudication date entered in TNKIDS. 
 
 
Section E:  Permanency Plan  
Permanency Plan Date and Plan Goal:  All permanency plans completed during the scope 
of the audit.  The “Plan Date” and “Plan Goal” on the permanency plan should match the 
“Plan Date” field and “Plan Goal” field entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Permanency Plan Ratification information:  A copy of the permanency plans completed 
during the scope of the audit.  The ratification information should match the data entered 
in TNKIDS (Permanency Plans, Agreement and Signature Tab, Court Ratification Tab). 
 
Section F: Placements 
 
DCS Foster Homes – Placement Information.  All DCS Foster Home placements during 
the scope of the audit.  The placement information including Placement Date, Placement 
Type, Foster Home address, Foster Parents Name(s), and all applicable signatures on the 
Daily Rate Child Placement Contract (DCS Form CS-0565) should match the 
information entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Residential Treatment Facilities or Hospitals – Placement Information.   All DCS 
Residential Treatment Facility or Hospital placements during the scope of the audit.  The 
placement information including Placement Date and Placement Type on the 
Authorization for Residential Placement (DCS Form CS-0596) should match the 
information entered in TNKIDS. 
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Residential Treatment Facilities or Hospitals – TNKIDS Financials.  All DCS Residential 
Treatment Facility or Hospital placements during the scope of the audit.  The information 
including Placement Date, Vendor Name, Daily Cost, and Placement Type in TNKIDS 
Financials should match the information entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Contract Foster Homes – Placement Information.  All DCS Contract Foster Home 
placements during the scope of the audit.  The placement information including 
Placement Date and Placement Type on the Authorization for Residential Placement 
(DCS Form CS-0596) should match the information entered in TNKIDS. 
 
Contract Foster Homes – TNKIDS Financials.  All DCS Contract Foster Homes 
placements during the scope of the audit.  The information including Placement Date, 
Vendor Name, Daily Cost, and Placement Type in TNKIDS Financials should match the 
information entered in TNKIDS.  
 
 

 
 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section B – Person Information 
 

1. Legal name entered in TNKIDS does not agree with legal name 
documentation in case file. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 40 of 200 case files reviewed the legal name information did 
not agree.  There is a 20 % error rate for this attribute.   In 17 of the case files 
there was no birth certificate present.  In 22 of the case files the full name listed on 
the birth certificate did not agree with the legal name entered in TNKIDS. In 1 of the 
case files the name on both the birth certificate and TNKIDS agree, however the 
name was different on the social security card. 
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   14 % (3 of 21)  A-2 
East Tennessee  16 % (4 of 25)  A-2 
Hamilton   42 % (5 of 12)  A-2 
Knox    7 % (1 of 14)  A-2 
Mid Cumberland  23 % (5 of 22)  A-2, A-3 
Northeast   11 % (2 of 18)  A-3 
Northwest     0 % (0 of 12)  N/A 
Shelby   20 % (5 of 25)  A-3 
South Central  58 % (7 of 12)  A-3 
Southeast     8 % (1 of 12)  A-4 
Southwest   25 % (3 of 12)  A-4 
Upper Cumberland 27 % (4 of 15)  A-4 
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Statewide Total  20 % (40 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Copies of birth certificates should be maintained in the client’s case file.  Client’s full 
name on the birth certificate should be reflected in TNKIDS.  If client’s name has 
been changed since the birth certificate, legal documentation should be in case file to 
reflect name change.  DCS Policy 31.5 (revision date 02-01-2003).C.4.b) and DCS 
Policy 31.5 (current effective date 04-15-2007).C.3.b. both require birth certificate or 
copy of birth certificate in client’s case file. 
 
Management’s Response: 

 
(Note the following was received by Internal Audit on October 19, 2007 from Bonnie 
Hommrich, Deputy Commissioner, Protection and Permanency:  The following is 
management’s response to the entire audit report and will apply to every finding). 
 
