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This volume is one of a series of books and monographs of
Project MIJIIT, to be published by the Academy for
Contemporary Problems in 1981 and 1982.

® The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A National Survey
(State profiles appear in five supplemental volumes.)

® The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A Search for Rights, Boundaries, Services
{Text in master volume; appendixes in Volume 2.)

e Youth in Adult Courts: Between Twwo Worlds
(State profiles appear in five supplemental volumes.)

® Services to Children in Juvenile Courts: The Judicial-Executive Controversy
o Grants in Aid of Local Delinquency Prevention and Control Services

® Readings in Public Policy

The Academy for Contemporary Problems is a tax-exempt, nonprofit public research and education training foundation
operated by the Council of State Governments, International City Management Association, National Association of
Counties, National Conference of State Legislatures, National Governors’ Association, National League of Cities, and U. S,
Conference of Mayors. The Academy assists these seven national organizations of state and local officials in seeking
solutions to critical problems in American states, counties, municipalities, and the nation’s federal system in general. The
National Training and Development Service for State and Local Government (NTDS), a subsidiary of the Academy,
promotes the training and deveiopment of state, county, and municipal managers, and offers assistance to those attempting to
improve the processes of public problem-solving.
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ABOUT THE STATE PROFILES

This is one of six volumes which report the most ambitious study of the
out-of-state placement of chiidren ever undertaken in America. The master volume,
The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A National Survey, contains the main text
of the study report, plus appendixes which explain the methodology of the study and
detail relevant interstate compacts on the subject.

Central to the usefulness of the study report, however, is the use of the
detailed profiles of out-of-state placement practices in the 50 States and in the
District of Columbia. This volume contains, in the order listed, these State
profiles:

ATasKka.eeseereoveorcnonnennsconsensosnseaneasss AK
AriZONa..ieveieeeseseocnsessasessesnscncsansns AL
Californidceeeseevecsseseeeencseossssessessesss CA
HaWwaiTeeeeeoanossoseassonconsconsonnsenssneesss HI
e - L o T (]

B [ 1 - ¥ £ - P L
Nevadase.seeoessoaasessossesossessesssassacnss NV
Oregon.cevesscecsescsssssonossesssansscnsenass OR
Utaheeeuiiseoeseseonrnscsocscnsnnnsnsnsesacense UT
Washington...veeveroeireneenesnseneeenasnanes WA
WYOmingeeeeeecocossosessenscsasoooscsassossass WY

*

Other volumes, as listed in the master volume, report on North Central, South
Central, Northeastern, and Southeastern States. A further report on the study, in
two volumes, is called Qut-of-State Placement of Chjldren: A Search for Rights,
Boundaries, Services.

Each state profile presents the results of a systematic examination of their child care agencies and
their involvement with out-of-state residential care for children. The information is organized in a
manner which will support comparisons among agencies of the same type in different counties or among
different types within the state. Comparisons of data among various states, discussed in Chapter 2, are
based upon the state profiles that appear here.

The states, and the agencies within them, differed markedly in both the manner and frequency of
arranging out-of-state placements in 1978. The organizational structures and the attendant policies also
varied widely from state to state. Yet, all state governments had major responsibilities for regulating
the placements of children across state lines for residential care. The methods employed by state
agencies for carrying out these responsibilities and their relative levels of effectiveness in achieving
their purposes can be ascertained in the state profiles. As & result, the state profiles are suggestive
of alternative policies which agencies might select to change or improve the regulation of the
out-of-state placement of children within their states.

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

CONTENTS OF THE STATE PROFILES

Each profile contains four sections. The first two sections identify those officials in state
government who facilitated the completion of the study in the particular state. These sections also




describe the general methodology used to collect the infarmation i i
C ge | ] presented. The third section off
basic description of the organization of youth services as they relate to out-of-state p1ac23§ng

policies. The fourth section offers annotated tables about that stale’ ut-of-
practices. The discussion of the survey results include: o &'s out-of-state placement

The number of children placed in out-of-state resid
The out-of-state placement practices of local agenc
Detailed data from Phase I1I agencies.

Use of interstate compacts by state and local agencies,
The out-of-state placement practices of state agencies.
State agencies'’ knowledge of out-of-state placement.

ential settings.,
jes.

oo I2P>00®

The final section presents some final observations and conclusions abo

: ut state ut-of-
placement practices that were gleaned from the data, and local out-of-state

It is important to remember when reading the state profiles that the t i

) . ables contain self-reported

g::: gggu#%;?’ po]1e8fe€ by the Academy in }979. They may not reflect all organizational chanqeg Zhat
hay comp]eged.S]nce at time and the data might be at variance with reports published after this survey
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A PROFILE OF OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN ALASKA -
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I1. METHODOLOGY

information was systematically gathered about Alaska from a variety of sources using a number of data
collection techniques, First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken, Next,
‘telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policies and
practices with regard fo the out-of-state placement of chlldren, A mall survey was used, as a follow-up
to the telephone Interview, to sofliclit information spacific to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencles and those of local agencles subject to state regutlatory control or supervisory oversight,

An assessment of out-of-state placement policies
agencles suggested further survey requirements o
arranging out-of-state placements.
tf It was necessary to:

and the adequacy of Information reported by state
determine the Involvement of public agencies In
Pursuant to thls assessment, further data collectlon was undertaken

e verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local

agenclies; and
e collect local agency data which was not available from state government,

A summary of the data collection effort in Alaska appears below 'n Table 02-1,

TABLE 02-1, ALASKA: METHODS OF COLLECT{NG DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Levels of ChiTd . JuveniTe MenTal HealTh and
Government Wel fare Eduéation Justice Mental Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencles Interview Interview Interview Interview

Mailed Survey: Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey:
DHSS Officlals DOE Officlals DHSS Officials  DHSS Offlcials

Local
Agencies Not Applicable Telephone Not Applicable Not Appllcable
(State Offices) Survey: (State Offices) (State Offices)
All 52 school
districts
AK~1
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o ; along the western edge of th tate. Th
The ‘Academy also conducted an Intensive on-site case study In Alaska. The results from the case : : seﬂ‘?ers. Until recer?ﬂy, fheeprsacaﬂece was e:: pall;eé,: s"a:;go‘p rérr]nia rc:r!zn pfor%l:nla:he:seb);reN;: ir:fompars::kg:'nasmsa?g
study are Included in a companion publication entitled The Out-of-State Placement of Children: A Search the lower 48 states, It was reported that rather than attempting to remove children from these remote

for Rights, Boundaries, Services. | areeas, the practice has now been to support the local school district with additional facilities and serv-

i i fces.

According to other Information provided by the State Department of Education (DOE), Office for
Exceptional %hlldren (OEC), loca! school districts may request out-of=-district placements when the needs
. of the exceptional child cannot be met locallys However, the state will only fund out-of-state place-
i . ments for those severely handicappede This type of placement must be approved by the district child
111. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978 ’: " study team and the Office for Exceptional Chlldren for the State Commissioner of Education. Other types
; : of placements (eegs, learning disabilities and gifted children) are funded elther by parents or totaily
3 by the school district and therefore do not need approval of the Dspartment of Education.

A. Introductory Remarks

De Juvenlle Justice

Alaska has the largest land area (569,600 square miles) and is the least populated state (364,487) in
the United States, Of this population, 60,000 are Indigenous Eskimos, Aleuts, and Indians, The distri-
bution of the population varles significantiy, with nearly two-thirds of the population centered In ‘
Anchorage and Falrbanks. Anchorage Is the most populated city In The state, with a population over i
150,000, Juneau, the caplital city, Is the third most populated clty In the state, with a population of
approximately 17,000, The estimated 1978 population of persons elght fo 17 years old was 76,357,

Jurisdiction over dependent, neglected, and delinquent chiidren is held by state superior courts,
: organized Into four districtse Judicial statute 4710.0, Section 2047, requires that all juvenlles on
| probation or parole be placed in the custody of the commissioner of Alaska's Department of Heal!th and
I Soclal Services (DHSS).

Alaska was ranked first natiopally in total state and local per caplta expenditures and 17th In par « B & The Division of Corrections (DOC) within DHSS Is responsibie for probation, parole, and Institutional

capita expendliures for education,! services to juveniles, The divislon malintains one juvenlle correction center, McLaughlin Youth Center In

X Anchorage. In addition, probation and parole services are administered by the DOC through six regions

The organization of focal government In Alaska deserves special mention because It is unique, The j and severa! fleld officess When a residential placement needs to be made, the commissioner appoints a

state has three unifled home rule munlcipalities (Juneau, Anchorage, and Sitka) which functlon similar to reglonal classification committee consisting of a regional adminisirator, probation officers, judges,
- general metropolitan  governments. The state also has elght boroughs which relats comparably to county ; public deferders, and others, to select an appropriate placement.

forms of government, In addition, there Is an "unorganized borough' whlch encompasses the rest of the i *
state's unlncorporated areas. i !

Alaska has been a member of the Interstate Compaé“uL on Juveniles (ICJ) since 1960 which s
administered by the DOC.

B. Child Welfare

| * Es Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation

| Alaska's Department of Health and Soclal Services (DHSS) Is responsible for the administration of a

wide range of services to chlldren and youth throughout the state. The Departmentts Division of Social Alaska's mental health and mental! retardation services are the responsibility of the Division of

| Services has six reglonal offlces which supervise the dellvery of child welfare services through 29 . Mental Health and Developmental Disablilities (DMHDD) in the Department of Health and Social Services
o fleld offices. These fleld offices, staffed with one or more soclal workers, provide Information, : L (DHSS)s The demand has estabiished 21 Jocal community menta! health districts which are subsidized by
individual and fami!y counseling, and child protection services for chlldren. In addition, the division :‘ state funds from the Community Health Services Act. Every mental health district submits a yeariy plan
has responsibillty for the Ilcensure of child care Institutions and foster homes, ‘ 3 to the DMHDD for fundinge According to DMHDD regulations, the state-~to-local matching ratic is 90-10 In

: designated poverty areas. In designated nonpoverty areas, the state-to-local matching ratio Is 75-25
percaent. In 1978 there were no mental health districts offering direct services to the community;
rather, a network of private providers were funded to deliver servicess '

The. Division of Social Services makes two types of placements, The first type involves the emergency
removal of chlldren from thelr homes to prevent harm, abuse, or neglect., These short-term placements are

typlcally In shelter facllitles or foster homes. The second fype of placement Is made as part of the 5 i

overal! treatment plan to assist chilldren and thelr faml!lles, Chlldren may remain In the custody of DHSS ) > The division reports that I+ does place children out of state on a woluntary basis or through
for a maximum of two years, but a case can be reviewed and the duration of the placement extended with i oo assisting the child's parents or guardians. Other out-of-state placements may Involve the transfer of
court approval. The Divislon of Soclal Services does not directly operate child protection or treatment i patients from Alaska state hospitals to state hospitals in other states. This latter type of placement

; facliities, but enters Into contractual arrangements with Individuals and nonproflt children?s services

is arranged through the Interstate Compact on Mentai Health (ICMH) which Alaska adopted In 1959, The
agencles for the services needed.

ICMH is administered by the DMHDD.

When In-state possibilities for placement have been exhausted or the type of In-state placement
avallable does not fit the needs of the chlid, out-of-state placements are considered and arranged by
this agency. In some cases, 2 chiid Is placed with foster parents who are moving out of state, but this
is rare. Reportedly, the division places children for whom It has custody Into other states through the
Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC) which It administers. Alaska enacted the ICPC In

1976, . |Ve_ FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

-
»

e

C., Education The survey of Alaska state and focal public agencles resulted In the findings discussed and tabularly

{ ‘ ' ;7‘,‘ . displayed In the following sectionss The Information Is presented in a manner to highlight the major
‘e i . 5 questions regarcing public agencies'! Involivement with the out-of-state placement of childrens

There are 52 school districts In Alaska whlich offer speclal education services as weil as tThe normal : ‘

e LT

K~12 currlculum. Ten of these schoo! districts are semimetropolitan. The remaining school districts
are scattered throughout sparsely populated areas like the Aleuts Island Chaln, northern ‘Alaska, and 1‘
i . AK-3
AK~2 &
i 3 %(3;
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A. _The Number of Chilfdren Placed in Out-of-State Resldential Settings

TABLE 02-3, ALASKA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
| d OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL

Table 02-2 gives an overview of the total number of out-of-state placements of children reported by ; : AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
Alaska state and local public agencies, by agency type, In 1978, Unfortunately, the DHSS Division of REPORTING PLACEMENTS
Soclal Services was unable to report the number of children It placed out of state in 1978, although such .

placements were arranged. Therefore, the total of 85 placements displayed in Table 02-2 Is an i
underrepresentation of the actual sum, i ; b 1'9721 a Number of CHILDREN
| Division Name ?R eaa-?;) Placed during 1978
Table 02-2 shows the State Department of Education did not arrange any out-of-state placements in | | g ucarion
1978; however, the local schoo! distrlcts reported being involved in 11 such placements during that year, | i
It can also be seen that the DHSS Divislon of Corrections reported arranging 74 placements for children i | Aleutian Island
outside of Alaska whlle the Divislon of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities had no Involvement ‘ ; Anchorage ands 1,180 0
with placements, | Angoon 33,?(;: 2
‘, 2 Barrow 1,135 ?
: 1 Bethel 2,626 0
Bristol Bay Borough 214
Bristol Bay 1,187 é
Cordova=ticCarthy 459 0
Falrbanks 9,996 4
Halnes . 407 0
TABLE 02-2. ALASKA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS , ‘ Juneau
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LCCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES . Kenal-Cook Inlet 32444 2
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE Ketchlkan g';gl 0
*» | Ko 0
Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type a 2,056 0
Levels of Child Juveni{le Mental Health and i KuskoK | m
Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardaticn Total » / g Matanuska~Sus{+na ) gzg 0
: ) gﬂgr Ketch!kan 1,460 8
State Agency a & 418 0
Placements® * 0 74 0 74 3 A Prince of Wales 496 0
Seward
Local Agency ! Sitka 1 g(g)g "o
Placements - LA - —— 1R [ Skagway-Yakutat 8476 8
’ Southeast Falrbanks
Total * 11 74 0 85 . Upper Yukon gg? 6
* denotes Not Avallable, ‘ j xzégeﬁ;g:ig;na--Whlffler 1 33-; S
-~ denotes Not Applicabls, Wrangel I-Petersburg 1:175 0
! Yukon~Koyukuk 1,041 8

@, May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde~
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and | Total Number of
others directly Involving the state agency's asslistance or knowledge. Refer to i Placements Arranged
Table 02-9 for speciflc Information regarding state agency Involvement In ; by Local A enclgge
arranging out-of-state placements. g 1
Total Number of Local

Agencles Reporting 52

¥

=~ denotes Not Applicable,

a, Estimates were developed by the National Center for J 11
using data from two sources: the 1970 national ce Neohlle Justice
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census. census and the Natlonal Cancer

Table 02-3 displays the geographic area or division Included within the jurisdiction of the 52 Alaska
school districts and its estimated 1978 population of persons eight to 17 years old. Therefore, the
table allows for an examlnation of the relationship between geography, population, and the 1978 Incidence
of out-of-state placements arranged by the state's school districts, It Is important to bear in mind ? ) B
that the Jurisdiction of schoo! districts contacted Is smaller than the divislons contalning them. For s The Qut-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agencles
that reason, multiple agencies may have reported from each division and the Incldence reports in the table '
are the aggregated reports of all within them, It Is Important to note that school districts in the two .

‘divislons with the Iiargest juvenite populations, Anchorage and Falrbanks, had fwo and four chlildren ' o The survey of Alaska local publlic agencles only Included th
p:_a;:_ed ?Uf'Of‘f*afe: f'edSPbeC*I'VG"Y- -IJU:;?BL; vas the only other division fo report more than one out-of- ‘ ‘ in Table 02-4, Six of these school districts or'y12n per'c:nf of 5'rzht;m'lt*”'rlcl S oned oy lets, ac retlected
state placement arranged by its schoo stricis. ' @ In 1978, The remalning 46 schoo! districts were not involved In any ou?r-?:f:-sg'a:':eilgggr;:;:g ouT of state
AK~4 .
| Ak=3
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TABLE 02-4, ALASKA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN ARRANGING OUT=-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS IN [978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Response Categories Education
Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State Placements 6
S Ok U BT T
Agenclies Which Did Not Place Out of State 46
Agencles Which Did Not Parf[clpafe In the Survey 0
Total Local Agencies 52

The reasons given by 46 schoo! districts for not arranging any out-of-state placements in 1978 may
help to understand more fully the previously mentioned low placement rate by these agencles, The most
predominant reason given for not pilacing chiidren outside of Alaska, reported In Table 02-5, was that
sufficlent services were avaliable within the state, This broad statement was also reflected in a large
number of agencles commenting on there belng no need for out-of-state placements in 1978, a response
Inctuded In the "Othern" category 32 times.

TABLE 02-5, ALASKA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placing

Chlldren Out of State® Education
Lacked Statutory Authority 2
Restricted 0
Lacked Funds ~ 0
Sufficlent Services Avallable

in State 37
Otherb 38

Number of Agencles Reporting No
Out-of=State Placements 46

Total Number of Agencles
Represented in Survey 52

a, Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements. :

be Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were sgalnst
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohlbitive because of distance.

AK~6
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A great deal of interagency cooperation to arrange out-of-state placements was reported by the school
districts, All but one school district cooperated with state agencies In order to place children out of
state In 1978, Table 02-6 reflects this prevalence, showing.that 83 percent of the school districts
worked with some other agency to place 91 percent of the children out of state, Flve school districts
reported cooperating with the State Department of Education and one also cooperated with a state superior
court,

TABLE 02-6. ALASKA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF~-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
‘tdﬂcagion

Number  Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placemants 6 122
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of=-State Placements

with Interagency Cooperation 5 83
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State " 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State
with Interagency Cooperation 10 - 91

a, See Table 02~-4,

The types of chlidren which were placed out of state by schoo! districts are reflected In Table 02-7,
Children with speclal education neads, understandably, was the most common condition designated.
Physical, mental, and emotional handicaps were also characteristics of these children, It is of Inferest
to note the Involvement of one local education agency In placing a child designated as a juvenlle
delinquent, Thls Is the same school district which cooperated with a superior court to arrange an out-
of-state placement,.

AK=-7
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TABLE 02-7, ALASKA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE it 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions? Education
Physically Handicapped 2
Mental |y Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 2
Unruly/Disruptive 1
Truant 0
Juvenile Dellnquent 1
Mentally 1l1/Emotionally Disturbed 2
Pregnant 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 1]
Adopted 0
Special Education Needs 3
Multiple Handlicaps . 1
Others = 0
Number of Agencles Reporting 6

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

Because none of the Alaska schoo! districts placed more than four children out of stute, Information
reported in other state profiles was not gathered from Alaska local agencles,.

C.__Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencles

It was determined that an Interstate compact was ;ever used by any of the slx Alaska school districts
which arranged out-of-state placements In 1978, The exclusion of Institutions primarily educational iIn
character from the purview of a compact gives a |ikely explanation fo this practice,

Alaska state agencles were also surveyed about the utillzation of Interstate compacts, Table 02-8
shows that the child welfare agency (the Division of Soclal Services) was unable to report on compact use
for the placements with which [t was Involved, a number It also could not report, However, the
Department of Education and the state juvenlle justice agency (DOC) were able to supply thls Information
about compact utilization. The DOE gave a similar response to the six local school districts which
reported placements, saying no chlld was processed through a compact in 1978, In contrast, almost 14

percent of the 74 placements made by the state juvenlle justice agency were reported to be arranged with
the use of an interstate compact,

AK=8
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TABLE 02-8, ALASKA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY

AGENCY TYPE
Chitd Juvenlile
Wel fare Education Justice
Total Number of State and Local Agency=-
Arranged Placements * 11 74
Total Number of Compact-Arranged
Placements Reported by State Agencles * 0 10
Percentage of Compact-Arranged Placements * 0 14

* denotes Not Avallable.

D. The Out-of-State Piacement Practices of State Agencles

The Involvement of Alaska's state agencles In the out-of-state placement of chlldren Is directly
related to tha fact that two of these agencles, the Divislons of Soclal Services (DSS) and Correctlons
(DOC), are the public providers for community services, and two contribute to the funding of local
services, the Department of Education (DOE) and the Division of Mental Health and Developmental
Disabifitles (DMHDD), However, as Table (i2~9 I!lustrates, the abllity of these state agencles fo report
their Involvement in arranging out-of-staie placement varies. The DSS, as sole publlc provider of child
welfare services and as the agency responsible for the adminlstration of the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children, was unable to provide much of the Information requested in the survey, Also, the
Department of Education was only able to report about four-children placed out of state by local school
districts with the use of state funds; however, these districts reported cooperating In some manner with
the DOE on the out-of-state placement of ten chi!dren.
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TABLE 02-9, ALASKA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencles

Child Juvenlle Mental Health and

Types of Involvement Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
State Arranged and Funded * 0 74 0
Locally Arranged but

State Funded —— 4 - -
Court Ordered, but State

Arranged and Funded * 0 0 0
Subtotal: Placements

Involving State

Funding * 4 74 0
Locally Arranged and

Funded, and Reported

to State - 0 - .-
State Helped Arrange,

but Not Required by
~ Law or DId Not Fund

the Placement ® 0 0 0

-« Others * 0 0 0

Total Number of

Chilldren Placed Qut

of State wlth State

Assistance or

Knowledged * 4 75 0

* denotes Not Avallable,
-~ denotes Not Applicable,

a, Includes al! out-of-state placements known to offlclals in the par-
tlcular state agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which
did not directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply
Indicate knowiedge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of Informal reporting.

The state agencies had more difflculty providing Information on the destination of children placed
outside of Alaska as Is apparent In Table 02-10. Considering that the DSS was not able to report the
number of placements, it Is not surprising that thelr destination was not reported either. The DOE
indicated that 1t was Involved with placing children In Callfornla and Oregon, states closer to the
geographlcally lIsolated state, and in more distant North Dakota and Texas. The DOC was not able to
report the exact locations of thelr arranged out-of-state placements, although California, Colorado,
Maine, Oregon, South Dakota, and Texas were mentioned as the states most likely fo have received its 75
placements,
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TABLE 02-10. ALASKA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT

OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STAT
BY AGENCY TYPE TATE AGENCIES,

Destinations of CthNumber of CHILOREN Placed Juvenile
Children Placed Wel fare Education Justice
Californla 1
North Dakota 1
Oregon 1
Texas 1
Placements for Which Destinations

Could Not be Reported by State

Agencies Al 0 ALY
Total Number of Placements * 4 75

¥ denotes Not Avallable,

Only two of the state agencles’ were able + :
helped to place out of stata, The DOE's respozsgr%;L27lL?Z?ZﬂiLgan o loas) T1Bes of chlidren They rad

the local school districts!

of arranging out-of-state placements for ph " Cohlidron 1
yslcal | mental |

Table 02-11, one can see diverslity in the characfer%gflcs of ﬁ%:a"d o laced eyt andicapped e brvsian

ldren placed out of state by th
of Corrections, Thi 1 T h L dran o
SenfrioChions, lawf table reflects a broader scope of court involvement than Just with chiidren In

TABLE 02-11, &Ag%: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT -
E IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE ;
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

AGENCY Type?d

Types of Conditions tducaTTon JuvenITs JusTTSS —
Physically Handicapped
Mentally Handlcappgg § §
Developmental ly Disabled X 0
Unruly/Disruptive 0 (0]
Truants 0 0
Juvenlie Dellinquents 0 X
Emotionally Disturbed X X
Pregnant 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0] X
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0 0 i
Adopted Children 0 0 |
Foster Chlldren 0 0
Other 0 0 ‘
a. X indicates conditions reported,
AK=11 o
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A review of Table 02-12 reveals information about the expenditure of pubiic funds by state agencies
for out-of-state placements In 1978, The DSS was not able to report Its expenditures for the care of
children outside of Alaska, The Department of Education could only report that $19,000 in state funds
was used fo place children out of state in 1978, The DOC, In contrast, reported that a total of $600,000
of state revenue was expended by the agency for the children It placed out of state In 1978,

TABLE 02-12. ALASKA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT~
OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS

REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type

Chiid . Juvenlle

Leveis of Government Yel fare Education Justice
e State * $19,000 $600,000
e Federal * * 0
e Llocal * * 0
o Other * * 0
Total Reported Expenditures * * $600, 000

* denotes Not Avallable,

E. State Agencies' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placoments

A final review of Alaska state and local agencles! out-of-state placement Involvement and the state
agencles! knowledge of their local public counterparts placement activity are presented In thls portion
of the state profliie., Alaska's services to children are primarily state generated, but the one surveyed
service type which has locally operated agencies, education, reflects a knowledge gap between the two
levels of government as shown In Table 02-13, The Department of Education (DOE) could only report 36
percent of the placements determined by the local survey to have been made by school districts in 1978,
The state~operated service areas, with the exception of chlid welfare's unavallable Information, had full
knowledge of thelr own agency's placement activity.

TABLE 02-13. ALASKA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF

OUT=-0F-STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Juvenile Menta! Health and
Wel fare  Education Justice Mental Retardation
Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements * 1 74 0
Total Number of Placements
Known to State Agencles * 4 75 0
Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agenciles * 36 1008 100

*  denotes Not Avallable,

a, The state juvenlle justice agency reported having knowledge of one
additiona! placement than It reported to have arranged Itself in 1978,
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Because state agencies are responsible for the administration of interstate compacts, Figure 02-1
I l1lustrates an important portion of the state agency's placement knowledges Unfortunataiy, the state
child welfare agency could not report 1978 incidence of placement or [ts utilization of Interstate
compacts for them. The DOE repeated the locally reported Information about no 1978 compact utiilzation
of education placements, despite I+s Inaccurate report of locally arranged Incldence of placement. The
state juvenlle justice agency, in contrast, reported a much greater number of children placed out of
Alaska than the ten, or nearly !4 percent, which were processed through a compact In 1978, reflecting
agency out-of-state placement recordkeeping other than that of a compact office. Not shown In the figure
Is the report of no placements or compact utilization by the state mental health and mental retardation
agency.

FIGURE 02-1, ALASKA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE CF COMPACTS AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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Child Walfare Education Juvenlile Justice

* denotes Not Available.
State and Local Placements
- State and Local Placements Known to State Agencles

D State and Local Compact=-Arranged Placements Reported by
State Agencles

a. The state juvenile justice agency reported having knowledge of one additional placement than it reported
te have arranged itself in 1978.
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V. _CONCLUDIMG REMARKS

A systematic revlew of the information obtalned from the survey of Alaska state and local public

agencles draws several conclusions about Alaska's out-of-state placement practices In 1978, Certalnly, a
primary finding Is the difficulty in ascertaining Information about f#L Division of Soclal Serleé's
Involvement In the practice. TRIS sfate ¢ walTare agency acknowledged the arrangement of such place-
ments, but could glve no other comparable Information abouf the agency's practices In 1978, Since local
government s not Involved In child weifare services, a targe facet of Alaska's services to children Is
represented In this agency's activities which were not avallable for examination. ’

Further conclusions arising from the survey results include:

e The State Department of Education reported fewer placements than were actually made by local

school districts, although these local agencles reported cooperation with the state agency on
all thelr placements.

e The state Juvenlle Justice agency reported a low rate of Interstate compact utitlz
czgldfan.{eporf de#ailed ngormaTlon about the destination of the chllgren It hel;:éoglggg
out of state.

® Agencles had difficulty In ldentifying placement destinations, but It can be safel ald
f%af, boscause of Alaska's geographlca? location, any ouf-of-éfafe placements are aygﬁe;f
distance frem the children's homes. The implications of this long distance for transpor-
tation expenses and on-site monitoring costs are Important consliderations.

The reader s encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices In Alaska In order to develo further concluslons ab '
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of chiidren, P aout The state’s

FOOTNOTE

1. General Information about states, countius, cities, and SMSAs Is from the s ecl
estimates based on the 1970 national census contalned in the U,S. Bureau of the Cgksugl égzgfsoggéag:gg
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C,, 1978, ’ -

information about dlirect general state and Tocal total per caplita expenditures and expendltures for
education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear in Statlstical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D,C., 1979,

The 1978 estTmated population of persons &Ight To 17 yeéars old was developed by the Natlonal Center
for Juvenlle Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Instltute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
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A PROFILE OF OQUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN ARIZONA
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1. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Arizona from a varliety of sources using a number of
data collectlon techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone inteirviews were conducted wlth state officials who were able to report on agency policles
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children, A mall survey was used, as a
follow-up to the telsphone Interview, to soliclt Iinformation specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencies and those of local .agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervi-
sory oversight.

An assessmant of out-of-state placement pollcies and the adequacy of Information reporfed by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvemsnt of public agencies in
arranging out-of-state placements, Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If It was necessary to:

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

A sdmmary of the data collection effort In Arizona appears below in Table 03-1.

TABLE 03~1. ARIZONA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Mental Health and

Levels of Government Child Welfare Education Juvenlile Justice Menta! Retardation

State Agencles Telephone Interview Taelephone Interview Telephone Interview Telephone Interview

Malled Survey:
DES Officlals

Malled Survey:
DHS Officlals

Mailed Survey:
SDE Offlclals

Malled Survey:
DOC Officials
Local Agencles Not Applicable
(State Offices)

Telephone Survey: Telephone Survey: Not Applicable
10 percent sample All 14 locally (State Offlces)
of the 233 school operated probation

districts to verify departments

state Information?

a. Information attributed in this profile to the state!s schoo!l districts was gathered from the
state education agency and the ten percent sample.
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11le THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF=STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Arizona has the sixth largest land area (113,414 square miles) and Is the 32nd most populated state
(2,225,007) in the United States. The distribution of the population varies sign!ficantly, with
approxlmately 75 parcent of the state's population residing In two of Arizona's 14 counties, Marlcopa
(Phoenix) and Plma (Tucson)., Phoenix, the capltal city, Is the most populated clty in the state. The
estimated 1978 population of persons elght to 17 years old was 407,828,

Arizona has two Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas; Phosnix (includes Maricopa County) and
Tucson (includes Pima County). Its border states are Californla, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah,
and Its southernmest border Is shared with Mexico.

Arlzona was ranked 23rd nationally In total state and local par caplta expenditures, ninth in per
caplta expenditures for education, and !ast In per capita expendltures for public welfare.f

B, Chiid Welfare

The Department of Economlc Security (DES), Administration for Children, Youth and Familles (ACYF), Is
responsible for child welfare services in Arlzona, The ACYF Is divided into six districts and 25

suboffices which administer services Including child protection, day care, shelter care, adoption, and
foster care, The ACYF does allocate funds for the out-of-state placement of childrea In its custody as
well as children that are in the custody of the jir enlle probation departments.

Since 1976, Arizona has been a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chlidren (ICPC)

and has delegated the responsibility for administering thls compact to ACYF, ACYF also has Involvement -

with the interstate placement of chlidren by monitoring all chllid care facliities iIn Arizona.
C, Education

The Arizona State Department of Education (SDE) Is responsible for the Implementation of legistation
and statewide policy concerning public and- private education, The SDE also has ?mporfanf
responsibllities related fo regulating the out-of-state placement of children by local school districts.
In Arizona there are 233 local schoo! districts which provide, in addition to a normal curriculum,
speclallzed programs for chlldren, These school districts can place children In an out-of-state speclal
education school, However, these placements must be made In accordance with the State Board of Education
administrative code.2 The code limits out-of-state placements to chifdren diagnosed as handicapped
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutesd (the categories of physically handlicapped, visually handicapped,
hearing handlicapped, tralnable mentally handicapped, multiple handlcapped, and serlously emotlonally
handicapped). Further, the request for out-of-state placements must be made with and approved by the
Division of Spaclal Education, State Department of Education., In addition, the prospective out-of-state
faclllity must be approved and Ilcensed by the other state's Department of Education., The administrative
code also states that out-of-state placements may only be arranged when no adequate program exlIsts wlithin
Arizona and the designated out-of-state faclliity in the "leasf expenslive alternative,! Reportedly, the

SDE can report the number of chlildren placed out of state by the 233 schoo! districts because the agency
Is required to approve all such placements,

D, Juveniie Justice

The Juvenile Divlision within the Arizona Department of Corrections (DOC) has responsibility for
Juvenlle corrections and aftercare, The major services administered by this agency Include the
operation of Institutions, camps, ranches, aftercare supervision, and commun | ty-based corrections, The

?ge?gg'also adminlsters the Interstate Compact on Juvenlles (ICJ) since adoption by the state leglslature
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The superior courts of Arizona have jurisdiction in all matters affecting dependent, neglected,
Incorrigible, or delinquent children, Both courts and probation departments are county-operated
agencles, Separate Juvenile courts have been established in each county and have direct administrative
responsibllity for probation, Although out-of-state placements ordered by courts or iInitiated by
probation staff should be arranged thirough an Interstate compact, some placements, particularly those
made without the expenditure of public funds, are made wlthout compact Intervention and therefore would
be unknown to DOC or ACYF officials.

E. Mental Health

The Arizona Department of Health Services (DHS) has responsibility for mental health care through its
Divislon of Behaviora! Health Services (BHS)., More specifically, the BHS has two basic functions. The
first function Is to provide In-patient care and adolescent services at the Arizona State Hospltal,
located in Phoenix. The second function of BHS Involves the allocation of funds to private communlity
centers which provide mental health services, Community centers responsible for providing mental health
services are subsidized by the BHS through grant awards and by private contracting, The BHS makes
recommendations to ACYF and DOC concerning the placement of certaln cllents upon thelr discharge from
state facllitles, but has no authority or funds to Independently arrange residential placements in
Arizona or other states,

Arizona has not enacted the interstate Compact on Mental Health,

Fe Mental Retardation

The Arizona Department of Economlc Securlty (DES) also has responsibility for providing mental
retardation services through its Divislon of Developmental Disabliities and Mental Retardation Services
(DDD/MRS), There are no local mental retardation services under the auspices of county governments,
Instead, local services are arranged through contractual agreements between DDD/MRS and private agencles,
In addition, DDD/MRS has recently assumed responsibility for foster care of retarded chlldren and
directly operates three state mental retardation Institutions and 12 group homes. Simllar to the BHS,
DDD/MRS has no authorlty or funds to Independentiy arirange reslidential placements for chlidren In Arizona
or other states.

One major Issue which may encourage out-of-state placements Is the reported lack of In-state
facllities for severely disturbed youth. Although there are numerous residential treatment facilitles In
Arlzona for youth, most of them will not accept severely disturbed youth. The BHS is presently involved
in an Intergovernmental cooperative effort to address this Issue with representatives from DES, DOC, the
Jjuvenlle court system, and DDD/MRS. I+ was suggested by state officlals that unless more lIn-state
services are made avaliable to severely emotlonally disturbed youth, out-of-state placements may be
required,

1V, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF=STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The following discussion presents findings from the survey of Arizona state and local public
agencles, The dlscusslon and tabular display Is organized to Include the major questions asked about
out-of-state placement of children.

A. The Number of Children Placed In Qut~of-State Residentlal Settings

Table 03-Z presents an overall plcture of the number of out-of-state placements arranged by Arlzona
state and local publlc agencles In 1978, by agency type, The table shows that a meximum of 186 chlldren
wore reported placed out of state by Arizona state and local agencles In 1978, However, that figure s,
In fact, an underrepresentation of the total sum of out-of-state placements made that year, The
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Debarfmenf of Corrections (DOC) was unable to completely report about Its involvement in arranging out-
of-state placements, leaving a lack of Information about this agency's practices,

A further review of- Table 03-2 closely reflects the out-of-state placement policles discussed
ear!{ler, The BHS and DDD/MRS do not have direct placement authority and are restricted financlally from
placing children out of state, Consaquently, these agencles were not Involved In arranging  any
out-of-state placements except for two children the DDD/MRS heiped piace without ths expenditure of
state funds,

The Arlzona agencies with direct placemeri'r authority, with the exception of DOC, were able to provide’

Information about the total number of children they placed out of state in 1978, The ACYF helped arrange
163 . such placements, whlich was the highest number reported by any agency type In elther level of
government, In contrast, only one chlld was placed outside of Arizona by local education agenclies, and
focal Juvenile jJustice agencies reported arranging placements for a total of 20 chlldren out of
state, .