TNKIDS Audit Response Review 
 
On May 7, 2007, as a result of the modifications of the Brain A. Settlement 
Agreement, DCS staff began working with the Director of Internal Audit to refine the 
TNKids Audit process.  As this process and the completion of the TNKids Audit 
Report proceeded, it became clear that several upgrades in TNKids, along with 
revisions in policy and practice had not been clearly communicated to the audit staff.  
Consequently, a meeting was held on August 24, 2007, to assess the process and 
determine the next steps.  The decision was made to carefully review the modified 
agreement and develop a completely different, more relevant value added, evaluation 
(monitoring and audit) process for TNKids.  The initial focus of the revised process 
will be the DCS Resource Homes including the approval process, placement process, 
re-assessment process, training, documentation of on-going support of resource and 
closure of resource homes. 
 
Response to the Report 
Below are comments related to the current audit: 
 

�  Attributes Tested For During Audit 
�  Person and Relationship 
�  Case Recordings 
�  Court 
�  Permanency Plan 
�  Placements 

 
Regional staff will review and monitor for accuracy and timeliness of the identified 
items.  However, they can now do this on a regular basis because of the scheduled reports 
and increased sophistication of TN Kids.  For example, TNKids provides a monthly 
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report (Timeliness of Data Entry on Case Recordings) which identifies our compliance on 
all recordings completed more than 30 days from the occurrence date.  See attachment A.  
TNKids staff are currently working closely with program and regional staff about a 
number of opportunities to increase compliance overall and timeliness specifically related 
to placement issues. 
 
DCS has and will continue to respond to the concerns addressed in this report.  Core and 
regional leadership have a strong commitment to data analysis and quality plus reviewing 
data on a routine basis.  For example, regions are currently developing specific plans 
related to placements entered more than 24 hours which was underlying issue for most of 
those addressed in this TNKids Audit Report.  The Regional Administrators will submit 
their corrective actions plan on November 1st for approval with an initiation date of 
December 1st  pending Central Office approval. 
 
DCS has reviewed the TNKIDS Audit Report very carefully and has taken decisive steps 
to respond where relevant and to chart a new course of actions where the needs of the 
system require alignment with the Modified Settlement Agreement. 
 
Thank you so much for this opportunity to respond. 
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Regions

Number of 
Recordings 

completed more 
than 30 days 

from occurred 
date

Number of 
Recordings 

completed within 
30 days of 

occurred date

Total number of 
case recordings 
completed since 

07/01/06

Percent 
completed within 

30 days  of 
occurred date

Percent 
completed more 

than 30 days 
from occurred 

date.

Davidson 6,470 36,905 43,375 85.08% 14.92%

East Tennessee 11,162 62,566 73,728 84.86% 15.14%

Hamilton 3,512 11,029 14,541 75.85% 24.15%

Knox 10,334 29,296 39,630 73.92% 26.08%

Mid Cumberland 6,970 62,923 69,893 90.03% 9.97%

Northeast 7,155 37,874 45,029 84.11% 15.89%

Northwest 1,305 19,813 21,118 93.82% 6.18%

Shelby 11,706 48,650 60,356 80.61% 19.39%

South Central 4,393 29,445 33,838 87.02% 12.98%

Southeast 2,907 19,097 22,004 86.79% 13.21%

Southwest 1,093 16,234 17,327 93.69% 6.31%

Upper Cumberland 4,386 31,006 35,392 87.61% 12.39%

State of Tennessee 71,393 404,838 476,231 85.01% 14.99%

                                       Timeliness of Data Entry on Case Recordings 

                          * Reporting data as of September 28, 2007
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Section B – Person Information 

 
2. Social Security number entered in TNKIDS does not agree with social security number 
documentation in client case files. 

 
Statewide Results:  For 32 of 200 case files reviewed the social security number 
information did not agree.  There was a 16 % error rate for this attribute.  Of the 32 
case files: 18 cases did not have a social security card , 6 cases had an undated 
application, and 6 cases the applications were dated, but did not appear to be dated within 
90 days of DCS custody.  In 1 case file there was a copy of a social security card, but it 
was not readable.  In 1 case file there was a copy of a social security card, but no social 
security number had been entered in TNKIDS.   
 