TABLE 03-2, ARIZONA: NUMBER OF QUT-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LQOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

. . Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of ChiTd JuvenTTe  Mental ental
Government - Wel fare Education  Justice Heal+# Retardation Total

State Agency

Placements? 163 0 * 0 2 165
Local Agency

Placements -~ 1 20 —— - 21
Total 163 1 20 0 2 186

* denctes Not Avaliabla,.
-- denctas Not Applicable.

a, May Include piacements which the state agency arranged and funded
- Independentiy or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,
and others directly Invelving the state agency's asslstance or knowledge. Refer
toc Table 03-12 for speclfic information regarding state agency Involvement in
arrangling out-of-state placements.
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Table 03-3 displays Information about the number of out-of-state placements arranged by the local
school dIstricts and local juvenlle justice agencles by thelr county of jurisdiction. It is important to
bear In mind that the jurisdiction of school districts contacted is smaller than the counties containing
them. For that reason, multiple agencies may have reported from each county, and the incldence reports In
the table are the aggregated reports of all within them, The sstimated 1978 population of persons eight
to 17 years old In each county Is also glven so that an examlnation Is possible about the relationship of
geography, population, and the reported Incidence of out-of-state placements,

Review of Table 03-3 shows that the Pima County juvenile justice agency, serving the county with the
second largest juvenile population In the state, was the agency which did not participate In the survey.
IT can also be seen that Maricopa County, with Arizona's largest juvenlile population, had a total of five
children placed out of state In 1978, and was the only county with a schoo! district arranglng such
placements, Interestingly, counties with much smaller youth populations in which the local Jjuvenils
Justice agencles reported arranging out-of-state placements are typlcally located contiguous to other
states, For exampie, Apache, Mohave, and Yuma Countles are each located next to other states,

TABLE 03-3. ARIZONA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS

1978
Population? Number of CHI!LDREN Placed during 1978

County Name (Age 8~17) Education JuvenTTe Jus¥ice
Apache 10,477 0 5
Cochise 14,261 0 0
Coconlno 13,716 0 0
Glia 6,230 0 0
Graham 3,785 0 4
Greenlee 2,252 0 0
Maricopa 216,344 1 4
Mohave 6,449 0 2
Nava jo 15,049 0 0
Pima 77,923 0 *
Pinal 17,680 0 1
Santa Cruz 3,688 0 0
Yavapal 7,546 0 0
Yuma 12,428 0 4
Total Number of

Placements Arranged

by Local Agencles

(total way Include

dup!icated count) ! 20
Total Number of Local

Agencies Reporting 233 13

*  denotes Not Avaliable.

a. Estinates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census,
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B, _The Out-of-State Placement Practices of lLocal Agencies

=Of=- lacements In 1978 is
t of Arizona's local publlic agencles in arranging out-of-state p A
dlspTgseJn73|¥gg?2 03-4, These local publlc agencles repr:sequa ;ofgldog 2$7b?393§l§s.°v:gIggsgelgggi
5t local juvenile justlice agencies, S ustrated by Ta -4,
g?h%%L ﬂtzgl|i§;t;:f Jfﬁf;ﬂcfs'Lnd 54 pgrcenT of the responding local juvenile justice agencies dl? noT
place chlldren out of state In 1978, Therefors, only about three percent of the 246 reporting :7a
Egencles were Involived in arranging out-of-state placements for chlldren, One local juvenile justice

agency refused to participate in the survey,

TABLE 03-4. ARIZONA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Response Uategories Education Juvenile Justice
Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State 6
Piacements 1
Agencles Which Did Not Know I|f They
Placed, or Placed but Could Not - 0
Report the Number of Children 0 )
Agencles Which Did Not Place Out of State 232 7
Agencies Which Did Not Participate In the ,
Survey 0
Total Number of Local Agencles 233 14

iy
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The reporting local agenclies which did not arrange out-of-state placements (97 percent) were able to

provide reasons for not becoming Involved In the practice,

Table 03~5 Indicates that both

local

education and {uvenlle Justice agencies most frequently reported that sufficlent services wore avallable

for children w
for any out-of-state servlices

Juvenile justice agenciles reported having no funds for out-of-state placements,

TABLE 03-5, ARIZONA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF=-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Reasons for Not Placing

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Raported Reason(s)

Children Out of State® Education Juvenile Justice
Lacked Stavutory Authority 8 0
Restrictedd 1 0
Lacked Funds 2 3
Sufficlient Services Avallable

In State 230 6
Other® ' 214 0
Number of Agencles Reporting No

Out-of-State Placements 232 7
Total Number of Agencles
Represented In Survey 233 ' 13

a8, Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements,

be Generally included restrictions based on agency pollcy, executive
order, comp!lance with certaln federal and state guldellnes, and specific court
orders,

Ce Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalnst

overall agency pollcy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohibltive because of distance, -
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thin Arizona, Llocal school districts also noted frequently that they simply had no need
in that year ("Othern category). it Is of Interest to note that +hree
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The extent of Interagency cooperation to arrange ouft-of-state placements by local school districts
and Juvenlle jJustice agencles Is represented in Table 03-6. Interagency cooperation for the one
oducationa! piacement Iinvolved arrangements for securing the approval of the State Depariment of
Education, One local juvenlle Justice agency also reported interagency cooperation to arrange five
out-of-state placements, This cooperation was related to recelving funding assistance from the ACYF,
Because these locally arranged placsments Involved cwoperation only with state agencies, it can be
assured that an unduplicated count of 2! children :sre placed out of state by local public agencles,

TABLE 03-6. ARIZONA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
TO ARRANGE OQUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES IN 1978

~ Number and Percentage, by Agency Type

kducation Juvenlle Justice
Number  Percent Number  Percent
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements 1 0.004 6 462
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of~-State
Placements with Interagency
Cooperation 1 100 1 17
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of )
State 1 100 20 100
Number of CHILDREN Placed Qut of
State with Interagency
Cooperation 1 100 5 25

a, See Table 03-4,

Information about the types of children wio were placed out of state In 1978 by Arizona's local pube
tic agencies Is displayed in Table 03-7, Consistent with thelr service population, unruly/disruptive,
Juveniie delinquent, and battered, abandoned, or neglected chlldren were most frequently reported by the
Juvenite probation departments and superior courts. The one schoo! district that arranged an out-of-
state placement characterized the chiid as muitiple handicapped. Due to Arizona education laws, which
limit the types of chiidren that can be placed, it could be assumed that the school districts would be
placing only those chlldren falling under the statute!s definition,

TABLE 03~7, ARIZONA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of Agencies Reporting
Types of Conditions? Education Juvenlie Justice

Physically Handlicapped
Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled
Unruly/Disruptive

o O © ©

0
0
3
0

Truant
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TABLE 03-7. (Continued)

Number of Agencies Reporting

Types of Condltions? Education Juvenlie Justice
Juv;nlle Del Inquent 0 5
Mentally 111/Emotionally Disturbed 0 0
Pregnant 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0 2
Adopted 0 0
Special Education Needs 0 0
Muitiple Handicaps 1 0
Others 0 0
Number of Agencles Reporting 1 6

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

C. Detailed Data from Phase Ii Agencies

If more than four ocut-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional Information was
requested. The agencles from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase ||
agencles, Table 03-3 revealed that only one Phase Il agency existed In Arizona, a local juvenlle justice
agency. This section reviews the additiona! responses glven by this agency,

The relationship between the number of local Juvenile Justice agenclies surveyed and the number of
out-of-state placements reported, and the Phase !l juvenlle Justice agency's and placements Is Il lus-~
trated in Flgure 03-1. It Is shown in this figure that the one Phase 1l agency was among six placing
Juvenlle Justice agencles, and had arranged 25 percent of the total local Juvenlle Justice placements,
Table 03-3 revealed that thls Phase || juvenile Justice agency had jurlsdiction in Apache County, which
borders the states of New Mexlco, Colorado, and Utah,

AZ-9
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£ D, Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

FIGURE 03=1, ARIZONA: RELAT‘ONSHBPPEETgSEngHEEg(%igg OFANB.“ZAL 2 ,
AGENCIES SURVEYED AN C »

AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE |1, BY AGENCY TYPE

: An issue of particuiar Importance to the study concerns the extent to which children are placed out
e Justice of state through Interstate compacts, As can be determined In Table 03-9, the one school district and
Juvenlle Justic two of the local juvenile justice agencies which arranged out-of-state placements In 1978 did not use an
: Interstate compact for any of the chlidren they placed out of state. The table further shows that the
four local juvenlle Justice agencles which reported compact use were agencles which arranged four or less
| 13 I

out-of-state placements,
Number of AGENCIES

GENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placements TABLE 03-9, ARIZONA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
Nunber of A P [e LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE
Number of AGENCIES Reporting Five or More Placements I__J'_Ll . Local Agencles Which Placed Number of AGENCIES
In 1978 (Phase 1| Agencles) , i Children Out of State ucatlon uvenlle Jusflce
NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING FOUR OR LE3S CHILDREN 1 5
! : ® Number Using Compacts 0 4
f CHILDREN Placed Out of State In 1978 . ;
Number o ® Number Not Using Compacts 1 1
Number of CHILDREN Placed by Phase || Agencles , > ) A ® Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 0
: NUMBER OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES PLACING CHILDREN 0 1
Percentage of Reported Placements In Phase || . -
: ® Number Using Compacts - 0
; Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children - 0
in 1978 was asked 3 Yes _— 0
h arranged five out-of-state placements No _ I
The one local Juvenlls Justice agency whic In Table 03-8, three of the flve j
Ildren placed, As can be seen In sdidd ; Don't Know - 0
1';.;”r';por1'w;:: d?szégafblyonih:fagfeh:cychInfcr" Carifornla, one of Arizona's border states. The other two
ghlld;g: ware sgnf to resldential care In Arkansas and Kansas. . Interstate Compact on Juvenl es
' rE«as - 0
2 o -— 1
-8, ARIZONA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY : i Don't+ Know . 0
TABLE 03-8 LOCAL PHASE Il AGENCIES N 1978 i :
P Interstate Compact on Mental Healtha
Number of CHILDREN Placed 2
Destinations of Children 7 i Yes — —
Placed Out of State - Juvenile JusTice f No o o
! Don't+ Know - ——
Arkansasl ; ' ® Number Not Using Compacts - 1
Callfornia .
K:,',sa‘; ! N ) & ® Number with Compact Use Unknown - 0
Placements for Whlch Destinations Could Not be P
"Reported by Phase |1 Agencles 0 L TOTALS
Total Number of Phase il Agencles ! ) Number of AGENCIES Placing Children Out of State 1 6
Total Number of Children Placed by Phase Il Agencies 5 Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 0 4
2
- Number of AGENCIES Not Using Compacts 1 2
The one local Phase 11 juvenile Justice agency was asked o describe the reasons for arranging those Number of AGENCIES with Compact Use Unknown 0 0
e

hat the chlldren could llve with
: fcated that the placements were arranged so t ‘
?‘le?gilﬁggs' Mt');l:::ln;ndo: a1‘hese placements was generally conducted on a quar;le’rlyreb::nluse, wt;); n;z;r;s;'d:; '
on-site v.lslfs, written progress reports, and perlodic telephone calls, No public ‘

M oy s s s

=~ denotes Not Applicable,
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by the agency for arranging those flve placements. |+ was reported that transportation costs were pald . ;j e Ao o ot e 10 e o o ot v 1
by relatives, parents, and ACYF, h . Az;‘]
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Further Information about the utilization of Interstate compacts for arranglng out-of-state place- '
ments Is given [n Table 03-10, Table 03~10 indicates the number of chiidren who were or were not placed ‘ :

out of state In 1978 with a compact., It can be sesn that a total of ten chlldren--one placed by a local ‘ ¢ A graphlc summarlzetion about the utilization of Interstate compacts for the 20 chlldren placed out
education agency and nine placed by local juvenlle justice agencies--were placed out of state In 1978 § of state by Arizona local juvenlle Justice agencles Is illustrated In Figure 03-2, The figure clearly
without a compact, Of the remalning 11 out-of-state placements arranged by local juvenlle justice , ; shows the porportion of the 20 out-of-state placements made by these agencies which were non-compact
agencies, four were placed through a compact and compact use was not determined for the other seven. - arranged, compact arranged, and undetermined with respect to compact use.

TABLE 03-10., ARIZONA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

FIGURE 03-2, ARIZONA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

Number of CHILDREN BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUST!CE AGENCIES IN 1978

Children Placed Out of State tEducation Juvenlle Justice

i

e AT

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REPORT TNG

FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 1 15 } /
e Number Placed with Compact Use 0 4 L
e Number Placed without Compact Use 1 4 ?
} 4 i
® Number Placed with Compact i
Use Unknownd 0 7 I
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 11 AGENCIES 0 5 . ‘ ' / /
¢ Number Placed wlth Compact Use - 0 ; / /
|
Number through Interstate Compact I & /
on the Placement of Children - 0 N g
. 1 W
20 45% NONCOMPAC _
Number through Interstate g CHILDREN PLACED —
Compact on Juveniles - 0 N

OUT OF STATE BY = emem ewwn e oo e e Gme S momn e
ARIZONA LOCAL

JUVENILE JUSTICE
AGENCIES

Number through Interstats

Compact on Mental Healthb — -— 20% COMPACT ARRANGED

- e Sw— et T T N

8 Number Placed without Compact Use o 5 i

35% co
. e Number Placed with Compact Use MPACy us

&
Unknown -— 0 u
: ——~ Yosp N\
; ~ %
TOTALS » ~ N
. : ~N ) \
Number of CHILDREN Pjaced Out \/
of State 1 20 | AN
Number of CHILDREN Placed ‘ N\
with Compact Use 0 4 :
Number of CHILDREN Placed without 5
Compact Use 1 9 -
’ Number of CHILDREN Placed |
with Compact Use Unknown 0 7 : i

a. Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were not asked

to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements, Instead, these _ Table 03-11 provides a summary analysls of compact utilization by local and state agencies. This
agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used toc arrange any out- : table examines the relationship betwsen the total number of out-of-state placements arranged by both
of-state placements, Therefore, If a ccapact was used, only one placement is - state and local agencles 1In 1978, and the number of compact-arranged placements reported by state
Indicated as a compact-arranged placement, and the others are Included in the , i agencles, All 163 out-of-state placements reported by The sfate child welfare agency were arranged

. category "number placed with compact use unknown." ' ¥ through a compact, It should be recalied that the agency adminlstratively houses the Interstate Compact.
. i on the Placement of Children, Thirty-two placements were known to DOC to have been processed through an

4
. b, Arlzona had not enacted the Interstate Compact on Mental Health In 1978, ’ ' . | interstate compact. DOC, however, could not report how many placements they had arranged and, there-
; i . - fore, compact utillzation for juvenile justice could not be determined., I+ can be concluded, however, by
‘ _ 4 referencing Table 03-10, that at least nine local juvenlle Justice placements did not make compact use
AZ=12 | ) 3 and, therefore, there was not complete compact utilization.
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Finalty, the two chlldren placed out cf state with the help of the state mental retardation agency
were not arranged through a compact; nor was the placement reported by the state education agency.

TABLE 03-11, ARIZONA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile Mental
Wel fare Education  Justice Retardation
Total Number of State and
Local Agency-Arranged
Placements 163 1 * 2
Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencles 163 0 32 0
Percentage of Compact-
Arranged Placements 100 0 * 0

*  denotes Not Availlable,

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

Table 03=12 Illustrates the abllity of state agencles In Arizona to report thelr Involvement in
arranging out-of-state placements in 1978, It Is clear In the table that the Administration for
Children, Youth and Familles (the state child welfare agency) was the state agency most Involved in
placing chlidren out of state, This state agency could report the number of children it helped place
outside of Arlzona In 1978 and the agency!s specific types of Involvement, Over one-half of these 163
out-of-state placements Involved state fundings, The remalning placements were arranged with relatives In
other states and involved no state funding,

The Department of Correctlions (DOC), on the other hand, could report only the total number of chif=-
dren placed out of state with Its assistance or knowledge and coul!d not specify its Involvement with the
particular types of placement arrangements, Thils state agency's Inabllity to lsolate those out-of-state
placements, which were arranged and possibly funded by local probation departments, relates directiy to
the dlscussion preceding Table 03-2 about the problem of avelding a duplicative total,
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Table 03-12 aiso reveals the Involvement of state agencles responsible for education, mental heatth,
and mental retardation In arranging out-of-state placements In 1978, The SDE reported that one out-of=
state placement was arranged by local schoo! districts, and the preceding discussion of local agency
practices confirmed the accuracy of this Information, It shou!d also be observed that the Involvement of
the BHS and DDD/MRS indicated In Table 03~12 Is consistent with the policles described In Section 111,

TABLE 03-12, ARIZONA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES
TO REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN
ARRANGING OUT~-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

e A

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencies

Child Juvenlle  Menta Mental

Types of involvement Welfare Education Justice Health Retardation
State Arranged and Funded 53 0 0 0 0
Locally Arranged but -

State Funded - 0 * - -
Court Ordered, but State

Arranged and Funded 40 0 * 0 0
Subtotal: Placements

Involving State '

Funding 93 0 * 0 0
Local ly Arranged and

Funded, and Reported -

to State - 1 * - -
State Helped Arrange,

but Not Requlired by

Law or Did Not Fund

the Placement 0 0 0 0 2
Others 708 0 0 0 0
Total Number of

Children Placed Qut

of State with State

Asslstance or

Know!edgeb 163 1 32 0 2

* denotes Not Avallable,
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a, The Adminlstration for Children, Youth and Families indicated that these
70 placements Involved no state funding and were a!l placements with relatives
in other states,

b. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officlals In the par-
ticular state agency. In some cases, this flgure conslists of placements which
did not directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply
Indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of Informal reporting.
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The variance In state agencles' abllity to provide certain Information about the out-of-state place-
ments In which they were Involved Is further refiected in Table 03-13, which displays reported informa=-
t+ion about the destination of out-of-state placements known to state agencies. Nelther the Departments
of Corrections nor Educatlon was able to supply such Information, However, the ACYF and DDD/MRS re-
ported the destinations of all the chlldren placed ot of state Involving thelr agencies. A closer
review of Table 03~13 reveals that the majority of the children placed out of state by the ACYF were
placed in the pacific, mountaln, and west south-central reglons of the country, Included In thesae three
reglons are Arizona's contiguous states, which recelved 36 percent of ACYF's total reported out-of-state
placements and one of DDD/MRS' reported out-of-state placements,

TABLE 03-13, ARIZONA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT
OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Destinations of - Child Juvenlle ~ Mantal
Children Placed Wel fare Education Justice Retardation

Alaska
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

~—-3¥n

Florida
Georgla
i daho
{lilnols
lowa

WO — W

Kansas
Kentucky
Louislana
Maryland
Massachusetts

WO e

Minnasota
Misslissippl
Missourt
Montana
Nebraska

New Mexico

New York

North Carollna
Ohlo

QOklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Texas

Utah
Washlington

OVHANWN OO =IO NN —

West Virginla
Wyoming

OO OO0O—=OC COO0OO0CO COO0OO00O0 ©OO0OC0CO0CO OO0 ©OCOO—O

~J —a

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencles 0 All ALl 0

Total Number of Placements 163 1 32 2
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Table 03-14 illustrates the conditions of the children placed out of state In 1978, as reported by °

Arizona state agencies. The state chlild welfare agency (ACYF) reported a wide range of conditlions,
Inciuding all handicaps and juvenile delingquency, It shou!d be recalled that Section Il of this profile
discussed ACYF!'s provision of funds for juvenlle probation departments! placements, The other state
agencles reported conditions typically serviced by their agency, Total public expenditfures for these
state agency out-of-state placements in 1978 were not accessible., However, the most frequently used
category of placement reported was psychlatric hospitals by the state education agency; residential
treatment centers by the mental retardation agency; and relatives! homes by the state child welfare and
Juvenlle Justice agencles,

TABLE 03-14, ARIZONA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Typed

Types of Conditions Wg?;;ge Education jﬂ:??zggr ReTgEgZ$=on
Physical ly Handicapped X 0 0 0
Mental ly Handicapped X o] 0 X
Developmental |y Disabled X 0 0 0
Unruly/Disruptive X 0 X 0
Truants X 0 X 0
Juvenile Dellnquents X 0 X 0
Emotionally Disturbed X 0 0 (o}
Pregnant X 0 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems X o] 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or

Neglected X 0 0 0
Adopted Children X 0 0 0
Foster Children X 0 0 0
Multiple Handicaps 0 X 0 0

a. X Indicates conditions reported,

AZ~- 17




F, State Agencies! Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

This sectlon describes Arizona state agencles! ablility to report out-of-state placements., Referring
to Table 03-15, It Is apparent that the agencles solely under state government had complete knowledge of
out-of-state placements, Similarly, the state education agency having local counterparts also was able
to report state and local placement activity. Although DOC could report 32 placements were compact
arranged, the department was unable to distingulsh between state and local involvement of these place-
ments -~ *herefore, knowledge of placements could not be determined.

TABLE 03~15, ARIZONA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-0F-STATE PLACEMENTS

Chiid Juvenile Mental Mental
Wel fare Education Justice Health Retardation

Total Number cf State and

Local Agency Placements 163 1 * 0 2
Total Number of Placements

Known to State Agencles 163 1 32 0 2
Percentage of Placements

Known to State Agencles 100 100 * 100 100

* danotes Not Available,

Figure 03-3 graphlically disptays Table 03-15 and Table 03-11, which reflects the leve! of reporting
by state agencles on placement activity and compact use.

The question ralsed eariler iIn this section about DOC!'s ablilty to report out-of-state placements
becomes more complex at this point, As mentioned in Table 03-11 discussion, at least nine local juvenlle
Justice placements did not Involve compact use. It can be concluded from Flgure 03-3 that those nine
local placements were not Included among the 32 reported by DOC. Consequently, DOC's abllity to report
about locally arranged out-of-state placements is directly linked to compact use,
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FIGURE 03-3. ARIZONA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

200

175
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100

75

50

2 32

25

Mental
Retardation

Juvenlle

Chlld )
Wel fare Education Justice

_ State and Local Placements
State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies
[:::] State and Local Compact-~Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencles

a. DOC reported 32 placements, but could not distingulsh between local or state involvement for
these placements,

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

bout
jusfons can be drawn from the survey of Arizona state and local public agencles a
fhelievfzeglszng in the out-of-state placement of chlldren. An Important finding was two state
agencies! reports of 100 percent uttlization of Interstate compacts for the placement of these chlldren
Into other states. Considering the chlld welfare agency's (DES-ACYF) Involvement in over 82 percent of
the state agency-reported placements, the high rate of compact use within that agency Is wvery
signlflcant,

Additional Implications that have emerged about out-of-state placement practices Include:
£ the chlldren placed out of state by DES-ACYF reflect a very wide range of
¢ Iggd§°ggl3:22§ g; the child welg;re agency, which Is influenced by the agency's subsidization
of local Juvenlie Justice agency out-of-state placements.
e The state Jjuvenlle Justice agency had an apparent lack of knowledge of at least 45 percent

-of- t+s. This lack
(nine children) of local Juvenlie Justice agency-arranged out-of-state placements.
of knowledge appears to be !linked to the fact that these placements were not compact
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arranged, which Is the probable source of information about locally iInltiated out-of-state
placements,

e The Division of Developmental Disabliities and Mental Retardation Services, despite reported

financial restrictions, has helped to place chlldren out of state without the use of public
funds,.

e The State Department of Education effectively regulated the out-of-state placement practices
of local schoo! districts In 1978, as evidenced by Its ability to accurately report the
number of chlldren placed out of state by the local education agencles.

The reader Is encouraged fo compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices In Arizona In order to develop further conclusions about the state's
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of chlldren.

FOOTNOTES

1« General Information about states, counties, citles, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 natlonal census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and Clty

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

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

The 1978 esTTmated population of persons aight To 17 years old was developed by the Nationa! Center
for Juvenile Justice using iwo sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer institute 1975
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2. Arlzona State Board of Education, Adminlstrative Code R7-2-403,

3, Arizona Revlsed Statutes, Section 15-1011.
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A PROFILE OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN CALIFORNIA
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{{. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Californla from a variety of sources using & number of
data colfection techniques, Flrst, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policles
and practices wlth regard fo the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used as a
follow-up to +the telephone Interview to soliclt Information specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencles and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory confrol or
supervisory oversight,

An assessment of out-of-state placement policies and the adequacy of Information reported by state
agenclies suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to thls assessment, further data collection was undertaken
If It was necessary to:

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

A summary of the data cotlection effort in Callfornia appears below in Table 05-~1,

TABLE 05-1. CALIFORNIA: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, byAﬂgenCYMTYPG

Levels of ~ChiTd Juvenile ental MenTal -
Government  Wel fare Education & Justice Health Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencles Interview Interview Intervieow Interview Interview
Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey:
HWA offliclals DOE officlals HWA offlclals HWA officials HWA officlals
Local Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone Not Applicable
Agencies?  survey: All Survey: All Survey: 57 Survey: 56 {State Offices)
58 child 1,033 school local proba- mental health
wel fare districts tion offices agencles
agencles

a. The telephone survey of the 1,033 school districts was conducted by the Ohlo Management

and Research Group under a subcontract to the Academy.
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The Academy also conducted an Intensive on-site case study In Californla,

ALY | 11d welfare and
The results from the case : i sponsiblility for dependency cases Is shared by the local ch

study are Included In a companion publication entitied The Ouf-of-State Placement of Children: A Ssarch f Tolumne, Counties In which respo > lav):aras Glenn, Lake, Marin, Napa, San Benito, San Franclsco, and

for Rights, Boundaries, Services ’ - -~ ‘ probation agencies Include Alameda, Ca ,

* ) ’ ; Sonoma.

C. Education
ille THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

Ibi1ity for the state's educational
Department of Education (DOE) has the major respons
sys'flr':f C%Lf?a:r(\):l’g scﬂool districts in California are 90 percent funded by state revenus,

A« _Introductory Remarks

Local education agencies can place handicapped chlldren out of state in accordanbcee vllla‘(r;r;d 'Hl\:
oI ot dant ol O admlnlsfr’iﬂvfe c?d$.2wherlhenocoggprﬁo;mg!raefe;ub“?:f :rt] 'L?-r}?rgfga ’;iay pr?ogram Is
ograms out of state
23‘;?72“: {:srlngggﬂfilelrprsgeclflc educational needs within a reasonable distance lfr;)medftf‘:a':lor:m;'ogr:\r:\;
costs Incurred by school districts resulting from placing children In public sg'eic a pon I Al
and 70 percent of the costs assoclated with p:‘acemenfs' lln %rulc\;i'ii%nsp:ecrlvallceesduc_?heo?oggl geducaﬂon 2oy
“e lacing chlidren out of state for special e L » Y
1 ’:ge aco)ﬁfrac‘:’:egnfy wlf?: facilitles which have been approved by the DOE, In a'ddliﬂdo'n,ldizc:'f‘lzc;::jseilggfa'gn
3337 of the Department of Education!s Administrative Code require that a chlid's indiv
! program must be reviewed at least annually by the local school district.

Callfornia has the +third largest land area (156,361 square miles) and Is the mst populated
state (21,202,559) in the United States. It has 125 cities with populations over 25,000 and 21 cities
with populations over 100,000, In addition, it has 57 counties and one clty-county consolidation (San
Franclsco), with flve counties having populations of over 1,000,000: Alameda (Oakland), los Angeles (los
Angeles), Orange (Anahelm), San Diego (San Dlego), and Santa Clara (San Jose), Llos Angeles Is the most
populated city In the state, with a population over 2,000,000. Sacramento, the capital, is the sixth

most popufated city in the state with a population of approximately 260,000, The 1978 estimated
population of persons elght to 17 vears old was 3,596,506,

e s e e
N

Callfornia has 17 Standard Metropoiitan Statistical Areas and over 95 percent of the state's

! D, Juvenile Justice
population lives in them, States contiguous to California are Nevada, Arizona, and Oregon, Mexico ! : .
borders on the south and southwest for a short distance.

: th and Wel fare Agency
California has a vast and complex system for administering services to childrren and youth, Within uth Authority (CYA) was one of six major components of the Heal

the recently reorganized Health and Welfare Agency, there are six major departments responsible for f (HWA-;hre.eg:;:,:?gTéafZ? chlldren anz youth programs at the time ~f the study. Slncec‘;t;\af ﬂnme'.esfhaergws\f??f
chlldren and youth programs: Social Services, Health Services, Developmental Services, Mentail Health, ; been merged into the newly created Department of Youth and Adulf. Corrections, : gge cml‘rfed fo the
Emphlaymenf Development, and Youth Authority. The state was ranked sixth natlional ly in total state and i r::ponslgle for the confinement and aftercare of all VO:';'h adjudicated delinquent and com

local per capita expenditures, 10th In per capita expenditures for education, and third in per capita R ach of California's 58 counties.

expenditures for public weH‘ar‘é.1 ! agency by superlor courts in eac

|
| I
’ ' facilitles for delinquents and the Parole Service
| : CYA's Institutions and Camps Branch manages 16 role Service
! ! - Branch supervises parole In all of the counties, Detention, residential treatment fac »

B .Chlld Welfare i . probation programs are operated by the counties.
[

titutions Code, CYA may reimburse counties for the cost of
maingg?:rl.ngsegfcl:g?lgs-l,n o: h?n?e vi)er' f:arn?p av;]hdlc:lns;r)eefs the sfand'ards is?afblflhsehenc‘ia ll:‘);e?;ichﬁ;Sng:rng?cla:l22
Serv] Division Is th I of expenditures for which counties may be relmbursed is 50 percent o
yHee:-)rerhce:nd Welfaore Agengyp‘(-Hw:')-Y : $95 per chiild per month, whichever Is lower,
foster care, adoption, and also has i

The Californla Department of Social Services! (DSS) Aduit and Faml|
agency responsible for children and youth services within the state's
This division has branches and bureaus handling child protection,

the CYA

? : mber of the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ) since 1955, and

coordinating responsibilities with other state agencles serving chlldren. i d ,g?g}:‘r’g“ﬁ,gaio,f::&,a m|ef was reported that the juvenlle divisions of the SUPQ%OF ,°°“g*§,,$§ :ﬁ,‘-éuaﬁ
| é“u'cenlle probation departments may place Juvenliles out of state without arranging the placem g

The Family and Children Services Branch of the Adult and Family Services Division has responsibility : J

for establishing minlmum standards for services administered in the 58 county child

! the ICJ.
welfare agencles, :

private adoption
e Community Care

The Adoptions Branch of the division has similar responsibllities for public and

agenclies, Licensing of all types of foster care settings Is the responsibility of +h
Licensing Division,

E. Mental Health

The administration of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC), of which California o ' j
has been a member since 1974, occurs In several areas of the DSS. The Adoptions Branch of the Adult and
Family Services Division administers ICPC for adoptlion cases, The Famity and Chlldren Services Branch of

| tal Health (DMH) Is responsible for the
comarent S 16 0 Takaros o o Bubl1c inauiry g Rodpores:Soc ot e et e s . ; d l\gller?ra"'gflTr? g?algfhaT?anqmewne#aflarﬁeglgfgC);\:Js:tl]ia?sep?arr;zme?;e o;uyee:vfslon of coun‘ry-adénlnpl‘;:,feredndcom;ggg
com;;or;en‘r of ICPC are located In the Public Inquiry and Response Section of the Planning and Review , f ?ne,rr:‘ral ratlon of Srete LA A il ol AT o A i
Ivislon, ‘

administered mental health agencles In California,
California's 58 county-administered welfare departments recelve 75 percent of thelr funding from DSS

i from the general fund to be made to
and 25 percent from local sources, The specific organlzation of child welfare services at the local | ! The DMH operates under leglhslaﬂonlezhazfgr;vla%epio\f/:? g;l:ﬁa::‘zngl pcl)gn. Ugon Cpproval of thar lan
it ion, angoncy, . lace ot services: In tas mmcela oo dontions aslon fron child S o are ounTY Mantay foalt hagefncfhe'counﬂes to use, as stated In the plan, for speciflied services
protection, dependency, and placement ser:/Ices. In Los Angeles County, adoptions are handled by a sfgfe*ar;e\;inueroluspsawar?dz?],g: :al'ﬁocgfed for chlldren's mental health services mayfb?r usegI to 2%;??—?:2
completely separate public agency, the Los Angeles County Department of Adoptions, and services are : v an g g l. bllc and private faciilties, efther out of county or out of state, ncw o
provided to the Bureau of Social Services within the Los Angeles County Department of Public Soclal . ; residential care In pu pf- thelr annual mental! health budget to programs for chlldren and youth,
Services under a contract agreement, In addition, in some coun'%les, the county commissioners have chosen ' L irlléoc':gtg' d;:;eggg c;)fr'ospeorrv?"Icoenss o%fered vary Tn the clato.
to retaln services for dependency cases within probation departments, along with services for status i s o some ot leten
offenders and delinquents, Counties In which dependency cases are the responsibllity of probation 4| + bor of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health, bu ore
departments include Alpine Imperlal, inyo, Mariposa, Modoc, Mono Callfornia Is not a membe

’ ’ ’ ’ » »

Santa Clara, Siskiyou, Tehama, and _
i
CA~2 Cor CA-3

and restrictions on placing chlldren In other states, The supervision of patient transfers, originating
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from county mental health agencles, reglional centers of the Department of Developmental Services (DDS),
and state hospitals operated by either DMH or DDS, are processed by the DMH Patient Transfer Office.
Personnel in the Patient Transfer Office report that Sections 4119-4120 of the Callifornla Welfare and
Institutions Code authorize the office to arrange placements in public hospitals In other states when
?he;: Is : :hange of legal resldence, such as when a parent or guardian of a hospitalized child moves to
another state,

F. Mental Retardation

Services to Callifornia mentally retarded or developmentally disabled chlildren are provided by 21
private nonproflf agencles In service reglons which are funded and supervised by the Department of
Developmental Services (DDS) which Is also within the State Health and Wel fare Agency.

DDS negotiates an annual contract for funding with each of these reglonal centers and monltors
contract Implementation by recelving fiscal and programmatic reports from each of the centers., The
centers must receive a relmbursement from DDS for all residential care which is to be funded with. DDS
revenues, It was reported that DDS does not provide such reimbursements for placements in other states.

G. Recent Davelopments

Since January 1, 1975, the Callfornla Youth Authority (CYA) has refused to accept commitments of
"601s," i.e,, Status offenders as defined by Section 601 of the California Welfare and Institutions Code.
It has been reported that since January 1, 1977, CYA may not accept 601s for placement In Iits secure
institutions as a matter of state law, Thus, among all juveniles who are referred to the juvenlle
courts, only dellnquents (602s) may be committed to the custody of the CYA, )

CYA also recelves youthful offenders committed to It by criminal courts, Californla recently worked
out an agreement with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Dellnquency Prevention to come Intes full
compllance wlth federal requlirements for the deinstitutionallzation of status offenders and the
separation of young offenders from those over 18 years old. Callforniats Office of Criminal Justice
Planning Is in charge of developing federally funded community programs for status offenders and
delinquents, Many of these programs are contracted to private nonprofit or pubiic agenclies. They
Include diversion, restitution, intervention, and prevention projects.

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

The following discussion and presentation of data Includes the flndings from the survey of state and
local publlic agencles In California. The data Is presented In such a way that It addresses the major
Issues and questions refating fo out-of-state placements that were ralsed In the Introduction. It Is
important tfo note that data relating to the state chlid welfare agency Is portrayed in two segments.
This action was taken because Information was collected separately from the divisions responsible for
foster care and adoptions within DSS. This separation has also been malntained because of +he presence
of noteworthy differences In out-of-state placement practices between the two operations, The survey
Information has been presented In the foliowing tables with the designations of Child Welfare | for
adoptions data and Child Welfare Il for foster care data.

A. The Number of Chlldren Placed In Qut-of-State Residential Settings

Table 05-2 provides a summary of the Iincldence of out-of-state placements In 1978 reported by
Callfornia state and local public agencles., A total of 508 chlldran were reported placed out of state by
California stete and local public agencles In 1978. However, thls figure should be considered with an
understanding that the number of placements reported by any single agency may have involved another

CA-4

A ey S T

agency's cooperation, Therefore, the total flgure presented may be an overrepresentation of the
Involvement of public agencies In arranging out-of-state placements. (Further information about
Interagency cooperation 1s given In Table 05-6.)

One of the most interesting findings shown in Table 05-2 is the lack of out-of-state placements
arranged by state agencies. Only the California Youth Authority placed children out of state In 1978,
but the agency was unable to report the number of children Involved,

Tabie 05-2 also shows that iocal probation departments reported arranging 230 out-of-state placements
which represents 45 percent of all such placements identified In the survey, The second highest number
of out-of-state placements were reported by local child welfare agencies which placed 175 children out of
state. Schoo! districts reported being Invoived in the placement of nearly 100 children out of the state
for purposes which Included special education. Mental health agencies showed minor Iinvolvement in
placing children Into other states, reporting Involvement In only six such placements.

TABLE 05-2. CALIFORNIA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of TRiTd Welfared Juvenite Mental Mental
Government [ [l Education Justice Health Retardation Total
State Agencg

Placements 0 0 0 * 0 0 0
Local Agency

Placements 175 97 230 6 -— 508
Total 175 97 230 6 0 508

* denotes Not Avallable,
-~ denotes Not Applicable.

a. Child Welfare | Indicates data reported by the HWA Department of Soclal
Services! adoptions branch and Child Welfare 1l Indicates data reported by HWA
Department of Social Services foster care branch,

b, May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded Independently
or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others directiy
Involving the state agency's asslstance or knowlsdge. Refer to Table 05-15 for speci-
flc Information regarding state agency Involvement In arranging out-of-state
p lacements,

The number of out-of-state placements reported arranged by each local agency with Its county of
Jurlsdiction and the estimated youth population of that county are displayed, by agency type, in Table
05-03., It is important to bear In mind that the Jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is smaller
than the countles contalning them., For that reason, multiple agencles may have reported from each county
and the Incldence reports In the table are the aggregated reports of all within them, This table atso
shows the counties In which child welfare agencles either declined to participate In the survey or were
unable to provide specific Information about the number of children placed out of state, [|f placements
by these countles were included In the data, especially from areas such as Fresno, San Bernadino, Santa
Clara, San Dlego, Solano, and Sonoma, the total number of out-of-state placements could greatly exceed
the 175 that were reported,.

Interestingly, among local child welfare agencles, agencies serving counties of relatively smali
populations often make as large or larger contributions to the total Incidence of out-of-state placement
as the agencles In more populated counties. Notable among *hese agencles In smaller countles are Kern,
San Joaquin, Santa Barbara, and Tulare, which together account for 36 percent of all out-of-state
placements arranged by local chilid welfare agencies.

The out-of-state placement of chlldren by school districts tends to be an urban phenomenon In
Callfornia. About 63 percent of the placements reported by these agencles were arranged by school

CA-5

T A iR R Y e R e D A,




districts in the larger countles of Los Angeles, Orange, San Mateo, and Santa Clara, School districts In
the remaining counties made relatively few out-of-state placements, with Alameda, Merced, and San Diego
county school districts arranging most of the remalning placements.
The 230 chiidren placed out of state by local probation departments and courts are also displaysd by
county In Table 05~03., Most notable Is the fact that San Diego made 60 such placements in 1978 and, like
education agencles, the practice of using residential care In other states by local juvenile justice
agencles seems to be largely an urban phenomenon, After San Diego, such agencies wlith a higher incldence TABLE 05-3. (Continued)
of out-of-state placement are In Imperial, Kern, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and San Mateo
Counties., These six probation agencies each placed between ten and 20 children out of state; and when
combined with the placements from the agency In San Diego, they account for 63 percent of all local Number of CHILDREN
Juvenile justice out-of-state placements arranged In 1978, 1978 Placed during 1978
' population@ ~Child Juvenile Mental
Mental health agenclies were minimally involved In placing children into other states, with only three County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Educationb Justice Heal th
?ggncles making such placements, These agencles placed a total of six children out of Callfornia In : .
8- v
Placer 15,740 3 0 1 0
" Plumas 2,591 2 1 1 -
i Riverside 92,037 7 0 9
; Sacramento 123,865 11 est 1 15 est 0
P San Benlto 3,898 0 0 0 0
. { San Bernardino 126,331 * 1 3 est 0
TABLE 05-3, CALIFORNIA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER San Dlego 261,623 * 6 est 60 est 0
OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL San Franclsco 74,418 0 0 ] 0
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY L San Joaquin 51,638 14 9 17 est 0
TYPES REPORTING PLACEMENTS San Luls Obispo 17,949 4 est 3 est
San Mateo 92,586 6 13 " 0
Number of CHILDREN : Santa Barbara 46,274 14 0 6 est 0
1978 Piaced during 1978 Santa Clara 217,909 * 10 5 est 0
Populationd “TRTTd Juvenile Mental . Santa Cruz 23,767 3 3 4 9
County Namo {Age 8-17) Wel fare Educationd Justice Health . I Shasta 17,055 3 0 1 2
Slerra 394 0 0 0 0
Alameda 173,762 16 5 est 2 0 Sisklyou 5,866 0 1 3 0
Atpine 147 0 0 ¥ 0 : Solano 34,362 * 0 0 0
Amador 2,247 0 0 0 * i Sonoma 42,439 * 0 4 0
Butte 18,541 0 0 3 est 0 H Stanlslaus 41,173 1 1 3 1
Calfaveras 2,160 0 0 0 0
P Sutter 8,575 2 0 0 -
Colusa 2,227 * 0 0 0 Tehama 5,970 0 0 4 0
Contra Costa 107,104 0 1 4 0 i Trinlty 1,789 0 0 0 0
Del Norte 3,057 1 0 0 0 i Tulare 40,736 24 0 2 est 0
El Dorado 9,892 3 est 0 0 0 . Tuolumne 3,903 0 0 2 0
Fresno 81,314 * i 1 0 i
} Ventura 87,908 * 2 1 0 ;
- Glenn 3,228 0 0 0 0 | Yolo 16,749 2 1 0 0
Humbo 1 dt 17,878 0 * 1 0 i Yuba 9,414 1 0 4 est --
Imperlal 18,337 3 1 10 est 0
Inyo 2,948 1 0 1 0 i Mu!ticounty Jurisdictlons ;
Kern 67,020 11 0 12 0 { 5
] Lassen, Plumas -~ - it 0 ,
Kings 13,853 2 0 0 0 a2 Madera, Mariposa - -~ - 0
Lake 3,439 0 0 3 0 ; Sutter, Yuba - - - 0
o Lassen 3,096 2 est 0 2 - y
o Los Angeles 1,141,065 7 23 est 20 est 0 Subcounty Jurisdictions
Madera 8,866 3 0 3 est - B *
’ b Berkley City = - -
Marin 35,966 0 4 4 0 Tri-City, Pomona - - - 0
Mar|posa 1,287 0 0 0 -
Mendocino 9,808 3 0 1 0 .
Merced 24,525 4 7 est 2 est 0
Modoc 1,320 0 0 0 0
Mono 1,245 2 0 0 0 ‘
. Monterey 44,972 2 0 8 est 3 .
) Napa 14,975 0 0 0 0
: Nevada 5,605 0 0 1 0
Orange 309,663 18 est 15 est 1 0
o CA-7
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TABLE 05-3., (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1978
Population?d Child Juvenile Mental

County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education® Justice Health
Total Number of

Placements Arranged

by Local Agencles

(total may Include

duplicate count) 175 est 97 est 230 est 6
Total Number of Local

Agenclies Reporting 54 1,029 56 55

* denotes Not Avallable,
*¥  denotes Not Surveyed.
== denotes Not Applicabie.

a. Estimates were developed by the Natlional Center of Juvenlle Justice
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census,

b. More than one schoo! district may be reflected in a county'!s placement
total, There was a total of four school districts abstalning from participation
In the survey In Humboldt and San Luls Oblspo Counties. The "not availabiem
deslignation which occurs for those counties should be read to apply only to
those schoo! districts and not all school districts in those counties. All
other school districts that were contacted In Humboldt and San Luls Oblspo Coun-
tles responded to the survey and none of them placed any chlidren out of state,

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

An overview of the Involvement of local agencies In arranging out-of-state placements in 1978 Is
shown In Table 05-4 by agency type. A total of 124 local agencles reported arranging out-of-state
placements, which included over one-half of all local probation departments and child welfare agencles.,

in contrast, only about five percent of all school districts or mental health agencles reported involve-
ment in arranglng such placements,

The response rate from California local agencles was generally good, with not more than four agencles
of any type abstalning from participation In the research. Problems with agencles having made out-of-
state placements but belng unable to report the number of chlldren Invoived were most prevalent among
chlild welfare agencies. Nonparticipation or Inabllity to report the number of children placed out of
state occurred in a total of eight child welfare agencles which, as shown In Table 05-3, most often were

focated In more populated areas of the state.
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TABLE 05-4, CALIFORNIA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Juvenltle
Child Welfare Education Justice Mental Health

Response Categories

Agencies Which Reported
Out-of~-State Placements 30 52 39 3

Agencies Which Did Not
Know I|f They Placed,
or Placed but Could Not
Report the Number of
Children 4 0 0 1

Agencies Which Did Not
Place Out of State 20 977 17 51

Agencles Which Did Not
Particlipate In the
Survey 4 4 2a 23

Total Local Agencles 58 1,033 58 57

a. One of these agencles was not surveyed,

There are a variety of reasons why an agency may not place children out of state, and all agencies
reporting no such placements were asked why out-of=state placements were not arranged. Table 05-5
contains the findings from those questions and shows ‘that there is a very strong correspondence between
the responses given by the local chlld welfare agencles and school districts., Very simply, 65 percent
of all respopses from these agencles Indicated that sufficlent services were avallable In Callfornla;
Similarty, about nine percent of all the responses of both types of agencies were in the "Lacked Funds
catagory and about 20 percent iIn the "Other"™ category, These "Other" reasons for not arranging
out~of-state placements Involved such factors as parental disapproval, a lack of knowledge about
out-of-state facilities, and because such placements were prohlblted by general agency policy. It Is
also interesting to note that 75 school districts reported that they lacked authority to place chlildren
out of state which was not confirmed by a review of Callifornia law,.

"About 60 percent of all raesponses from local juvenile justice agencies Indlcated that no out-of-state
placements were arranged because sufficient services were avallable In California. In addition, some
tocal Juvenlle justice agencies lacked funds for such placements. A 'simlilar pattern of reasons for not
arranging out-of-state placements is evident among the local mental health agencles.
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TABLE 05-5. CALIFORNIA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT=-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s)

Reasons for Not Placlng Child Juvenile
Children Out of Stated Welfare  Education  Justice Mental Health
Lacked Statutory Authority i 75 1 8
Restrictedd 0 3 0 3
Lacked Funds 2 132 5 24
Sufficlent Services Avallable
In State 15 905 16 32
Otherc 5 281 5 26
Number of Agenclies Reporting No
Out-of~State Placements 20 977 17 51
Total Number of Agencles
Represented in Survey 54 1,029 56 . 55

a, Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-state
placements.,

be Generally Iincluded restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
compliance with certaln federal and state guldellines, and specific court orders,

cs Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalnst
overall agency policy, were dlsapproved by parents, involved too much red tape, and
were prohibitive because of distance,

Table 05-6 Illustrates the extent of Interagency cooperation among local public agencies for placing
children Into other states. Seventy-three percent of all child welfare agencles reporting out-of-state
placements cooperated with other agencles in the placement process, compared to only about one-fourth of
the education and juvenlle justice agencles arranging such placements, The cooperative placements made
by the child welfare agencles account for about six of every ten out-of-state placements that were
reported by these agencies, In contrast, less than 25 percent of education and Juvenlie justice
placements ‘that were reported Included the Involvement of other public agencles In the state. Table 05-6
also shows that all six placements reported by local mental health agencles were cooperatively arranged

with other agencles.

Generally, this Interagency cooperation Involved the solicitation of information such as dlagnostic
evaluaticns, "Individualized Education Plans" from school personnel, and facllity identification data
from officlals knowledgeable about existing out-of-state faclllty programs. In many cases, Interagency
cooperation occurred In the course of arranging a placement through an Interstate compact,
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TABLE 05-6. CALIFORNIA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERAT!ON
TO ARRANGE QUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL

AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
Education Juventle JusTice
Number  Percent Number  Percent

MentTal HealTh
Number  Percent

Ch11d Welfare

Number  Percent

AGENCIES Reporting
Reporting Out-
of-State
Placementsd 30 56 52 5 39 70 3 5

AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State
Placements with

Interagency
Coogera?lon 22 73 13 25 9 23 3 100

Number of CHILDREN

Placed Out of

State 175 100 97 100 230 100 6 100
Number of CHILDREN

Placed Out of

State with

Interagenc
CSSEera?lon

a, See Table 05-4,

99 57 22 23 39 17 6 100

The conditlons of chlldren that were placed out of state in 1978 are noted In Table 05-7. The most
frequent category of conditions Indicated as characteristic of chlldren placed out of state by child
welfare agencles was battered, abandoned, or neglected; and by probation departments as juvenlle
delinquent and unruly/disruptive, The local education agencles frequently mentioned that the children
they placed out of state had speclal education needs and aiso typlcally stated that the chilidren were
mentally 1l1/emotionally disturbed. Th!s would seem to indicate that mental or emotional impalrment Is
prevalent among children belng placed across state lines by Callfornla school districts for speclal
education purposes. The local mental health agencies also placed chlldren out of state who were mentally
Ii1/emotionally disturbed, but also characterized the children as pregnant, battered, abandoned,
neglected, and adopted,

Table 05-7 also Indicates that local chlld welfare, education, and juvenile justice agencies appear
to be Involved In placing chlldren out of state with a wide variety of conditions, including those for
which the agencles are not usually thought of as addressing. This could imply that the agencies are
placing children with problems for which they are less than optimaliy equipped to address, This overiap
of problems may also Imply that this is why the previously discussed interagency cooperation occurs.
These factors would depend upon local agency resources and the relationship among different agencles In a
particular locale, .

As noted In section 111, 19 county probation departments have sole jurisdiction over dependency cases
or share that responsibllity with chlld welfare agencles. This fact may account for the nine juvenile
probation agencies reporting the placement of chlldren who are battered, abandoned, or neglected out of
Callfornia, All but one chlld welfare agency reflected in the table also reported placing such children
out of Callfornia,
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TABLE 05-7, CALIFORNIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 AS REPORTED BY LOCAL

AGENCIES
Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Juvenile ‘Mental

Types of Conditionsd Weifare Education Justice Health
Physically Handlcapped 3 6 1 0
Mentally Retarded or

Developmentaily Disabled 4 7 1 0
Unruly/Disruptive 5 4 30 0
Truant 2 3 13 0
Juvenl le DelInquent 2 1 35 0
Mentally I11/Emotionally

Disturbed 3 24 6 2
Pregnant 1 0 0 1
Drug/Alcohol Problems 2 3 13 0
Battered, Abandoned, or

Neglected 29 0 9 1
Adopted 16 0 0 1
Speclal Education Needs 2 16 1 0
Multiple Handlicaps 2 7 0 0
Otherb 4 0 2 0
Number of Agencies Reporting 30 52 39 3

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

b, Generally Included foster care placements, autistic children, and
status offenders,

C. Detailed Data from Phase || Agencies

When more than four placements were reported by a local agency, additional Information was requested,
These agencles placing more than four chlldrea from which the second phase of data was collacted became
known as Phase || agencles., Throughout this section of the California proflle, information provided by
the Phase || agencies will be reviewed.

Figure 05-1 Illustrates the relationship between the number of agencles surveyed and placements
reported, and those Phase || agencies and their placements. It can be observed from this table that of
the local child welfare agencles and Juvenile justice agencles which pilaced out of state, approximately
one~third were Phase il agencles. These Phase || agencies reportedly arranged 73 and 71 percent of all
child welfare and juvenlle justice placements, respectively.

A smaller percentage of local education agencles wers Invoelved In arranging out-of-state placements,
with only three of the 52 placing agencles belng Phuse 1| agencies, Only 30 percent of the total
educational placements were attributed to these agenciles.,
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FIGURE 05-1, CALIFORNIA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF
LOCAL AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,
AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE (I, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile
Welfare Education Justice

1,029 56

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements In

bt

1978 39
Number of AGENCIES Reporting \

Five or More Placements In

1978 (Phase |1 Agencies) 10
Number of CHILDREN Placed

Out of State In 1978 I 97 | 230

Number of CHILDREN Placed

by Phase I{ Agencles 128 29

-
kil

30 1

li‘
Babs

Percentage of Reported Placements
in Phase || l

f
Flgure 05-2 displays the location or Jurlsdictlion of local Phase || agencles In California. Most o
the Péise H agenc%esyare located In Callfornfa SMSA's surrounding the Pacific coast., The Imperial
County local Juvenile Justice agency and local Tulare County child welfare agency also were Phase ||
agencles with their counties of jurisdiction bordering SMSAs,

CA-13

R R T Y T R I S e s T s




FIGURE 05-2, CALIFORNIA: COUNTY LOCATION OF LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES

KEY

® Child Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

@ Juvenile Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

V¥ Education Phase II Agency
Jurisdiction

CA=-14

County

Alameda
Imperial
Kern

Los Angeles
Merced

" Monterey

Orange
Riverside
Sacramento
San Diego

San Joquin
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Tulare

st g

e

Table 05-8 displa
by them,
about 75 p

y Child welfare a
i and Asia,
L welfare agencies, There is a fairly even distribution of placements to states as distant as Florida and
| Hawall and as close as Nevada, The range in numbers of chilldren sent to different states is as few as
o one to as many as ten, recelving nlne to ten chlldren placed by local chiid wolfare agencles

Included Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washington,

Lecal school

e I e e,

ys the Phase [} a
Local Phase Il child welfa
ercent of the ch

lldren they
S for only 18 percent of the

164 placemen

No single state predominates among those recelving chlldren sent by California local

The states

TABLE 05-8. CALIFORNIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Chlldren‘

Placed Qut of State

Number of CHILDREN Placed .
ChiTd WeTTare Educa¥ion JuveniTe JusTice

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado

CLonnacticut

Florlida
Georgla
Hawal i
| daho

Iltinols
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Loulsiana

Massachusetts
Mississippi
Missourl
Montana
Nevada

New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas

Utah

Virginia
WashIngton
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Europe

Asla

— s P N)
[+

—luN—AN o N} = et s

—_
Lk S I R

N o 0o

—_— -, O

CA=-15

]

gency responses about the destinations of those placements arranged
re and education agencles were able to report the destinations of
placed out of state., In contrast, destination data were avallable
ts which were arranged by local Juvenile justice agencles,

gencles placed éhlldren in 32 states (in every reglon of the country) and in Europe
child

Among the 29
h destinations could be glven by fecal jJuvenile Justice agencies, over 85 percent were
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TABLE 05-8, (Continued)

umber of CHILDREN Placed
Tﬁﬂﬁ?TTﬁilfgrg Education JuvenT fe Jusfice

Destinations of Chilldren
Placed Out of State

Placements for Which Destinations

Could Not be Reported by ; 135
Phase 11 Agencies 32
10
Total Number of Phase Il Agencles 10 3

Total Number of Chiidren Piaced

64
by Phase || Agencles 128 29 1

hase || agencles Is

d states contiguous to California by P

p'acggaigsMiggiagigus to California were not gfnflfned*bzeéggﬁizfg;o?sflgg
hildren's destinations, so Tpa? agency type is no

deparTmenTsB;ggjig Cﬂ%;ir::ggzz o:ag typicaliy not avalléble from these agenc;ei,s g: gﬂ:?il? not be

fggggg;efed that probation departments did not place children Into these border state o

The number of children
Illustrated in Figure 05-3,

child welfare and education agencies

Children placed into contiguous states by local Phase 1| on agencles and 20 peraa ton agencies

constitute 27 percent of the destinations reported by the educati
welfare out-of-state placement destinations.

ORTED PLACED
CALIFORNIA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REP

IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO CALIFORNIA BY LOCAL

PHASE 11 AGENCIES@

FIGURE (5~3,

10 (W

Local Phase Il child welfare agencles reported destinations for 96 chil-

> Local Phase || education agencies reported destinations for 22 children.

dren,

CA-16
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The local Phase |} agencles were asked to glve the reasons associated with arranging such placements,
Table 05-9 Indicates that the most frequentfy mentioned reason for arranging out-of-state placements
concerned an interest In having chiidren |lve with relatives other than parents, This reason was the
most frequent response glven by both local child welfare and Juvenlle justice agencles, Many local
Juvenlle justice agencles also explained that out-of=state placements were alternatives to In~state
pubife Insflfufionallzaflon. Remalning reasons for placing chllidren out of state, Including those
reported by school districts, cover all response categories,

TABLE 05-9, CALIFORNiA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHI LDREN
OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL
PHASE 1| AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
JuvenlTe

Child Welfars Education Justice

Reasons for Placementa

Recelving Faciiity Closer to Child's Home,

Despite Being Across State Lines 2 0 0
Previous Success with Receiving Faci!ity 2 1 4
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 0 3 3
Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Children

Out of State 1 1 0
Chlidren Falled to Adapt to [n-State

Facilities 2 1 3
Alternative to In-State Public

Institutionallzation 2 2 9
To Live with Relatives {Non-Parental) 9 0 10
Other 6 2 0
Number of Phase |} Agencies Reporting 10 3 10

3. Some agencles reported more than one reason for placement,

The most frequen*ly used categories of placement for children placed out of state 1s roflected In
Table 05-10 for those local Phase | agencies, These findings correspond to the reasons for placing
children out of state in the sense that relatives' homes are most often used by local chljd welfare and
Juvenl le probation agencles., While school districts sald that they placed children out of Californlia for
a varlety of reasons, the three responding agencles Indlcated that residential treatment or chilqg care
facilities and psychlatric hospltals were the most frequent categories of placement for children leaving
the state,

CA-17
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OF
LE 05-10, CAL{FORNIA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES
T RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL

PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Juveni le
Categories of Child Welfare Education Justice
Reslidential Settings

Residential Treatment/Child Care Facillty 0 2 1
Psychiatric Hospital 0 1 0
Boarding/Military School 0 0 0
Foster Home 1 0 0
Group Home 0 0 0
Relativest Home (Non-Parental) 5 0 9
Adoptive Home 1 0 0
Other 2 & 9
A Number of Phase || Agencies Reporting 9a 3 10

a. One Phase |l agency dld not respond to this question,

Is the typs and frequency
f to the ouf-of-state placement of children
of n?:nel*?%frltlnge gﬁgggigggceggpslorfgc?*?)g 1'Ohe agencies responsible for the placements, For this reason,

d in

Information about these practices was collected from Phase |l agencies, and the findings are displaye

Table 05-11, _
Among all local agencies, the most common type of monitoring was the use of written quartarly

j les also frequenfly reported making

hitd welfare and juvenile probation agenc o g

g;:?gg?z ;:ﬁ;;:;;a cZ??scﬁo check on children placed out of state., It is noteworthy that on-site visit
were rarely mentioned as a method of monitoring.

~11. CALIFORNIA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR
TABLE 0311 0UT=-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY
LOCAL PHASE |! AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of AGENCIESa -
uency of Child uvenl e
Fr:gaclee Welfare Education Justice

Methods of Monltoring

Quarteriy
Semliannually
Annually
Otherb

Written Progress Reports

—~ONO
~OWOn

- Quarterly
On-Site Visits Semlannual Iy
Annually

Otherb

NOOO OQOONOG
—_ 00 —

Quarterly
Semiannual ly
Annually
Otherb

Telephone Calls

—~000 Ccooco

[, W Ry
OV O -t

CA-18

TABLE 05-11, (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES2

Frequency of ChiTd JUVBRTTe
Methods of Monltoring Practice Welfare Educatlon Justice
Other Quarterly 1 0 0
Semiannual ly 1 0 0
Annual ly 0 1 0
Otherb 3 2 0
Total Number of Phase |1
Agencies Reporting 10 3 10

a. Some agencles reported more than one method of monltoring,

b, Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals,

Local Phase || agencles were asked to report thelr expenditures for +th
local child welfare agencies reported a total expenditure of $57,11s6,
spending $120,000, and seven local probation departments reported spendin
out-of-state placements, Obviously, these major differences in costs

agencies Is direct!ly related to the categories of placement. used for +
state,

ese placements In 1978, Four
one school district reported
g a sum of $30,000 for thelr
Incurred by the three types of
he chlldren they placed out of

D. _Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencles

An lIssue of particular Importance to a study about the out-of
the extent to which Interstate compacts are utillzed for arrangling
findings about the utillzation of compacts in 1978 by the 124 local
placing children out of state, Information Is given by agency *+

differences in compact utlltzation by agencies which placed four or less and flve or more children out of

state, In addition, the table indicates the specific type of compact which was reported to have been
used by those agencles arranging five or more out-of-state placements,

-state placement of children Involves
such placements, Table 05=12 reports
agencles In Callfornla which repaoi-ted
Ype and allows for an examination of

Review of Table 05-12 reveals that a total of 69 agencles placed chlldren

out of state in 1978 and
did not use a compact for those placements,

The majority of those agencies not using compacts were local
compact provisions, None of the three

1978 used a compact, Among the Jocal
child welfare and Juvenile justice agencies, Table 05-12 shows that 17 of these agencles did not use a

compact; however, they Included only agencies which arranged four or less out-of-state placements,
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TABLE 05-12, CALIFORNIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES [N 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of AGENCIES
Local Agencles Which Placed Chitd Juvenlie Mental
Children Out of State Welfare Education Justice Health

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING

FOUR OR LESS CHITDREN 20 49 29 3
# Number Usling Compacts 12 0 19 0
e Number Not Using Compacts 7 46 10 3
© Number with Compact Use

Unknown 1 3 0 0

NUMBER OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES

PLACING CHILDREN 10 3 10 0
o Number Using Compacts 10 0 10 -

Interstate Compact on the Placement

of Children

Yes 7 0 0 -

No 0 3 9 -

Don't Know 3 0 1 -

Interstate Compact on Juvenlles

Yes 0 0 9 -

No 7 3 0 -

Dontt Know 3 0 1 -

Interstate Compact on Mental Health?

Yes - - - -

No - - - -

Don't Know -— - - -
o Number Not Using Compacts 0 3 0 ~—
e Number wlth Compact Use Unknown 0 0 o -

TOTALS

Number of AGENCIES Placing

Chlldren Out of State 30 52 39 3

Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 22 0 29 0

Number of AGENCIES Not Using

Compacts 7 49 10 3

Number of AGENCIES wlth Compact

Use Unknown 1 3 0 0

-~ denotes Not Applicable,

a, Callfornia had not enacted the Interstate Compact on Mental Health In
1978,

Another perspective about the utiiization of Interstate compacts by local agencies In Callfornia Is
glven in Table 05-13, which reports information about the number of children who were or were not placed

CA-20
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out of state through a compact in 1978, This type of tabulation provides a fuller understanding about
compact utilization and examines the possibility that agencies which reporfed using compacts did not do
so for all their out-of-state placements, Agaln, the Information Is displayed by agency type, indicates
the number of chlldren placed through the specific types of compacts by agenclies arranging flve or more
out-of-state placements, and allows for an examination of differences In compact utlilization among
agencies placing four or less and five or more children out of state.

A total of 170 children were known to have been placed out of state in 1978 without a compact, Table
05-13 shows that this figure Included 22 children placed by local child welfare agencles, 92 chlildren
placed by local education agencies, 50 chlldren placed by local juvenile justice agencies, and all six
children placed by local mental health agencies. Considering only those children placed out of state by
locat child welfare and Juvenlle Justice agencles for which compact Information was determined, 79
percent of the child welfare placements and 75 percent of the juvenile justice placements were arranged
through a compact,

TABLE 05-13, CALIFORNIA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN
Chitd Juvenlile Mental
Welfare Education Justice Health

Children Placed Out of State

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES

G FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 47 68 66 6
e Number Piaced with Compact Use 12 0 19 0
e Number Placed without Compact Use 15 63 19 6
o Number Placed with Compact
’ Use Unknowna 20 5 28 0
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE Il AGENCIES 128 29 164 0
e Number Placed with Compact Useb 72 0 128 -—
Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Children 69 0 0 -
Number through interstate
Compact on Juveniles 0 0 128 -
Number through Interstate
Compact on Menta! HealthC — — - -
® Number Placed without Compact Use 7 29 31 -
o Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 49 0 5 -
TOTALS
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 175 97 230 6
Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use 84 0 147 0
CA-21
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foos FIGURE 05-4, CALIFORNIA: THE UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
: BY LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978

TABLE 05-13. (Continued)}

it o R R T

ce Californla had not enacted the Interstate Compact on Mental Health In
1978.

Number_of CHILDREN i
CRTTd JuvenlTe WMental : /
Children Placed Out of State Welfare Education Justice Health / / j
§ {
Number of CHILDREN Placed without 5 ; e —t e~ o
Compact Use 22 92 0 6 ]

’ ‘ ! 13% NONCOMPACT prh 4 ,
Number of CHILDREN Placed ' b g 7~ i
with Compact Use Unknown 69 5 33 0 H e e et e o e T e o ——— -

[

-= denotes Not App][cab]e. % 48% COMPACT ARRANGED

a, Agencles which placed four or less chlldren out of state were not asked ) 175 - e e o G e e —
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these £ CHILDREN PLACED “
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used Yo arrange any out- OUT OF STATE BY 39% Comp g, \\
of-state placement, Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement Is CALIFORNIA LOCAL Se ;
indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are Included in the b CHILD WELFARE @, N P
category "number placed with compact use unknown,® ; AGENCIES ~ 6'\6,‘9 N\ \ i

= %, ;

b. If an agency reported using a compact but could not report the number of ~ N\ q"‘b \ i
placements arranged through the specific compacts, one placement is Indicated as : \ L
compact arranged and the others are Included In the category ‘number placed with \ !
compact use unknown, " B

;
¥
i
3
[
i

Figures 05-4, 5, 6, and 7 provide a graphic summarization about the utilization of Interstate
compacts for the 508 children who were reported placed out of state in 1978 by local agencies in
California, These I!lustrations indicate the proportion of all chlldren placed out of state that were

noncompact-arranged placements, compact-arranged placements, and placements for which ocompact use was ) .
undetermlned.
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FIGURE 05-5, CALIFORNIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

'
-~

- — — — S g

&0
95% NONCOMPACT ARRAY -

0% COMPACT ARRANGED

97
CHILDREN PLACED

Ve

/
/

/

FIGURE 05-6,
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Table 05-14 provides a summary of compact utilizatlion by "state and local agenclies as reported by
state agencies. It should be recalled that data were collected from two branches of the Department of
Social Services, The Famlly and Children . Services Branch of the DSS could not provide placement or
compact Information, Only compact Information from the Adoptions Branch Is provided in Table 05-14., In

that partial information provided, the 45 percent reported compact utilization Is an underrepresentation
of compact use,

f None of the local school districts! placements were known to have been processed through a compact,
: ; This Is not surprising because placements made to faci!lities which solely provide educational services

’ ; are not subject to any compact provisions,
|

The Callfornia Youth Authorlty was not able to report on placement activity and compact utilization,

FIGLIRE 05~7. CALIFORNIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS : , although the local jJuven!le justice agency reported 230 placements, 147 of which were processed through a
BY LOCAL MENTAL HEALTH AGENCIES IN 1978 ? ! compact (see Table 05-13),
,
" |
| / : ,
; / y .
J . TABLE 05~14, CALIFORNIA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
/ : REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY
| —_—_— e —————. y TYPE
e
| 1002 NoNCOMPACT ARRRY
| - J\ Juveniie  Mental
— e tmen e o e T s - - - _ Child Welfare Education Justice Health
0% COMPACT ARRANGED : )
Total Number of State and
—_— e e e e e e . me —— Local Agency-Arranged 4
6 ~ Placements 175 97 * 6
CHILDREN PLACED 0y com ~
OUT OF STATE BY Pac N Total Number of Compact-
;thgkgé:&gcu - — Se N\ - Arranged Placements b
4 d by S * *
AGENCLES 4,0@) N Reported by State Agencles 79 0
: ‘(:89 N\ Percentage of Compact-
v L N \ Arranged Placements 45 0 * *
\N 9
\
*  denotes Not Avallable,
a8. The local Juvenile justice agencies reported 230 piacements; however,
| the state agency could not report thelr placement activity,
b, Onily Includes adoption placements, The Famity and Children Services
Branch was unable to report on piacement activity and compact utilization,
By *
- C L . Similarly, the Department of Mental Health could not report the number of state placements and use of
1 compacts. Table 05-13 revealed that the local mental health agencles reported six placements, none of
: ) c 3 which were compact processed. No placement activity was reported by the Department of Mental
CA=26 ‘ » Retardation,
, CA=27
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E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

The Invoivement of Callfornia state agencles In out-of-state placement often tak
supervising and funding placements, rather than belng directly lnvol‘ved in the actual ctc?ssse.rrr;lgnafgoermmengf
declsionmaking, and placement arrangements, The exception to thls rule Is, of course, the dlrec‘; 2
placement of children In other states by the Callfornia Youth Authority and the involvement éxcerclsed by ;
both the CYA and the DSS through adminlstering Interstate compacts. As seen In Table 05~-15, data were |

. generally not avallable about the involvement of state agencies in el+ther type of arrangement, | TABLE 05~15, (Continued)
One of the more Interesting findings In Table 05-15 Is the difference In reporting between th '
+ i
state child welfare agency divislons which responded to the survey, The Adopﬂ%ns Brganch of TheeDSg? : ‘ b f CHILDREN Reported
Aduit and F'ami!y Servlcef Division, designated as Child Welfare I, was able to respond to Inquirles about : ; Pla r&lurg ?‘rl.no 1978 b Sfa?goA encles
the agency's Involvement with out-of-state placements, In contrast, the Family and Chlldren Services Child Weﬁ-rar:g == yJuvenllgg Mental Mental

Branch of the DSS! Adult and Family Services Division, which Is respcnsible for foster

was unable to report on placement which Involved local child welfpare agenclies and sf%afree fpo'sa:eertneg?;
funds, This Is especially Important because, as previously noted, the state agency Is not involvaed in
the arranging of placements, this belng the responsibility of the 58 local child welfare agencles, It is
Impossible to make comparisons between state and local ly reported child welfare Incldence figures because
of the lack of Information In the foster care area at the state level,

Types of involvement ] ] Education Justice Health Retardation

Locally Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State 0 * 0 * 0 -

This is not true, however, for education agencles, The state education agency reported that there

were 36 out-of-state placements arranged locally and pald for by the state department, However, local State N lPed Arrange,

but Not Required by

e R v e

calls to all 1,033 school districts revealed 97 out-of-state placements, This figure |
minlmum because four school districts abstalned from participation In the survey, 8ure 16 regarded as a l ’ ‘ H iﬁz g'fage',,?,e,'ff Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
The state Juvenile justice agency also had difficulty In reporting Its Involvement with out-of-state : : &
placements, Data were not avallable from the state mental health agency, which also prevents drawing ; | Other o1¢ 0 ' 0 0 0 0
comparlsons between state and local agencles, The state agency responsible for mental retardation and ! ]
developmental disabilities reported Involvement with no out-of-state placements in 1978, ; T°gﬁ;'zg2:°;lgzed out
i of State with State
‘ Assistance or
Know ledgeb 91 * 36 ® * 0
* denotes Not Avaliable,
-~ denotes Not Applicable,
a, Child Welfare | Indicates data reported by the HWA Department of Social Services?®
TABLE 05-15. CALIFORNIA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT gdop‘:'lon.? ?ra:ch and Cl;‘lid \fx‘lelfare It indlcates data reported by the HWA Department of Soclal
;ﬁﬁé EM és¥cS)LVEMf]sNT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF~STATE ervices’ TosTer care brancil.
IN 1978 : . .
b. Inciudes all out-of-state placements known o officials In the particular state
agency. In some cases, this figure consists of placements which did noffdlrecﬂy involve
affirmative action by the state agency but may simply Indicate knowledge of certain out-of-
o ';:mcgﬁuﬂﬁ,?'fngfIS%LﬁsngaRigﬁ*gggc,es state placements through case conferences or through various forms of informal reporting.
eltare ’
Types of Invo!vement T T Education jﬂ:??!:e'e HM:QT?PI: Re_':::g:"”on c. The state agency arranged but did not fund 91 adoptive placements out of state.
State Arranged and Funded 0 0 0 * 0 0
Locaily Arranged but
State Funded 0 * 36 0 * -
Court Ordered, but State ;
. Arranged and Funded 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;k
Subtotal: Placements f
Involving State i
Funding 0 * 36 * * 0 :
Among the state agencies contacted for informatlon on the destination of children placed out of state ‘
. In 1978, only the state education agency and the Adoptions Branch of DSS could report what states -
' recelved children from California., Out-of-state adoptions were arranged in 29 states, and the greatest
number were sent to Oregon and Utah, recelving 15 and ten children, respectively, Arizona, Illinois, \
Nebraska, and Washington received six to seven children, and the remalning placements were distributed In
k: small numbers among 23 states, Parallelling the data reported by local school districts, the state
@ education agency clearly reported more placements to Utah than any other state. Remalnling placements
0A=28 o ‘ went in small numbers to Arizona, Colorado, and Oregon,
o CA-29 :
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TABLE 05-16, CALIFORNIA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,

BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Destinations of Child Welfared Juvenile Mental
Children Placed I T1 Education Justice Health

Arlzona
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Georgla

1 daho
I'lltnols
fowa
Kansas
Kentucky

NN OWN W= N

Loulslana
Maine
Massachusetts
Missouri
Montana

Nebraska

New Mexlco

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

R R VY
,

Ohlo !
Oklahoma 4
Cregon 15
Pennsylvania -4
Tennessee 1

Ny

Texas 3
Utah
Virginia
Washlngton
Wyoming

Nu—3

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencles 0 All 0 Al All

Total Number of Placements 91 * 36 *

* Denotes Net Available.

@, Chlld Welfare | Indicates data reported by the HWA Department of Soclatl
Services' adoptions branch and Child Welfare Il indicates data reported by the
HWA Department of Soclal Services! foster care branch,

Conditions describing children placed out of Callfornla are listed by agency type In Table 05-17,
The Adoptions Branch of DSS noted that there were physically and mentally handicapped chlldren among
those placed out of Callfornia In 1978, Foster care officials at the state level reported the placement
of a wide variety of chlldren Into other states, much the same as the Information provided by local child
welfare agencies. Correspondence between state and local agencies also occurs In the area of aducation,
where the state agency reported on the placement of emotionally disturbed chliidren. The state Juvenl e
Justlce agency only reported the placement of adjudicated dellnquents,
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TABLE 05-17, CALIFORNIA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED

OUT OF STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STA
AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE STATE

Aggncz Typea@ |
2nlld Welrtare! JuveniTe : |

Types of Conditions [ ] Education Justice

Physically Hand icapped
Mentally HandIcapped

>

Developmen?ally Disabled
Unruly/Disruptive
Truants

Juvenlle Dellnquents
Emotlonally Disturbed

Pregnant

OOOOOOOXX

0 0
0 (0]
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 X
X 0
0 0
X 0

© O X o o x

Drug/Alcohol Problems

Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected

Adopted Children
Foster Children

O O X o

Other

© X o x
© o o o
© o o o

Finally, state agencles were
{ab:e 05-18 shows that the state educa
n local funds, and that the Juvenile justice a
gency spent $92,000 |
Information, elther by source of funds or agency Tyze,pwas una\"/alIab'ljefﬁa."e funds.

3, X indlcates conditions reported,

b. Child Welfare | indicates data re orted by the HW
A Department of Social
Services! adoptions branch and Child W f 1o
HWA Department of Soclal Servicest fosf:! ggf;lgrgug”fafes data reportad by the

1978, o \

asked to report their oxpenditures for out-of-state |
-0f= acement
ducation agency spent $380,000 in state funds and waspawarz Zf ;;40,000

All other expenditure
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TABLE 05-18. CALIFORNIA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR
OUT=OF=-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type
Juvenlie Mental MentTal
Health Retardation

- Child

Levels of Government Welfare Education Justice

e State * $380,000  $92,000 * 0

e Federal * * * * 0 -

® Local *  $240,000 * * 0

o Other ‘ * * * * 0
Total Reported Expenditures * * * * 0

*¥  denotes Not Avallable.

F.__State Agencles!' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

In Californla, state and local! officlals were asked to report on thelr involvement in placement
activity. local offlclals were speclfically asked to report about placements arranged by thelr
respective agencles, State officlals were asked for similar data about such placements arranged by their
agencles as well as the number of placements made by thelr counterparts in local government. Table 05~19
reflects the placement Information avallable In Callfornla from state and local agencies, As mentioned
eariler, the DSS' Family and Chlldren Services Branch placement information was not avallable. The
Adoptions Branch reported 91 placements. In that only partial information was supplied by the state
child welfare agency, the percentage of known placements by this agency is not compiste,

In contrast, the Department of Education supplied Information about state and local involvement In
out-of-state placements In 1978, However, only 37 percent of the placements reported were known by the
state agency, although the Department of Education approves the recelving facllity and pays 70 percent of
the cost incurred,

A possible explanation for the discrepancy Is that five percent of local school districts reported on
a sequence of months representing 1978 which differed from the state agency's. However, this difference
does not explain the total discrepancy. In the Inltial stages of the Callfornla local data coliection,
the state provided the incldence of placements In 1978 by each local agency. The sampie of local school
districts which reported on the same sequence of months, however, did not conflrm the state!s response,

The Department of Corrections and Department of Mental Health had difficuity in reporting thelr
knowledge of state and local placements, Thelr local counterparts, however, did report 230 (local
Juvenile Justice agencies) and six placements (local mental health agenclies). As mentioned earlier, no
placement actlivity was reported by the Department of Mental Retardation.
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TABLE 05-19, CALIFORNIA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-0F=STATE PLACEMENTS

Chitd Juvenile Mental Mental
Welfare Education Justice Health Retardation

Total Number of State and

Local Agency Placements 175 97 *2 6 0
Total Number of Placements

Known to State Agencles xb 36 * * 0
Percentage of Placements

Known to State Agencies * 37 * * 100

* denotes Not Avallable,

a, The state Juvenile justice agency did not report thelr placement activ-
Ity for 1978, The local Juvenlle justice agency did report 230 placaments,

b. The DSS Family and Children Services Branch did not report the number of
placements known to thelr office. The Adoptions Branch reported 91 out-of-state
placements to adoptive settings.

Figure 0578 graphically describes the data In Table 05-19, In addition to compact utilization as
reported by state agencles, In revlewing the state child welfare agency responses, ‘two factors must be
reviewed,. The first factor Is that only partial Information was avallable from DSS. As mentioned
previously, the Family and Chlidren Services Branch was unable to report on placement activity; nor were
they able to report on compact utiiization. The second factor Is that the local chiid welfare agencles
reported that 84 of the 175 placements were processed through a compact (see Table 05-13). in reviewing
these factors, It can be ascertalned that complete compact utiization did not occur by locai child
welfare agencies,

The number of mental health and juvenile Justice placements and compact utilization also were not
avallable by thelr respective state agenciss. Only the local counterparts reported this information.

The Department of Mental Retardatlon reported no placement activity and had no local counterparts to
contact for Information,

None of the 36 out-of=-state placements reported by the state education agency were compact arranged.
Similarly, none of the 27 locally reported educational placements went through a compact offlice. These

findings are not surprising In that there is no compact for placements to faclilities primarily
oducational In character,
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FIGURE 05-8. CALIFORNIA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED BY
STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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Child Welfare Education Juvenlle Justice Mental! Health
denotes Not Available.

State and Local Placements

*
- State and Local Placements Known to State Agencles
E] State and Loca! Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencles

a, Only iIncludes adoption placements., The Family and Chlldren Services
Branch was unable to report placement activity and compact utilization,

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Callfornla Is a large, complex, and varled state, which answers the most cautious of generalizations
with exceptions. Nevertheless, some overall trends do come forth 1In the preceding findings and
discusslon which deserve comment.

e State agencies providing or supervising services to children generally had Incomplete or
Inaccurate knowledge of the numbers and destinations of chlldren that were placed out of
- Californla under their authority,
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e Only a small number of the children placed out of state by local child welfare and Juvenlle
probatlon agenclies were placed into neighboring states, In general, chlldren were sent great
distances, throughout the country, In addition, local probation departments were shown to be
unable to report upon the destination of most of the chlldren they placed In other states,

e Monltoring practices reported by child welfare agencles, juvenile probation departments, and
schoo!l districts most often took the form of written progress reports, Rarely, If ever, were
children visited In placement; whe. thls was a practice, It was conducted on an lIrregular
basis.

e Local probation departments appear 1o be the local agency least subject to direct state-level
supervislon, least involved in Interagency cooperation In the placement process and, by far,
most Involved in sending chlldren out of California, However, the extent to which these
agencies arranged out-of-state placements through Interstate compacts was examined and thelr
use was a relatively common practice.

The reader is encouraged fo compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices in Callfornla In crder to develop further conclusions about the state'!s
Involvement with the out-of-state placement of chlldren,
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FOOTNOTES

1. General information about states, countles, clties, and SMSAs is from the speclal
estimates based on the 1970 national census confafned in the U.S. Bureau of the Cg%sus, 533375°235°52?9

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

information about direct gemeral state and loca! total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and publlic welfare were also taken from data collected by the U,S. Bursau of the Census and
they appear in Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C,, 1979.

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

2, Calltornla Department of Education Administrative Code 3208-3210.
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN HAWAII

|« ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The Academy gratefully acknow!edges the assistance of the many state and local publlc officials who

contributed their time and effort to the project,

particularly EBEmlko Kudo,

Deputy Superintendent,

Department of Education; Marjole Barrett, Administrator, Publiic Welfare Division, Department of Soclal

Services and Houslng;

Mary Jane Les,

Director,

Famlly Court of the First Circult; Michael

Kakesako,

Adminlstrator, Corrections Division, Department of Social Services and Housing; Dennis Mee-Lee, Chief,

Division of Mental

Health,

Department of Health;

Caroi Miyamoto,

Admissions Soclal Worker, Walimano

Training Schoo! and Hospital, Department of Health; and Beatrice Yuh, Assistant Program Adminlstrator,
Publlc Welfare Division, Department of Social Services and Housing.

METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Hawali from a varisety of sources using a number of data
First, a search for reisvant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policies and

collection techniques,

practices with regard fo the out-of-state placement of chlldren.
to the telephone Interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of

state agencies, A summary of the data collection effort In Hawalli appears below in Table 12-1,

TABLE 12~1,

HAWAL L ;

METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Levels of Child Juvenlle Justiced Mental Msntal
Government Wel fare Education | 1 Health Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agenciles Interview Interview interview interview Interview Interview
Mal led Mal led Malled Malled Malled Mailed
Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey:
DSSH DOE Famlty DSSH DH DH
officlals officials court officials officials officials
officlals
Local Not Not Not Not Not Not
Agencles Applicable Applicable Applicable Applicable Appllicable Appllicable
(State {State (State (State (State (State
Offlces) Offices) Offlces) Offices) Offlces) Offices)

a. Juvenlie Justice ! represents the state famlliy courts and Juvenile Justice
Il represents the Corrections Division within the Department of Soclal Services and

Housing,
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A mall survey was used, as a follow-up
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111. THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT=OF=STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Hawali has the 47th largest land area (6,425 square mlles) and Is the 40th most populated state
(868,396) In the Unlted States, It has nlne clties with populations over 10,000, Honolulu, the capital,
Is the most populated clty In the state, with a population of approximately 350,000, The comblned

city-county of Honolulu has more than 700,000 people. The estimated 1978 population of persons elght to
17 years old was 156,075

The state conslsts of elght major isiands and numerous atolls and reefs In the Pacific Ocean. The

princlpal islands Include Oahu (containing Honolulu), Hawall, Kahoolawe, Kaual, Lanal, Maui, Molokal, and
Nilhau, It has three counties (Hawall, Kaual, and Maul) and one ci ty-county consolidation, Honolulu, In

gddlfion, Hawall has one Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), Honolulu (which includes Honolulu
ounty),

Hawali was ranked 35th natlonally In total state and local per caplta expenditures, 17th In per
capita education expenditures, and 23rd In per capita expenditures for public welfare.!

B, Child Welfare

The Publlc Welfare Division (PWD) within the Department of Social Services and Housing (DSSH) 1Is
responsible for supervising and adminlstering the chlid welfare system. Services are provided through
the PWD branch offices on the Isiands of Oahu, Hawail, Maul, and Kaual., The PWD is also.responsible for
llcensing private organizations for foster and adoptive care.

Hawall Is not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC),

However, the
PWD reportedly malntains statewlde Information on the number of chlidren placed out of state,

C. Education

Hawall has an educatlonal system which Is completely suparvised and adminlstered by the Hawali
Department of Education (DOE). The state educational system has one superintendent, one deputy
superintendent, and one school board. In addition, there are four assistant superintendents and seven
district superintendents responsible to +the state superintendent. The state totally funds the

educational system with the exception of schoo! lunches, athletic programs, and summer programs, whlch
are partially funded from special revenues,

DOE personnel report that Hawail has adequate publlc and private facilities and services which meet

the needs of children requiring special education. Consequently, DOE has no speciflc pollclies relevant
to the placement of chlldren In other states for educational purposes.,

D. Juvenile Justice

Hawall has a state-operated Circult Court system, with family court divisions having Jurisdiction
over dellnquent, dependent, and neglected chlldren. The court operates In circults based on the lIslands

of Oahu, Maul, Hawali, and Kaual. The famlly courts are also responsible for probation services and the
operation of detention facliities,

AdJudlcated delinquents may be committed +o the Department of Soclal
Corrections Divislion, which operates a correctional
parole or aftercare services,

Services and Housing's
facility for youths In Honolulu and also administers

Out=of-state placements involvl

ng famlly courts and the DOC are reported to be made pursuant to the
provisions of the Interstate Compa

ct on Juveniles (ICJ) which Hawall has been a member of slince 1955,
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E., Mental Health and Meafal Retardation

J tardation services
artment of Health (DH) Is rezpunsible for both mental health and mental re
In HZ:ZI??D ghgeSH malntalns one state facillty for the mentally retarded., In addition, fﬁ? DH :undﬁ ang
administers elght mental health centers which are located In elght catchment areas. Each center has
mental health team assigned to it.

As a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) since 1973, all appllcable out-of-state
placements from Hawail are required to go through the compact.