Region  Error Rate    Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson  24 % (5 of 21)   A-5 
East Tennessee 28 % (7 of 25)   A-5 
Hamilton   0 % (0 of 12)   N/A 
Knox    7 % (1 of 14)   A-5 
Mid Cumberland 14 % (3 of 22)   A-5 
Northeast    0 % (0 of 18)   N/A 
Northwest    8 % (1 of 12)   A-5 
Shelby     8 % (2 of 25)   A-5, A-6 
South Central  17 % (2 of 12)   A-6 
Southeast  25 % (3 of 12)   A-6 
Southwest  33 % (4 of 12)   A-6 
Upper Cumberland 27 % (4 of 15)   A-6, A-7 
 
Statewide Total 16 % (32 of 200) 
 
 
Recommendation: 

 
The social security card or copies should be maintained in the client’s case file.  If the 
social security cards are not  received within three months of custody, then the Family 
Service Workers should follow up to obtain the social security card.  DCS Policy 31.5 
(revision date 02-01-2003).c.4.a) and DCS Policy 31.5 (current effective date 04-15-
2007).c.3.a) both require a social security card or copy of social security card in the 
client’s case file. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section B – Person Information 
 

3.  Date of birth entered in TNKIDS does not agree with birth certificate 
documentation in case file. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 17 of 200 case files reviewed the date of birth did not agree.  
There is a 9 % error rate for this attribute.   In 16 of the case files there was no 
birth certificate present.  In 1 of the case files the birth date on the birth certificate did 
not match the birth date entered in TNKIDS.  
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   19 % (4 of 21)  A-8 
East Tennessee   4 % (1 of 25)  A-8 
Hamilton    0% (0 of 12)  N/A 
Knox    0 % (0 of 14)  N/A 
Mid Cumberland  18 % (4 of 22)  A-8 
Northeast     6 % (1 of 18)  A-8 
Northwest     0 % (0 of 12)  N/A 
Shelby     0 % (0 of 25)  N/A 
South Central     8% (1 of 12)  A-8 
Southeast      8 % (1 of 12) A-8 
Southwest   17 % (2 of 12)  A-8 
Upper Cumberland 20 % (3 of 15)  A-9 
 
Statewide Total    9 % (17 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Copies of birth certificates should be maintained in the client’s case file.  DCS Policy 
31.5 (revision date 02-01-2003).C.4.b) and DCS Policy 31.5 (current effective date 
04-15-2007).C.3.b) both require birth certificate or copy of birth certificate in client’s 
case file. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section B – Person Information 
 

4.  Verification screen in TNKIDS was not completed. 
 
Statewide Results:  There were 19 exceptions found in the 200 case files reviewed. 
There was a 10 % error rate for this attribute.  The verification was not completed 
for legal name and/or date of birth and/or social security number in 18 cases.  In 1 of 
the cases the legal name verified in TNKIDS did not match the name on the birth 
certificate. 
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   14 % (3 of 21)  A-10 
East Tennessee  16 % (4 of 25)  A-10 
Hamilton     8 % (1 of 12)  A-10 
Knox     0 % (0 of 14)  N/A 
Mid Cumberland    9 % (2 of 22)  A-10 
Northeast     6 % (1 of 18)  A-10 
Northwest     0 % (0 of 12)  N/A 
Shelby    20 % (5 of 25) A-10, A-11 
South Central     8% (1 of 12)  A-11 
Southeast      0 % (0 of 12) N/A 
Southwest    17 % (2 of 12) A-11 
Upper Cumberland    0 % (0 of 15) N/A 
  
Statewide Total   10 % (19 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Verification of client’s legal name, social security number and date of birth should be 
accurately verified by appropriate staff and entered as verified in TNKIDS. 
 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section C – Case Recordings 
 