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

ibed In this section of the
~-of-state placement practices of public agencles In Hawali Is descr

sfafgvg gng?le in su%mary Tabl%s and Is accompanied by brief descriptive remarks, The fl:gsfhax?'gigg
organized to support conslderation of the major Issues relevant to the out-of-state placement of ¢

that were Identified In Chapter t.

A. The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residentlal Settings

A brief summary of the total number of out-of-state placements arranged by Hawall pu?;lc agenc:?s
precedes more speclflc findings about agency practices. This summary, In Table f12-- » ggnerﬁen¥
Introduces the out-of-state placement issue as It exists In Hawall, and serves to Z?me sufseq ent
findings In the profile., Local data, as found In other states described In this volumif oes ?o a?gh'n
In the following tables because publlc children's services are entirely a function o agen?les W thin
Hawali's state government. In addition, information Is presented for two sfafeflevel|Juvenf'e Juseng
agenclies, designated as Juveniie Justice | and Juvenlle Justice li. The first juvenlle jus cefag fy
refers to the family courts of the state-operated Clrcult Court system, while the secongeagenc¥lrefezsa 3
the Department of Soclal Services and Housing, Corrections Division. Information has been cgf e: z ?I
presented for these two agencies because It was determined that they could place children oﬁ o .aw: !
Independent of one another. Similarly, mental health and mental retardation data Ms p;e;enlih
separately, desplte the fact that both services are the responsiblilty of the Divislon $f feg:?h mga.r ,
of the Department of Health. Thls separation exists because It was necessary to con ai . gram
health and mental retardation officlals to obtain complete Information on out-of=-state placements o
the divlslon.

- Infrequency of out-of-state
One of the most notable findings reflected In Table 12-2 Is the relative

placements arranged by public agencies in Hawail., Onty 22 children left the state by the aczlgpi!?f
these agencies and 68 percent of these children were placed by the famliy courts. The DSSl ?9780
Welfare and Correctlons Divislons were the only other agencies reporting out-of-state placements in 1978,
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- TABLE 12-2. HAWAIl: NUMBER OF QUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of “ChTTd "~ Juvenlle Justiced  Mental Mental
Government Wel fare  Education | 11 Health  Retardation Total

State Agencl

Placements 1 0 15 6 0 0 22
Local Agency

Placements - . — -— - — —
Total 1 0 15 6 0 0 22

-- denotes Not Applicable,

a, Juvenlle Justice | Iindicates data reported by the Hawall family courts and
Juvenlle Justice Il Indicates data reported by the Corrections Division of DSSH.

be May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded independently
or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others directly
Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to Table 12-3 for specific
Information regarding state agency Involvement in arranging out-of-state placements.

B, The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies in Hawail

Table 12=3 expands upon Table 12-~2 by showing the number of children placed into other states by
pubiic agencles according to the type of Involvement the agencles had in the placement process. Notably,
all agericles were able to report the number of chlldren placed by category of Involvement, or rule out a
type of invoivement as not occurring during the reporting perlod.

Approximately 41 percent of the reported placements were arranged and funded by state agencles,
Including the slingie placement by the Publlic Welfare Division of DSSH, and over one-half of those
placements reported by the family courts. The other placements reported by the family courts were those
about which the court had some knowledge or indirect involvement, but which It did not necessariiy

arrange or fund,

All slx out-of-state placements reported by tha Corrections Divislon of DSSH were of parolees, The
agency reported arranging these placements but sometimes sharing or deferring funding to famitles
invoived In sending or recelving the children,

Hi-4

TABLE 123, HAWAIi: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT

THEIR INVOLVEMENT [N ARRANG! G -0F=-
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 G OUT-0F-sTATE

Juy
Involvement Wel fare Education e?lle JU?TICSE m:gT$A

Numb.
Types of Cthder of CHILDREN Reported Placed During 1978 by State A ;ncies
ental

Retardation

State
Arranged
and Funded 1 0 8 0

Locally

Arranged but

State

Funded -— _—

Court
Ordered, but
State
Arranged
and Fundad 0 0 0 0 o

Subtotal:
Placements
involving
State

Fundin
g 1 0 8 0 0 0

Locally

Arranged

and Funded,

and Reported

to State -~ —_—

State Helped

Arrange, but

not Required

by Law or

did not

Fund the

Placement 0 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 6C 0

Total

Number of

Children

Placed Out

of State

with State

Asslstance

or Knowledgeb 1 0 15 6 0

== denotes Not Applicable,

a. Juvenlle Justice | Indicates data re
n| ported by the Hawail fami
Juvenlle Justice || Indlcates data reported by the Corg;cflons Dlvlslo:‘;g dggﬂjrs and

be Includes all out-of-state placements know '
n to officlals In the particular
?gsg?z; af?‘ some cases, thils figure consists of placements whlich GTZ not dlr:Z:r;
rmative actlon by the state agency but may simply Indlcate knowledge of

certain out-of-stat
Informal reporflng.e placements through case conferences or through various forpe of

Ce All out-of-state placements of
agency or tha feriri: lnSOIved. S paroiees which were elther funded by the state
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represented In Table 12-4,

epticn; .
the lnferéfafe Compact for the Placement of Chiidren, so that the single placement by the Publlic Welfars

Division must have been processed through elther the Interstate Compact on Juveniles or the Interstate

A
(2]

Interstate compacts were utillzed to arrange out~of-state placements Is
wlthout

Compacts were used to arrange the 22 out-of-state placements,

The extent to which
I+ should bs noted that the state Is not & member of

including those by ths famlly courtss

Compact on Mental Health,

HAWAT1: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

TABLE 12-4,

Child Juvenile Justlced
Welfare ! I

Total Number of
State and Local Agency-
Arranged Placements 1 15 6

Total Number of
Compact-Arranged
Placements Reported
by State Agencies 1 15 6

Percentage of Compact-

Arranged Placements 100 100 100

a. Juvenile Justice | indicates data reported by the Hawali family courts
and Juvenile Justice || indlcates data reported by the Corrections Division of

DSSH.

State agencies which arranged out-of-state placements In 1978 were asked to report the destinations
of the chiidren. The responses of the three placing agencies In Hawali are summarized In Table 12-5, It
must be pointed out that any children leaving Hawall must travel at least 5,000 mlies before reaching

thelr destinatlion, if they were placed In the continental United States,

Californla Is the state which most frequently recelved placements from Hawali, with over 36 percent
Placements made to Callifornia were arranged by the family courts

of all children leaving Hawall In 1978,
and the Corrections Division of DSSH. The remalning placements by these two agencles and the Public
states as near to Hawall as Oregon and as far as Pennsyivanla,

Welfare Dlvision of DSSH went to 11
Again, it must be acknowledged that any placement out of Hawali will necessarily bs a great distance, and

in terms of follow up and monitoring, there may be Ilttie difference 1f the placement is In Colorado,

Virglinia, or Wlsconsin,
Hi~6
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TABLE 12-5, g?ﬁ?é':N ?ggg,gégég¥§ Og CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
D
BY AGENCY Tro Y HAWAI1 STATE AGENCIES,
Destinations of Number of CHILDREN Placed
Children Placed Wg?i;ge Juv?nlle JusTes
H
California
Colorado P 7 5
Florida S ; i
Georgla 0 : ;
Missourt 8 ; ;
0
Oregon
Pennsylvania : | ;
South Carollna 1 ! 0
Texas 3 : 2
Virginia 8 ? :
0
Washington
Wisconsin 8 2 ;
1 0
Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencles 0
0 0
Total Numbers of
Placements ]
15 6
a. Juvenile Justice | Indicates dat
and Jvely: ata reported by the Hawall fami| cou
fon. ® Justice |1 iIndicates data reported by the Corrections Dlv?slonrg?

Agencles contacted in Hawail wer
e glven wpportunlty t
that children may experience to describe *he chlidren f%afofggjpg?gcgg ;Lflt:r;32f201ilﬁ3%%s nd statuses

Iab,e 12"6 Co'”a“'s “le ISSPOHSGS of “lose age”cles and '“dICa‘es “'al I'e Slllgle Placellle“’ l"ade by
”'e lubl'c Weli‘ale DIV'SIOH Oi DSSH was of a ‘Os‘e' C"“d. Ihe age”CV also ”O'ed '“ 'IS IGSPOHSM “la’

the child
was already In a foster home prior to leaving Hawall, and that the foster parents moved to

Pennsylvania, taking the child with agency authorlzation,

J J L
Bo”' Uvell”e US“CG age”cles p'ace.d adJudIca‘ed deli quGII|S '“ o”'e' s'ales a"d “le 'amll cour ’S
’ y
also Placed Cll'dl en w“o were unr uly o dlsl UP' Ivep '.ad d' ug or a|c°“°’ Pl Oblellls, of WIIO were on Pa|0'90

NO ‘nd'ca Gd In ha 0”0 'n
l lg ' lhal ms‘ of ’he Ch 'ldl en p'a(-ed by ”'e J Venl le Jusl 'ce
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TABLE 12-6, TﬁW?g;; gONDlTlONS OF
- IN S R
Tep 8 EPORTED BY

CHILDREN PLACE
STATE AGENCIE

D OUT OF STATE
S, BY AGENCY

Types of Conditions

A
~TRTTE———S2ey Type

Wel fare

ency Typed

6 Justicst—

Physlca!ly Handicapped
Menfally Handlcapped
Developmenfaliy Disabled
Unruly/Dlsrupflve
Truants

Juven]je Ds!inquents
Emoflonally Disturbed
Pregnant

Drug/Aicohol Problems

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected

Adopted Children
Foster Children
Other

0
(o)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
X
0

0
0
0
X
0
X
0
0
X
0
0
0
X

0
0
0
0
0
X
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a, X indicates condifions reported,

bs Juvenlie Justice |
SggHJuvenlle Justice I in

Indicates d
dicates dat
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The final plece of Information to be presented in this profile relates to public expenditures for the

ptacements that were reported, All placing agencies were asked to report their expendiiures for
out-of-state placements by the source of funds, whether they be state, federal, focal!, or other monles.
Table 12-7 summarizes the responses that were recelved,

The Public Welfare Division of DSSH did not report Its expenditures for the single foster child
leaving the state in 1978, but the respondent noted that a small portion of the funds spent on this
placement came from the federal Titie XX program.

The Juvenile justice agencles spent a comblned $8,848 for the 21 placements that were reported. A
sizable proportion of these expenses likely went toward transportation costs to get children to the homes

of relatives,

TABLE 12-7. HAWAIt: PUBLIC EXPEND{TURES FOR OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE

AGENCIES
Expenditures, by AGENCY Type
Child Juvenile Justiced
Levels of Government Wel fare [ [N
® State * $2,552 $6,296
e Federal * * 0
e Local * * 0
e Other * * 0
Total Reported Expenditures * * $6,296
* denotes Not Avallable,
a. Juvenlle Justice | indicated data reported by the Hawall family courts
and Juvenlle Justice |1 indicates data reported by the Correction's Division of

DSSH,

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

From the foregoling information there wouid appear to be a sound basis for the following conclusions,

e Placing children out of Hawall was not a widespread practice among public agencies In The
state, The most difflcult children to place, such as the emotlonally disturbed or mentally
and physically handlicapped, did not leave the state.

o Out-of-state placements which were arranged by juvenile Justice agencies were done so that
unruly or disruptlive, dellnquent, or paroled children could Iive with refatives.

e Interstate compacts were consistently utilized to place these children to all areas of the
continental Unlted States, and therefore offered more protection from ambiguous legal

sttuations,

The reader s encouraged to ccmpare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which

relate to specific practices In Hawali In order to develop further conclusions about the stataels

fnvolvement with the out-of-state placement of children,
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FOOTNOTES

t. General information about states, countlies, clities, and SMSAs Is from the speclial

estimates based on the 1970 nationa! census contalned in the U.S, Bureau of the Census 1975 population

» County and City

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

Informa¥Ton "about dlrecT general stafe an
d local total per capita ex
ig:;azgﬁ;a?pdhfugiéii:g;::reAggge a;soffaken from data coliecfedpby fhepiﬂiiﬁgxizgwdofxgggdé::ggz ;og
Thes. ract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.Cn,
Th .
e 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center

for Juvenile Justice usling two sources e n
g u ¢ the 1970 nat t + r titute 197
| ising T ‘ ) ? ional cegsus andn he National Cancer Institute 1975
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A PROFILE OF  QUT=OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN IDAHO
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Shuler, Coordinator, Youth Rehabllitation Services Office, Department of Health and Welfare,

11. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Idaho from a variety of sources using a number of data
collection techniques., First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken. Next,
telephone Interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policlies and
practices #ith regard to the out-of-state placement of children., A mall survey was used, as a follow up
to the telephone interview, to solicit Information speciflc to the out-of-state placement practices of
state agencles and those of local agencles subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight,

An assessment of out-of-state placement pollcies and the adequacy of information reported by state
agencles suggested further survey requlirements to determine the Involvement of pubiic agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
1f It was necessary fo:

e verlfy out-of-state placement data reported by state government about loca!l agenclies; and
e collect local agency data which was not avallable from sftate government.

A summary of the data collection effort in ldaho appears below in Table 3-}.

TABLE 13-1. IDAHO: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Levels of ChTTd Juvenile ntal Health and
Government Welfare Education Justlice Mental Retardation
State Agencles Telephone Telephone Teiephone Telephone
Interview Interview Interview Inferview
Malled Mailed Malled Mailed
Survey: Survey: Survey: Survey:
DHY DOE DHW DHW
offlcials officials offlcials officials
Local Agencles@® Not Telephone Telephone Not
Applicable Survey: Survey: Applicable
(State 10 percent ALl 39 (State
Offices) of 115 schoo!  district Offices)
districts to courts
verify state
Information

a. The telephone survey was conducted by the Idaho League of Women Voters of
Pocatellc under a subcontract to the Academy,

b. Information attributed In this profile to the state's school districts
was gathered from the state education agency and the ten percent sample.

1D-1

§

4

i

i

§
i
i1
3
i
i
i
i

S e P B e




e s s kA Bt O
PRSPPI S
o o i A B A TS F R b T A R RS

{11, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

+ populated (813,765)
st land area (82,677 square miles) and is the 41st mos ] :
sfafédaihno :?lse fl?:lfie‘;hsg'gzgz. It has 10 c’lﬂes with l?opula;Ilzns &vecr u;21220 :tn:h Zggegoﬂffyle(s%?;?

0: Bolse, ldaho Falls, and Pocatello, as 0 )
gg‘l)z:;aglt;nsmgg:rnga?gfed counf’y in the sfa’fe, with a population of approximately 150,000 The 1978
estimated populations of persons eight to 17 years old was 150,326.

Bolse (includes Ada County). Its
{y one Standard Metropollitan Statistical Area (SMSA),

bordégagga::: aorne yUfah, Wyoming, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. 1+ also shares a common border
with Canada for a short distance.

i+a expenditures, 42nd in per capita
ranked 33rd nationally in fotal state and local per cap
experlxg?‘ttl'ﬁr::sfor public welfare, and 3ist in per caplfa expendlitures tor education,]!

B, Child Weifare

hich, among Its many
i f Health and Welfare (DHW) is a consol ldated agency Wi ’
func}‘—?gns‘,dat?aos 22232:2?% ﬁ‘y to provide chlid welfare servk‘:es fo;lme ct'ﬂI2;23‘2251?ih?aahgpiﬁl;‘l‘;al IIX"'.;
1s Division of Welfare administers and supervises C ren's
l'te\?lege;;aerg‘:rg?’r; sofflces and through branch offices In m-1y counties. Services I:clu*de* a%%%fgzr}r,oﬁh“g
protection, day care, and youth rehablilitatlion. |daho has been a member of the Interstate p
Placement of Children (ICPC) since 1976,

C., Education

i j for the supervislon, coordination,
Department of Education (DOE) bhas major responsibllity
and Egell\llggsoofe%iblt?c educational services through drelfesznf :tafefag:g;:{l:: ladnadhotr;e ssc-:\?:?l’sdll"filz:goﬁ
districts. State law also authorizes the State Board o ucation to dahols scho Ac;ordln Wy
late educatlicna! programs and ssrvices for exceptional ¢ N gly,
:rrgg gggcezl‘g?mggzcgiloaﬁpggg;ljn of DOE funds, evagi uates, coordinates, and monlfors programs for exceptional
chiidren,

In other states,
i tricts have the authority fo send chiidren to sultable programs
the %glpgi'l’:’ngi'rszzool—:‘du?aiir;)nc must approve all out-of-state placemen?s‘ fun'd|ed :l:;h bsyfa;ee rse;/ae::e a(g:b”‘:
- .2 90 percent of the local educatlonal revenus is a ocate te,
r‘::;‘r’la?:dezrpmf)rom 131'encefederap! governmeréf Tleh state ovfersfig;w*‘ra,fes;?;gemc;fnfrlsclal_?hereomr;feei . e.g::‘fonsggg?é
fford to Independently arrange ouv-ot- .
?Limzfsa ;:g#ggl ncﬁfsf?'lcﬂs declslor? 40 refer a child to the DHW or a district court for placement.

D, Juvenile Justice

j + and neglected children.
urts have jurisdiction over juveniles and dependen
Howe\|/2r 'd:gc:e’ ;joicsaf;—l]flfesczave Juvenlf]e courts which operate under the maglistrate %ifvfl'slon(sYRcég)dilﬁfB:&:‘f
courts ’ Adjudicated dellnquents are commltted to the Youth Rehabititation Ser‘vlcels Ce?fer 30 rcvlde:j
on YR.SO e e o "monr SIZOUH tl)e ?ifi‘gﬁv:; Ige!::sd'???uleoou:ahl ﬁear;\;o%es Aftercare gervlces
ty- dential or nonresldential aitern z .
:?Tﬂ:aryret;i?lilgﬁ;f; of the DHW!'s seven reglonal direc‘ror;s}. ‘nwh119c7t\8'hatihep ::l?aif?:r: ggfl;::sr:;ogﬂnglig
t services In al!l but seven counTles, 1

g;:vLieucrlﬂguv:;n‘l‘;‘essgg?ltgsl.on These seven countles were Ada, Canyon, Bingham, Latah, Elmore, Valley, and
Bolse.
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The YRSO reporteciy utilizes the interstate Compact on Juvenites (ICJ) for arranging out-of-state
placements. |daho has been a member of thls compact slince 1961, However, it was reported that because
of the different interpretations of judicial authority to place a chlld out of state, not all adjudicated

delinquents are referred fo DHW for piacement out of state, Thls practice also occurs, in some cases,
when there Is no expenditure of funds for an out-of-state placement.

E. Mental Hea{+h and Mental Retardation

The Divislon of Community Rehabilitation (DCR) within DHW is responsibie for mental health and mental
retardation services In idaho., There are nc public menta! health and mental retardation agencies at the
local level, These services are provided locally by prlvate agencies and by decentrallzed units of state
government through reglional offices, All applicable out-of-state placements Involving the DCR are

reported to be made pursuant to the provisions of the Interstate Compact on Mental Heaith (ICMH)., Idaho
has been a member of the compact since 1961,

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

The survey of ldaho state and local public agencles resulted In the findings discussed and tabularly

dlsplaged in the remalnder of this profile. The Information !s organized to include the major questions
regarding public agencies' Involvement with the out-of-state placement of children In 1978,

A, The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

Table 13-2 provides a summary introduction of out-of-state placement activity which was detected
among the ldaho state and local public agenclies that were surveyed, It should be recalled that the
itspartment of Health and Welfare Is a consolidated agency which administers programs for children needing
services in the areas of child welfare, juvenile justice, mental health, and mental retardation., Ont
one flgure, therefore, Is reported for these combined types of services In Table 13-2, All figures
provided should be reviewed wlth an understanding that the number of placements reported by any single
agency may also have Involved another agency. The total flgure, then, may be an overrepresentation of
the number of chlildren placed out of state in 1978, The reader should review Table 13-6 to examine the
extent to which Interagency cooperation occured in the course of arranging out-of-state placements, and
as a result learn the probable number of duplicated placements reported.

In total, 248 chilidren were reported placed in out-of-state residential settings In 1978,
Sixty-seven percent of these placements were arranged by state agencies, specifically, DHW. Locat school

districts arranged oul-of-state placements for 16 chlldren and the 39 district courts were Involved In
the placement of 65 chllidren In other states,
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TABLE 13-2.  IDAHO: NUMBER OF QUT~OF-

STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY
STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AG
TYPE

ENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY

Number of CHILDREN, By A ency Type
CRITd Welfare/JuvenTTe———+—L—d=!

Levels of Justice/Mental Health Juvenile
Government and Mental Retardation Education Justice Total
State Agency

Placementsa 167 0 - 167
Local Agency

Placements - 16 65 81
Totai 167 16 65 248

~= denotes Not Applicable,

a. May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded
inde:\endenﬂy or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,

and others directiy Involving the state agency's asslstance or knowledge, Refer
to Table 13-15 for specific |

nformation regarding state agency lInvolvement In
arranging out-of-state placements, ,

Table 13~3 focuses further atte f-state placements arranged by the local
educatlon and jJuvenl!le Justice agencles by county of Jurisdiction, or iocation In the case of school|
districts, It Is important to bear in mind that the Jurisdiction of school districts contacted Is
smaller than the counties contalning them, For t+hat reason, multiple agencies may have reported from

nty and the incidence reporfs In the table are the aggregated reports of ali within them, (n
addition, the 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old [n each county |s displayed In
order fo facilltate an examination of +he relationship between population o ;
of reported out-of~-state placements,

ntion on the number of out-p

It can be observed from this table +

hat In countlies where out-of-state placements were reported, only
one type of agency arranged the placements (excliuding the multicounty jurisdiction of Lewis, idaho,
Clearwater, Latah and Nez Perce countles),

Consideration of the out-of-state placements arranged by
local juven!lie Justice agencles finds that a large porticn of the children were placed by agencles Tn Ada
{Boise) and Bannock Counties, Both of these counties have a large Juvenile population, fn addi+ion to,
the fact that Ada County Includes the only SMSA In !daho, It also should be recalled that Ada County s
one of the few counties uvenlle probation services,
In contrast, the local education
as Franklin and Nez Perce, Both of
line shared wlth Utah and
districts made over 81 perce

placements are reported to be from the smaller |daho counties, such
these counties are on Idaho's borders:

Frankin County on the state
Nez Perce on the Washington and Oregon border. These two countles! school
nt of the reported education placements,
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TABLE 13-3,

HE NUMBER
0: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND T
(')EAEUT-OF-STATE PLLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOC/éls.
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYP
REPORTiNG PLACEMENTS

1978 Number of CHiLDREN
Populationd Placed during 1978

,
I Y NI,

County Name (Age 8-17) ‘Education Juvenile JustTice
0
0 est
Ada 23,832 8 30
Adams 637 9 18 ost
Bannock 9,780 5 0
Bear Lake 1,215 9 0
Benewah 1,294 L
es
7,073 0 > o
g:g?::m 1,297 8 z
Bolse 372 1 0
Bonner 3,719 . % ast
Bonneviile 12,137
0 0
Boundary l,gzg 9 8
Camas o2 8 :
Canyon 12,935 S 0
Caribou 1,829 i
Cassla 3,716 g :
Clark 2:253 S 0
Ciearwater 1,257 S 5
Custer 0 g
Elmore 3,795
0
1 77 9
203 2 est
sl : 0
oo 1750 0 0
din R 0
(Isggho s 2,679 0
0 0
Jefferson 2,798 ; 3
Jerome 2,481 0 o
Kootenal 8,075 g 0
Latah 3,679 3 5 ost
Lemhi 1,225
0 -~
Lewls Z:ﬁ S 5
Lincoln Q S 5
Madison :25'66322)3 1 S
Minldoka » 0
Nez Perce 5,440 4 est )
¢
Ouyhoo 1,456 0 0
Owyhee »
P:;eﬁ'e 2,582 g S
Power 1,207 9 9
Shoshone 3,769
0
Teton 563 (l) 9
Twin Falls 8,10 . S ost
Val ley g?g 0 H
Washlngton 1,
1D=5
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TABLE 13-3, (Continued)

. ;978| a Number of CHILDREN Table 13-5 glves the responses of 108 school districts and 30 juvenlls justice agencles regarding
County Name . (:pu gf:on Placed during 1978 their non-involvement in out-of-state placement, Nearly 92 percent of the responses for Idaho school
. ge 8-17) EducatTon Juvenlle JustTce districts were to the "Other" category, often with a specification that no children were in need of such

placements during that vyear, In a simitar veln, six education agenclies Indicated that sufficient
services were avallable within the state for children with special needs, Three responses acknowledged a
lack of funds for such placements,

Multicounty Jurisdiction

Lewls, 'Idaho, Clearwater,

A difference In opinion about judiclal authority In idaho to directly place children out of state

Lafah, Nez Perce - 6 was brlefly discussed in sectlion lil. This disagreement is reflected In the juvenile justice agencies!
Total Number of Placement responses To thls survey question, Almost 72 percent of the responses stated that no out-of-state
Arranged by Local A enc?es placements occurred because the agency lacked statutory authority. Agencles also reported that there was
(total may Include g no need to place a chlld out of state during that year ("Other" category), that there was a lack of funds
dup|icat + for such activity, and that sufficient services were available within 1daho for children under the
p e count) 16 est 65 est agency's Jjurisdiction,
Total Number of Local
Agencies Reporting 115 39

=~ denotes Not Applicabile,

a. Estimates were developed by the Natlional Center of
data from two sources: the 1970 national
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census.

Juveniie Justice using
census and the Mationa! Cancer

TABLE 13-5, IDAHO: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR NOT ARRANGINZ OUT=-OF~STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

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

{ 3

Children Out of State® Educatio Juvenile Justice
B.__The Out-of~State Placement Practices of Local Agencies n
Lacked Statutory Authority 0 25
Table 13-4 provides detallied Information on the Involvement of Id
aho's local 3 Rest 0 0
gggﬁgQZ:Flouf;of-sfafe placements In 1978, All participating agencies were able 1g?re§:gabcfggzﬂg;:?o;2 estricted
anout i rd nvolvement In out-of-state placements. A higher percentage of juvenile justice agencles Lacked Funds 3 5
educaf?;z ;Zené?egu:T::;jfazi ?éace?eTZShof czzldren than local schoo! districts, Seven of the 115 local
outside o
arranging such placements. aho, while 23 percent, or nine Juvenlle justice agencies, reported Su;\f/;ﬂ:g*:"es?;véggie 6 )
Otherb 103 3
TABLE 13-4. IDAHO: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES Number of Agencies Feporting
IN ARRANGING OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978 No Out-of-State Flacements 108 30
Number of AGENCIES, by A T To;al Number of Agencles
m o Yy _Agency Type epresented in Surve 115 39
Response Categories Education t JUV5§TT§ Justice i '
Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State S*a*:.piéizxzni%enclas reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
Placements 7 9 .
A i b, Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalnst
gch 93 Whlcg Did Not Know If They overall agency pollcy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
aced, or Placed but Could Not and were prohlbitive because of distance,
Report the Number of Chlldren 0 0
Agencles Which DId Not Place Out
of State 108 30
Agencles Which Did Not Participate
in the Survey 0 0
Total Local Agencles 15 39
The extent of Interagency cooperation In the arrangement cof out-of-state piacements Is Illustrated In
1D-6 Table 13-6, It was reported that all seven placing school districts arranged the placesents with the
cooperation of the Departinent of Education. The juvenlle Justice agencies that placed children out of
state nlso reported a high level of cooperation with a state agency, the Department of Health and
Weifare,
1D=7
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TABLE 13-6, IDAHO: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERAT!ON
TO ARRANGE QUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMEMTS B8Y LOCAL

AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type

Education Juvenlle Justice
Number Farcent  Number Percent
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placementsa 7 6 9 23
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with Interagency
Cooperation 7 100 8 89
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State -15 100 65 100
Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out~of-State with Interagency
Cooperation 16 100 54 83
a., See Table 13-4.
Alt local agencles reporting Involvement in arranging out-of-state placements were asked to speclfy
the conditions or statuses of the chlldrein they helped to place. Responses for the educatlion agencies
most frequentiy mentioned mentally 11l or emofionally disturbed children, as reflected in Table 13-7,

However, physically handicapped and mentally retarded or developmentally disabled children were mentioned
almost as frequently,
neglected,

The responses to this question by juvenile justice agencies were much more varied. Unruly/disruptive
chiidren and juvenile dellnquents were the most commonly mentioned, as might be expected, Mentally
I11/emotionally disturbed youth, Individuals with drug/alcohol problems, and battered, abandoned, or
neglected children also recelved a large number of responses. One to three responses were also glven,
however, Yo conditions or statuses which are often within other agencles' service arena, Including
children with speclal education needs and mentally retarded or dsvelopmentally disabied youth,

TABLE 13~7. [IDAHO: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT OF

STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
EducaTion Juvenlle Justice

Types of Conditionsa

Physically Handicapped

Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabied
Unruly/Disruptive

Truant

Juvenlle Dellnquent

Mentalty Il1/Emotionally Disturbed

Pregnant

O O N O O O O o
& N OO v W ow W O

Drug/Alcohol Problems

1D-8

One school district reported placing a child who was battered, abandoned, or

~
~

N
-
%

TABLE 13.7. (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions@ Education Juvenlie Justice
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 1 4
Adopted 0 2
Special Education Needs 0 3
Muttiple Handicaps 0 1
Other 0 0
Number of Agenclies Reporting 7 9

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

C, Detalled Data from Phase || Agencles

¥ more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additional Information was
requested, The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase {1
agencles, The responses to the additional questions are reviewed In thls section of Idaho's state
proflies Wherever references are made to Phase || agencies, they are Intended to reflect those local
agentles which reported arranging flve or more out-of-state placements In 1978,

The relationship between the number of local Idaho agencles surveyed and the total number of chlldren
placed out of state, and agencies and placements In Phase |{ Is iliustrated In Figure 13-1, Although
only one local schoo! district of the seven agencies reporting out-of-state placements was a Phase 11
agency, It reported arranging 3! percent of the education placements. Local Juvenile Justice agencles
which reported out-of-state placement Involvement had a larger proportion of Phase 11 agencles, 44
percent, reporting a much greater numbsr of chlidren out of state: 51 children, or 78 percent of the
local Juvenlie Justice placements. Clearly, the detalled Information to be reported on these Juventle

Justice Phase 1| agencles Is descriptive of the majority of out-of-state placements arranged by {ocal
agencles of this service type In 1978.

1D-9

N

7
i
|
{
!
)




Wi

AR
o

oy

b
o

ol

o

W

S

RS




FIGURE 13-1. IDAHO: RELATIONSHIP BETWE
AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLAC

AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS

TYPE

EN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
EMENTS REPORTED, AND
tN PHASE 11, BY AGENCY

Education

Juvenile Justice

Out-of-State Placements in 1978

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

115

C

I

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out-of~State in 1978

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Number of CHILDREN Placed
| by Phase || Agencies
\
|

Percentage of Reported
Placements In Phase ||

]
(=]

ll

e [
[Z]

=]
Gl

]

The locations of the county in which the single Phase 1|

counties which the four Phase ||

large multicounty Jurisdiction of one Juvenlie Justice

making up the large area served by these Phase || agencles
Phase Il juvenile Justice agencles serving Ada and Bannock
" Pocatel lo, respectively, The one Phase
- bordering Utah,

1D-10

Juvenlle Justice agencies serve
Phase || agency adjolns another in Lemhi County,

In the northern porti

education agency Is located and the
are lllustrated In Figure 13-2, The

on of the state, The

Counties Include the cities of Bolse and
'l school district, i+ can be seen, Is located In a county
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COUNTY LOCATION OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES

County

A. Ada

B. Bannock
C~-1. Clearwater
C-2. 1Idaho

C~3. Latah

C~4. Lewis

C-5 Nez Perce
D. Franklin
E. Lemhi

KEY

¥ Education Phase IT Agency
Jurisdiction .-

® Juvenile Justice Phase I
Agency Jurisdiction
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A further area of interest was the destinations of the children placed out of state by Idaho Phase {1

agencles, Table 13-§ raflects that the one responding school district placed atl five children Into
Utah, a border state.

The dastinations of over 70 percent of the chlldren placed by the four reporting juvenile justice
agercies were not avallable, However, of the 15 chlldren whose destinations were reported, one~third
were also sent to Utah, four to Montana, and two each to California, Coloradc, and Washington, The
prevalent use of idaho's contiguous states for placement purposes s [llustrated !n Figure 13-3,

TABLE 13-8, [IDAHO: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES (N 1978

Destinatlions of Children Number of CHILDREN Placed
Placed Out of State Education Juvenile Justice
Callfornla 0 2
Colorado 0 2
Montana 0 4

Utah 5 5
WashlIngton 0 2

Placements for Whlch
Destinations Could Not be Reported
by Phase Il Agencies 0 36

Total Number of Phase |1 Agencies 1 4

Total Number of Children Placed
by Phase il Agenciles 5 51

FIGURE 13-3. [DAHO: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED PLACED
IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO [DAHO BY LOCAL PHASE I
AGENCIESA

a. Local Phase 1! school districts reported destinations for five children. Local Phase || juvenlle

Justice agencies reported destinations for 15 chiidren.
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Those local agencles which placed five or more chlldren cut of Idaho In 1978 were asked to describe
thelr reasons for becoming involved In the practice. The one school district reported severa! reasons,
as shown in Table 13-9, which Included having prevlous success with an out-of-state program, the lack of
comparable services within ldaho, and the inabllity of children to adapt to an ldaho facllity,

These three reasons were also glven by the responding juvenlle justice agencies, along with muitiple
selactions of other reasons offered, They Included the declsion to have the child llive with an
out-of-state relative and the awaruness of an out-of-state faciiity being closer to a chlld!s home than
one In ldaho, One response was glven acknowledging placement was an alternative to In-state public
Institutionalization.

TABLE 13-9, IDAHO: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE || AGENCIES

Number of AGENICES Reporting
Reaschs for Placement3d Education Juvenlle Justice

Receilving Facility Closer to Child's

Home, Despite Belng Across Stave Lines 0 2
Previcus Success with Recelving Facility 1 3
Sending State Lacked Compat able Services 1 2

Standard Procedure to Flace Certaln .
Chlidren Out of State 0 . 0

Children Falled *o Adapt to In-State
Facitities 1 2

Alternative to in-State Publlc : -

Institutionallzation 0 1
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 0 2
Other 0 0
Number of Phase 1! Agencles Reporting 1 4

a. Some agencles reported more than one reason for placement.

These same education and jJuvenlle Justice agencles reported the type of placement setting most fre-
quently used out of state. Resldential treatment or chlld care facilities were most commonly used by the
education agency and three-fourths of the juvenile jJustice agencies. Relatives! homes were ldentified by
the other juvenlle jJustice agency as the most repeatedly used setting.
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TABLE 13-10, IDAHO: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL
SETTINGS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE Il AGENCIES
IN 1978

Categoriss of

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Residential Settings tducation Juvenlle JusTice
Residential Treatment/

Child Care Facllity i 3
Psychliatric Hospltal 0 0
Boarding/Military Schoo! 0 0
Foster Home 0 0
Group Home 0 0
Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 0 !
Adoptive Home 0 0
Other 0 0
Number of Phase 1| . s

Agencles Reporting

Tnz menitoring practices for out-of-state placements by local age

was also sought in this survey.
written progress

requested a similar progress report, but on a quarterly basig. cal ce.
pogted conducting on-site visits, either on a quarterly basis or periodically. In addition, all four

Juvenile justice agencies used phone calls as a method of mon i

occur quarterly.

TABLE 13~11,

As shown in Table 13-11, the local school district required an annual

report about the children it had placed. Three local juvenile iustice agencies
Two Tocal juvenile justice agencies re-

IDAHO: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OQUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 11
AGENCIES [N 1978

Methods of Frequency of Number of AGENCIES?2
Monitoring Pgaclee tducation Juvenlle JuzTice
Written Progress
Reports Quarteriy 0 3
Semiannually 0 0
Annual ly 1 0
Otherb 0 0
On=-Site Visits Quarteriy 0 1
Semlannually 0 0
Annually 0 0
Otherb 0 1
Calls Quarterty 0 1
Semlannually 0 0
Annual ly 0 0 N
Otherb 0 3
1D=14
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TABLE 13~11, (Continued)

Methods of Frequency of Number of AGENCIESa

Monlitoring Practice Education JuvenTls —JusFIcs

Other Quarterly 0 0
Semlannual Iy 0 0
Annual ly 0 0
Otherb 0 1

Total Number of

Phase |1 Agencles

Reporting 1 4

a. Some agencles reported more than one method of monitoring,

b Includes monltoring practices which did not oceur at regular intervals,

In general, both the local education and Juvenlle Justice agencles reported not using local funds to
place children out of state, One Juvenile justice agency did report the use of focal funds but was not
able to specify the amount,

D, Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencles

An area of special Importance to an examlnation of out-of-state placement practices concerns the
extent to which Interstate compacts are utilized to arrange the placements, Table 13-12 displays
findings about the number of agencles which did not use a compact to arrange any out-of-state placements
In 1978, In total, nine of 16 agencies which placed children out of state reported nct having usad a
compact to arrange any placements, Assuming that +the seven school districts placed chiidren In
facilities which were primarily educationa! in nature, a lack of compact use Is expected because such
placements are not under the purview of any compact, Only two local Juvenile Justice agencles reported a
lack of compact use, and one of those agencles placed five or more chlldren out of state. Further review
of Table 13-12 shows that the ICJ was the specific type of compact utilized to arrange placements
Involving two local Juvenlle Justice agencies with five or mors out-of-state placements,

ON OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY

TABLE 13-12, IDAHO: - UT|LIZAT|
S IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

LOCAL AGENCIE

Local Agencies Which Placed Number of AGENCIES
Children Out of State tduca¥tlon JuveniTe Justlce

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES
PLACING FOUR OR TE3S

CHIiLDREN 6 5
e Number Using
Compacts 0 4
o Number Not
Using Compacts 6 . 1
e Number with Compact )
Use Unknown 0 0
1D=15
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TABLE 13-12, (Continued)

Local Agencies Whick Placed Number of AGENCIES

Children Out of State EdtcaTion Juvenile .TusTice
NUMBER OF PHASE 11}
AGENCIES PLACING
TRTLOREN l 4
e Number Using
Compacts 0 3
Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Chlldren .
Yes - 0 " 0
No 1 4
Don't Know \ 0 v 0
Interstate Compact
on Juvenl ies
Yes 0 2
No 1 1
Don't Know 0 1
Interstate Compact
on Menta! Health
Yes 0 0
No 1 4
Don't Know 0 0
@ Number Not
Using Compacts i 1
® Number with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0
TOTALS
Number of AGENCIES
Placing Children
Out of State 7 9
Number of AGENCIES
Using Compacts o} 7
Number of AGENCIES
Not Using Compacts 7 2
Number of AGENCIES
with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0

Supplemental Information regarding the utilization of Interstate compacts by ldaho local agencles Is
glven In Table 13-13, which summarizes flndIngs about the number of chlidren who were or were not placed
out of state through a compact, Simitar to the preceding table, Table 13-13 allows for an examlnation of
differences In compact use between agencles reporting four or less placements, and those reporting more
than that number, Overall, 50 children were placed out of state iIn 1978 by local aducation and Juvenlle
Justice agencles without a compact, Of course, none of the 16 chlldren placed out of state by school
districts were compact-arranged placements, and 34 of 65 chlldren placed by local juvenile Justice were
also sent to placements whlch wore not compact arranged. It can also be determined that the two tocal
Juvenlle justice agancies which reported flve or more ptacements placed only 15 chlldren through the
ICJ.
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TABLE 13-13, IDAHO: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN
Juvenile Justice

Children Placed Out of State Education

CHILDREN PLACED B8Y

AGENCTES REPORT ING

FOUR OR LESS

PLACEMENTS 1 14

e Number Placed
with Compact Use 0 4

® Number Placed
without Compact Use 11 4

® Number Placed with
Compact Use
Unknowna 0 6

CHILDREN PLACED BY
ETT AGENCIES 5 51

® Number Placed with
Compact Use 0 16

Number through

Interstate Compact on

the Placement of

Children 0 0

Number through
Interstate Compact
on Juven!iles 0 15

Number through
Interstate Compact
on Mental Health 0 0

® Number Placed
without Compact Use 5 30

e Number Placed wlth

Compact Use Unknownb 0 5

TOTALS

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of State 16 65

Number of CHILDREN
Placed with Compact Use 0 20

Number of CH|LDREN
Placed without
Compact Use 16 34

ID=17
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TABLE 13-13, (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN
Placed with Compact
Use Unknown 0 1

a, Agencies which placed four or less chlidren out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of campact-arranged placements, Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used Yo arrange any
out-of-state placements, Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement
is Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are iIncluded In the
category "number placed with compact use unknown,"

be If an agency reported using a compact but could not report the number of
placements arranged through the speciflic compact, one placement is Indicated as
compact arranged and the others are Included In the category "number placed with
compact use unknown.! -

A graphic summarlzatlon of compact utilization for the Rf children placed out of state by local
education and Juvenlle justlce agencies Is Illustrated !n Figures 13-4 and 13-5. These fligures
Itlustrate the percentage of placements Involving those two types of agencies which were noncompact
arranged, compact arranged, or undetermined with respect to compact utiilization.