5.  Case Recordings were not entered in TNKIDS within 30 days of occurrence 
date. 

 
Statewide Results:  For 86 of 200 case files reviewed, case recordings were not 
entered in TNKIDS within 30 days of the occurrence date. There was a 43 % error 
rate for this attribute .  
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   33 % (7 of 21)  A-12 
East Tennessee  68 % (17 of 25) A-12, A-13 
Hamilton   42 % (5 of 12)  A-13 
Knox   86 % (12 of 14) A-13, A-14 
Mid Cumberland  14 % (3 of 22)  A-14 
Northeast   78 % (14 of 18) A-14, A-15 
Northwest     8 % (1 of 12)  A-15 
Shelby    40 % (10 of 25) A-15, A-16 
South Central   33 % (4 of 12) A-16 
Southeast    42 % (5 of 12) A-16 
Southwest    25 % (3 of 12) A-16, A-17 
Upper Cumberland  33 % (5 of 15) A-17 
 
Statewide Total   43 % (86 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
TNKIDS case recordings should be entered in TNKIDS within 30 days of occurrence 
date.  DCS Policy 31.14 (Revision Date:  01-01-2004) – Policy Statement – “Each 
contact (successful or unsuccessful) with or on behalf of clients will be documented 
in TNKIDS case recordings within thirty (30) days from the date of contact.” 
 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section D – Court 
 

6. Disposition information entered in TNKIDS was not documented in case files. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 57 of 200 case files reviewed, the Disposition information 
(Disposition: DCS custody and Date of Custody) entered in TNKIDS was not 
documented in the case file.  There was a 29 % error rate for this attribute.  For 4 
of the case files there was no judge/referee signed court order, for 17 case files there 
was no court order (indicating DCS custody), and for 36 case files there were court 
orders for DCS custody, but no date of custody agreement between court order and 
date of custody entered in TNKIDS.   
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   29 % (6 of 21)  A-18 
East Tennessee  64 % (16 of 25) A-18, A-19 
Hamilton   42 % (5 of 12)  A-19 
Knox     0 % (0 of 14)  N/A 
Mid Cumberland  14 % (3 of 22)  A-19 
Northeast   72 % (13 of 18) A-19, A-20 
Northwest     8 % (1 of 12)  A-20 
Shelby     8 % (2 of 25)  A-20 
South Central   25 % (3 of 12) A-20 
Southeast    50 % (6 of 12) A-21 
Southwest      8 % (1 of 12) A-21 
Upper Cumberland    7 % (1 of 15) A-21 
 
Statewide Total   29 % (57 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Court disposition information (DCS Custody and Date of Custody) should agree with 
court documents in the client’s case file.  DCS Policy 31.5 (revised date 02-01-
2003).C.3.c) and g) and DCS Policy 31.5 (current effective date 04-15-2007).C.2.c) 
and g) both required Protective Custody Order(s) and Court Orders be in the client’s 
case file. 
 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section D – Court 
 

7.  Adjudication information entered in TNKIDS was not documented in case 
files. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 77 of 200 case files reviewed, the Adjudication information 
(Adjudication: Dependent/Neglected and Date of Adjudication) entered in TNKIDS 
was not documented in the case file.  There was a 39 % error rate for this 
attribute .  There was no judge/referee signed court order in 4 of the case files.  There 
was no court order referring to adjudication in 20 case files.  In 45 case files there was 
no adjudication date agreement between court orders and adjudication date entered in 
TNKIDS.  For 8 case files there were court orders referring to DCS custody, but 
adjudication was “pending”.  
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   29 % (6 of 21)  A-22 
East Tennessee  60 % (15 of 25) A-22, A-23 
Hamilton   50 % (6 of 12)  A-23 
Knox     7% (1 of 14)  A-23 
Mid Cumberland  14 % (3 of 22)  A-23 
Northeast   67 % (12 of 18) A-23, A-24 
Northwest     8 % (1 of 12)  A-24 
Shelby   56 % (14 of 25) A-24, A-25 
South Central  42 % (5 of 12)  A-25, A-26 
Southeast    92 % (11 of 12) A-26 
Southwest    17 % (2 of 12) A-26 
Upper Cumberland    7 % (1 of 15) A-26 
 