FIGURE 13-4, |IDAHO: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGURE 13-5, IDAHO: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978
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Table 13-14 reflects the idaho state agencies' response fo a question about Interstate compact
utilization among the public agencies under thelr supervision. Therefore, the state response by the
Department of Health and Welfare (DHW) for Its own chiid welfare, Juvenlile Justice, mental health, and
mental retardation sections, as wel! as responses by the l[ocal district courts Is provided. Only 55
percent of the 232 out-of-state placements reported were known to have been arranged through a compact,

The state education agency reported that no children placed out of state in 1978 by Idaho education
agencles were processed through such an Interstate agreement., This Is not surprising consldering no
compact includes facl!itles totally educational iIn character to be under Its purvlew.
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3 } TABLE 13-15. IDAHO: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT
i i THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported Placed
during 1978 by State Agencies
Child Wel fare/Juveniie

TABLE i3-14, IDAHO: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS ;
ES | 978, BY i Types of Justice/Mental Health
?gggggEngg STATE AGENC N 1978, ‘ Involvement and Mental Retardation Education
Child Wel fare/Juvenlle § State Arranged and Funded 39 0
Justice/Mental Health . L Locally Arra 4 but State Funded o 5
and Mental Retardation Education kS ocally Arrange ate Funde
: _ % Court Ordered, but State Arranged
Total Number of State and Local - 6 Yy ’ 2 and Funded 0 0
> 23 1 ‘ - [
Agency Arranged Placements : Subtotal: Placements Involving State
Totat Number of Compact-Arranged <y Funding 39 15
Placements Reported by State Agencies 128 0 | Local ly Arranged and Funded, and Reported
) = 2
Percentage of Compact-Arranged 55 0 ﬂ to State . 0 0
+ : =
Placements State Helped Arrange, but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund the Placement 128 0
a. Includes all placements reported to have been arranged by the state 3 Other 0 0

Department of Health and Welfare and the local district courts,
Total Number of Children Placed Out of

State with State Assistance or

Knowledged 167 15

: a, Includes all out-of-state placements known to offlcials In the particular
state agency., In some cases, thls flgure consists of placements which did not
directly Involve afflrmative action by the state agency but may simply Indlcate
knowledge of certain out-of-state placemenis through case conferences or through
. i various forms of Informal reporting.

E._The Qut-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencies

In order to discuss ldaho state agency Involvement in the out-of-state placement of children, a great
dea! of attentlion must be focused on the Department of Health and Welfare (DHW), the major provider of
children's services at this level of government., Although DHW administers these services for chllidren

State agencies were also asked to Identify the destinations of the chiidren they reported to have
been placed out of state. This Information Is displayed in Table 13-16, which shows that the DHW
d divisions, the survey data for child welfare, juvenile Justice, mental reported the destinations of all 167 out-of-state placements known to the agency. DHW arranged the

Through several specialize Vs ons, ° y » d ’ majority of Its placements In the Pacific and Mountain states, including 50 percent of the placements

1 services was supplied In a consolldated form, and Is reported In this
222;:2’“fﬁlemizﬁﬁgwfﬁsaigﬁfeg? service 2 upp ’ P : g belng sent to Idaho's six contiguous states (Washington, Oregon, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming, and Montana).
Californla was the recelving state for the largest number of children, followed by Oregon and Washington,
Table 13-15 reflects the type of Involvement DHW and the Department of Educatlion had In arranging ‘ Nearly 22 percent of the DHW-reported placemsnts were fo states outside of the Pacific and Mountaln
out-of-state placements during y1978. It Is Interesting to note that only 39 of the reported 167 DHW= reglons, to states as distant as Massachuietts, Pennsylvanla, and South Carollina.

arranged placements Involved state funding. [In comparison, state funds were reported fo be used by the
Department of Education for ali 15 reported placements arranged by local school districts, The DOE's
knowledge of placement activity among school districts was quite accurate, with a discrepancy of only one
placement, Clearly, the flscal relationship between DOE and school districts In the placement process

Is directly linked to thls level of know!edge by DOE.
1D-20

The Department of Education was also able to provide the destinations for all the placements it
reported, The nelghboring state of Utah was reported fo have recelved nine, or 60 percent, of these
school district placements. Washington, North Dakota, and Colorado were reported to have received three,
two, and one ldaho education placements, respectively. Therefore, 80 percent of DOE reported placements
were to contiguous states,
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TABLE 1316, IDAHO: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT oF

STATE IN 1978 REPO
Adongy i3 RTED BY STATE AGENCIES, By

Number of CHILDREN P|
Child Wel fare/Juveniie aced
Justice/Mental Health
and Mental Retardation

DesTlnaTlods of
Children Placed
Education

Alabama
Arizona

Arkansas
Callfornia
Colorado

Kentucky
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Missour!
Montana
Nevada

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Dakota
Okfahoma
Oragon
Pennsylvania

South Carolina
Texas

Utah
WashlIngton
Wyoming

—=NNN aBSaon

N
Wl AN o N OO

17
24

el eYoYol

oCuwWwvwoo cCooNOo . eleNoYeYal [elofoYo¥el

Placements for Which
Destinations could Mot be
Reported by State Agancles 0

Total Number of

Placements
167
15

The
by e st Ty LI g cutelde of 1aho fo resicantral oo
conditions, which n - S s Informatio
» Which match the diverse service responslblIH‘lasnofan1;1hl;;h(a);gncul;'ha?‘TﬁngerI;;361,:"1';"11231?1'd ? é?ngi-Of
* o ucation

reported two condi+
dleturbed, lons to describe the chlidren placed out of state, mentally handicapped and emotlonal |
nally
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IDAHO: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED QUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

TABLE 13-17,

Agency Typed
Ch1Td Vel fars/Juvenlle
Justice/Mental Health

Types of
Conditions

ana Mental RetTardation

Education

Physically Handicapped
Mental |y Handicapped

Deveiopmentally Disabled

Unruly/DlsrupfiQe
Truants

Juvenl!te Dellnquents
Emotionally Disturbed
Pregnan*

Drug/Alcohol Problems

Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected

Adopted Children
Foster Chlldren
Other

O X X X o O X X o o o x ©

e O O O O O X o o o © X o

a, X indicates conditions reported,

Out-of-state relatives' hcmes Is the mest frequent!y used residential setting for children placed out
of Idaho by DHW, However, ‘the agency also reported arranging placements In adoptive homes and
residential treatment facilitles. The Departuent of Education reported that residential treatment or
child care faclllitles were most often used by local school dis*ricts when children were placed out of

state,

Filnally, the public funds expended for making out-of-state placements In 1978 are reported in Table

13-18. Both state agencles were able to provide the amount of state and federal dollars spent for these
placements, DHW reported total expenditures of $395,000 and the DOE expended $94,000 for such placements
in 1978,

1D-23
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TABLE 13-18, [IDAHO: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT-OF=-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE

AGENCIES
Expenditures, by AGENCY Tyne

Child Wel tare/Juvenile

Justice/Mental Health
Leveis of Gavernment and Mental Retardation Education
e State $125,000 $75,000
e Federal 270,000 19,000
e locai 0 *
e Other 0 *
Total Reported Expenditures $395,000 *

* denotes Mot Available.

F, State Agencies Knowledge of Qut-of-Stste Piacements

Publlc services for children are primarily operated by state government in {daho, and Table 13-19
reflects these agencles' overall knowledge of 1978 out-of-state placement activity within the state.
What is readily apparent In this table Is that the multiservice agency (DHW) did not report the
Involvement of local district courts In this practice. Therefore, only 72 percent of the out-of-state
placements made by four public service areas in Idaho were known to the state agency.

The state education agency, in contrast, reported that Iocal schoel districts were Involved In
sending one less child out of Idaho In 1978 than the local agency survey ldentified,

TABLE 13-19, IDAHO: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE OF OUT-OF-
STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Wel fare/Juvenlie
Justice/Mental Health

and Mental Retardation " Education
Total Number of State and Local
Agency Placements 2322 16
Totai Number of Placements Known
to State Agency 167 15
Percentage of Placements Known to
State Agencies 72 .

a. Includes all placements reported to have been arranged by the Department
of Health and Welfare and the local district courts,
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The reporting discrepancles In ldaho state and local agency Incidences of out-of-state placement are
Iitustrated in Flgure 13-6. Also, the state agencies' knowledge of public agency Interstate compact use
Is contrasted to the Incldence reports, When the compact use information provided by the local district
courts In Table 13-13 is recalled (31 percent with compact use), It becomes apparent that the state
agency responsible for the administration of all three relevant compacts, DHW, recelved some placement
Information from the local juvenlle justice agencles.

FIGURE 13-6, [DAHQ: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL PLACEMENTS
AND THE USE OF COMPACTS AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE
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0 0
Education

Child Welfare/Juvenile Justice/
Menta! Health and Mental Retardation

a. Includes all placements reported to be arranged by the Department of Health and Welfare and the
local district courts.

- State and Local Placements
- State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies
[::::] State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agencies

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

There are several conclusions which can be drawn from the survey of Idaho state and local public
agencies about thelr out-of-state placement practices. The abl11ty of agencies In both state and local
government to report thelr Involvement In this practice was excel tent and certalnly Indicative of

1D=25
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?gf?cfive Information retrieval systems. Other concluslons that can be drawn from the survey results
ow:

e local school district placements were primarily made by agencies in bord
which are contiguous to Idaho, P 4 U rder counties to states

® The reported difference of oplnion Involving Juvenlle courts' authority to directiy place
chlidren out of state was confirmed by the conflicting survey results, Sixty-four percent of
the responses from local agencies reported lacking statutory authority to place out of state,
In contrast, 23 percent of the agencles reported making placements,

® The Idaho Department of Health and Welfare reported that children with a variety of
conditions or statuses were sent to settings In states throughout the country. The frequent
use of relatives! homes by this agency may account for the range of states used for placement,

e Utillzatlion of Interstate compacts as determined in the survey was not extensive in 1978, Of
the 248 out-of-state placements reported, only 128 (52 percent) were compact arranged,

The reader Is encouraged to compare national trends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices in Idaho In order to develop further conclusions about the state!s Involve-
ment with the out-of-state placement of children.

FOOTNOTES

te General iInformation about states, counties, citles, and SMSAs is from the special 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Suppiement), Washington, D.,C,, 1978,
[nformatTon abouT direct general state and loca! total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
_education and public weifare were also taken from data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
:ggg appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, D.C.,
The 1978 estimated population of persons elght to 17 years old was developed by the
for Juvenile Justice uslng ftwo sources: the I;%O naflona{ census and the NaT{Lnal éancerN?:;:?:LTge?;sg
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U,S. Bureau of the Census.
2, |daho Public Law 33-2004,
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN MONTANA
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Il, METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Montana from a variety of sources using a number of
data collection techniques. First, a search for relsvant state statutes and case law was undertaken,
Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state officials who were able to report on agency policles
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a
follow~up to the telephone interview, to soliclt information specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or
supervisory oversight,

An assessement of out-of-state placement policies and the adequacy of finformation reported by state
agencies suggested further survey requirements to determlne the Involvement of public agencies In
arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
if It was necessary to:

e verify out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local agencles; and
e collect local agency data which was not available from state government,.

A summary of the data collection effort in Montana appears below in Table 27-1,
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TABLE 27-1, MONTANA: METH ¥
0DS OF COLLECTING DATA care. The DSRS maintains statewide records on all child welfare-related placements and Is a member of

+he Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC), Montana has been a member of the compact

L Survey Methods, by Agency Type since 1975,
evels of Chiid Juvenile Mental Heait
h and
Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Re’fardaf?cn P
ﬂ C. Education
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone |
Agencles Interview Interview Interview Interview X
Malled Survey: Malled S : . Qs e 3 Public etementary and secondary education in Montana is supervised at the state leve! by a seven—
DSRS Y BPE offlljz\l/?l,s Mgéégdoingz‘ls' M[a)(;:edf:t;; \"cy. K member, gubernatorially appointed Board of Public Education (BPE) and the Office of Publlic Instruction '
officials officials ; (OP1), and is provided by Montana's 575 school districts. Additionally the school districts provide ‘
L specia!l education to handicapped chlidren.
ocal Telephone Telephon T :
Agencies Survey: 10 Surses:e 10 31',,5’523?" All rzg: ﬁppcl)icf:?ble i Although Montana's 575 school districts may place handicapped children out of state without the
percent percent sample 19 local ate ces) knowledge of the Board of Public Education or OPl, total or near total participation In placement costs
sample of the of the 575 probation by the state agency makes such unreported placements highly unlikely. Only handicapped children are
56 local school departments i placed out of state through the public schoo!l systeme However, local school districts may cooperate with :
child weifare districts to 3 local social service agencles, such as county welfare agencies, in placing other chitdren out of Montana. :
agencies to verify state i
verlfy state information@ H

Information?
D. Juvenile Justice

wslfare agencies and soheol dietriots Was aatnered from the siate chlld We fare ‘f
c p

and education agencles and the ten P:rcaersITgZam:T:g from the stafe child welfare 3 District courts hold jurisdiction In Montana over dependent and neglacted children and juvenile
* dellinquents., Local probation agencies provide services to youth placed on probation by the 19 district

courts. Some of these court districts and +helr probation offices serve a multicounty area and all are

reported to be able to place ¢hildren out of state Independent of state government. Some courts,

- although rarely, have their own funds for placements or, more commonly, they may order the Department of

‘ Soclal and Rehabi!itation Services to provide the funds.

Judges In the district courts are elected by their local districts. Operationa! funds for the court,

111, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POL!CY IN 1978 » ;:"ﬁyrl‘s:gg th?n'f'sya-lt?ars'eeds s‘;fsz:elgr'?l'?:‘:'gge o‘jfufd'gceesrsa’rec?)';eldfrl;;’mﬂfgug':gfefunds. The only exception to this

Adjudicated delinquents may be committed to the Department of Institutions, which operates two
juvenile training centers through Its Correctlons Division., The division has an Affercare Services
Bureau which administers parole services. The Department of Institutions does not have statewide
information on the number of Jjuvenlles placed out of state. I+ maintains records only on youth comm!t+ted
Mont N : to sfafefflnsdﬂfufllons buh'i' not for Juveniles on probation. S‘rafe‘r Ia;l aqgs: p(rsohlblfs "rwhe placergen:_lof
5 ontana has the fourth r ) status offenders in youth correctional facllities either In or out of state (State of Montana, Section

(746,244) in the United S?afgg gesﬂ} ﬁ!ﬁ’eﬁ"ii (:i?'587,$q“ar° miles) and Is the 43rd most populated state ' ! 41-5-523MCA, 1979). Yothe Department of Institutions Is responsible for administering the Interstate
. ght cities with populations over 20,000, Billings Is the most ; Compact on Juveniles (iCd). Montana has been a member of the compact since 1967,

A. Introductory Remarks

populated city in the stats, with a population over 68,000 H ’

» Helena, the capital, Is §
ggg:l_a_;?c'l cH'By In the state with over 26,000, it has 54 countles ar:d two cffy-cn;un'ry T:oensmul:j;ilgng A »
9 ver Bow and Anaconda-Deer Lodge. The estimated 1978 population of persons eight to 17 years ola ‘ k

- was 139,117,
) E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Montana has +two Standard Metropoiitan St
Wyonl g Sauth Dakete, o Dakc?fa. n atistical Areas (SMSAs), Its border states are Idaho,

Montana was ranked 12th nationally In tot ’ . N Both mental health and mental retardation services are provided to Montana reslidents by the i

capita expond!tures for education, ang/}}gf ?naLeifzggiigde;szﬁul;ﬁ:;;azifalﬁ;ﬂendlnﬁreS. seventh in per o Department of Institutions (DOI), through Its Mental Health and Residential Services Division (MHRSD) and ’<
_ public weitars. ~ +he Soclal Rehablilitation Services Division (SRSD). The Mental Health and Residential Services Division-
operates six public Institutions for both the mentally retarded and mentally 11l This division also

administers the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) for both service divisions of the department.
B, Child Welfarse ‘ Montana joined the ICMH in 1971, This Division provides funding to prlivate, nonprof [+ community mental

health boards for loca! mental health services purchase and delivery. Thae Soclal Rehabliitation Services
Diviston, through flve reglonal offices, contracts with private providers for reslidential care of the
mentally retarded.

The chlid welfare system In Montana s su
pervised by the Department of Soclial and R
Services (DSRS) through eight district offlces and administered by the 56 local depar‘fme?rfs grf'a%”;ﬁzlgz

a county and multicounty basis. The lead state a .
gency for planning and coordinating basic services Is : oo , F. Recent Developments \

the DSRS! Community Services Division., Programs are funded by federal, state, and local monies.

The local welfare departments are '
- prohibited by law from placing adopted and foster ca h ’
csagz?;?e o; P’goETana without state approval., The local agencies must also comply with all Deggrfm;r!ngrg?

an ehabllitation Services! regulations. The state pays for 50 percent of the cost of foster

MT=2

Montana Is reported fo have a gubernatorially mandated Interagency revliew commlittee which Is required
+o review and evaluate all institutional placements made out of state. This excludes adopted and foster Lo
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home placements. Representation on the committee crosses three state agencies Involved in out-of-state
placements: the Department of Institutions (for juvenile offenders, the emotional ly disturbed, mentally
retarded, and substance abusers), the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (for handicapped
chlldren), and the Department of Social and Rehabiiitation Services.

IV, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

The findings from the survey of state and local agencies In Montana follow In tabular form and are
accompgnied by Interpretative remarks which highlight major trends in the data. The findings are put
forth Tn such a way that they respond directiy to the major Issues In out-of-state placement of chlldren
Identified In Chapter 1.

As The Number of Children Placed In Out-of-State Residential Settings

Table 27-2 gives the aggregate number of placements made by Montana state and local agencles and sets
the tone for the following discussions,

The Department of Social and Rehabllitation Services (DSRS) was not able to report the number of
placements It helped to arrange and did not fund. However, DSRS did report a placament it arranged and
funded under a court order and one It arranged and funded itseif outside Montana. All state agencles and
at least one local agency from each service area were Involved In out-of-state placements. The local
child welfare agencles reporveqd the highest placement activity, amounting to over one-half of Montana's
gugrof-sfafe placements. Further implications about the placement rates will be discussed in succeedlng

abies,

I+ shouid be understeod that the number of placements reported by any single agency may have Involved
the cooperation of another agency. Therefore, the number of some placements may be duplicated because of
multiagency involvement in single placements,

MT-4
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TABLE 27-2, MONTANA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF~-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED
BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1978, BY

AGENCY TYPE
Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of Chiid Juvenile Mentai Health and
Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation Total
State Agency b
Piacements? * 5 18 15 38
Local Agency
Placements 100 19 36 -— 155
Total 100 24 54 15 193

* denotes Not Avallable.
-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. May linclude placements which the state agency arranged and funded
independentiy or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange,
and others directly involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer
to Table 27-15 for specific Information regarding state agency involvement in
arranging out-of~state placements.

bs The state child welfare agency was not able to report the number of
placements I+ helped To arrange when that assistarice was not required by law and
was not funded by this agency., However, It did report out-of-state placements
of two children which It arranged and funded.

Table 27-3 |liustrates the number of out-of-state placements arranged by the loca! schoo! districts
in their county of location, and by the local child we!fare and Juvenile Justice agencies by county of
Jurisdiction. It Is important to bear In mind that the jurisdictlon of school districts contacted s
smaller than the counties containing thems For that reason, multiple agencies may have reported from
each county and the lIncldence reports In the table are the aggregated reports of all schooi districts
within them, Some of the juvenile justice agencles have multicounty jurlsdiction and are displayed as
such,

The local chlld welfare agencies serving Yellowstone (Blllings) and Cascade (Great Falls) Counties,
which are the most populated counties in Montana, arranged 35 and 16 placements, respectively. The high
incldence of such placements was significantly greater than any other local agency in the other counties
of the state. Montana's two Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas solely consist of these two
counties,

As can bs seen In Table 27-3, a majority of Montana's counties have under 5,000 juvenlile residents.
Fourteen of these less~populated counties were Invoived with 37 of the 100 chiid welfare placements
reported. Such counties inciude Valley, Custer, Fergus, and Richland, all of whilch placed from four to
seven chiidren out of Montana In 1978,

Similar placement patfterns to the child welfare agencies were reported by the local schoo! districts
and local juvenlie Jjustice agencies, For Instance, the local school districts serving Cascade and
Yol lowstone Counties reported five and three placements, respectively, totaling over 42 percent of the
educational placements. In addition, the more popuious Missoula County placed three children out of
state. Again, similar to the local child welfare placement patterns, low population counties also
reported placements out of Montana, with Rosebud County's school districts reporting four out-of-state
placements.

Although local Juvenlie Justice agencles had mostly multicounty Jurisdictions, higher numbers of
placement were still iInltiated In the larger counties. The one exception was the local juvenile justice
agency serving Park and Sweet Grass Countles, with a combined juvenile population of 2,379, This agency
reported the same number of placements as the Yellowstone County juvenile justice agency.

MT-5
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TABLE 27-3,

MONTANA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING

PLACEMENTS

Number of CHILCREN
1978 P aced guring 1678
Poputation® Child Juventle
County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justice
Besverhead 1,402 3 0 -
Big Horn 2,386 1 0 —
Blaine 1,393 0 0 -
Broadwater 525 0 c -
Carbon 1,265 0 0 -
Carter 274 0 1 -
Cascade 16,417 16 3 -
Chouteau 1,126 0 0 -
Custer 2,353 6 0 -
Danlels 545 0 0 -
Dawson 2,118 2 1 ~
Deer Lodge 2,499 c 1 -
Fatlon 814 0 0 -
Fergus 2,445 4 0 -
Flathead 8,716 3 0 0
Gallatin 6,062 0 0 0
Garfield 313 0 0 -
Glacler 2,567 0 0 -
Golden Valley 121 (¢] ] -
Granlte 510 0 0 -
Hili 3,146 0 0 -
Jefferson 1,371 0 0 -
Judith Basin 499 0 0 -
Lake 3,155 3 0 -
Lewis and Clark 6,742 4 1 -
Liberty 491 0 0 -
Lincoln 3,343 1 0 (o]
McCone 470 0 0 -
Madison 1,102 0 0 -
Meagher 346 0 0 —-—
Mineral 754 0 0 e
Missoula 11,573 3 3 —-—
Musselshel ! 543 1 0 -
Park 1,933 0 0 -
Petroleum 105 0 0 -
Phitilps 1,027 0 0 -
Pondera 1,375 1 0 -
Powder Rlver 462 0 0 -
Powel | 1,428 0 0 -
Prairie 269 0 0 -
Raval li 3,527 1 0 -
Richland 1,887 4 0 -
Roosevelt 2,116 0 0 -
Rosebud 1,905 1 4 -
Sanders 1,678 0 0 -
MT-6

AT A e via

TABLE 27-3,

(Continued)

County Name

1978

Population® Child
(Age 8-17)

PY2826 hring 1578

Welfare Education Justice

Juvenile

2t i
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¢
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Sheridan
Stiver Bow
Stiliwater
Sweet Grass
Teton

Toole
Treasure
Val ley
Wheatland
Wibaux

Ye! lowstone

Multicounty Jurisdictions

Lewis and Clark, Broadwater

Deer Lodge, Granite, Powel!

" Missoula, Mineral, Sanders,

Lake, Ravalli

Madison, Jefferson,
Beaverhead

Park, Sweet Grass

Dawson, McCone, Wibaux,
Richland

Cascade, Chouteau

Toole, Gilacler, Teton,
Pondera

Fergus, Petroleum,
Judith Basin

~ Hill, Liberty, Blaine

Yel lowstone, Stiliwater,
Treasure, Big Horn,
Carbon

Musselshell, Golden Valley,
Wheatland, Maagher

Roosevelt, Sheridan,
Danlels

Custer, Carter, Rosebud,
Powder River, Prairie,
Failon, Garfield

Valley, Phillips

996
7,981
870
446
1,110

1,036
218
2,599
362
281

18,120
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TABLE 27-3, (Continued)

Number of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1978
Population? Chitd Juvenile
County Name (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justice

Total Number of
Placements Arranged
by Local Agencles
(total may Include
duplicate count) 100 19 36

Total Number of Local
Agencles Reporting 56 575 19

=~ denotes Not Applicable.

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
using data from two sources; the 1970 national census and the National Cancer
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census,

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

As shown In Table 27-4, the survey results from local public agencies In Montana represents a total
of 650 agencles; all 56 child welfare agencles, 575 school districts, and 19 juvenile justice agencies.
This table points out that placement Information was avallable for all local public agencies, Thirty=-six
percent of the child weifare agencles and over one-half of the juvenlle jJjustice agencies reported
o:f-:f;sfafe placements. In contrast, more than 98 percent of the 575 schoo! districts did not place out
of state,

TABLE 27~-4, MONTANA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN ARRANGING OUT-OF~-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type

Response Cztegories Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice
Agencies Which Reported

Out-of-State Placements 20 11 12
Agencies Which Did Not

Know ¥ They Placed,

or Placed but Could Not

Report the Number of

Children 0 0 0
Agencies Which DId Not

Place Out of State 36 564 7
Agencles Which Did Not

Participate In the

Survey . 0 0 0
Tota!l Local Agencies 56 575 ' 19

MT-8
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Those local agencles In Montana which did not arrange out=-of~state placements In 1978 were asked to

iven In Table
rovide reasons for the absence of such placements. The responses to thls question are g
27-5. The existence of sufficlent services within Montana was the general respcense given by these local

agencies.
school distr

¥ by single
A lack of funds for such placements or some other form of restriction were given
lcts and juvenlle Jjustice agencies as +helr reasons for not placing children out of Montana.

27-5, MONTANA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
TABLE FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of Local AGENCIES,
by Reported Reason(s)

Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice

Reasons for Not Placing
Children Out of Stated

Lacked Statutory Authority 0 0 0
Restrictedd 0 0 1
L.acked Funds 0 1 1
Sufficlent Services Available

in State 36 546 5
Other¢ 0 22 3

. Number of'Agencles Reporting No

Out-of-State Placements 36 564 7
Total Number of Agencies

Represented In Survey 56 575 19

a. Some agencles reported more than one reason for not arrangling og?-of-
state placements.

be Generall Included restrictions based on agency policy, exgcuflve
order, compliance);lfh cortaln federal and state guidelines, and specific courfi

orders.
- t
c. Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agains
overall agency pgllcy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohlbitive because of distance.

cooperated with other public agencles to arrange
The extent to which local Montana agencles coop o P o e etios and schoo!

out-of-state placements Is summarized in Table 27-6. Clearly, local

districts areplnvolved with other Montana agencles arranging such placements. AII‘placing gh!:dcw;ézige
agencles stated that another publlc agency was involved In the arrangement of al repo; :h ? acel m a
Similarly, all local school districts used other public agencies in placing 89 percent o : z ?ep?udZd
placements. In contrast, only 33 percent of the Juvenile justice placements that were reported inc

the Involvement of other public agencles in Montana.
MT-9




TABLE 27-6. MONTANA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERAT ION
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
ChiTd WeTfare Education Juventile JusTice

Number Percent. Number Percent Number Percent

AGENCIES Reporting
- Out-of-State

Placements@ 20 36 11 2 12 63

"AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of=State
Placements with
Interagency

Cooperation 20 100 11 100 6 50

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of State 100 100 19 100 36 100

Number of CHILDREN
Placed Out of State
with Interagency

Ccoperat ion 100 100 17 89 12 33

a, See Table 27-4,

Information about the conditlons or statuses of children placed out of state b
g;veT lanﬁfle 27-7, Adopted children were most common ly reported to have been plaieéogii 2?923232 Ls
The 'Fﬁa S Ild welfare agencies, Courtesy supervision placements were next most frequently reported in
e "other" response. Placements of children with varjous other types of conditions were mentioned b
one or two agencies. The local school districts reported to have placed chlldren who were physicall Y
mentally, or emotionally handicapped, or who needed speclal education services. The juvenile JusfiZ;

agencles reported to have placed youth who were u
brobiens o Mot froquently” delanLenTs. nruly/disruptive, truant, experiencing drug/alcohol

TABLE 27-7, MONTANA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice

Types of Conditions?@

Physically Handlcapped 1 5 0
Mental ly Retarded or

Developmental ly Disabled 2 2 0
Unruly/Disruptive 1 0 8
Truant 0 0 3
Juvenlie Dellinquent 1 0 10
Mentally f1i/Emotionalty

Disturbed 2 4 0
Pregnant 0 0 0
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TABLE 27-7,

(Continuad)

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice

Types of Conditions@

Drug/Alcohol Problems 1 0 1
Battered, Abandoned, or
Neglected 2 0 0-

Adopted 13 0 0
Speclial Education Needs 0 3 0
Multiple Handlcaps 0 0 0
Otherb 6 0 0
Number of Agencies Reporting 20 10¢ 12

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

b. Generally
status offendsrs.

included foster care placements, autistic children, and

c. Responses were not obtained 7or one placing agency.

C. Detalled Data from Phase |1 Agencles

If more than four out-of-state placements were reported by a local agency, additlonal Information was

requesteds The agencies from which the second phase of data was requested became known as Phase ||
agencies, The responses to the additional questions are reviewed in this 3section of Montana's state
profile. Wherever references are made to Phase !! agencies, they are intended to reflect those local

agencies which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placements In 1978,

The relationship between the number of local Montana agencles surveyed and the total number of

chiidren placed out of state, and agencies and placements In Phase ! "is illustrated in Figure 27-1,
Four child welfare agencles, or 20 percent of the placing agencies, were Phase !l agencies, and these
Phase 1! child welfare agencies reported arranging 64 percent of the local child welfare placements.

Twenty~-five percent of the placing Juvenile Justice agencles were In the Phase !l categorys These three

agencies made 42 percent of the juvenile Justice placements reported in 1978,

At least in the case of {ocal child welfare agencles, then, the detalled information to be reported
on the practices of Phase || agencles Is descriptive of the majority of out-of-state placements arranged
by these local agencies In 1978,
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FIGURE 27~1, MONTANA:

AGENCIES SURVEYED AND P
AGENCIES AND PLACE|

TYPE

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
LACEMENTS REPORTED, AND
MENTS [N PHASE 11, BY AGENCY

Child Welfare

Juvenile Justice

Number of AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements In 1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements in
1978 (Phase |1 Agencles)

[__zo

-

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State in 1978

Number of CHILDREN Pjlaced
by Phase 1l Agencies

Percentage of Reported Placements
In Phase 11

The geographic locale of the Montana counties served b
Eleven counties are served by the seven a
the Blliings SMSA (Yellowstone County), with some bordering on Wyomi
(Cascade and Yellowstone) are served by Phase

27-2,

gencies and seven of

Il chlld we

Juvenile Justice agency aiso includes Yellowstone County,

i
foe

MT-12

y Phase Il agencles Is Iflustrated in Figure
these counties are clustered around
Both SMSA counties in Montana
Ifare agencles, and a Phase || multicounty

FIGURE 27-2,
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Those local Phase !l child welfare and juvenile Justice agencles were asked to report the destination
of eaé;kchlld placede As can be seen In Table 27-8, this information could not be provided by child
welfare agencies for most (97 percent) of thelr out-cf-state placements. At least two children were
known to have been placed in New Hampshiree.

P 11 Juvenile Jjustice agencies were better able to report the destinations of the
chllzggn '3%2; phlzsceed oui of Moni"ana. Tgn states each recelved one child, and T%xaks?receh;eds f::
chlldren, Included in the ten states were Montana's border states of' ldaho, North Dakota, an g?ld
Dakota., (Flgure 27-3 ||lustrates the placements in contiguous states). Other states recelving one ¢
each were Callfornia, Colorado, Florlda, Nebraska, New Mexlco, Oregon, and Utah,

TABLE 27-8, MONTANA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE ! AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Pilaced

Destinations of Chlidren ShTTd Walfors TavernTla Justice

Placed Out of State

Callfornia
Colorado
Florlida

I daho
Nebraska

New Hampshire 2
New Mexico
North Dakota
- Oregon
South Dakota

— s

Texas
Utah

- N

Placements for Which Destinations
Could Not be Reported by

Phase |l Agencies 62 3
Total Number of Phase !1 Agencles

Total Number of Children Placed by
Phase 11 Agencies

MT~14
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FIGURE 27-3, MONTANA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED PLACED
IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO MONTANA BY LOCAL
PHASE ! AGENCIES?

2. Local Phase 1| juvenlle justice agencies reported destinations for 12 chiidren,

Information was collected from Phase ! agencles about the reasons these placements were made, A
review of Table 27-9 points out that children were placed out of state for several reasons. An
unwillingness to utillize Montana's public institutions for these particular children, a percelved lack of
comparable services In Montana, and a chiid's inability to adapt to a Montana facility were the most
frequently reported reasons given by the local Phase !l chllid welfare agencies to explain thelr
out-of-state placements, The focal Phase I} Juveniie Justice agencies also reported simllar reasons, In

addition to the desire to place children with relatives,

TABLE 27-9, MONTANA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE || AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Child Welfare Juvenite Justice

Reasons for Placement?

Receiving Facility Closer to Child's Home,

Despite Belng Across State Lines 0 0
Previous Success with Recelving Facitity 1 0
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 3 2
Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Children

Out of State 1 o
Children Falled to Adapt to In-State Facilities 3 1
Alternative to In-State Public

tnstitutionalization 4 1
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 1 2
Other 1 0
Number of Phase !l Agencies Reporting 4 3

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement,
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Adoptive homes were the most frequent setting for children placed out of state by the local Phase i! I
child welfare agencies. This Information Is provided In Tabte 27-10, which also shows that one agency ¥
Indicated It most frequentiy sent children out of Montana In order to live with their relatives. Ths !
Phase 11 juvenile justice agencles reported that they most frequently used residential treatment or child
care faclilities and relatives! homes for out-of-state placements.,

TABLE 27-10, MONTANA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL
SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL PHASE {I AGENCIES IN 1978

TABLE 27-11, (Continued)
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Child Welfare Juvenlte Justice

Categories of
Residential Settings

Number of AGENCIESa

Frequency of Chlld Juvenile
Residential Treatment/Chlild Care Facllity 0 2 Methods of Monitoring Practice Welfare Justice
Psychlatric Hospltal 0 0 i
4 rie rospita : Telephone Calls Quarterly g 8
i B! Semlannual ly
Boarding/Mi litary School 0 0 % Annual ly Y 0
Foster Home 0 0 i” Other 3 1
il
G H 0 0 i .
reup fome i Other Quarterly 0 0
Relative's Home (Non-Parentatl) 1 1 Semlannual Iy 0 0
’ Annuatl)ly 0 0
Adoptive Home 3 0 Other 1 1
0
ther 0 0 Total Number of Phase ||
Number of Phase || Agencies Reporting 4 3 Agencles Reporting 4 3

fn Table 27~11, information 1s given regarding the monitoring practices of local Phase || agencies in
Montana. Generally, Phase |l child welfare agencies monitor their placements on a semiannual basis
through written progress reports and at irregular intervals by telephone calls. Single juvenile justice
agencies monitored out-of-state placements either through on-site visits conducted semiannually, or
written progress reports and phone calls on an irregular basis.

TABLE 27-11, MONTANA: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF-STATE

PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LQOCAL PHASE 1!
AGENCIES IN 1978

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Included monltoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals.

Local Montana agencles placing five or more children out of state were asked to report their

expenditures for these placements., Only one Phase Il child welfare agency was able to provide this
Number of AGENCIESa information, reporting $50,000 being spent for placements made out of state. Three Phase || juvenile
Frequency of Child Juvenile Justice agencies reported spending a total of $43,200 for the placements they arranged.
Methods of Monitoring Practice Welfare Justice
Written Progress Reports Quarterly 0 0 D, Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies
- Semlannual ly 3 0
Annual ly 0 0
Other 0 ! The survey of local agencies in Montana also determined the extent to which interstate compacts were
utilized to arrange out-of-state placements. A review of Table 27-12 indicates that 26 of the 43
- agencies which placed chlidren out of state In 1978 reported that some of their placements were arranged
On-=Site Visits g:;';;ﬁ;;;” g ? through an Interstate compact. In fact, all placing child welfare agencles reported utilizing a compact
Annual Iy 14 0 0 ] during 1978, while one-half of the local Jjuvenile justice agencies which reported making out-of-state
Otherb 0 0 j placements utiilzed a compact. All four Phase |l child welfare agencies arranged out-of-state placements
through the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chlidren., Two of the three Phase || juvenile justice
. agencles reported utillzing the Interstate Compact on Juveniles,
'
" MT=16 L In sharp contrast, none of the local schoo! districts reported utiiizing any compact. A possible
i reason for this fact is that piacements made to facilities solely sducational In nature are not under the
1 purview of an interstate compact..
. MT~17
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TABLE 27-12, MONTANA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of AGENCIES -~

Local Agencies Which Placed Chitd Juvenile
Children Out of State Welfare Education Justice
NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CHITDREN 16 1 9
e Number Using Compacts 16 0 4
o Number Not Using Compacts 0 1 5
e Number with Compact Use
Unknown 0 0 0
NUMBER OF PHASE |1 AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN ——— 4 0 3
e Number Using Compacts 4 - 2 !
Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children
Yes 4 — 0
No 0 - 3
Don't Know 0 —— 0
interstate Compact on Juvenlies
Yas 0 —— 2
No 4 - 1
Don't Know 0 - 0
Interstate Compact on Menta! Health
Yes 0 - 0
No 4 - 3
Don't Know 0 - 0
o Number Not Using Compacts 0 - 1
e Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 - 0
TOTALS
Number of AGENCIES Piacing
Children Out of State 20 11 12
Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 20 0 6
Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacts 0 11 6
Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0 0

~= denotes Not Applicable.

Further knowleuge concerning the utilization of Interstate compacts !s acquired through consideration
‘of tha information given In Table 27-13, This table indicates the number of chiidren who were or were
not placed out of state with a compact. An examination of the overall trend shows that a total of 37
chiidren were placed out of state in 1978 wlthout the use of a compact; 19 of which were by the eleven

local education agencies Indicated In Table 27-12, Among the 20 placing chlld welfare agencles, at least
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79 children were placed out of Montana through use of a compact.

b s s

The Phase |l agencles reported 63

children's placements were arranged through the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chilldren,

The

local Juvenile Jjustice agencles reported compact utilization for at least one~third of thelr
placements, and eight of the 15 children placed by Phase || juvenile justice agencles were sent out of
state with the use of the Interstate Compact on Juvenlles,

TABLE 27-13, MONTANA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN

Child Juvenlle
Children Placed Out of State Welfare Education Justice
CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REFORTTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 36 19 21
e Number Placed with Compact Use 16 0 4
o Number Placed without Compact Use 0 19 10
o Number Placed with Compact
Use Unknown2 20 0 7
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE 1l AGENCIES 64 0 - 15
e Number Placed with Compact Use 63 - w8
Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Children 63 - 0
Number through !Interstate
Compact on Juventiiss 0 - 8
Number through Interstate
Compact on Mental Health 0 - v 0
o Number Placed without Compact Use 1 - 7
® Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown 0 - 0 :
!
!
TOTALS :
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out A
of State 100 19 36 :
Number of CHILDREN Placed i
with Compact Use 79 0 12
Number of CHILDREN Placed wlthout i
Compact Use 1 19 17 ¢
Number of CHILDREN Placed |
with Compact Use Unknown 20 0 7

~-- denotes Not Appllicable.

a., Agenciss which placed four or less children ocut of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements. Instead, these
agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-state placement.. Therefore, If a compact was used, only one placement is
Indicated as a compact-arranged placement and the others are iIncluded In the
category "number placed with compact use unknown,"
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Graphic representation of the iInformation gathered about interstate compact utilization for children
placed out of state In 1978 by local agencies Is illustrated in Figures 27-4, 5, and 6. Figure 27-4
shows that of the 100 chlldren reported placed out of state by local chiid welfare agencles in Montana,
as few as one percent were noncompact arranged placements. At least 79 percent were compact . arranged,
and for 20 percent of the placements compact use was undetermined. Comparative information Is

i ilustrated about compact use for placements arranged by local education and Juvenile Justice agencies in
Flgures 27-5 and 6, ‘

FIGURE 27-5. MONTANA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN 1978

LOCAL CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES IN 1978

FIGURE 27-4. MONTANA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY , ‘ ; |
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FIGURE 27-6, MONTANA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE AGENCIES IN 1978
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The state agencies in Montana also reported interstate compact utitization In 1978, as displayed in
Table 27-14, The DSRS' Soclal Services Bureau did not report the number of chiidren for whom I+ helped
to arrange placement without necessarily belng fiscally or legally responsible for arranging, but did
report the 100 focally arranged placements it funded and two state agency placements, all of whlch were
compact arranged placements. The state educaticn agency could not report upon the local or state
agencles' compact utilization.

As described in section |Il, the state juvenile jJjustice agency does not keep records on local
agencies' placement of status offenders or youth on probation. However, the same number of children
reported to have been placed out of state with compact use by local agencies, 12 children, was the same
number of local placements reported by the state agency as being compact-arranged, In addition to 18
others it had knowledge of belng compact arranged. The state mental health and mental retardation agency
reported that all 15 placements made by that agency were processed through a compact.
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TABLE 27-14, MONTANA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Locatl Agency-Arranged
Placements @ 24 54 15

Total Number of Compact-
Arranged Placements
Reported by State Agencies 102 * 30 15

Percentage of Compact-
Arranged Placements * * 56 100

¥  denotes Not Available,.

a. The local chlld welfare agencies reported arranging 100 out-of-state
placements, The state child welfare agency was not able to report the number
of placements it helped to arrange without being fiscally cr legally respon-
sible for arranging, but it did report two placements It arranged and funded,
both of which were compact-arranged placements.

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

The fnvolvement of Montana state agencles in the out-of-state placement of chlldren iIs reflected in
Table 27-15, Consistent with Montana's placement policies stated in section !Il of this profile, the
state chiid welfare agency had accurate knowledge of the 100 placements arranged by the local chlid
wolfare agencies. The Department of Soclal and Rehabilitation Services also reportaed funding these
placements. In addition, this state agency reported placing two children out of state itself, one
placement belng ordered by a Montana court.

The Board of Public of Education also provided accurate Information on local education placements,
the only discrepancy belng that two local school districts selected different series of months than the
state agency to represent their 1978 reporting year.

The Department of Institutions was not as complete in reporting locally arranged placements. This
state agency reported 12 of the 36 locally reported juvenlte Justice placements. The DOl is responsible
for administering the Interstate Compact on Juvenlles for the placement of youth on probation or parole;
however, It should be recalled that the local juvenlle justice agencles reported a low percentage of
compact utilization (see Figure 27-6), The Department of Institutions was also invoived in arranging 18
pilacements, six of which were state funded.
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The state menta| health and mentai retardation agency reported 15 state-arranged Placements oyt of
Montana, byt did not report whether they funded such placements or were required by
placements,

TABLE 27-15, MONTANA:  ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES To REPORT

THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT-OF -STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Numb ILDREN R
Piaced dﬂr?gg°f99g by §+af8p253§g:es
Juvenile Mental Health and

Justice? Menta| Retardation

Child

lypes of Involvement Welfare Educationa

State Arranged and Funded 1 0 6 *
Local Iy Arranged but

State Funded 100 24 2
Court Ordered, but State

Arranged and Funded 1

Subtota}: Placements
Involving State
Funding 102 27 8 *

Local Iy Arranged and
Funded, and Reported
to State

State Helped Arrange,
but Not Required by
Law or Did Not Fund
the Placement *

Other

Total Number of
Children Placed Oyt
of State with State
Assistance or

Knowledged 102 29 30

*  denotes Not Availabie,

== denotes Not Applicable,

a. Includes alj out-of-state placements known to officlals In the
Particular state agency, In some cases, thls figure consists of placements
which did not directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may
simply Indicate knowledge

of certalpn out~of-state placements through case
conferences or through vario

South Dakota, and ldaho,

Montana children. Both Arizona and Minnesota received one
for fiva education placements could not be reported,

A large portion of the placements reported by the state Juveni
Same geographic region within which Montana is locatad,

le Justice agency were located in the
Inciude Montana's border states of daho,

Recelving states located In thig same reglon

South Dakota, and Wyoming, However, California and Colorado
also received a large number of children from Montana's Juvenile justice agencles, Single placements
were also reported |n states as distant as Alaska, Delaware, South Carolina, and Tennessee,
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- NA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLA - V
TABLE Z7-16. ggN£¢ATE IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Health and

d Juvenlle Mental

gng;nafiS?:cg; wg?;;re Education Justice Mental Retardation
ren

Alaska 1
Arizona

California 6
Colorado

Delaware

== N U —

1
| daho 1
Minnesota

Nevada 7
North Dakota

Oregon

—0 —OWu

South Carollna 3
South Dakota

Tennessee 5
Texas

Utah

Washington
Wyoming

N NGO =t o

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State 5 0 Al
Agencies Al

“Tatal Number of Placements 102 29

s Is given In
d by Montana state agenples
d-out of state and reporte a1 o o
Thg7 CIO;dIT'r'f?: sﬁfa*ghé::?rg"wep,'f:r‘; agency reported abwlcfiﬁlranfgye,:’eofo;:ogg;:é;’ps, b'an'ri'leurd e:d 'g Shangond | caps ‘
o e T2 +H typically serviced by s H otor mo e o -
o loaray gonditions grfjgiggsgzd ggopfed children. The Board of PuPIé:ng:;iflgiggggned’ B ot |
i indhe chlldnen, az‘nr‘uly/dlsrupﬂve children; juvenile de,lnqu:PTi'Monfana; » '
CE::gﬁzg-iiufi¥||3ien with substance abuse problems being sent out o
c H

lhe 5‘3‘3 uvel” e US1 lce agellcy I epOI 'ed t at || ua“’s uve“' Ie dt’i lllque“'s a”d emot ’o“al 'y
J ‘ J ’ J »

| health and mental

d mentally 111 chliidren were piaced out of s?at?, ;vnzt:nfhe state menta

géizgggilo;”;gency placed physically and mentally handicapped ¢ . ;vx
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TABLE 27-17, MONTANA: CONDITIONS OF CH{LDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY
AGENCY TYPE

Agency Type?

Child - Juvenile Menta! Health and
Welfare Education .Justice Mental Retardation

Types of Conditions

Physical iy Handicapped X X 0 X
Mentalty Handicapped X 0 0 X
Developmental ly Disabled X 0 0 0
Unruly/Disruptive X X 0 0
Truants 0 0 X 0
Juvenile Dellnquents 0 X X 0
Emotionat iy Disturbed X X X 0
Pregnant 0 0 0 0
Drug/Alcohol Problems 0 X 0 0
Battered, Abandoned, or

Neglected X X 0 0
Adopted Children X 0 0 0
Foster Childran X 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0

a. X Indicates conditions reported,

Both the state child welfare and juvenlie justice agencies reported they most frequently used the
homes of relatives as thelr cholce for an out-of-state placement setting. The children reported by the
state education and mental health and mental retardation agencies were placed most offen In residential
treatment or child care facilities outside of Montana.

Total public expenditures for these out-of-state placements were only reported by these latter two
agencles, Table 27~18 shows that the Board of Public Education reported an estimated $194,000 was spent
In 1978 for the educational placements, including $153,000 in state monies, $30,000 in federal funds, and
$11,000 from parents or-guardians. The state mental health and mental retardation agency reported that
$5,000 of state monies were used to fund its reported out-of-state placements.
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TABLE 28-18, MONTANA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT=-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE
AGENCIES

Expenditures, by AGENCY Type
Child Juvenite Mental Health and

Lavels of Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
e State * $153,000 est * $5,000 est
e Federal * 30,000 est * 0
e Local * * * 0
e Other * 11,000 est * *
Total Reported
Expenditures * $194,000 est * $5,000 est

* denotes Not Avallable.

F, State Agencies! Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

Az a final review, Table 27-19 offers the incidence of out-of-state placement invoivement of Montana
public agencies and each state agency's knowledge of this placement activity. The state chliid welfare
agency accurateiy reported the 100 children placed out of state by local agencies (Table 27-15) but did
not report the number of children placed by the state for whom it was not fiscally or legally
responsible. The state education agency, in contrast, attributed five more cut-of-state placements to
local schoo! districts than the local agencies reported. -This may be due to the fact that two local
school districts selected different series of months than the state agency to represent their 1978
reporting year,

Again, recalling section 111, the state juvenile justice agency does not maintain records of local
agencles! placement actlivities and this is reflected In the fact that only 56 percent of the juvenlle
Justice placements identified by the survey were known to the state agency. Reporting upon i1ts own
placement activity, the state mental heal!th and mental retardation agency had knowlsdge of 15
out-of-state placements in 1978,
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TABLE 27-19, MONTANA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF
OUT-0F -STATE PLACEMENTS

Child Juvenile Mental Health and

Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements L 24 54 15
Total Numbar of Placements
Known to State Agencles 102 29 30 15
Parcentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies * 100b 56 100

¥  denotes Not Avallable,

a, The local chlld welfare agencles reported arranglng 100 out-of-state
placements. The state chlld welfare agency was not able to report the number
of placements It heiped to arrange for which It was not fiscally or legally
responsible,

b, The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to
local school districts than were ldentifled in the local survey,

The variation in Montana state agencles' knowledge of out-of-state placement activity In 1978 s
depicted In Figure 27-7, The state chlld welfare agency's knowledge of the 100 children reported to have
been placed by local agencies and thelr 100 percent use of interstate compacts are Il lustrated In this
figure. Similarily the state mental health and mental retardation agency's complete report and compact
utillzation can be sesn,

The overrepresentation of local agency placement activity by the state education agency is apparent
in Figure 27-7, as well. However, the juvenlle justice Information displayed may need further
explanation. Of the 30 children known by the state agency to have been placed outside of Montana, an
estimated 12 placements were Identified as localiy arrangeds The survey of local Juvenlle. justics
agencies resulted in 36 chlldren being reported, 12 of which were reported to have been placed with the
use of an iInterstate compact. It should be recalled that in section !ll the state jJjuvenile Justice

agency reported not keeping records of local agency placements of status offenders on youth not committed
to instltutions and on probation,
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FIGURE 27~7. MONTANA:: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE
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- state and Local Placements
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[:] State and Local Compact-Arranged placements Reported by State Agencies

a. This number does not include placements which the state child welfare agency heiped fo arrange 5
without fiscal or legal requirements. 1
b. The state education agency attributed more out-of-state placements to local school districts than were
identified in the local survey. |

V., CONCLUDING REMARKS ;\

local pubilc agencies about
uslons can be drawn from the survey of Montana state and lo
fhelie\;:cg:vecl:g:l in the out-of-state placement of children. An Important finding was the abl ity of the
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state child welfare and education agencles to report their local agencles' Involvement in out-of-state e
placements. In addition, a very close supervisory relationship was determined to exist between the state I A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN NEVADA
and local chiid welfare agencies in regard to the regular use of Interstate compacts. ]
3

Other factors which emerge from the survey results follow:

® A high degree of Interagency cooperation exists among both local! child welfare and education |« ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
agenclies In Montana for arranging the out-of-state placements of children with a variety of

conditions or statuses,

e The preference for placing children Into states contiguous to Montana was more prevalent among o The Academy gratefully acknowledges the assistance of the many state and local public officlals who
state agencles than among the focal agencies which reported destinations. i contributed their time and effort to the project, particularly Gloria Dopf, Special Education Consultant,

.+ Department of Education; Gloria Handley, Chlef, Program Services, Welfare Division, Department of Human

e Considering the relative low utilization of Interstate compacts by local juvenlle justice | Resources; lIrene Vaughn, Compact Correspondent, Youth Services Division, Department of Human Resources;
agencles, the Irregular Intervals of monitoring reported by some of these agencies Indicate a and Andrew Meyerson, Assistant Administrator, Division of Menta! Hvgiene and Mental Retardation,

possible lack of adequate knowiedge about a chiid's progress in placement, Department of Human Resources.

~

o The emotionally disturbed or mentally 11l child in Montana recelves services frem every type
of public agency at the state level of governament and, with the exception of juvenile justice,
at the local lavel as well,

e o e

¥ 11, METHODOLOGY

The reader |s encouraged to compare national trends described In Chapter 2 with the findings which : . f

relate to specific practices In Montana In order to develop further conclusions about the state's ' ; Inf +
involvement with the out-of-state placement of chilidren. . . £ nformation was systematically gathered about Nevada from a varlety of scurces using a number of

data coflection techniques. First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken.
| N i Next, telephone interviews were conducted with state offlclals who were able to report on agency poticies
and practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children. A mall survey was used, as a
follow-up to the telephone interview, to solicit information specific to the out-of-state placement
practices of state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or
supervisory oversight.

FOOTNOTE

An assessment of out-of-state placement policles and the adequacy of information r ted by stat
1. General Information about states, counties, clties, and SMSAs Is from the special 1975 population p p quacy nformation reported by state
estimates based on the 1970 natlonal census contalned In the U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City i; agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the Involvement of public agencies In
Data Book, 1977 {A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C., 1978, — ! . i arranging out-of-state placements. Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken
\nformation apout direcr general stale and local total per capita expenditures and expenditures for i 1f 1t was necessary to:

education and public welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.S, Bureau of the Census and ! e verlfy out-of-state placement data reported by state government about local! agencies; and
: ¢ E D.C. ; —~01= cies; an

ngg.appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States 1979 (100th Edition), Washington, Ces e collect local agency data which was not avaliable from state goverament, ’
The 1978 estimated population of persons elght to 17 years old was developed by the National Center i d
for Juvenile Justice uslna wWo sourcssz:  the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975 * A summary of the data collection effort In Nevada appears below In Table 2%~1,

estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S, Bureau of the Census. :

§ ' TABLE 29~1, NEVADA: METHODS ©F COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Levels of Child Juvenlle Mental Health and
Government  Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencles Interviow Interview Interview Interview

Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Malled Survey:
DHR officials DOE officials DHR officials DHR officlals

Local Telephone Telephone Telephone Not Applicable
Agencles Survey: Survey: Survey: (State Offlices)
3 All 7 local All 17 tocal All 13 local
' child welfare school probation
. o ; agenciles districts offlces
. . 2
P
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1it, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT~OF-STATE PLACEMENT
POLICY IN 1978

A, Introductory Remarks

Nevada has the seventh largest land area (109,889 square miles) and is the 46th most populated state
(590,268) in the United States., It has six cities with poputations over 10,000 and five cities with
populations over 20,000--Carson City, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Reno, and Sparks. Las Vegas is the
most populated city in the state, with a population of approximately 150,000, Carson City, the capital,
is the fifth most popuiated city in the state, with a population of nearly 25,000, 1+ has 16 counties
and one city-county consollidation, Carson City--Ormsby. The estimated 1978 population of persons elght
to 17 years old was 106,780,

Nevada has two Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs): Reno (Washoe County) and Las Vegas
(Clark County). |ts contliguous states are California, Arizona, Utah, Idaho, and Oregon.

Nevada was ranked 47th nationally In total state and local per capita expendlfure%, 26th in per
caplta expenditures for education, and 44th in per capita expenditures for public welfare.

B. Child Welfare

Child welfare services for children and youth are administered by the Nevada Department of Human
Resources (DHR) through Its Welfare Divislon's nine district offices and seven Independent local
agencies: Clark, Washoe, Churchlii, Elko, Lyon, and White Pine county welfare departments, and Carson
City Welfare Department. The DHR We!lfare Division services Include adoption, foster care, protective
services, day care, Institutional care, homemaker services, and family planning.

It was reported that out-of-state placements are made by virtue of a judicial order. Nevada Is not
a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chitdren (ICPC), In addition, the division
maintains that it cannot determine the number of placements that are made out of state by local agencies.

C. Education

Nevada's Department of Education (DOE) has a major responsibility for it+s educational system. Within
DOE is the Division of Speclal Education, which is directiy Involved with the placement of children in
other states. Nevada's 17 school districts have responsiblility for providing special education curricula
In addition to the normal curriculum for grades K-12, Nevada's 17 school districts are not restricted by
law from placing children out of state.

D. Juvenile Justice

Juvenile Jurisdiction in Nevada is vested within the nine district courts serving single or multiple
counties, depending on population density., Probation services are provided by the 17 county governments
In 13 locations and the district judges serve as the administrators of probation services provided by the
counties contained in their respective Judicial districts. ’

Adjudicated delinquents found to be In need of extended care or confinement may be committed to the
Youth Services Division of the Department of Human Resources (DHR), which maintains two training schools
and aftercare services In cooperation with the Welfare and Rehabilltation Divisions.

It was reported that cut-of-state placements of adjudicated delinquents are processed by the Youth

Services Divislon, which adminlsters the Interstate Compact on Juveniles. Nevada has been a member of
the Compact slince 1957,
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E. Mental Health and Menta! Retardation

Mental health and mental retardatlon services are provided by the Division of Mental Hyglene and
Menta! Retardation (MHMR) within the Department of Human Resources (DHR). MHMR is a state-run system
responsible for the delivery of these services through branch offices. Each branch office Is reported to
have a county advisory board that makes recommendations to the state regarding out-of-state placements.
The only restriction to these placements Is the lack of funds. Also, MHMR officials report that their
office makes eavery attempt not to place children out of state and to provide the least restrictive
environment,

Nevada is not a member of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH), Also, MHMR officlals
report that their branch offices cannot place chlldren out of state without reporting the Information to
their agency.

IV, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

. Information that was collected from state and focal Nevada agenciss on out-of-state placement
practices is Included In this section of the profile. The data Is presented in tables and Is organized
so as to address the Important issues regarding out-of-state placement ralised in Chapter 1,

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

Table 29-2 provides an Introductory overview of the out-of-state placement activity that occurred in
Nevada public agencles in 1978, The data reflected In this table not only glves an idea about the locus
of placement activity In the state, but also lends an Indication about size of the cohort of children
leaving the state for care and treatment in that year. At the state level, the DHR's Welfare and Youth
Services Divisions and, to a lesser extent, the Division of Mental Hygliene and Menta! Retardation, are
all Involved In placing chllidren out of Nevada, as Is the state education agency. The DHR!'s Welfare
Division Is most active among these agencies, reporting 68 percent of all placements Involving state
agencles,

At the local level, the juvenile Justice agencies are the most active local agency type In terms of
out-of-state placement, Although local child welfare and education agencies reported Involvement In
placing children Into other states, the Juvenlls Justice agencies account for 75 percent of those made by
local agencles,
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TABLE 29-2, NEVADA: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Levels of Child Juvenlile Mental Health and
Government Wel fare Education Justice Mentai Retardation Total
State Agency b

Placements? 79 35 * 3 117
Local Agency

Placements 9 28 112 - 149
Total 88 63 12 3 266

* denotes Not Avallable.
-~ denotes Not Applicable.

a. May Include placements which the state agency arranged and funded
Independently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped
arrange, and others directly Involving the state agency's assistance or
know!edge. Refer to Table 29-i5 for specific Information regarding state
agency Involvement in arranglng out-of-state placements.

b. The state Juvenile justice agency reported knowiedge of 41 children
being placed out of state in 1978, but did not specify the level of government
involved in the placement of 15 of these children under the age of ten and "not
in the Juvenile Justice system"; nor could it indicate the number of children
for whom it helped to arrange placement without fiscal or !egal responsibllity.

Table 29-3 further focuses on placement activity at the local level by presenting incidence figures
for each agency type In each Nevada county. The single chlld welfare agency placing children out of
Nevada was In Washoe County, one of the two SMSA counties In the state. !t contains Reno and borders
California along the long northwest border of Nevada. Carson City was the county which did not provide
placement information elither for chlld welfare or education. Thls county borders Washoe County to the
south, near Reno.

The school district serving Clark County reported the most education out-of-state placements among
Nevada's 17 counties, with 12 chiidren placed Into other states In 1978, Clark County is the other SMSA
county in the state, contalns Las Vegas, and Is bordered by Callfornia to the west and Arizona to the
east. Remalning local education placements were made by schoo! disiricts In seven other counties which,
by placing from one to four chlldren each, account for 57 percent of all local education placements,

Clark County also reported the most children placed by a juvenile probation office, with a total of
44 chlldren leaving the state from Its Jurisdiction. The county with the next highest juvenile justice
out-of-state placement reports was Nye, which Is one of the largest counties in land area In the country,
very rural In population, and located in the south central part of the state. These two counties make up
over one-half of the 112 reported Juvenile Justice placements, with the remalning 48 placements coming
from 11 counties all over the state, in numbers from two to 13 children per county,

One-half of all out-of-ctate placements were made by agencies in the two Nevada SMSA counties and 85
percent were made by counties bordering other states, which Include the SMSA counties. There are but
five counties In Nevada which are not adjacent to other states.
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TABLE 29-3, NEVADA: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER OF
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES REPORTING

PLACEMENTS
Number of CHILDREN
1978 Placed during 1978
Population® Child Juveniie

County Name ‘ (Age 8-17) Welfare Education Justice
Churchill 2,239 0 3 4
Clark 62,198 0 12 est 44
Douglas 1,893 - 2 0
Elko 2,780 0 1 5 est
Esmeralda 81 - 4 -~
Eureka 179 - 0 --
Humboidt - . 1,412 - 1 13 est
Lander 585 - 0 ——
Lincoln T 475 - 0 -
Lyon 1,930 0 0 2
Mineral 1,075 - 0 3
Nye : 938 - 0 20 est
Pershing 540 - 0 6 est
Storey 122 - 0 -
Washoe 23,704 9 ast 4 5 est
White Fine 2,065 0 i 0
Carson City 4,564 * * -
Multicounty Jurisdictions
Eureka, Lander ' . : - - 6
Storey, Carson City - —-- 4
Total Number of

Placements Arranged

by Local Agencles

(total may Inciude

dupllcate count) 9 est 28 est 112 est
Total Number of Local

Agencies Reporting 7 17 13

* denotes Not Avallable,
=-- denotes Not Applicable,.

a. Estimates were developed by the National Center of Juvenlle Justice using
data from two sources: the 1970 natlonal census and the National Cancer Instltute
1975 estimated aggregate census,

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

Table 29-4 indicates the extent to which local Nevada agencies were Involved In out-of-state
placements, without regard to how many children were placeds Of the 37 local agencles in the state, all
responded to the survey, but one ¢hild welfare and one education agency could not provide placement
information. Child welfare agencles were least Involved in placing children out of Nevada, with only one
agency reporting placements. The Juvenile justice agencies were most involved in the practice, with two
of the 13 probation offlces not placing chlldren out of Nevada In 1978, About one-half of the 17 school
districts placed chlidren out of state.
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TABLE 29-5, NEVADA: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE

TABLE 29-4, NEVADA: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES IN ARRANGING OUT-OF=STATE

PLACEMENTS IN 1978 '; PLACEMENTS IN (978
Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type  § Number of Local AGENCIES, by Reported Reason(s) ﬁ
Child ; Reasons for Not Placing Chiid i
Response Categories Wel fare Education Juvenlie Justice %} Chiidren Out of State? Wel fare Education Juvenile Justice 4
Agencies Which Reported . ~f l.acked Statutory Authority 5 0 0 f
Out-of-State Placements 1 8 1 . s 4
, } | RestrictedD 2 0 0 i
Agencles Which Did Not ‘ “ i
Know If They Placed, ! Lacked Funds 2 0 0 :
or Placed but Could Not S ’ ;
Report the Number of 1 Sufficient Services Available i
Children 1 1 0 i in State 1 8 1 X
Agencles Which Did Not i Otherc 2 8 1 f
: Place Out of State 5 8 2 4 5
| Agencies Which Did Not . | Number of Agencies Reporting No !
Participate in the ! Out-of-State Placements 5 8 2 E
Survey 0 0 0 ; g
Total Local Agencies 7 17 13 g _ Total Number of Agencies ¢ ;
§ Represented in Survey 7 17 13 4

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-state j
p lacements. ;

b. Generally Included restrictions based on agency policy, executive order,
comp!iance with certain federa! and state guidellnes, and speclfic court orders.

NG A

c. Generally included such reasons as out-of-state placements were agalnst .
' 3 overal | agency policy, were disapproved by parents, Involved too much red tape, and
were prohlbitive because of distance.

ty

Local agencles not involved in placing children Into other « “3s In 1978 were asked to explaln why
they had not occurred. The responses of these agencies to a list oy reasons that were provided appear In
Table 29-5, All local chiid welfare agencies not involved in out-of-state placement reported that they |
wore statutorily prohibited from this activity, One or two of the five nonplacing agencies atso sald ) : j b
they were restricted, lacked funds, had access to sufficlent services In Nevada, and had other reasons : 4 I
for not placing chitfdren Into other states, The response glven in the "other" reasons category by two .
agencles was that it was agalnst agency policy to send chlldren cut of Nevada. g :

All eight school districts not placing children into other states reported that sufficient services , The extent +fo which local child welfare, education, and juvenile justice agencles elicited the L
were avallable in Nevada to meet service needs and that there were other reasons for not making : ' "~ ]| cooperation of other public agencles in the out-of-state placement process is reflected In Table 29-6. Fg
) placements, Similarly, the two juvenlle Justice agencies not Involved in out-of-state placements ol The table indicates that ail! chlldren placed by the single child welfare agency reporting involvement in i
* reported the presence of uufficlient In-state services and other reasons as explanation for not making e, H  the practice were placed without the cooperation of other public agencles. By contrast, seven of the
placements, eight placing schoo! districts cooperated with other public agencies In the course of making 79 percent
o - ik of all education placements, Probation offices occupy a middle ground between these two agency types In E -
NV-6 S ¥ terms of cooperation, with seven of the 11 placing probation offices collaborating with other agencles In

the course of making 37 percent of all local juvenile justice placements.
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TABLE 29-6, NEVADA: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERAT ION 5
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL -
AGENCIES IN 1978 :

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
Child Welfare Education Juvenile Justice
Number Percent Number Percent  Number Percent

i TABLE 29-7, (Continued)
a- i AGENCIES Reporting
i\G&;NCIES Reporting Out-of-State : Y Number_of 2
#lacements?d 1 14 8 47 11 85 8
Types of Conditions@ Weifare Education Juvenile Justice
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State ; - :
Placements with | nteragency
Cooperation 0 0 7 88 7 64

Mentally |11/Emotionally 0 . 5
Disturbed

. i 3 :

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of Pregnant 0 0 :
State 9 100 28 100 12 100 }

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of

6 i
Drug/Alcoho! Problems 0 !
State with Intera ency - ; Battered, Abandoned, or 1 2 c
Cooperation 0 0 22 79 41 37 . . Neglected
0 0 !
: Adopted
a. See Table 29-4, i 7 4
Speclai Education Needs 0
0 i
Multiple Handlicaps 0 6
Local agencies placing children out of state were asked to describe these children according to a : Otherb 0 L 0
list of conditions. Table 29-7 indicates the number of agencies which reported that a particular 1
characteristic described one or more of the children placed out of state by that agency. The child . Number of Agencles Reporting 1 8
welfare agency placing chlldren into other states reported that they were battered, abandoned, or )
neglected chiidren, Seven of the eight school districts placing children out of Nevada reported that . .
these children had speclal education needs, and six of the districts described children placed as a, Some agencies reported more than one type of condition. 2
multiply handicapped, Fewer responses were also glven by school districts to the characteristics tistic children, and i
describing chlldren who were physically, mentally, or emotionally handicapped, as well as children with b, Generally Included foster care placements, autis ’
behavior or drug problems and those who were battered, abandoned, or neglected, T o status of fenders.
The most frequent description glven to chlidren Placed out of state by the Juvenile Justice agencies
was that they were unruly/disruptive. About one~half of the Il placing agencies also described children b
as truant, adjudicated delIngquent, mentally disturbed, Inclined foward substance abuse, and battered, ) B
abandoned, or neglected. These descriptions, as well as others lIncluded in the table, Indicate ;
Involvement of the probation agencles In a variety of problems affecting children, :
TABLE 29-7, NEVADA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF C. Detalled Data from Phase || Agencies g
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES i
Number of AGENCIES Reporting - . {§ more than four out-of-state placements were reporfefd :y*a tocal ea(:lguensgye,d aggcl:;rl‘:ni:m:vrr\‘foar:agr::gewahs
Child r teod The agencies from which the second phase of data was reque Nevada's state b
equested, 3 viewed in this section of Nevada
T¥pos of Conditions® Hotfare ducartion tuvenile Justice it WhThe responfs?.an:s 1'::9 aﬁ;:i:ga::hg::s“or;zer?:?esr’e ﬂ?ey are Intended to reflect those local
flle. erever refere s 1978,
‘ g;gncles which reported arranging five or more out-of-state placements iIn
Physical iy Hand i capped 0 2 0 .

Mentally Retarded or

The relationship between +the number of local Nevada agencles surveyed and the total number of
Developmentally Disabled

-]. T =}
hildren placed out of state, and agencies and placements in Phase !| Is llIusfrg:edeI?'F;ggggyzgrra"gigg
c' ! hild welfare agency which placed chiidren out of Nevada in 1978 was a ai ot glacemenfs g
al1onine hild welfare placements, Of the elght school districts which made out-of-sta ?rpld p Ne\,/ada |
;.I.!. nalnghgse 1l agency which arranged the placements of 12 children (4|3 percenlfe) c'uan.':,j :he(; reporfea i
ST;'l'y-four percent of the placing juvenile Justice agencles were Phase || agenciles, \

Unruly/Disruptive

Truant

978,
arranging 88 percent of the local Jjuvenile justice placements made In 197

c O o o
o O N b
& o W

o Juventle Delinquent

tices ot Phase || chliid welfare
the detalled Information to be reported on the prac

and nggzr?;ajﬁs:rgg'agencles s -descriptive of the majority of out-of-state pla?remenfforar;*ggg'edegzcg?cs;
Nevada local agency types In 1978, and to a somewhat lesser extent this is true

agencles.
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FIGURE 29-1, NEVADA: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED,
AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE (1,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Juvenile
Wel fare Education Justice

Number of AGENCIES l 7 ] Lﬂl 13

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements In [:f

1978 ] [s] 1
Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Five or More Placements In [
1978 (Phase 1 Agencles) ! 1

]

-
g

3

E

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Out of State In 1978 i 9 l

12

—

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase ! Agencles I 9

l 28'
[z
Percentage of Reported [:i:]

Placements in Phase |1 100 43

@f

The f[llustration of the Phase Il agencies! counties of location In Figure 29-2 reflects the
predominance of placement activity among local Juvenlie justice agencles throughout the state, It s
also of Interest to note that the single Phase || chlld welfare agency and school district serve counties

which share state borders with two states: Washoe County bordering Callfornia and Oregon, and Ctark
County belng contiguous to California and Arizona.
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FIGURE 29~2,

NEVADA: COUNTY LOCATION OF LOCAL PHASE {1 AGENCIES
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i
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|
I
|
I
|
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County
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C-1. Eureka
c-2. Lander
D. Humboldt
E. Nye
F. Pershing
G. Washoe
KEY fnead™
M child Welfare Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction
W Education Phase II Agency
Jurisdiction
® Juvenile Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction
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The number of children going to each receiving state was provided by ail local Phase 1l agencies,
except for two children which were placed by Phase !I juvenile justice agencies., Table 29-8 indicates [
that two=-thirds of the placements by the only Phase !l child welfare agency went to California., The ! The use of settings In states contiguous to Nevada by local Phase Il agencies is Illustrated in
remalning three chlldren went to Washington and Oregon, Figure 29-3, The use of states contiguous Yo Nevada for out-of-state placement is prevalent, with 78
. percent of child welfare, 75 percent of education, and 68 percent of juvenile justice placements going to
One-half of the 12 children placed out of Nevada by the local Phase || education agency went fo Utah, ; these states. Sixty-nine percent of all local Phase || agency placements from Nevada went to Its
Five chlldren went to states In the geographic region (Arizona, Washington, and Callfornia), The o bordering states, with California receiving 7t percent of these children,
remaining chiid was sent to Missourl.
Nevada Phase !l juvenlle Justice agencies relled heavily upon settings In California to receive their
out-of-state placements, Fifty percent of these children went to that neighboring state. The state FIGURE 29-3, NEVADA: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED
receiving the next largest number of chlldren from local Nevada jJuvenile justice agencies was Utah, which PLACED IN STATES CONTIGUOUS TO NEVADA
recelved ten chiidren. The remaining 37 children placed out of state for whom destinations were reported L BY LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES®
by these agencles went In small numbers to 17 states located throughout the country.
' 3
2
‘.
3
t
TABLE 29-8, NEVADA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENCIES IN 1978 !
, L
Number of CHILDREN Placed

Destinations of Children Child ’ '

laced Out of State Welfare Education Juvenile Justice L
b

Arizona 0 1 |

Arkansas (6) f2) 53 g

Callfornia i 6 (ED)

Colorado 0 0 6

! daho 0 0 2 ¥ 10 W

Loulstana 0 0 2

Massachusetts 0 0 1 :

Michigan 0 0 1 ! 6 (W)

Missourl 0 1 3 ’

New Jersay ¢ 0 2 . 2 (ED)

New Mexico 0 0 2 “ \0 ¥ !

Ohio 0 0 1

Oregon 1 0 4 3 |

Pannsylvanla 0 0 1 . j

, South Dakota 0 0 1 \
1

Tennessee 0 0 4 g

Texas 0 0 2 :

Utah 0 6 10 ;

Washington 2 2 1

Wisconsin 0 0 2 | a. Local Phase II child welfare agencies reported destinations for nine children. Local Phase II

i education agencies reported destinations for 12 children. The destinations of 97 children were reported

Wyoming 0 0 1 § by local Phase II juvenile justice agencies.

Placements for Which . Co 4 /
Destinations Could Not 1 :
be Reported by Phase || :

Agencles 0 0 2 ] | Agencies placing more than four children out of state were asked to explain the reasons for these
) < placements. Thelr responses are shown In Table 29~9, The single child welfare agency responding gave

Total Number of Phase !| ¢ several responses, saying chlldren were placed out of state to live with relatives other than parents, as

Agencles 1 1 7 a matter of course for children with certain problems, and because Nevada lacked services comparable to
‘ the recelving states. The local education agency placing more than four children out of state also
Total Number of Children . reported that the placements were made because of a lack of services comparable to those found in the
Placed by Phase (I : C recelving states,
Agencles 9 12 99 ]
\ Most of the juvenile justice agencies reported placing chlldren Into other states so that they could .
tive with relatives other than parents. A majority of responding agenciss also sald children were placed
. . i because of a lack of comparable services In Nevada, as a standard procedure for some children, because of '
2 ‘ unsuccessful placement adjustment in Nevada, and as an alternative to In-state publlicly operated
i Institutions,
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TABLE 29-9, NEVADA: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF STATE
IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

R Child Juvenile
easons for Placementd Wel fare Education Justice
Receiving Facllity Closer to Child's Home,
- Despite Belng Across State Lines ] 0 0
Previous Success with Recelving Facl!ity 0 0 0
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 1 1 5
Standard Procedure to Place Certain Children
Out of State K 1 0 4
Children Falled to Adapt to In-State
Facllities 0 0 4
~ Alternative to In-State Public
Institutionaltzation 0 0 4
To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental ) i 0 6
Other 0 0 2
Number of Phase If Agencles Reporting 1 1 7

a. Some agencles reported more than one reason for placement.

The same agencles describing the reasons for out-of-state placement also reported

most frequentiy selected to receive children going to other sgafes. The chlldpwelfar:h:g;ﬁzs ;;siezgigg
selected relatives! homes to receive children placed into other states. This response corresponds to the
reported reasons for placement. The single responding school district reported sending children mos+
frequently to residential treatment or child care facilities. The majority of juvenlile justice agencles

{1ke the child welfare agency, most frequentiy sent children out of state to the homes of relatives ofhe;
than parents. Three agencies, however, sald that settings crher than with relatives were most often
used, Including residentiat treatment or chlld care facilities, psychlatric hosplitals, and foster homes,

NV=-14
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TABLE 29-10, NEVADA: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL
" SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL PHASE Il AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Categories of Child Juvenile
Residential Settings Welfare Education Justice
Residential Treatment/Chlld Care Facllity 0 1 1
Psychiatric Hospital 0 0 1
Boarding/Military School 0 0 0
Foster Home 0 0 1
Group Home 0 0 0
Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 1 0 4
Adoptive Home 0 0] 0
Other 0 0 0
Number of Phase !l Agencies Reporting 1 1 7
Another type of Iﬁformafion provided by local Phase || agencies relates to the type of methods used

to monitor children's progress In out-of-state placement and their frequency of occurrence. The
responding child welfare agency, as shown In Table 29-11, relied upon quarterly written progress reports
and other methods to monitor the progress of children placed In other states. The responding school
district also used quarterly written reports in conjunction with semiannual on-site visits to monlitor
chlldren's progress.

The juvenile Justice agencles placing more than four children out of Nevada usually relied upon
written reports to monltor these children's progress. Four of the seven agencles Indicated use of this
method, three of which recelve the reports on a quarterly basis. Four agencies also indicated the use of
monltoring methods at intervals other +than those provided for description, including written reports,
telephone calls, and on-site visits.

TABLE 29-11, NEVADA: MONITORING FRACTICES FOR OUT-OF -STATE
PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE It

AGENCIES

’ Number of AGENCIES@
Frequency of Child Juvenile
Methods of Monltoring Practice Weifare Education Justice

Written Progress Reports Quarteriy 1 1 3

Semlannually 0 0 0

Annual ly 0 0 0

Otherb 0 0 1

On-Site Visits Quarterly 0 0 0

Semiannual ly 0 1 0

Annually 0 0 0

Otherb 0 0 2

Toelephone Calls Quarterly 0 0 2

Semiannual iy 0 0 0

Annually 0 0 0

Otherb 0 1 1
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TABLE

29-11,

{Continued)

Frequency of

Number of AGENCIES2

Chitd Juvenile

Methods of Monltoring Practice Welfare Education Justice
Other Quarterly 0 0 1
Semfannually 0 0 1
Annua}ly 0 0 0
Otherb 1 0 0
Total Number of Phase 1!
Agencies Reporting 1 ! 7

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

bs, Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular Intervals,.

The child welfare agency placing more than four chlldren out of Nevada reported that no expenditures
were made for this purpose. The responding school district sald that $125,000 in public funds was spent
on out-of-state placements, and six Jjuvenile justice agencies reported a total expenditure of $420,900

for out-of-state placements.

D. Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencies

The survey of local agencies In Nevada aiso determined the extent to which Interstate compacts were

utilized to arrange out-of-state placements.

A review of Table 29-12 indicates that 13 of the 20

agencies which placed chlldren out of state in 1978 reported that none of thelr placements were arranged
through an interstate compact. It shou!d be noted that Nevada Is not a member of the Interstate Compact

on the Placement of Children and the Interstate Compact on Mental Health.

Therefore, It Is not

surprising to see in Table 29-12 that the single local child welfare agency which placed children out of
state did not utilize a compact, One schoo! district placing four or less children reported utitizing an
Interstate compact and six Juvenlle justice agencles aiso reported such use, Of the four Phase 11

the arrangement of their placements In 1978,

TABLE 29-12, NEVADA:

BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Juvenile justice agencies afong these six, two reported utilizing the Interstate Compact on Juveniles for

UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

Number of AGENCIES

Local Agencies Which Placed Child Juvenlle

Chitdren Out of State Welfare Education dustice

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING

FOUR CR LESS CHITDREN —— 0 7 4
o Number Using Compacts - 1 2
o Number Not Using Compacts - 6 2
o Number with Compact Use 0 0

. _, Unknown

NV-16
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TABLE 29~12, (Contlnued)

Number of AGENCIES

Local Agencies Which Placed Child Juvenile
Children Out of State Welfare Education Justice
NUMBER OF PHASE 1| AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN ! 1 7
o Number Using Compacts 0 0 4
Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Chilidren2
Yes - - -
No -~ ~-~ -
Don't Know - == --
Interstate Compact on Juveniles
Yes 0 0 2
No 1 1 5
Don't Know 0 0 0
Infersfafe Compact on Mental Health®
Yes - == -
No - -- -~
Don't Know - -~ --
® Number Not Using Compacts 1 1 3
o Number with Compact Use Unknown 0 0 0
TOTALS
Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State 1 8 "
Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 0 1 6
Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacts 1 7 5
Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0 0

== denotes Not Applicabla,

a. Nevada was not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of
Children or the Interstate Compact on Mental Health in 1978,

Further knowledge concerning the utitization of Interstate compacts Is acqulred through
conslderation of the Information given In Table 29«13, This table indicates the number of children who
were or were not placed out of state with a compact in 1978, An examination of the overal! trend shows
that a total of 89 children were placed in out-of-state residential care in 1978 without the use of a
compact, while 56 children were reported to be placed with Interstate compact uti!ization.