Statewide Total  39 % (77 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Court adjudication information (Adjudication Decision and Adjudication Date) 
should agree with court documents in the client’s case file.  DCS Policy 31.5 (revised 
date 02-01-2003) C.3.c) and g) and DCS Policy 31.5 (current effective date 04-15-
2007).C.2.c) and g) both required Protective Custody Order(s) and Court Orders be in 
the client’s case file. 
 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section E – Permanency Plan 
 

8.  Permanency Plan information (Plan Date and/or Plan Goal) entered in 
TNKIDS was not documented in the case files. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 28 of 200 case files reviewed, the Permanency Plan 
information (Plan Date and/or Plan Goal) entered in TNKIDS was not documented in 
the case file.  There was a 14 % error rate for this attribute.  There was no copy of 
the permanency plan in the case file in 24 of the case files.  In 4 of the case files there 
was a date disagreement between the Permanency Plan in the case file and the plan 
date entered in TNKIDS.  
 
Region   Error Rate  Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   19 % (4 of 21)  A-27 
East Tennessee  20 % (5 of 25)  A-27 
Hamilton     8 % (1 of 12)  A-27 
Knox   29 % (4 of 14)  A-27 
Mid Cumberland  14 % (3 of 22)  A-27, A-28 
Northeast     0 % (0 of 18)  N/A 
Northwest   17 % (2 of 12)  A-28 
Shelby     4 % (1 of 25)  A-28 
South Central             25 % (3 of 12)  A-28 
Southeast   33 % (4 of 12)  A-28 
Southwest     8 % (1 of 12)  A-29 
Upper Cumberland   0 % (0 of 15)  N/A 
 
Statewide Total  14 % (28 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Permanency plan information should be correctly entered in TNKIDS and should be 
documented in the client’s case file.  DCS Policy 16.31BA.I.2 states “All permanency 
plan information and dates shall be entered into TNKIDS within three (3) working 
days of the completion of the CFTM where the plan is developed or revised.”  DCS 
Policy 31.5 (revised date 02-01-2003).C.7.b) and DCS Policy 31.5 (Current Effective 
Date 04-15-2007).C.6.b) requires a copy of the permanency plan in the client case 
file. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8, and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section E – Permanency Plan 
 

9.  No agreement of permanency plan ratification between TNKIDS and case file 
documentation. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 103 of 200 case files reviewed, there was evidence of 
permanency plan ratification in either TNKIDS or the case file, but not both.  There 
was a 52 % error rate for this attribute.  In 63 cases there was a ratified 
permanency plan in the client’s case file, but was not marked as ratified in TNKIDS.  
In 18 cases the permanency plan was marked as ratified in TNKIDS, but no ratified 
copy of the permanency plan was in the case file.  In 22 cases the permanency plan 
and/or the ratification signature page were not found in the case file therefore no 
determination of ratification could be made.  If both TNKIDS and the case file 
indicated not ratified, then no exception was taken.  
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   57 % (12 of 21) A-30 
East Tennessee  64 % (16 of 25) A-30, A-31 
Hamilton   17 % (2 of 12)  A-31 
Knox   71 % (10 of 14) A-31, A-32 
Mid Cumberland  36 % (8 of 22)  A-32 
Northeast   56 % (10 of 18) A-32, A-33 
Northwest   58 % (7 of 12)  A-33 
Shelby   56 % (14 of 25) A-33, A-34 
South Central             33 % (4 of 12)  A-34, A-35 
Southeast   58 % (7 of 12)  A-35 
Southwest   50 % (6 of 12)  A-35 
Upper Cumberland 47 % (7 of 15)  A-35, A-36 
 