As pointed out in the previous table, none of the nine chlid welfare placements were arranged through
a compact, a fact which may have been Influenced by Nevada's not belng a member of the !nterstate Compact
on the Placement of Children. A single child was reported to have besn placed out of state by a school
district with compact use, while 51 children were sent out of Nevada by local Juvenlle justice agencles
through a compact. In fact, 49 of these children were reported by local Phase | Juvenile Justice
agencles to have been processed by the Interstate Compact ou Juveniles.
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TABLE 29-13, NEVADA: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE
UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHIiLDREN

Graphlic representations of the Information gathered about Interstate compact utilization for children
placed out of state In 1978 by local agencies are illustrated in Figures 29~4, 5, and 6., Figure 29-6 Is
of Earﬂcular Interest, showing that of the 112 chiidren reported placed out of state by local juvenile
Justice agencles In Nevada, 50 percent were noncompact-arranged placements, 46 percent were compact

Chitd Juvenite ?rr‘anged, and for 4 percent of the placements compact use was undetermined. Comparative information Is
Children Placed Out of State Welfare Education Justice F:éz?:;aggza::gfs compact use for placements arranged by local child welfare and education placements In
CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REFORTING FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 0 16 13
FIGURE 29-4, NEVADA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE :
e Number Placed with Compact Uss —_— 1 2 ggE"l:é?g ?; lig%gL CHILD WELFARE -
o Number Placed wlthout Compact Use - 12 6
e Number Piaced with Compact . ’
Use Unknown? - 3 5 i
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE |1 AGENCIES 12 99
e Number Placed with Compact Use 49
Number through lnterstate Compact N
on the Placement of Chlldren - - /
Number through Interstate /
Compact on Juveniles 49 )y /
Number through Interstate —_— . —— o /
Compact on Mental HealthD - - ?gﬁ\g" /
100% NONcomPACT W
e Number Placed without Compact Use 12 50 9 ~
CHILDREN PLACED _— e e - T e - - -
e Number Piaced with Compact Use OUT OF STATE BY
Unknown 0 0 '&'E‘I"L‘g“w‘égﬁ:'};e 0% COMPACT ARRANGED
TOTALS AGEMNCIES
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 9 28 112
Number of CHILDREN Placed ‘
with Compact Use 0 1 51
Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Use 9 24 56
Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use Unknown 0 3 5

-- denotes Not Applicable.

a. Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
‘ to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements., Instead, these
agencles simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-
of-state placement., Therefore, if a compact was used, only one placement is
indicated as a compact=arranged placement and the others are Included in the
category "number placed with compact use unknown."

b. Nevada was not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of
Chilidren or the Interstate Compact on Mental Health in 1978,
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FIGWRE 29-5, NEVADA: UTILiZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES IN 1978
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FIGUIRE 29~6, NEVADA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE
COMPACTS BY LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE
AGENCIES IN 1978
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Nevada's state agencles reported thelr knowledge of compact use for placements made by thelr own
agencles as well as thelr local counterparts, where they existed, The state child welfare agency
reported that 58 placements wers arranged In 1978 with interstate compact use, although Nevada was not a
member of the ICPC, Contrary to local school districts! responses In Table 29-13, the state education
agency reported that no out-of-state placements were arranged with the use of a compact. The stats
Juvenile jJustice agency reported compact utilization for 41 chlldren placed out of Nevada, The three
children reported by the state mental health and menta! retardation agency were placed out of state

without being processed by a compact; not an unexpected response conslidering the state s neither a
member of the ICPC nor the ICMH,
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TABLE 29-15, NEVADA: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING i
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978 :

Number of CHILDREN Reported

TABLE 29~14, NEVADA: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS &
Placed during 1978 by State Agencles o

REPORTED 8Y STATE AGENCIES IN 1978, BY

AGENCY TYPE Child Juvenile Mental Health and o
Types of Involvement Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation ;
Child Juvenile Mental Health end ¥
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation State Arranged and Funded 42 25 9 0 5
Locally Arranged but
Total Number of State and State Funded * 0 0 -
Local Agency=-Arranged .
Placements 88 63 *a 3 Court Ordered, but State - s
Arranged and Funded 2 0 0 0 b
Total Number of Compact- i
Arranged Placements . Subtotal: Placements v
Reported by State Agencies 58 0 41 0 ) f Involving State
g Funding * 35 9 0 5
Percentage of Compact- : , i
Arranged Placements 66 0 * 0 ‘ : Local ly Arranged and i
. ) Funded, and Reported -
+o State * 0 0 - ﬁ

* denotes Not Available, N State Helped A
\ ate Helped Arrange,

a., The local Jjuvenile Jjustice agencies reported being Involived In 112 out~of- ’ but Not Required by i
state placements in 1978, The state Juvenile justice agency had knoledge of 41 | Law o Did Not Fund :
placements, but did not specify the level of government Involved in the placement : +he Placement 35 7 - 3 :
of 15 of these chlldren and could not indicate the number of chlldren for whom I+ :
helped to arrange placement without fliscal or legal responsibility. , i Other 0 0 15 0 ;

Tota! Number of d
Children Placed Out i
of State with State i
Assistance or i
Know ledge® 79 35b 41 3 X

*  denotes Not Avallable.
E. The Out-of-State Placement Practlces of State Agencies ‘ -- denotes Not Applicable,

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officlals In the particular
state agency. In some cases, this figure conslsts of placements which did not

The following Information, contained In Tabls 24~15, expands upon the state data that was Introduced ) directly Involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply Indicate ;
In Table 24=2, The number of children placed out of Nevada with the assistance, funding, or knowledge of i knowledge of certain out-of-state placements through case conferences or through i
the state agencies Is portrayed in the table by the type of Involvement the state agency undertook. The varlous forms of Informal reporting, i
DHR's We!fare Division reported arranging and funding the out-of-state placement of 44 children, iwo of :
which were court ordered. The child welfare agency did not report on placement activity under any of the b. This column does not total because of double counting of chlldren within 0
forms of Involvement that Include locally operated child welfare agencies. The division did, however, : the type of Involvement categories. é

identify 35 placements which It helped to arrange, despite not having legal or financlal responsibility
for the chlldren Involved.

The state education agency reported arranging and funding 35 out-of-state placements and reported no :
The agency also reported ’ The number of children that went to each receiving state was also requested from state agencies

Involvement in, or recelving no reports of, the 28 locally reported placements.
involvement in arranging seven placements for which It dld not have legal or flnancial responsibility. Involved in out-of-state placements. The DHR Youth Services Division did not report destinations for the
Howver, the agency clearly Indicated In its response that the total number of placements leaving the . 41 children It reported placing In other states. The DHR's Welfare Division reported placing 79 children I
state with Its assistance or knowledge was 35 children. In the absence of an explanation by the agency, into 18 states. California was the l!argest receiver of these chlidren with 5! percent of the total. i
i+ is assumed that the seven placements must be also Included In the first category of involvement. : Settings In states throughout the country were selected to recelve Nevada chlidren, Including Alaska, i
i Fiorida, and Massachusetts. Sixty~seven percent of these child welfare placements went to states o
The state juvenlle justice agency was Involved In arranging and funding nine out-of-state placements ‘ bordering on Nevada. The highest number of children placed into any particular state, after Callfornia, i
and had knowledge of 15 children under the Mother" category of Involvement. The respondent noted fhat . | was lllinols which received six children. »

t+hese children were all under ten years of age and In the respondent's words "not In the Juvenlle justice ) |
system", but did not speclfy what level of government Initiated these placements, The agency did not ?
report on placements which 1t helped to arrange in the absence of legal and financial responsibility. o - R
The total number of out-of-state placements reported by the Youth Services Dlvision of DHR was 41

The state education agency sent Its largest number of chiidren to Utah, which received 19 chilidren, g:
or 54 percent, of all those placed out of state by the agency. The DOE used settings in thres non~ P
contiguous states, Kansas, Missouri, and Washington, to recelve six children, and the remalning chl!ldren

chlldren. The DHR's Division of Mental Hygiene and Mental Retardation was involved only In helping to ! o . were sent into states bordering on Nevada., Therefore, over 82 percent of all children placed by the
arrange the placement of children Into other states for which another agency or Individual had legal and i ‘ state education agency went to states contiguous to Nevada. The DHR's Division of Mental Hyglene and
financial responsibility, * 4] Mental Retardation sent all three of its out-of-state placements to bordering Callfornla.
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TABLE 29-16, NEVADA: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF STATE
IN 1978 REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY
TYPE

Number of CHILDREN Placed

Juvenile Mental Health and
Justice Mental Retardation

Child
Welfare

Destinations of

Children Placed Education

Alaska

Arizona

Callifornla 4
Florida

I daho

- NOWN

Illinois
Kansas
Massachusetts
Missouri
Montana

[EENY.

Nebraska

New Mexico
Ok iahoma
Oregon
Paennsylvania

Texas
Utah
Washington

—_
LSOO OCOO0OQO O—=-0O =0 LPONOO

OO [eNeloleNe] COO0O00 oOO0OWOO

WU N D N -

Placements for Which
Destinations Could Not
be Reported by State
Agencles 0 0 All 0

Tota! Number of Placements 79 35 41 3

State agencies, llke local agencies, described the children they placed out of state according to a
Ilst of descriptive characteristics. Table 29-17 indicates that the DHR's Welfare Division placed
chlldren usually assoclated with the services provided by an agency of this type, Including foster and
adopted children and those determined to be battered, abandoned, or neglected. !n addition, there were
children among the 79 placed out of state who were deveiopmentally disabled, emotionzlly disturbed, and
prone to substance abuse,.

Recalling the 66 percent rate of compact utilization for this agency shown In Table 29-14, some
question now develops as to which interstate compact would have been used, Nowhere In the responses
Illustrated in Table 29-17 is there Indication that the children placed out of Nevada by the child
welfare agency were described as holding a status that Is subject to the Interstate Compact on Juvenlles
(ICJ), It should also be recalled that Nevada is not a member of the Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children and the Interstate Compact on Mental Health. It is possible that iIn the absence of
membership In elther of these compacts the agency places chlidren Into other states with the informal
help of the receiving state's ICPC office,

The Nevada state education agency selected only two characteristics to describe the 35 children It
reported placed Into other states. These were the presence of physical handlicaps and children going to
foster homes, The DHR's Youth Services Divislon placed children Into foster settings as well as or
Including those who were adjudicated dellinquent, pregnant, or had a history of drug or alcohol problems,

The DHR's Division of Mental Hyglene and Mental Retardation indicated that only mentally handicapped
children were placed out of Nevada In 1978,
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TABLE 29-17, NEVADA: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES,

BY AGENCY TYPE

Agency Type?

Types of Conditions WETLQSe Education Jﬂ:i?:éi mz:::: :::;Igag?gn
Physlcally Handicapped 0 X 0 0
Menta!liy Handicapped (o} 0 0 X
Developmental |y Disabled X 0 0 0
Unruly/Disruptive 0 0 0 (o}
Truants 0 0 0 0
Juvenile Dellinquents 0 0 X 0
Emotionally Disturbed X 0 0 0
Pregnant ] 0 X (]
Drug/Alcohol Problaems X 0 X 0
Battered, Abandoned, or

Neglected X 0 0 0
Adopted Chllidren X 0 0 0
Foster Chlldren X X X 0
Other 0 0 0 0

a. X Indicates conditions reported.

Two types of settings were most frequentiy selected to recelve children
placed by these state
agencles. The state child welfare and Juvenite Justice agencies most frequently placed ch!ldren with
E?&?::;:saesclqz :fafe'JMﬁﬁathp agenc¥ DHR's Divislon of Mental Hygiene and the Mental Retardation
oG resldential treatment or child care facilities as T
they blaced cut ot Nes ! dor s as the setting of choice for children

Expenditure Information, included In Table 29~18, was not re|
ported by the DHR's Youth Servi
Menta! Hyglene and Mental Retardation divisions. Th; state education ag;ncy reported spending S?gi ggg
In state funds. The DHR's Welfare Divislon spent a total of $330,111 for out-of-state placements, wﬂlch
ﬁ::pigf{eﬂ among state, federal, and local goveraments in +the proportions of 44, 44 and 12 percent,
ectively, .
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TABLE 29-18, NEVADA: PUBLIC EXPENDITURES FOR OUT~OF~STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY STATE

AGENCIES
Expenditurss, by AGENCY Type
Child Juvenile

Levels of Government Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation
@ State $144,050 $187,000 * *
e Federal 144,050 0 * *
e Local 42,011 0 * *
e Other 0 0 * *

Tota! Reported Expenditures $330,111  $187,000 * *

* denotes Not Avallable,

F, State Agencles' Knowledge of Out-of-State Placements

Services for chilldren are operated by both state and loca!l governments in Nevada, with a few
Independent local chiid welfare agencles, and the local, juvenile Justice agencles and local school
districts still belng under state agency supervision. Table 29-19 reflects these state agencles' overal|
knowledge of out-of-state placement activity within the state. Ninety percent of the out-of-state
placements determined to be made by chlid welfare agencies were known to the state-ievel agency. In
Table 29~15 i+ was seen that thls agency could not repcrt the number of placements made by the local
agencies, The state education agency did respond about placement activity for local school districts by
saylng none occurred, and therefore It appears that the locally reported placements included in Table
29-19 were not known to the state agency.

The 41 children known by the state Juvenile justice agency to have been placed out of state In 1978
Is a substantially smaller number of placements than the 112 chlldren reported by the local agencies.
Nine of the 41 placements were state arranged and funded, as was seen In Table 29-15, but state
Involvement in the remalining placements was not clear. )

Finally, the state mental heaith and menta! retardation agency reported three children were known to
have been placed outside of Nevada in 1978, not necessarily with the use of state funds,
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TABLE 29-19, NEVADA: STATE AGENCIES' KNOWLEDGE OF -
STATE PLACEMENTS oo

Child Juvenile Mental Health and
Welfare Education Justice Mental Retardation

Total Number of State and
Local Agency Placements 88 63 #a 3

Total Number of Pjlacements
Known to State Agencles 79 35 41 3

Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencies 90 56 * 100

*  denotes Not Avallable.

a. The local juvenlile justice agencies reported belng Involved In 11 ~of=
state placements In 1978, The state Juvenile Justice ag%ncy had knéblej;:u;}021
placements, but did not specify the level of goverament involved in +he placement
of 15 of these children and could not Indicate the number of chilidren for whom I+
heiped to arrange placement without flisca! or legal responsibliity.

Figure 29-7 illustrates state agencles! knowled
. ge of out-of-state placement -
g;egg;er?l:;? g?mg%cf q:i;lza+lon} With the exception of the state mgnfal heaffﬁsaxg';sziaTh?é;a;ggg?gz
Y, © sTate agencles reported the number of out-of-
Survey to have boon areamead L ane, out-of-state placements determined by the
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FIGURE 29~7, NEVEDA: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYRE
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as  Only Indicates the 112 children reported +o

be placed out of state by local Juvenile justice
agencies and nine placements arranged and funded by the state agency,

State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by State Agenciles

Equally as Interesting Is the state chlid welfare a
use despite Nevada not being a member state of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children, The

state juvenile Justice agency, which doss administer the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, did not
Identify as many compact-arranged placements as +he local agencles reported (at least 51 children),

especially considering that nine of the 41 compact-processed placements were definitely state arranged,

gency's report of signiflcant Interstate compact

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Some noteworth

y themes amerge from the preceding findings from the survey of Nevada state ang
agencies,

local

® The Nevada [ocal Juvenlle Justice
placing chlidren across state lines,

agencies are the most active agencies In the state In
utilized Interstate compacts for about

They usually undertook +this activity alone In 1978 and
one-half of the children placed out of state,

® These same Juvenlle Justice agencles are involved with a wlde variety of children's problems

and, as a group, are somewhat more likely to place unruly/disruptive children out of
Nevada,
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DHR's Welfare
f Nevada in 1978 was the
In placing children out o : (e PR 'S Melfare
* g?elm?S: a:;ﬁzz i;;;? gginigve i%e Interstate Compa?T ﬁ:'ErEZeZLaﬁizﬁn;IQZemenTs on or the
ferstat disposa Ts
Health at its disp o o
T oot 31KZS$E:IIOSZI placing child welfare agencles, ThIngzizeozgeonyevada.
STﬁTeﬁ' T???Z:?igvﬁg’ an Interstate compact for the arrangement of plac
a high u &

Ings which
Chapter 2 with the find :
tional trends described In + the state's
e reader :?lfnisz;g%iis*ohfon2323anirI order to develop further conclusions abou

relate to speclf

involvement with the out-of-state placement of children.
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FooTNOTE A PROFILE OF QUT-OF=-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND FRACTICE IN OREGON

1. Genera!l Information about states, counties, cities, and SMSAs is from the speclal 1975 po
ostimates based on the 1970 national census contalned In the U.S. Bureau of the ansus, CounT$ 23335233
Data Book, 1977 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement), Washington, D.C,, 1978, —

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

The 1978 estimated population of persons alght to 17 years old was developed by the N
for Juvenile Justice using two sources: the 1970 nafiona{ census and the Naf{Lna! éancer ?:Lg?:ifge?ggg
estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. {

!
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; 1. METHODOLOGY

Information was systematically gathered about Oregon from a variety of sources using a number of data
collection techniques., First, a search for relevant state statutes and case law was undertaken., Next,
telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policies and
H practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children, A mall survey was used, as a follow=up
| to the telephone Interview, to solicit Information specific to the out-of-state placement practices of
ri state agencies and those of local agencies subject to state regulatory control or supervisory oversight,

An assessment of out-of-state placement policles and the adequacy of Information reported by stats

5

I agencies suggested further survey requirements to determine the linvolvement of public agencies In
: arranging out-of-state placements., Pursuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken If
{

it was necessary to:

|
i ® verify.out-of-state placement date reported by state government about loca! agencies; and
e coilect local agency data which was not avallable from state government, .

A summary of the data collection effort In Oregon appears below in Table 38-1,
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TABLE 38-1, OREGON: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Leveis of Child Juvenile *‘ental Hea!th and
Government Wel fare Education Justice Mental Retardation
State Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone
Agencies Interview Interview Interview Interview

Malled Survey: Malled Survey: Mailed Survey: Malied Survey:

DHR offlcials DOE officlals DHR officials DHR officlals
Local Not Applicable Telephone Telephone Not Applicabie
Agenciasa (State Survey: Survey: Aill (State
Offices) 10 percent 36 local Offices)
sample of the probation
314 local offices
school

districts to
verlfy state
Informationb

a, The telephone survey was conducted by Jack Chapman, Consultant, of
Portiand under a subcontract to the Academy,

b, Informatlon attributed In this profile to the state's school destrlicts
was gathered from the state educat!io agency and the ten percent sample.

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

A. Introductory Remarks

Oregon has the tenth largest land area (96,184 square mlles) and Is the 30th most populated state
(2,284,335) In the United States, It has 24 clties with populations over 10,000 and five clties with
populations over 30,000, Portland is the most popuiated city in the state, with a population of over
350,000. Salem, the capltal, ls the third most populated city In the state, with a population of nearly
80,000, Oregon has 36 counties., The estimated 1978 population of persons elght to 17 years oid was
387,411,

Oregon has three Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). One of the SMSAs includes a por-
tion of a contiguous state, Washington, Other contiguous states are Californla, Nevada, and

{daho,

Oregon was ranked 11th nationally In total state and local per capita expendl'furesf sixth In per
capita expenditures for education, and 15th in per capita expenditures for public welfare,

B, Chliid Welfare

The Oregon Department of Human Resources (DHR) Is an umbrella agency which has admlnistrative and
funding responsibilities for juvenile justice, child welfare, and mental health and mental retardation
programs.

The chlid welfare system in Oregon Is state funded and state administered under the auspices of the
Children's Services Division of DHR, The Chiidren's Services Division has aight regional offices that
span the entire state, as well as 52 branch and satellite offices in each of the 36 counties, There are
a number of state-certified and state-operated centers and home day care programs under the division, as
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well as approximately 3,000 certified foster family homes. Residential and group foster care Is
purchased from about 100 [icensed providers. Both adoption and foster care services are provided through
the branch offices,

The Chlldren's Services Division also works closely with the juvenile offlces of the county courts
and the other divisions within the Department of Human Resources in arranging out-of-state placements for
children. It was reported that the Children's Services Division also participates In the arrangement of
placements for schcol districts as well as for the Mental Health Division within the DHR,

Oregon is a member of all three compacts affecting interstate placements of chiidren, two of which
are administered by the Children's Services Division of DHR: the Interstate Compact on the Placement of
Children (ICPC) and the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ). Oregon has been a member of these compacts
since 1975 and 1959, respectively., Out-of-state placements are reported to be made pursuant to the
provislons of these two compacts,

C. Education

Oregon's 314 public school districts provide special education services and normal curricuium for
grades K-12,

The Division of Speclal Education within the Oregon Department of Education administers and helps

fund programs for handicapped children In the state. Howaver, according to state sources, no Department '

of Education funds are spent on out~of-state placements, The educational component of out-of-state
placements are paid for by the piacing agency, typically the Children's Services Divison of DHR,

I+ was also reported that neither the Depariment of Education nor the 314 public school districts

place children out of state because of the lack of state funds, the prohiblitive costs of such placements,
and because of the excellent programs available In the state,

D, Juvenile Justice

Jurisdiction over dependent, neglected, and delinquent children and youth Is held by circult courts
in Oregon, except for six counties where there are county courts, Some of the larger counties have
family or Juvenile divisions of the designated court, Courts are responsible for juvenile probation
services, Juvenlle probation offices are attached to each of the 36 county-administered courthouses In
Oregon, while Juvenlle parole Is the responsibility of the Children's Services Divislon at the state
level,

Adjudicated delinquents are committed to the Juvenile Corrections Services unit within the DHR!
Children's Services Division, The unit malntains two training schools and four camps. Parole services
administered by this agency has 45 parole officers,

Out-of-state placements arranged by the Jocal courts are often closely coordinated with the DHR's
Children's Service Division which administers both the ICJ and the ICP,

E. Mental Health and Mental Retardation

The Department of Human Resources! Mental Health Divislion Is responsible for all mental health and
mental retardation services In Oregon., There are no mental health/mental retardation agencies operated
by local government In Oregon., The division provides treatment services at state or licensed facilities
for emotionally disturbed chlilidren, It also maintains programs for the mentally retarded and substance
abusers, and adminlsters the Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH), Oregon has been a member of the
compact since 1957,

The Mental Health Division reports that It does not place children out of state, referring all
placements of mentally 1l or handicapped children to the Children's Services Division within the DHR,
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IV, FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF OUT-OF~-STATE PLACEMENT PRACTICES IN 1978

This section of the Oregon state profile presents the results of the survey of the 1978 out-of-state
placement practices of state and local agencles.

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

Before going Into the more specific findings, an overview of tThe out-of=-state placement activity
discovered among state and local agencies is given in Table 38-2, It should be mentioned again that the
Children's Services Division In DHR is the single public provider of child welfare services within Oregon
and administers both the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children and the Interstate Compact on
Juvenites, This division, therefore, was approached for both information on the placement of children
from the child welfare service portion of DHR as wel! as the juvenile justice placement activity, and
Tabie 38-2 |s constructed to represent this combined survey response. However, the division could only
reply to the survey with spec'flc placement Information stemming from Its administration of the
interstate Compact on the Placement of Children, A state juvenile justice response was unavallable.
Furthermore, the 99 reported placements were not specifically Identified as_being state or locally
arranged, The reported placements, therefore, have been excluded from Table 38-2, causing an
underrepresentation of the total number of placements,.

The only other public agency placement actlivity reported in Oregon was by local juvenile Justice
agencies. The 115 children placed out of state by the probation agencles in 1978 make up the largest
portion of placements reported in Oregon. The state and local education agencies and DHR's Mental Health
Division reported no placement activity in 1978, This finding is consistent with the funding
restrictions and placement policies of these agencies, as noted In section Ill,
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TABLE 38-2, OREGON: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type

Levels of Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental Health and
Government Juvenile Justice Education Justice Mental Retardation Total

State Agency

Placementsa #b 0 -=C 0 0
Local Agency

Placements --d 0 115 - 115
Total * 0 115 0 115

¥  denotes Not Available,
-=- denotes Not Applicable,

2. May include placements which the state agency arranged and funded independently
or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, and others
directly Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. Refer to Table 38-14

for specific Information regarding state agency Involvement In arranging out-of-
state placements,

b. The DHR's Children's Services Division reported 99 children placed out of state
through the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Chlldren which were state funded, but
could not report upon the juvenile justice placements arranged by the state,

c, The DHR's Childrent's Services Division was contacted for this Information and
that state agency's response Is displayed in the first coiumn of this table,

d, There are no chliid welfare services operated by local government in Oregon.

Other service types with focally operated services are displayed in thelr appropriate
column,

Table 38~3 illustrates the number of placements made by the local Oregon probation agencies in 1978,
by county of jurisdiction and county juvenlle population, It is apparent that four of the most populated
counties, Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, and Douglas are those wlth the highest number of out-of-state
placements., The second most populated county In Oregon, Lane County, which contalns the City of Eugene
and is an SMSA, reported no oui-of-state placements in 1978, The heavily populated northwest section of
Oregon consists of 12 counties, in which nine county Juvenile justice agenclies reported placements and
which, in total, reported 72 percent of all the local juvenile justice placements,

I+ Is also important to realize that the county with the largest number of out-of-state placements,
Multnomah, is located on Oregon's Washington border and is part of the Portland SMSA., Additionally, it
can be observed in Table 38-3 that placement activity also exlsts among the smal ler Oregon counties, Of

particular iInterest Is Malheur County, which reported approximately ten children sent out of state,
Matheur County borders ldaho and Nevada.
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e B. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of Local Agsncies
TABLE 38-3, OREGON: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER =
OEE OUT-OF -STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL ;
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES
REPORTING PLACEMENTS All of Oregon's local agencies participated In the survey and were able to re"°2*fha:°3"f4 ng;'f
' Involvement in the out-of-state placement of children. As reflected in Table 38-4, none o A orted
: schoo! districts placed any children out of state, Nineteen of the 36 Juvenile justice agencies rep
1978 Number of CHILDREN : some placement activity in 1978,
Populationa Placed during 1978 :
County Name (Age 8-17) Juvenile Justice
Baker 2,898 3
Benton 8,741 3 .
Clackamas 38,484 12 !
Ciatsop 4,550 0 :
Columbia 6,182 2 =
!
Coos 10, 592 0 ‘
Crook 2,005 0
Curry 2,554 0
Deschutes 7,118 0
Douglas 13,796 12 . TABLE 38-4, CREGON: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
Gilliam 390 0 , ’ IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978
Grant 1,276 0 ' ‘
ﬁa"gegl ;'ggg g NS Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
o ver ’ | Education Juvenlile Justice
Jackson 18,939 2 | Response Categories
Jefferson 2,157 0
Josephine 7,682 3 Agenclies Which Reported OQut-of-State 0 19
Ktamath 9,949 3 3 Placements
Lake 1,108 0 §
Lane 41,321 0 Agencles Which Did Not Know 1f They Placed,
or Placed but Couid Not Report the \ 0
Lincoln 4,120 5 5 Number of Chlldren v
Linn 14, 900 1 5
Malheur 4,568 10 est Agencies Which Did Not Place Out of State 314 17
Marion ) 28,719 7 est
Morrow 953 0 - ! Agencies Which Did Not Particlipate in the 0 0
J Survey
Muttnomah 78,945 25 3 . 314 36
Polk 6, 560 0 | Total Local Agencies
Sherman 310 0 ! j
T11 lamook 3,174 0 i |
Umatilia 8,103 2 g
|
Union 3,658 3 :
Wal lowa 1,144 0 §
Wasco 3,330 4 .
Washington 34,802 15
Wheeler 324 0
Yamhili 8,231 1
Total Number of
Placements Arrange
by #ocal Agencies
(total may Include :
dup!lca‘reycounf) 115 est All 314 Oregon schoo! districts and IZ lo'cal PTObaﬂO?orOf_:':'C;SBbWsh*':nhﬂ;sPOr*?ge‘:°*rez:)zﬁng ::g
4 £ out of state In 1978 were asksed to give reasons s
Total Number of Local ‘ : S?lé?gigd in Table 38-5, Over 30 percent of the responses from the srcfr\ool dii’rrslgfse ds*griz?rd f:}zi: :2:;‘
Agencies Reporting 36 o lacked appropriate funds for such”ahcrlv-lr;y. 1_A 1.slgnlf_'_I'::oan:éz.'ms;r!naIdllesr“fre'lcg?-s g?;genrepor*ed that they were
ices available w n e state,
) ﬁg;::fé::g, s;:‘; gf which stated specifically in the "other' response that it was against the district's
‘ a.d 1‘Esfflma're;:: were developed by the National Center of Juvenile Jgsﬂce ) - ' policy,
using data from two sources: the 1970 national census and the National ancer N d
Institute 1975 estimated aggregate census, C . The local juvenile justice agencies not placling chlldren out of state In 1978 s:a‘red (‘)I‘haf :gtla);ff'\gn
’ : sufficlent services In Oregon or that they lacked funds for out-of-state placements, ne p
6,} agency stated that It was against agency pollcy to place a child out of Oregon.
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TABLE 38-5, OREGON: REASONS REPORTED B8Y LOCAL PUBLIC

AGENGIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-0F-STAT|
PLACEMENTS N 1978 :

Number of Local AGENCIES,

Reasons for Not Placing by Reported Reason(s)
Chlidren Out of Statea Education Juvenile Justice
Lacked Statutory Author ity 0 0
Restrictedb ' 1 0
Lacked Funds 286 7
Sufficient Services Avallabie In State 24 8
Otherc 11 3

Number of Agencles Reporting No Out-of~-
State Placements 314 17

Total Number of Agencles Represented in

Survey 314 36

8, Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements,

b, Generally included restrictions based on agency policy, axecutive order
compliance with certain federal and state guidelines, and specfflc court orders:

Cs Generally Included such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency pollcy, ware disapproved by parents, Invoived too much red tape,
and were prohlbitive becauss of distance,

The posslibie Involvement of several publlc agencies In the placement of a child results |
n varlou
degreas of interagency cooperation. Over 74 percent of the Oregon tocal probation agencles repor??ns
Involvement in out-of-state placements Indicated, as seen In Table 38~6, that at least one other agency
cooperated in thelr placement decisions, However, -cooperation with another agency was only reported to

have occurred for 56 percent of the placements made by the juvenite Justice agencies,
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TABLE 38-6, OREGON: THE EXTENT OF INTERAGENCY COOPERAT ION
TO ARRANGE OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS BY LOCAL
AGENCIES [N 1978

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type
Juvenile Justice
NomtsT—Pgreemt

. "AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State Placementsa 19 53

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State
Placements with Interagency

Cooperation 14 74
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State 115 100

Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of State
with Interagency Cooperation 64 56

a. See Table 38-4,

Local probation agencies reported placing children out of state with a variety of condltions or
statuses, Table 38-7 gives the types of children the agencies helped to place in 1978, Eighty=-ninety
percent of the probation agencles reported to have placed Juvenile delinquents outside of Oregon., Over
one-half of the responses wers in the unruly/disruptive category. Battered, abandoned, or neglected
chlldren were the -next most frequently mentioned vypes of chlldren, followed by the mentally
lll/emoflonally disturbed children and those with problems related to substance abuse, The remaining
cholces by single agencies Included truants, adopted children, and those children having special educa-
tion needs,

TABLE 38~7, OREGON: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGEMCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Juvenile Justice

Types of Conditions?

Physically Handicapped 0
Mentally Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 0
Unruly/Disruptive 10
Truent 1
Juveniie Dellnquent 17
Mentally 111/Emotionally DIsturbed 5
Pregnant 0
Drug/Atcohol Probiems 5
Battered, Abandoned, or Naglected 8
Adopted 1
OR-9
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TABLE 38-7. (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Juvanlile Justice

Types of Conditionsa

Specia! Education Needs 1
Muitiple Handlcaps 0
Other 0
Number of Agencles Reborflng 19

2., Some agencles reported more than one type of condition,

C. Detailed Data #rom Phase Il Agencles

If more than four out-of-state placements weore reported by a i{ocal agency, additional Information was
requested, The agencies from which +the second phase of data was requested

became known as Phase 1
agencies. The responses to the additional guestions are reviewed In this section of Oregon's state
profile, Wherever references are made to Phase 11 a?encles, they are Intended to reflect those locai

Juvenile justice agencles which reported arranging flve or more out-of-staje placements In 1978, with
the excaption of one agency which met +his criterion, The Malheur County court, which reported making an
estimated ten out-of-state placements, is not represented in most of the Phass || tables,

The refationship between the number of local Oregon agenciles surveyed and the total number of
children placad out of state, and agencies and placements In Phase 1| is Hlustrated in Figure 38-1,
Seven of the 19 placing probation agencies were Phase || agencies, Including the Malheur County juvenile
Justice agency, Therefore, 37 percent of the local placing agencies reported arranging out-of-state pla-
cements for 75 percent of the children reported sant out of Oregon in 1978 by local agencies. Cleariy,
The detalled information to be reported on the practices of Phase 11 agencles Is descriptive of ‘+the

majority of out-of-state placements arranged by Oregon local probation agencies in 1978, aven without
Information from one of these agencles,

F ~1e EGON: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THEE NUMBER OF
FIGURE 38-1 EECAL AGENC{ES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS

REPORTED, AND AGENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN
PHASE 11, BY AGENCY TYPE

Juvenlle
Justice
Number of AGENCIES | 36 ]
Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placements In [:fé:]
1978
Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Five or More Placements in
1978 (Phase || Agencles) 7
Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State in 1978 115
Number of CHILDREN Piaced [:46
by Phase |l Agencies 8::]
Percentage of Reported Piacements isL'
in Phase Il
ol It lustrated In
f these Phase || agencies' counties of Jurlsdlcflo? are
F{ u:ga}g:ggragglf J?cggg::saézncles serve counties clustered In the Portland SMSA: CIaCK:g:$;r:a2;3::
Mu?fnomah, ;nd Washington Counties, Two other Phase || agencles are located in and serve

tles (Douglas and Lincoln) on the Paclfic coastline. As discussed in Table 38-3, the unly eastern Oregon
County with & Phase !i agency Is Malheur, bordering both ldaho and Nevada,

OR-11

LRI R W o < [




e T SRR

TR

«

FIGURE 38-2. OREGON: COUNTY LOCATION OF PHASE 11 AGENCIES

R-12

County

Clackamas
Douglas
Lincoln
Malheur
Marion
Multromah
Washington

A.
B.
Ca
D.
Ee
Fe
G.

KEY
@Juvenile Justice Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

e I T T T

Table 38-8 identifies the destinations of the children reported by six Oregon Phase Il focal juvenlle
Justice agenclies, Forty-two of the 76 placement destinations were not available., Callfornia recelved
the largest number of Oregon children into residential settings in 1978, Washington, recelving eight
children, was the next most common!y utilized state for placement in the reporting year., These two
states, along with the recelving states of Colorado, !dahe, and Utah, are in the general geographic
region surrounding Oregon. The single placements to Alaska, Minnesota, New Jersey, and Texas were at a
greater distance from Oregon, However, almost 80 percent of the agencies! placements, for which destina-
tlons were reported, were made to contiguous states of Oregon, as shown in Figure 38-3,

TABLE 38~8, COREGON: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY
LOCAL PHASE 1 AGENCIES IN 1978

Destinations of Children Number of CHILDREN Placed
Placed Out of State Juvenile Justice

Alaska

California !
Colorado

I daho

Minnesota

—_— ) =~ -

New Jersey
Texas
Utah
Washington

D N~

Placements for Which Destinations Could Not be
Reported by Phase |l Agencies 42

Total Number of Phase |l Agenciss 6

Total Number of Children Placed by Phase ||
Agencies 76

OR-13
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TABLE 38-9, OREGON: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF Lo
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 11 i

AGENCIES L

‘, Number of AGENCIES Reporting l

' Reasons for Placementa Juvenlle Justice o

’ ) Receiving Facliity Closer to Chlld!'s Home, ;f
: Despite Being Across State Lines 0 i

FIGURE 38-3. OREGON: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PLACED IN STATES ; P 9 !

CONTIGUOUS TO OREGON BY LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIESa ¢ Previous Success with Recelving Facitity 1 :

Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 4 ;;

' Standard Procedure to Place Certaln Children Out of State 0 ;f
| Children Falled to Adapt fo In-dtate i
| k Facllities 2
. ‘ i

4 : i Alternative to In-State Public i

s H Institutionalization 2 3

N To Live with Relatives (Non-Parental) 6 Ef

| Other 1 f
‘ Number of Phase !l Agencies Reporting 6 Ti

a. Some agencies reported more than one reason for placement.

These same ciacing agencies reporfed thelr most frequently used type of out-of-state placement !
setting. Table 38-10 shows that four responding agencies reported that they most frequently used olit=of- H
state ralatives' homes. Single agencies also reported the use of residential treatment/chlld cars faci- i3
lities and foster homes most often In 1978, i

TABLE 38-10. OREGON: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL

SETTINGS USED BY LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES IN 1978 ;i -~
@, Llocal Phase || juvenile justice agencles reported destinations for 34 children, Categories of Number of AGENCIES Reporting ;: ’
- Residential Settings Juvenile Justice : b
[
Residential Treatment/Child Care Facil|ity 1 B
’ Psychiatric Hospltal 0
Boarding/Military School 0
Foster Home 1 }f
Group Home 0 b
P
Relative's Home (Non-Parental) 4 ;é 1
. , ; A Adoptive Home 0 =
. The Phase 1l local juvenile Justice agencies were asked to report thelr reasons for taking thils . R o
. : action. The two predominant answers to *this question, as reported In Table 38-9, wers to send chl!ldren L7 Other 0 I
- - to llve with relatives and that Oregen lacked comparable services to the out-of-state program selected, Y . : ti
~ Two responses were also given fo the statements that the child had falled to adapt fo an in-state facl!- . Number of Phase |l Agencles Reporting 6 o
Ity and that the out-of-state setting was an alternative to in-state Institutionalization, . e Ll
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IHlustrates that written progress reports and telephone calls to the residential setting on
basis were the most frequenfly mentioned monitoring practices, Single agencles also report
written progress reports on a semlannual or annual baslis,

a quarterly
ed recelving

TABLE 38-11. OREGON: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR OUT-OF ~-STATE
PLACEMENTS  AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 1
AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of AGENCIESa

Frequency of

Methods of MonTtoring Practice

Juvenlie Justice

Written Progress Reports Quarterly
’ Semlannually
Annual ly

Otherb
- On=Site Visits Quarterly
Semiannual |y
Annual ly
Otherb
Telephone Calis Quarter!ly
Semiannual |y
Annual iy
Otherb

CooN oooo O =N

Other Quarterly
Semlannual!y
Annual Iy
Otherb

— e O e

Total Number of Phase |1
Agencies Repothng 6

a. Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.,

b. Included monltoring practices which did not occur at regular intervals,

Five of the Oregon local Phase || probation agencies reported spending a total of $1,000 for out-of-
state placement purposes in 1978,

D. Use of interstate Compacts by State and Loca! Agencies

The survey of local agenclies In Oregon also determined the extent to which Interstate compacts were
utilized to arrange aut-of-state placements, A review of Table 38~12 indicates that 13 of the 19 agencies
which placed children out of state in 1978 roported that at least some of thelr placements were arranged
through an interstate compact, Five probation agsncles reported not utilizing a compact in that year,

Five of the seven Phase 11 agencies reported arranging out-of-state placements with the use of the

Intarstate Compact on Juven]les and one agency also arranged a placement through the Interstats Compact
on Mental Health,

e S

TABLE 38-12, OREGON: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

Number of AGENCIES

Lbcal Agenclés Which Placed

Children Out of State Juvenile Justice

NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING

FOUR OR LESS CHITDREN—— 12
® Number Using Compacts 8
® Number Not Using Compacts 4
® Number with Compact Use

Unknown 0

NUMBER OF PHASE || AGENCIES

PLACING CHILDREN ————— 7
e Number Using Compacts 5

Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children
0
Yes
No 6
Don't+ Know 1

Interstate Compact on Juveniles

Yes ?
No
Don't Know 1

Interstate Compact on Mental Heal+h

1

Yes

No _ 5

Don't Know 1

® Numbei Not Using Compacts 1
® Number with Compast Use Unknown i

TOTALS .

Number of AGENCIES Placing

Children Out of State 19

Number of AGENCIES Uslng Compacts 13

Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacis 5

Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 1

concerning the utilization of Interstate compacts is acquired through consideration
of ‘Hﬁgﬂlhnefr;:r':nn:rwl'oendggelven In Ta%le 38-13, This table Indicates the number of children who were or were
not placed out of state with a compact, An examination of the overal| trand shows that a total of at
least 30 children were placed in out-of-state resldential care in 1978 without +he use of a compact, A
minimum of 48 children were sent out of Oregon with the use of an Inferstate compact, 40 of them being
placed by Phase || agencies, These Phase |1 probation agencles reported utilizing the Interstate Compact
on Juvenliles for 39 placements, while one child was processed by the Interstate Compact on Mental Health,
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TABLE 38-13, OREGON: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
‘ OF [INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

- o DTS e A ST S
Chlldren Placed Out of State Juvenlle Justice =

CHILDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES

il
G FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 29
e Number Placed with Compact Use 8 .k
e Number Placed without Compact Use 9 ‘%
i
® Number Placed with Compact Use Unknown2 12 - / /
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE |1 AGENCIES 86 TE /
bt hieil 2 / ‘\6@ /
e Number Placed with Compact Useb 40 i -— és}
" (W
Number through Interstate Compact fé 26% “QﬂuwWA d
on the Placement of Children 0 i -~
i -

.

Number through Interstats
Compact on Juveniles 39

115
CHILDREN PLACED
OUT OF STATE BY
OREGON LOCAL

JUVENILE JUSTICE

42% COMPACT ARRANGED
Number through interstate

[l A0 R

Compact on Mental Health i b AGENCIES - —\._\— T
]
e MNumber Placed without Compact Use 21 : 2 “omge, N
. & - e N
® Number Placed with Compact Use 1 =~ @,
Unknown 25 4 RN % N
- . N o N\
TOTALS d % \
* Number of CHILDREN Placed Out 3 A
of State . 1s ] A
Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use 48 -
Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Use 30 :
. - ‘ The Oregon state agency responsible for the administration of both the Interstate Comapct on the
Number of CHILDREN Placed ‘ Placement of Children and ths Interstate Compact on Juveniles was only able to report compact utillzation
with Compact Use Unknown 37 of the ICPC in 1978, This agency, the public chlid welfare agency In Oregon, reported that 99 children

were piaced out of state with the use of this compact In the reporting year, State and lccai agencies!
use of the ICJ could not be reported for that year,

a. Agencles which placed four or less children out of state were not asked
to report the actual number of compact-arranged placements, Instead, these
agencies simply reported whether or not a compact was used to arrange any out-

of-state placement, Therefore, if a compact was used, only one placement Is ’ i\ E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles
lndlcafed as a compact-arranged placement and the others are Included in the
category “number placed with compact use unknown."

be If an agency reported using a compact but could not report the number
of placements arranged through the specific compact, one placement is indicated

as compact arranged and the others are included In the cate "
with compact use unknown.," gory finumber placed

Graphic representation of the Information gathered about Interstate compact utillzation for chlidren
placed out of state In 1978 by local juvenile justice agencles is [liustrated in Figure 38-4,
tigure shows that of the 115 children reported placed out of state by these local Oregon agencles, 26
percent were non-compact airranged placements, 42 percent were compact arranged and for 32 percent of the

placements compact use was undetermlned,

OR-18
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Table 38-14 helps to illustrate the abllity of the state agencies to repcrt the type and extent of
thelr Involvement In out-of-state placements., It should be recalled from the earlier discussion of Table
38-2 that the DHR's Children's Services Divislon was contacted for Information about two service areas
because both the (ICPC) and the (ICJ) are adminlstered in that office. This DHR office Is represented by
the chlid welfare/Juvenlie justice designation In the following tables.

Despite the dual compact administration responsibilities In this division, complete information was
only avallable for the I|CPC-arranged placements, which involved 99 children In 1978, There is some
question as to the lodally arranged description glven to these placements since there are no child
welfare agencles operated by local governments in Oregon, Eilther local probation agencies, courts, or
branch offices of DHR may have been the agencies to which this designation refers, T

Also of Interest Is tha other state agencles' noninvolvement in out-of-state placements. Consistent
with what was stated In sectlion I}, the Dapartment of Education does not place out of state. The Mental
Heal!th Dlvision of DHR reported that It does not place any children out of state, referring all place-
ments to the Chlldrent's Service Division within the same department,

OR=-19
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TABLE 38-14, OREGON: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO REPORT }
THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING OUT~OF=-STATE §
PLACEMENTS IN 1978 %
|
Number of CHILDREN Reported |
P'ac‘:d dirTng 1978 by gfa:f ngng'e;h - | TABLE 38-15. OREGON: CONDITIONS OF CHILOREN PLACED OUT oF
Chiid Welfare/ ental Health an i STATE IN 1978, AS REPOPTED BY STATE
Types of Involvement Juvenile Justice Education Mental Retardation | BY AGENCY TYPE : AGENCIES,
State Arranged and Funded 0 0 0 Types of Cond 41 Agency Typea
n o]
Locally Arranged but ns Child Welfare/Juvenite Justice
State Funded 99 0 -
Physically Handi
Court Ordered, but State Y capped X
Arranged and Funded * 0 0 . Mentally Hand { capped X
Subtotal: Placements S ’ i Developmentaliy D
involving State ! : pmentally Disabled X
Funding * 0 0 : ; Unruly/Disruptive X
Local ly Arranged and s Truants
Funded, and Reported “ . X
to State * 0 - ) Juvenile Delinquents X
State Helped Arrange Emotionally Dist
but Not Required b)’l y Dlsturbed X
Law or Did Not Fund Pregnanf
the Placement * 0 0 ; . X
| Drug/Alcohol Prob
Other 0 0 0 | g oblems X
| Battered, Abandoned
Total Number of i ’ » or Neglected X
Children Placed Out : Adopted Children
of State with State . | X
Asslstance or | Foster Chitldren
Know | adge?@ 99 0 0 oo X
Other o

-~ denotes Not Applicable, @. X Indicates conditions reported,

i
¥  denotes Not Avallable, !
|
|

a. Includes all out-of-state placements known to officiais In the par-
ticular state agency, In some cases, this figure consists of placements which
did not directly involve afflirmative action by the state agency but may simply
Indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of informal reporting,

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

Destinations ‘of the 99 children placed through the ICPC In 1978 were not reported by the DHR's : : As a flnal revlew _
Children's Services Division., When asked to describe the conditions or statuses of the children placed ; public agencies and ‘rhe' nTJambbleer ?)? Lﬁ:?;::;s '1'he dlnCldence ot Cut-of-state placenents reported by Oregon
out of Oregon In that year, the divislon reported all categories found In Table 38-15 to describe them. ] Agaln, as discussed in Table 38-14, the BHfaic':e C(I’\ulf o s'fa're e
This Indlcates the probability that a number of children were provided services by the DHR division which 1 Information on placements made wlfh' the use cs)f Thldrlen S jorvice
were not included In the 99 reported piacements, The status of Juvenlile delinquent indicates that some v _ I These 99 chlldren, therefore, make up only a porti ° nfersfaf_e Compact on the Plac
additional placements were llkely arranged through the Interstate Compact on Juveniles. Finally, the vy and juvenile Justice agency. I+ was not Ze’r ; T 3" of The placeme
Division reported that it most frequentiy sent children to live with relatives In other states in 1978 : . Were known to this state agency, ermined how many of the

|

- and provided $19,176 for the placement of children out of state in that year.

D ‘ ; Both the state education
. and the mental healt
OR-20 ] : qﬁ; state placement activity In 1978. The education gg:gg 'msen::l r:’rardaﬂon roed 1oy freported no out-of-
) : school districts, 4 port was conflirmed in the local survey of
’ ‘ o 0R=-21
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FIGURE 38-5. OREGON: THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATE AND LQCAL
PLACEMENTS AND USE OF COMPACTS, AS REPORTED
BY STATE AGENCIES, BY AGENCY TYPE

225
200
175
TABLE 38-16., OREGON: STATE AGENCIES! KNOWLEDGE OF QUT=OF~ 150
STATE PLACEMENTS
! ' 125
Child Welfare/ Mental Health and ’
duvenite Justice Education Menial Retardation
100
Total Number of State and ’
Local Agency Placements »2 0 0 75
Total Number of Placements |
Known to State Agencles 99b 0 0 50
Percentage of Placements
Known to State Agencles * 100 100 25
* denotes Not Avallable, 0

a. The local juvenile justice agencies reported arranging 115 out-of-state
placements In 1978, The state agency reported 99 chlldrefll hgd been placed out Child Welfare/Juvenlle Justice
of state which were state funded, but could not report the Juvenile justice

placements arranged by the state agency. - State and Local Flacements

b. Includes only the out-of-state placements arranged through the Inter- - State and Local Placements Known to State Agencies

state Compact on the Placement of Chlldren.
l:: State and Local Compact-Arranged Placements Reported by Stats Agencies

a, The local juvenile justice agencles reported arranging 115 out-of-state placements in 1978. The
state child welfare and juvenlle justice agency was.only able to report 99 placements arranged through
the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children,

b, The state agency reported 99 children to be placed out of state through the Inferstate Compact on
the Placement of Children which were state funded but could not report the juvenlle justice placements
arranged by the state or local agencies, or the placements processed by the Interstate Compact on
Juvent les,

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

: ' s A revliew of the Information obtained from Oregon state and local agencles about ‘their Involvement in
uf_F;r_laan Figure 32"5 1! lustrates the state child welfare and Juvenile Justice agencies' know!edge of . ! ouf—of-:‘\t,'aie (:)lace?ne:ﬁ brings forward seve:"nal fgac*ors of Interest. ’ The contrasting ability of the
ggeng :nz ?ogalfcjeg'\?:nllaecjt\;ny a;‘de ”"5 ability fo report interstate compact utilization by the state S ) ! Children's Services Dlvision to report the placements arranged through ICPC and ‘the ICJ was exiremeiy

y ce agencles, . i important, considering that the Children's Services Division Is the major point of departure for most
OR=-22 , o A chlidren crossing state lines for publicly sponsored out-of-home care, A few other conclusions about the
: survey findings in Oregon folliow,
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e The majority of children sent out of state for whom destinations were avallable were sent to
states in the geographic region of Oregon.

e Llocal courts hearing juvenlle matters reported an Infrequent use of interstate compacts for the
placement or transfer of probation supervision of a child.

e A wide range of children are placed out of state by the Children's Services Division, partlculariy
to the homes of relatives other than parents.

The reader Is encouraged to compare national! tfrends described in Chapter 2 with the findings which
relate to specific practices In Oregon in order to develop further conclusions about the state's involve-
ment with the out-of-state placement of chilidren,

FOOTNOTE

1. General information about states, counties, clties, and SMSAs is from the speclal 1975 population
estimates based on the 1970 national census contained In the U,S. Bureau of the Census, County and City

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

T Information abouT direct general state and iocal total per capita expenditures and expenditures for
education and publlic welfare were also taken from data collected by the U.,S. Bureau of the Census and
they appear In Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1979 (100th Edition), Waskington, D.C.,
1979, - T

The 1978 estimated population of persons eight to 17 years old was developed by the National Center
for Juvenlle Justice using two sources: the 1970 national census and the National Cancer Institute 1975

estimated aggregate census, also prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

OR-24
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A PROFILE OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY AND PRACTICE IN UTAH
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1. METHODOLOGY

Information was syst
collaaporm Technlques.y ematical ly gathered about Utah from a variety of sources using a number of data

telephone Interviews were conducted with state officlals who were able to report on agency policies and

_ practices with regard to the out-of-state placement of children, A mall Survey was used, as a fol low=up

to the telephone Interview, to solicit info
rmation specific to the out-of-state pl
state agencies and those of local agencles subject to state regulatory control or szp:?*?/r?esgtypgegg?gﬁfw

An assessment of out-of-state placement
policies and the adequacy of informati
:gggﬁé?ﬁg ?i?ff::_e:fa ::r;?ggemset:]r;\;ey ’r;squlreman'rs to determine fge lynvolvemen*r of or;ug??zrfae;enbg'essfaﬁ
ARSI nocosamty 1oy . rsuant to this assessment, further data collection was undertaken

e verlfy out-of-state placement data re
ported by stats r + ;
® collect local agency data which was not avallablye from sfgaof\',ee gr:)n:'eenr‘t'am:?w?’t:l loce! agencies; and

A summary of the data collection effort In Utah appears below In Table 45-1,

TABLE 45-1, UTAM: METHODS OF COLLECTING DATA

Survey Methods, by Agency Type

Child Welfare/

v&rmw

e
R e

]
f-

Levels of Mental Juvenlle
Government Retardation Education Justice Mental Health
State Telephone Tele
phone Telephone T
Agenciles Interview Interview Infgrvlew 7#?223?§w
Malled Survey: Mailed Survey: Malled Survey: M
: : ‘alled Survey:
DSS officials DPI officlals SJC offlclars Dss offlcl:Ts
Local Not Applicable Tele
phone Not Applicable Telephon
Agencies  (State Survey: Al (State Suseey:e All '
Offices) 40hloTal Offices) 18 local
schoo
districts zggizlshsalfh
utT=1
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111, THE ORGANIZATION OF SERVICES AND OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENT POLICY IN 1978

A. Introductory Remarks

Utah has the 12th largest land area (82,096 square miles) and Is the 36th most populated state
(1,202,672) in the United States. Its capitai, Salt Lake City, Is the most populated city with nearly
170,000 peopte, Utah has 18 cities with populations over 10,000, with four of these clities with popula-
tions between 25,000 and 70,000: Bountiful, Ogden, Orem, and Provo., It has 29 counties, The estimated
1978 population of persons eight to 17 years old was 234,574,

There are two Standard Metrcpolltan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) In Utah, The Salt Lake City-0Ogden SMSA
5$rd7rs on eastern Nevada, Other states contiguous to Utah are Arizona, Colorado, ldaho, New Mexico, and
om Nge.

The state ranks 26th nationally in total state and focal per caplita expens’tures

fourth in per capita
expenditures for education, and 39th In per caplta expenditures for public welfare.r P P

B, Chiid We!fare

Child Welfare in Utah is the responsibility of the Divislon of Family Services (DFS), Department of
Soclal Services (DSS), The DFS s responsible for adoption, day care, foster care, and protective ser-
vices; status offenders; and youth corrections and aftercare services. All child welfare services In
Utah are supervised and administered by the state. In rural parts of the state, the dellvery of these
services has been Integrated into the Deparment of Soclal Services' district offlces.

All out-of-state placements are coordinated at t+he state level through the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children (ICPC). Utah has been a member of the compact since 1975,

C. Education

Utah's Department of Pubiic Instruction (DPl) has the major responsibility for Its educatlional
system, Within DPl is the Divislon of Speclal Education, which Is directly Involved with the placemont
of children In other states. Utah's 40 loca! school districts provide speclal education services In
addition to the normal curriculum for grades K-12.

Utah's 40 local school districts do place children out of state with and wlthout the state's finan-

clal assistance. Consequentiy, focal schoo! districts do not necessarlly report all out-of-state place-
ments to the DPI, especially If state funds are not involved,

D. Juvenile Justice

Primary responsibllity for juvenile Justice In Utah lies with the State Juvenlle Court (SJC)., The
court is a unified, statewlde court having jurisdiction over Juvenile law vicolators and dependency, neg-
lect and child abuse cases, The state system Is served by five districts, and a Board of Juvenlle Court
Judges has overall responsibllity for the court's operation. Probation services, both Intake and super-
vislon, are attached to the State Juvenile Court. The Department of Social Services has responsibl |ty
for Utah's one juvenlle correctional facility. Parole, aftercare services, and community alternative
programs are also the responsibility of the Department of Social Services. Juvenlie detention facllities
are the Joint responsibllity of local countles and the state. The Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ)
Is administered by the State Juvenile Court, Utah has been a member of the compact since 1955,

UT-2
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E. Mental Health

Mental health programs In Utah are administered through the Division of Mental Health (DMH), Depart-
ment of Soclal Services. The DMH supervises the financing and local management of Utah's 18 community
mental health centers and operates a children's unit in the Utah State Hospital. Local mental health
expenditures are supervised by the county commlssioners, According to Utah State Law 24-17-1,2, the DMH
Is responsible for assisting and consulting with local mental health authorities and with local mental
health advisory councils in the estabiishment of community mental health programs, which may Include pre-
vention, rehabllitation, case~-finding, diagnosis and treatment of the mentally 1il, and consultation and
education for groups and Individuals regarding mental health,

Local mental health centers can and do place children out of state. Utah is not a member of the

Interstate Compact on Mental Health (ICMH) and placements are not regularly reported to fthe state
divislon.

Fs Mental Retardation

The Division of Family Services (DFS) within the Department of Soclal Services Is responsible for
providing mental retardation services in Utah., The DFS Is responsible for providing speclallzed casework
services Yo mentatly retarded children requiring out-of-home care.

I+ is reported that very few placements are being made out of state, with the exception of placements
with retatives moving to another state, Those placements which occur were reported to be made in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC),

IV, Findings From a Survey of Out-of-State Placement Practices In 1978

The results of the survey of Utah public agencies are presented Iii this section In summary tables and
are accompanled by some Interpretive remarks.

A, The Number of Children Placed in Out-of-State Residential Settings

A summary of out-of-state placement activities by state and local agencles is provided In Table 45~2
to lend some perspective to the more speclific survey results which follow, Table 45-2 estzblishes the
size of tha group of children placed out of Utah In 1978, Local mental health agencles placed out of
state the largest number of chiidren that were ldentified in the survey., The DSS' Division of Family
Services, providing child we!fare services and services for mentally retarded children, and the State
Juvenlie Court reported some Involvement In out-of-state placements. Table 45-2 shows that sending
chllidren to other states for residential care was both a state and local phenomenon in Utah in 1978,
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TABLE 45-2, UTAH: NUMBER OF OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS
ARRANGED BY STATE AND LGCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES N 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE

TABLE 45-3, (Continued)
Number of CHILDREN, by Agency Type
Levels of

Child Welfare/ Juvenile Mental
Government Menta! Retardation Education Justice Health Totai

e e ey 2

Number of CHILDREN

1978 Placed during 1978
i Mental
Populationd
County Name (Age 8=17) Education - Healfh
State Agency t
Placementsa 28 0 15 0 43 Iron 2,431 0 0
Juab 892 0 0
Local Agency b 714 0
Placements - 5 - 58 63 b e 1,610 2 -
i 990 -
Total 28 5 15 58 106 L Morgan o _
P Plute %gg 0 -
-- denotes Not Applicable, { : ’;LT: Lake 99, 281 0 .; ost
L 3,065
a, May Includo placements which the state agency arranged and funded inde- § ggg i::n 2:033 0 -
pendently or under a court order, arranged but did not fund, helped arrange, { 18 P \
and others directiy Involving the state agency's assistance or knowledge. ; I Sevi 2,086 0 -
Refer to Table 45-15 for specific Information regarding state agency involve- ‘ | Szv ?:_ 1,448 0 "o
ment in arranging out-of-state placements. I Togle 4,885 8 -
Rk Uintah 3,831 0 -
i Utah 30,034
v
& teh 1,289 0 " ost
Tubte 45-3 further focuses upon the placement practices of local agencles by giving 1978 out-of-state L ﬁzmﬁgmn 3,390 8 _E o8
placement Incidence rates and the juvenile population of each county, it is important to bear in mind %1 Wayne 308 0 .
tht the Jurisdictions of school districts and two mental health agencles (both within Salt Lake County) § Waber 24,583
contacted Is smaller than the counties contalning them, For that reason, muitiple agencles may have re-
portfed from each county and the Inclidence reorts in the table are the aggregated reports of all school ’ Multicounty Jurisdictions
districts or mental heaith agency within them, This table indicates that state placements were arranged ! 0
by agencies In a relatively small percentage of Utah's 29 counties, These countles are located in the : Weber, Morgan -
northern half of Utah and iInclude both SMSAs, However, Duchesne County's local mental health center | ’
placed the largest number of chlldren out of state In the reporting year, although this county has a E
relatively small juvenile population compared to the SMSA countles, Utah counties In the southern-most . 1 Juab, Summlit, Utah, — 0
portion of the state (Washington, San Juan, and Garfield) also reported placement activity, i Waga‘l'ch ’
—— 10 est
Salt Lake, Utah, Tooele
- 2 est
h
TABLE 45-3, UTAH: 1978 YOUTH POPULATIONS AND THE NUMBER , Box Elder, Cache, Ric
OF OUT=OF~STATE PLACEMENTS ARRANGED BY LOCAL i Carb Emery, Grand 0
AGENCIES IN 1978, BY COUNTY AND AGENCY TYPES o Juan v ’ ==
REPORTING PLACEMENTS an 0
Uintah, Daggett
g%nggg 8&?3'“?'35@ ' Plute, Sevler, Wayne, - 0
1978 3 Mitiard, Sanpete -
Population@ Mental ? o
County Name (Age 8-17) Education Health Co- : . Total Number of
Placements Arr?nged
by Local Agencies
Beaver 687 0 0 o Crotal may include 5 58 est
Box Elder 6,476 2 -~ : dup!icate count)
Cache 8,274 0 - v P
Carbon 3,144 0 - :
Total Number of Local 40 18 :
Daggeﬂ‘ 155 0 - ‘ Agenc jes Rapor--'— i ng '
Davis 26,069 1 0
Duchesne 2,810 0 30 est —- denotes Not Applicables P
(E;amerf.}l Id ],gg? g T ‘ by the National Center of Juvenile Justice
rfie . . wore developed by e Natio !
Grand 1,387 0 - L usln;.das'?‘:"r"ac;rrr?sfwoer;ources: p1'he 1970 national census and the National Cancer
) (rztitute 1975 estimated aggregate census.
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W
"% 1
z ’ 4] EER
< : »
v T i
. ) — ’ 1
X [ 4 o S Enptry e vt o i
‘.,,‘,,/.,M.._«.ﬂu-'»-——-wr‘-7 L E e . - i - g ™ : " v




B. The OQut-of~S5tate Placement Practices of local Agencies

The involvement of Utah local agencles In out-of-state placement Is summarized in Table 45-4, Of
particular Interest is the sxce!llsnt response rate the study received among these agencies. All agencies
contacted particlpated in the survey and were able to report thelir involvement in out-of-state placement
In 1978, Less than sight percent of the local school districts reported some lnvolvement in out-of-state
placements, compared to 39 percent of the local mental health agencies,

TABLE 45-4, UTAH: THE INVOLVEMENT OF LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
IN ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS (N 1978

Number of AGENCIES, by Agency Type
Response Categories Education Mental Health

Agencies Which Reported Out-of-State
Placements 3 7

Agencies Which Did Not Know [f They
Placed, or Placed but Could Not Report

the Number of Children 0 0
Agencies Which Did Not Ptace Out of State 37 (A
Agencies Which Did Not Participate in
the Survey 0 0
Totai Local Agencles 40 18
All local agencies that did not place chlldren out of state were asked to report why such placements

did not occur, The majority of agencies of both agency types sald they did not place chlldren out of
state because sufficient services were available In Utah, This finding Is an interesting comparison to
the ptacing mental health agencies responses reported in Table 45-9, where the mejority of reasons for
placing children out of Utah were also related to the state's service resources, but referring to their
nonavallablility, Local agenclies which did not place children out of Utah also reported that they lacked
funds and statutory authority. In addition, seven educatlon and eight local mental health agencies
reported "“other" reasons, including parental disapproval of such placements and agency policy belng
against the placement of a chiid out of state,

utr-6
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TABLE 45-5, UTAH: REASONS REPORTED BY LOCAL PUBLIC
AGENCIES FOR NOT ARRANGING OUT-OF-STATE
PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of Local! AGENCIES,

Reasons for Not Placing by Reported Reason(s)

Children Out of State® Education Mental Health
Lacked Statutory Authority 1 2
Restricted 0 0
Lacked Funds 4 3
Sufficient Services Avallable In State 34 10
Other® 7 8

Number of Agencles Reporting No Out-of-State
Placements 37 H

Total Number of Agencies Represented In Survey 40 18

a, Some agencies reported more than one reason for not arranging out-of-
state placements.,

b, Generally incliuded such reasons as out-of-state placements were against
overall agency policy, were disapproved by parents, involved too much red tape,
and were prohibltive because of distance,

Publlc agencles often work together in declsionmaking about the arrangement of out-of-state place-
ments. The degree to which there was Interagency cooperation in the placement of children out of Utah by
local agencles appears in Table 45-6, Local school districts reported a low level of interagency cooper-
ation In 1978 for this purpose, with only one of the flve children's placements being arranged with the
participation of some other public agency. Local mental health agencies reported involving other agencies
in the placement process to a greater extent, with about 86 percent of the placing agencies reporting
interagency cooperation for 76 percent of the placements they made.

uT=-7

LTI

T R I T

v ER T




L
‘

TABLE 45-6. UTAH: THE EXTENT .OF INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

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

Number and Percentage, by Agency Type

EdGcarion Pental Health
Number  Percent Number  Percent

AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State

Placements? 3 8 7 39
AGENCIES Reporting Out-of-State

Placements with Interagency

Cooperation 1 33 6 86
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of

State 5 100 58 100
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out of

State with interagency

Cooperatlion 1 20 44 76

a. See Table 45-4,

All tocal agencles placing children out of Utah In 1978 were asked to respond to a |ist of conditions
and statuses to describe the chlldren they placed, Table 43~7 enumerates the number of agencles that in-
dicated they placed a chlld having one or more of the characteristics offered for description., Local
school districts responding to this question described the ch!ldren they piaced as truants or unruly/dis-

ruptive, as having speclal education needs, as beling mentally or physlcally handicapped, and as having
drug or alcohol problems,

Mental health agenclies placed chllidren out of Utah having every characterlstic that was available feor
description,

Nearly all of the placing agencies responded that they had placed mentally i1l or emotion-
ally disturbed children, and unruly/disruptive children. About the same proportion of mental health
agencles reported that they placed children who had drug or alcochol problems. From the wide variety of
characterlistics describing children placed by mental

health agencles, It could be presumed that these
agenclies are broadly Involved In dellvering services to Utah children.

TABLE 45-7, UTAH: CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED OQUT OF
STATE IN 1978, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCIES

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions? Education Mental Health
Physically Handicapped ! 1
Mental ly Retarded or Developmentally Disabled 0 1
Unruly/Disruptive 1 5
Truant 2 3
Juvenliie Dellnquent 0 3
Mentaliy li1/Emotionally Disturbed 1 6
Pregnant 0 2
uT-8
g e T - - e BE e bonfi e e *

et
2

——
B e e

TABLE 45-7. (Continued)

Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Types of Conditions® Education Mental Health
Drug/Alcohot Problems 1 ;
Battered, Abandoned, or Neglected 0 i
Adopted Z 3
Speclal Education Needs i
Multiple Handicaps 0

Other 3
Number of Agencles Reporting 3

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

C. Detalled Data from Phase 1! Agencies

local agency, additiona!l
-of = lacements were reported by a ARG
lffmgre $:gna;gg2I::ffggms:zyzhpfhe second phase of data was requested became
g?gges %ﬂ; responses to the additional ques are rey S iaten

y eferences are made to Phase || agencies, Y o I te I 1978, hose
whe:ﬁ::; Chlch reported arranging five or more out-of-state p
age

+jon agencles metT this criteria,

“‘9 Ie|a|l0|lshlp tﬁlwee” “'e Ill-ll"bel ol |0ca| U‘a“ me“la‘ haa‘lh agell(:les SUIVBYQ

information was
s Phase || agen-

flies
action of Utah's state pro
i bl tge:h;: :;flecf those local mental health

the local educa=-

d and the total
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Utah's two SMSAs,

e . aaibe s b

The six Utah counties served by Phase |1 mental health agencles are Il lustrated in Figure 45-2,
one agency having a multicounty Jurisdiction (Salt Lake, Utah, and Toole Counties) serves an area within
Adjacent Is a fourth county served by a Phase !i mental health agency, Duchesne.
southern-most Phase Il counties of San Juan and Washington, each bordering two other states, are also

FIGURE 45~1, UTAH: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF LOCAL
AGENCIES SURVEYED AND PLACEMENTS REPORTED, AND
?gENCIES AND PLACEMENTS IN PHASE 11, BY AGENCY

PE

Mental Health

Number of AGENCIES 18

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Out-of-State Placaments in
1578

Number of AGENCIES Reporting
Flve or More Placements in
1978 (Phase || Agencies)

[ —{fe—]

Number of CHILDREN Placed
Out of State In 1978 58

(=]

Number of CHILDREN Placed
by Phase || Agencles 53

Percentage of Reported Placements
In Phase !

-

Indicated In Figure 45-2,
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FIGURE 45-2, UTAH: COUNTY LOCATION OF LOCAL PHASE I AGENCIES

County
A Duchesne
B-1. Salt Lake
B-2. Tooele
B-3. Utah
C. San Juan

De Washington

KEY

% Mental Health Phase II
Agency Jurisdiction

/""/'\'1

B-2.

A.

o
"
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Local Utah Phase 11 agencies were asked for the destinations to which these children were sent, The
local Phase 1| mentai health agencles responding to this question were able tu report upon 79 percent of
the chltdren they placed in that year, and thelr responses are displayed in Tabie 45-8, California was
by far the receiver of the largest number of children from these agencies, with 16 children or 38 percent i
of the placements for which destinations were reported, Arizona and Nevada, border states to Utah, '
recelved six children each Into residential settings In 1978, The remaining placements for which desti- :
natlon tnformation was avallable were dispersed among states primarily in the same geographic region that ' o ‘ |

Utah Is located, in addition to states at further distances, Including the District of Columbta, = :
Wisconsin, and Georgla,

B

IN STATES
o AH: THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN REPORTED PLACED
FIGURE 43-3. gBNTIGUOUS TO UTAH BY LOCAL PHASE 1! AGENCIES?2

N

TABLE 45-8. UTAH: DESTINATIONS OF CHILDREN PLACED BY L ‘ S
LOCAL PHASE |1 AGENCIES IN 1978 ]

Destinations of Children Number of CHILDREN Placed N
Placed Out of State Mental Health

Arizona

Cal ifornia

Colorado

District of Columbla
Georgla

—
— BN

| daho
Nevada
Oregon
Wisconsin

NuwON

Placements for Which &
Destinations Could Not ‘ 5
be Reported by Phase |1
Agencies 11

Total Number of Phase |1
Agencles 4

Total Number of Chlidren . ;
Placed by Phase |1 ‘

e > | %f a. lLocal Phase || mental health agencies reported destinations for 42 children, gé
f |
i
; ?g

" Tabte

he reasons why such placements were made,

. oS Thae e agelnecsl'esrex;er;ansaelsso ?\sll‘ie?"e;‘:or?;mfl;gepTacemenT were mentioned with varying freqtlje:gl!onz k
v ] :EQQI%L:?SI;::;? ??eggnfal he;;Th aé%ncles. Three of the four responding agenclies gave the expla =

L ! that they placed children out of Utah hecause the state lacked comparable services to the recelving
Figure 45-3 continues to focus on the destinations of children placed out of Utah by local Phase |1 A ]

p4
¢ state, Three responses were aiso glven to the statement that an ouf-of-sfal't\',ee npliger:eer;:‘o»:‘zs ;n:::|J{\ngor$:e
agencies, It illustrates +he number of chitdren who went to states contiguous to Utah, Approximately 38 - ) - for a child to live with a relatlve. Several OThir*reﬁgfqzﬁ: s:ig?n;;agency,s sesons Involving +he
percent of the local mental health placements for which destinations were reported went +to contiguous . . T e B children's Inabllity to adapt to programs within the state, et o I Ay S e At
o , - -t I R B rre ac?nor'egggﬁ27¢°fsigfgg+;§;*s|: 3as standard procedure to place cer-
¥ : Fina single ag :
Ur-12 2:?: I:??dﬁgs :&:héz gigg.and Thafy; placement was mads as an alfernaflve to public Institutionalization \
K of a child in Utah,
- ur-13
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TABLE 45-9, UTAH: REASONS FOR PLACING CHILDREN OUT OF

STATE IN 1978, AS Re
PHASE 11 AGENG(ES < CRTEC BY LOCAL

Number of AGENCIES Repor+ting
Mental Health

Reasons for Placement?

Recaiving Facility Closer to Child's Homs,

Despite Being Across State Lines
2
Previous Success with Receiving Facility 2
Sending State Lacked Comparable Services 3

Standard Procedur
Out of State ® 1o Place Certaln Children

Children Faifed to Adapt to In~State Facitities 2
Alternative to In-State Pub|je lnsflfuflonallzaflon 1
To Live with Relatives (Non-Farental) 3
Other

3
Number of Phase || Agencies Reporting 4

a, SOme age”cles leOl 'ed more “.&” one reason IOI placemelll.

al health agencies. Two a en
. clias
Id care facilitles in 1973 and slﬁg:g

T [ N
ABLE 45-10, UTAH: MOST FREQUENT CATEGORIES OF RESIDENTIAL

SETTINGS USED BY
IN 1978 LOCAL PHASE 11 AGENC|ES

Categories of

Residential Settings Number of AGENCIES Reporting

Mental Health

Residential Treatment/Chiid Care Facility

2
Psychlatric Hospital

0
Boardlng/Milifary School

0
Foster Home

1
Group Home

0
Relative!s Home (Non-Parental ) 1
Adoptive Home

0
Other

0
Number of Phase Ii Agencles Reporting 4
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what method and how often they monitored childrents progress in placement,
sponding mental health agencies most frequentiy collected information on children In out-of-state settings

on a semlannual basis,
on-site visits, and telephone calls,

lar Intervals,
totaled $12,300 expended by the four mental health agencies,

Agencies reporting on the type of recelving setting most frequentiy used were aiso asked fo report by
Table 45-11 Indicates that re-

This follow-up was accomplished through the recelpt of written progress reports,
Calls were also reported to have been made quarterly or at irregu-

Also reported was the amount of publlic dollars spent on out-of-state placements, which

TABLE 45-11, UTAH: MONITORING PRACTICES FOR QUT-OF~STATE
PLACEMENTS AS REPORTED BY LOCAL PHASE 11

AGENCIES IN 1978

Frequency of Number of AGENCIES2

Methods of Monitoring Practice Mental Health

Quarterly
Semlannually
Annual ly
Otherb

Written Progress Reports

OOWO

Quarterly
Semlannually
Annual ly
Otherb

On-Site Visits

[eNaR Jo

Quarterly
Semtannual ty
Annual ly
Otherb

Telephone Calls

N O =

Other Quarterly
Semiannual ly
Annually
OtherD

Total Number of Phase ||
Agencles Reporting 4

a, Some agencies reported more than one method of monitoring.

b. Included monitoring practices which did not occur at regular Intervals,

D, The Use of Interstate Compacts by State and Local Agencles

The extent to which local!l public agencies arranged out-of-state placements through interstate com-
pacts in 1978 is of Interest, In that compllance with interstate compacts provides certain legal safe-
guards to children placed across state lines., Inltially, the examipation of Interstate compact utiliza-
tlon among local public agencies focuses upon agency use of the compacts, without analyzing the propor-
tion of placements which were compact arranged. Table 45-12 provides Information about the number of
local public agencies placing chlldren out of state with the use of Interstate compacts in 1978, by

agency type, None of the local school districts used a compact. Such a finding Is not surprising be-
In purpose are not subject to the provisions of

cause placements made to Institutions solely educational
any compact, Similarly, the majority of local mental health agencies dlid not use a compact in the
It Is Important to note that Utah Is not a member of the Interstate

arrangement of thelr placements.
Compact on Mental Heaith (ICMH), but local mental hea!th agencles can be subject to the prox&lﬁlorﬁ of the
y two

other two compacts relevant to the placement of chlldren of which Utah is a member state.
UT-15
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mental health agencles arranging more than four placements report to have utiilzed an Interstate compact
Compact use included both the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children and the Interstate
Compact on Juveniles,

in 1978,

i A e ¢ p e et R

One agency did not know whether 1CJ was utilized,

TABLE 45-12,

UTAH: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS

BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Local Agencies Which Placed

Number of AGENCIES

Children Out of State Education Mental Hesalth
NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES PLACING
FOUR OR LESS CHITDRER— 3 3
e Number Using Compacts 0 0
e Number Not Using Compacts 3 3
e Number with Compa:t Use
Unknown 0 0
NUMBER OF PHASE |1 AGENCIES
PLACING CHILDREN ———— 0 4
@ Number Using Compacts - 2
Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children
Yas ’ -- 1
No - 3
Don't+ Know - 0
Interstate Compact on Juvenlies
Yos - 1
No - 2
Don't Know - 1
Interstate Compact on Mental Healtha
Yes ) - -
No - -
Don't Know - -
® Number Not Using Compactis - 2
e Number with Compact Use Unknown - 0
TOTALS
Number of AGENCIES Placing
Children Out of State 3 7
Number of AGENCIES Using Compacts 0 2
Number of AGENCIES Not Using
Compacts 3 5
Number of AGENCIES with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0

-= denotes Not Appllicable,

a. Utah had not enacted the interstate Compact on Mental Health In 1978,
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At this Juncture, the examination of Interstate compact utilization among local public agencies Is
shifted to a different focus. Table 45~13 |llustrates the number of out-of-state placements which were
arranged through an Interstate compact, Consldering only these out-of-state placements arranged by agen-
cies reporting to have utilized an Interstate compact (local school districts are therefore excluded), it
was determined that 32 of the mental health placements were processed through a compact, 28 of which went
through the ICPC and four of which were arranged throught the ICJ. Overall, more than one-half of the
placements arranged by the local mental health agencies were processed through an Interstate agreement.

TABLE 45-13, UTAH: NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND THE UTILIZATION
OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY LOCAL AGENCIES IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN

Children Placed Out of State Education Mental Health
CH{LDREN PLACED BY AGENCIES
REPORTTNG FOUR OR LESS PLACEMENTS 5 5
o Number Placed with Compact Use 0 0
o Number Placed without Compact Use 5 5
e MNumber Placed with Compact
Use Unknown 0 0
CHILDREN PLACED BY PHASE |1 AGENCIES 0 53'
e Number Placed with Compact Use@ - 32
Number through Interstate Compact
on the Placement of Chlldren -— 28
Number through interstate
Compact on Juveniles -— 4
Number through Interstats
Compact on Mental HealthD -— -
® Number Placed without Compact Use - 19
o Number Placed with Compact Use
Unknown - 2
TOTALS
Number of CHILDREN Placed Out
of State 5 8
Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use 0 32
Number of CHILDREN Placed without
Compact Use 5 24
Number of CHILDREN Placed
with Compact Use Unknown 0 2

=-- denotes Not Applicable,

a, |If an agency reported usling a compact but could not reporr the number
of placements arranged through the speciflc compact, one placement is Indicated
as compact arranged and the others are included In the category "number placed

with compact use unknown,"

b, Utah had not enacted the Interstate Compact on Mental Health in 1978,
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Flgures 45-4 and -5 further
placed out of Utah which were proce

FIGURE 45-4,
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FIGURE 45-5., UTAH: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS BY
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The state agencles In Utah provided information on their knowledge of Interstate compact use in 1978,
as shown in Table 45-14, Thls Information was not available from the Division of Family Servicses, De-
partment of Soclal Services, which Is responsible for both child welfare and mental retardation services
In Utah, Both the state educatlon and the state mental health agencies reported no compact utilization
for out-of-state placements of which they were aware., This latter agency's report conflicts with the
focal mental health agencies! 55 percent compact use shown In Figure 45-5,

Finally, all 15 children reported to have been sent out of Utah by the state juvenile justice agency
were placed with the use of an Interstate compact.
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TABLE 45-14, UTAH: UTILIZATION OF INTERSTATE COMPACTS
REPORTED BY STATE AGENCIES IN 1978,
BY AGENCY TYPE

Child Welfare/ Juvenlle Mental

Mental Retardation Education Justice Hea!th

Total Number of State and

Local Agency-Arranged

Placements 28 5 15 58
Total Number of Compact-

Arranged Placements

Reported by State Agencies * 0 15 0
Percentage of Compact-

Arranged Placements * 0 100 0

* denotes Not Available,

E. The Out-of-State Placement Practices of State Agencles

I+ was mentioned at the outset of the discussion of survey findings that out-of-state placement was
both a local and state phenomenon In Utah, However, as can be seen In Table 45-15, twoe state agencles,
the Department of Publlic Instruction and the DSS!' Divislon of Mental Health, did not place any children
out of state In 1978, Interestingly, while both of these state agencies supervise local pubiic agencies,
they reported no 1978 placement activity among their local counterparts., This was not confirmed by the
survey of these local agenclies, whose placement activity was previolusly discussed.

UT-20

e

it Lt s e

G i

The state agency responsible for child welfare and mental retardation services, the DSS' Division of
Famlly Services, reported assisting with 28 placements, although speclflc involvement was undetermined,
The1STaTe Juvenlle Court reported 15 chlidren placed out of Utah for which no public funding was involved
In 1978,

TABLE 45-15, UTAH: ABILITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO
REPORT THEIR [NVOLVEMENT IN ARRANGING
OUT-OF-STATE PLACEMENTS IN 1978

Number of CHILDREN Reported
Placed during 1978 by State Agencles

Child Wel fare/ Juvenite Mental

Types of Involvement Mental Retardation Education Justice Health
State Arranged and Funded * 0 0 0
Local ly Arranged but

State Funded - 0 ~~ 0
Court Ordered, but State

Arranged and Funded * 0 0 0
Subtotal: Placements

Involving State

Funding * 0 0 0
Local ly Arranged and

Funded, and Reportad

to State - 0 - 0
State Heiped Arrange,

but Not Required by

Law or Did Not Fund

the Placement * 0 0 0
Other 0 0 15 0
Total Number of

Children Placed Out

of State with State

Asslstance or

Knowledge? 28 0 15 0

* denotes Not Avallable,
-~ denotes Not Applicable,

a., Includes all out-of-state placements known to officlals in the par-
ticular state agency., in some cases, this figure consists of placements which
did not directly involve affirmative action by the state agency but may simply
indicate knowledge of certaln out-of-state placements through case conferences
or through various forms of informal reporting.

Information about the destinatlon of children who were reported by the state agencies to have been
placed out of Utah In 1978 was not available from elther placing agency. The conditions and statuses of
children reported placed out of state by these agencles were reporte