Statewide Total  52 % (103 of 200) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Permanency Plan ratification should be accurately entered in TNKIDS and should 
agree with ratification information in the client’s case file. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section F – Placement – DCS Foster Homes 
 

10.  DCS Foster Home Placement information entered in TNKIDS was not 
documented in case files. 
 
Statewide Results:  For 127 of 168 applicable placements reviewed, the placement 
information in the case files did not agree with the placement entries in TNKIDS.  
There was a 76 % error rate for this attribute.  The reasons for the exceptions:  In 
51 placements, there were no Daily Rate Child Placement Contracts in client’s case 
files. In 48 placements, the Daily Rate Child Placement Contracts did not have all of 
the required signatures and dates.  In 29 placements, the Daily Rate Child Placement 
Contracts did not have required termination dates and signatures.  In 16 placements, 
there was no date agreement between the Daily Rate Child Placement Contracts and 
placement dates entered in TNKIDS.  In 16 placements, the foster home addresses did 
not agree between Daily Rate Child Placement Contracts and TNKIDS. In 8 
placements the foster parent names did not agree between the Daily Rate Child 
Placement Contracts and TNKIDS.  In 1 placement the Daily Rate Child Placement 
Contract was in the case file, but the placement had not been entered in TNKIDS.  
 
Note each placement was tested for Placement Date, Placement Type, Foster 
Home Address, Foster Parent Name and properly completed Daily Rate Child 
Placement Contract.  A placement could have an exception of one or more 
attributes. 
 
The following chart presents the error rate for the overall finding for DCS Foster 
Homes Placements. 
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   73 % (11 of 15) N/A (See pages 18, 19) 
East Tennessee  62 % (13 of 21) A-37, A-38 
Hamilton   91 % (10 of 11) A-38 
Knox            100 % (4 of 4)  A-38, A-39 
Mid Cumberland  78 % (14 of 18) N/A (See pages 18, 19) 
Northeast   92 % (12 of 13) A-39, A-40 
Northwest   62 % (8 of 13)  N/A (See pages 18, 19, 20) 
Shelby   73 % (8 of 11)  N/A (See pages 18, 19, 20) 
South Central             92 % (11 of 12) N/A (See pages 18, 19, 20) 
Southeast   93 % (14 of 15) A-40, A-41 
Southwest   71 % (12 of 17) N/A (See pages 18, 19, 20) 
Upper Cumberland 56 % (10 of 18) N/A (See pages 18, 19, 20) 
 
Statewide Total  76 % (127 of 168) 
 
Recommendation: 
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Each DCS Foster Home Placement entered in TNKIDS should have a properly 
completed Daily Rate Child Placement Contract in client’s case file. Per DCS Policy 
16.29 (Current Effective Date: 11-01-2006). A.3 – “The contract (form CS-0565, 
Daily Rate Child Placement Contact) must be completed, with all blank spaces filled 
in, or N/A (not applicable) used.  The resource parents, FSW and the supervisor must 
sign the contract in ink.”  Policy 16.29.A.4 –“A copy of the (contract) shall be 
maintained in the resource parent case file and a copy shall also be maintained in the 
Expense section of the child’s case file as outline in DCS policy 31.5”.   
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional information referring to Finding # 10 DCS Foster Home Placements.  
These are not separate findings. 
 
a. Placement Dates – no agreement between entry in TNKIDS and Daily Rate Child 

Placement Contracts in case file.  Statewide result:  53 % error rate, 89 of 168 
applicable placements. 

 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   60 % (9 of 15)  A-41 
East Tennessee  38 % (8 of 21)  N/A (See page 16) 
Hamilton   64 % (7 of 11)  N/A (See page 16) 
Knox      0 % (0 of 4)  N/A (See page 16) 
Mid Cumberland  50 % (9 of 18)  A-41, A-42 
Northeast   62 % (8 of 13)  N/A (See page 16) 
Northwest   46 % (6 of 13)  A-42, A-43 
Shelby    64 % (7 of 11)  A-43 
South Central   58 % (7 of 12)  A-43, A-44 
Southeast   87 % (13 of 15) N/A (See page 16) 
Southwest   71 % (12 of 17) A-44, A-45 
Upper Cumberland  17 % (3 of 18)  A-45 
 
Statewide Total  53 % (89 of 168) 
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b. Placement Types – no agreement between entry in TNKIDS and Daily Rate 
Child Placement Contracts in the case file.  Statewide result:  31 % error rate, 52 
of 168 applicable placements. 

 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   33 % (5 of 15)  A-45 
East Tennessee  33 % (7 of 21)  N/A (See page 16) 
Hamilton   55 % (6 of 11)  N/A (See page 16)  
Knox      0 % (0 of 4)  N/A (See page 16) 
Mid Cumberland  28 % (5 of 18)  A-45, A-46 
Northeast   46 % (6 of 13)  N/A (See page 16) 
Northwest     8 % (1 of 13)  A-46 
Shelby    27 % (3 of 11)  A-46 
South Central   42 % (5 of 12)  A-46, A-47 
Southeast   53 % (8 of 15)  N/A (See page 16) 
Southwest   18 % (3 of 17)  A-47 
Upper Cumberland  17 % (3 of 18)  A-47   
 
Statewide Total  31 % (52 of 168) 
 

c. Foster Home Address – no agreement between entry in TNKIDS and Daily Rate 
Child Placement Contracts in the case file.  Statewide result:  40 % error rate, 68 
of 168 applicable placements. 

 
Region  Error Rate    Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson  33 % (5 of 15)   A-47, A-48 
East Tennessee 57 % (12 of 21)  N/A (See page 16)   
Hamilton  82 % (9 of 11)   N/A (See page 16) 
Knox     0 % (0 of 4)   N/A (See page 16) 
Mid Cumberland 33 % (6 of 18)   A-48 
Northeast  46 % (6 of 13)   N/A (See page 16) 
Northwest  15 % (2 of 13)   A-48, A-49 
Shelby   45 % (5 of 11)   A-49 
South Central  50 % (6 of 12)   A-49, A-50 
Southeast  60 % (9 of 15)   N/A (See page 16) 
Southwest  29 % (5 of 17)   A-50 
Upper Cumberland 17 % (3 of 18)   A-50, A-51 
 
Statewide Total 40 % (68 of 168) 
 
 

d. Foster Parent(s) Name(s) - no agreement between entry in TNKIDS and Daily 
Rate Child Placement Contracts in case file. Statewide results:  36 % error rate, 
60 of 168 applicable placements. 
 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
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Davidson   33 % (5 of 15)  A-51 
East Tennessee  33 % (7 of 21)  N/A (See page 16) 
Hamilton   82 % (9 of 11)  N/A (See page 16) 
Knox      0 % (0 of 4)  N/A (See page 16) 
Mid Cumberland  28 % (5 of 18)  A-51 
Northeast   46 % (6 of 13)  N/A (See page 16) 
Northwest   23 % (3 of 13)  A-52 
Shelby    27 % (3 of 11)  A-52 
South Central   58 % (7 of 12)  A-52, A-53    
Southeast   60 % (9 of 15)  N/A (See page 16) 
Southwest   18 % (3 of 17)  A-53 
Upper Cumberland  17 % (3 of 18)  A-53 
 
Statewide Total  36 % (60 of 168) 
 
 

e. Properly completed Daily Rate Child Placement Contracts in the case files.  
Statewide results:  74 % error rate, 124 of 168 applicable  placements. 

 
Region   Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   73 % (11 of 15) A-54 
East Tennessee  62 % (13 of 21) N/A (See page 16)  
Hamilton   91 % (10 of 11) N/A (See page 16) 
Knox     100 % (4 of 4)  N/A (See page 16) 
Mid Cumberland             78 % (14 of 18) A-54, A-55   
Northeast   92 % (12 of 13) N/A (See page 16) 
Northwest   46 % (6 of 13)  A-55 
Shelby    64 % (7 of 11)  A-55, A-56 
South Central   92 % (11 of 12) A-56, A-57 
Southeast   93 % (14 of 15) N/A (See page 16) 
Southwest   71 % (12 of 17) A-57, A-58 
Upper Cumberland  56 % (10 of 18) A-58 
 
Statewide Total  74 % (124 of 168) 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section F – Placements – Contract Foster Homes 
 

11. Entries in TNKIDS authorization screen did not agree with Authorization of 
Residential Treatment forms (CS-0596). 
 
Statewide Results:  For 12 of the133 applicable placements reviewed, the 
Authorization of Residential Treatment forms did not agree with authorization screen 
entries in TNKIDS.  There was an error rate of 9 % for this attribute. 

 
Region  Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   5 % (1 of 22)  A-59 
East Tennessee  0 % (0 of 10)  N/A 
Hamilton   0 % (0 of 4)  N/A 
Knox   6 % (1 of 18)  A-59 
Mid Cumberland  0 % (0 of 12)  N/A 
Northeast   0 % (0 of 17)  N/A 
Northwest  33 % (4 of 12)  A-59, A-60 
Shelby  22 % (5 of 23)  A-60 
South Central 100 % (1 of 1)  A-60, A-61 
Southeast    0 % (0 of 3)  N/A 
Southwest    0 % (0 of 0)  N/A  
Upper Cumberland  0 % (0 of 11) N/A 
 
Statewide Total  9 % (12 of 133) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Authorization for Residential Treatment forms should agree with authorization 
information entered in TNKIDS authorization screen. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 

     (See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8, and 9 of this audit  
      report). 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Section F – Placements - Contract Foster Homes 
 

12. Placement/payment information entered in TNKIDS Financials did not 
match placement/payment information in TNKIDS. 

 
Statewide Results:  For 14 of the 133 applicable contract foster home placements 
reviewed, the placement date, vendor name, daily rate and placement type could not 
be verified with comparing TNKIDS and TNKIDS Financials.  There is an 11 % 
error rate for this attribute. 
 
Region    Error Rate   Specifics listed on Page(s) 
Davidson   9 % (2 of 22)  A-62 
East Tennessee  0 % (0 of 10)  N/A 
Hamilton   25 % (1 of 4)  A-62 
Knox    0% (0 of 18)  N/A  
Mid Cumberland  0 % (0 of 12)  N/A 
Northeast   12 % (2 of 17)  A-62 
Northwest   42 % (5 of 12)  A-62, A-63 
Shelby   17 % (4 of 23)  A-63 
South Central  0 % (0 of 1)  N/A 
Southeast   0 % (0 of 3)  N/A 
Southwest   0 % (0 of 0)  N/A 
Upper Cumberland 0 % (0 of 11)  N/A 
 
Statewide Total  11 % (14 of 133) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Placement information in TNKIDS should reflect the information in TNKIDS 
Financials.  Vendor information including vendor name should agree in both 
TNKIDS and TNKIDS Financials. 
 
Management’s Response: 
 
(See management’s response to entire audit report on pages 7, 8 and 9 of this audit 
report). 
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Additional Weaknesses (State-wide) Noted Not Included In Findings. 
 
Below are weaknesses in management controls, which were found during test work, 
but not considered significant enough to warrant a finding: 
 

·  No case recordings for every month that a client was in custody.  Error rate of 2 
%, 4 of 200 cases reviewed. 

 
·  No case recordings documenting at least one client face-to-face contact for each 
month client was in custody.  Error rate of 5 %, 9 of 200 cases reviewed. 

 
·   Forty seven (47) Residential Treatment Placements were tested to determine if  
TNKIDS authorization screen entries matched  the Authorization for Residential 
Treatment forms (CS -0596)  Error rate of 4 %, 2 of 47 applicable placements. 

 
·  Residential Treatment Placements.  TNKIDS payment information did not 
match payment information in TNKIDS Financials.  Error rate of 4 %. 2 of 47 
applicable placements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


