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ASSEMBL YWOHAN MARLENE lYNCH FORD (Acting Chairwoman): 1 want 

to · thank all of you · for coming today. · This hearing i~ being held . 

pursuant to the request of Assemblywoman Kalik, in response to my 

suggestion that we update, on a quarterly basis, the issue of both 

caseworker ratios and the expenditure of a l~rge appropriation to the 

Division of Youth and Family Services. I believe ~n extr~ ~40 million 

was appropriated this year, ·approximately •. · That·. was a resolution to 

the . budget,· and was really in direct response to the situation that 

most of you advised us about; that · is, the problem of too few 

caseworkers and too many· caseloads, and the impact this is having on 

the ability to follow through, .. and so . forth, on care. Naturally, along 

. with_ that· $40 million, went- the necessary support services.· 

I guess what we are really interested in doing is obtaining 

· an update from When we weie here in February -- I know I met many Of 

you at that time -- on just what the situation is, whether the caseload 

_ situation . has· been reduced or is going in the direction of being 

reduced, and perhaps hear any · other suggestions or comments you may 

have. 

Besides reviewing the caseload situation and ·the 

appropriation, we would like to identify any needs for addition~! 

funding you might _perceive in this area, so we can consider them for -. 

1986. 

With me today is Assemblyman Rodney Frelinghuysen from Morris 

County. Rodney is a very: active supporter of . social service funding. 

He is a Republican, naturally, since everyone ·is who is from ~1orr is 

County-. Rodney will .definitely be back next year because he is f-rom a 

very, very safe district. So, just in.case I'm not back, you can pass 

your comments on to Rodney, who will be on the Appropriations Committee 

next ·year. Hopefully, I will be back also to consider your situation. 

To my left is Jay Hershberg, who is from the nonpartisan 

Office of Legislative Services. He is the Aide to this Committee. 

At this point, we are expecting the Acting C.ommissioner of 

the Department of Hum~n Services, Geoffrey Perselay. I appreciate his 

making a special effort to come down here, but ne is running a little 

late. I must tell you that Lam going to have to conclude this hearing 
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at 7:30 .because of som.e other scheduling commitments. I thought maybe 

we could start off with Cirri· Scal~ra, who is .·the next available person 

on our witness list. Are you ready, Mr. Scalera? I know you just · 

walked ·in the door; . tv1aybe .Mr.· Scalera could give us his comments to 

g~t- us star_ted. . · · · · ·· _ · · · ·.· · 
. . . . . . 

CIRO · A. SCALERA: Thank you:,. Assemblywoman Ford. My name .. is Ciro · 

·Scalera; I am Executive ·Director of the Association ·for Children of New 

Jersey. To my right is Cecilia Zal~ind; who. is a staff. associate at 

-the Ass~ciation~ 
· We welcome the . opportunity ·to· carne here today for a number of 

· reasons. we testified last ·year at the . over~.lght_ hearings held by 

Assemblyman Flynn. A-t that time,- ~e. supported the Division's need for. 

additional resources.· A th~me of ·our testimony at that time was. the 

need for Di~isioh accountability forii~s programs. 

Before I get. into .the text of my prepared ·remarks fo-r this 

evening, I would like to r:nake some general statements in. terms of what 

· the themes were in that testimony. . There is no ·doubt that there ·has 

been a serious crisis in o~r State in terms of th~ reports of incident~ 

of child abuse an~ the need for a. response. I believe the Legislature 

acted ql)ickly and. judiciously in making a response and. in following up 

with a review of t~e allocation of those-· dollars ·and the ·staffing that · 

· those dollars represent.· This ~as a good step, and a needed step, -in 

terms of our fundamental advocacy· position that· there needs . to be 

ongoing accou~tability · f6r expenditures of · dollars and the State 

agencies' operations in terms of providing services to children. 

A second -theme we felt was _ important at that time, in 

addition to responding, . was, · as. ·I mentioned, the tneme of 

accountability •. We felt that accountability was needed, certainly, in 

two ways: ~ne, in terms of . the · oper~tion of the Department and the 

Divisioh with reference to plans and p~ogtams that they. in fact. ·take 

what we felt were very so·unc;i policies and implement those policies at 

th.e district office level. I thini< it is appropriate that we are in, a 

district office tOnight because i~ is~ indeed, at this level of 

operation that the clients· must receive the basic services that the 

Division. provides. 
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We felt at that time it was important for the Division,· as it 

looks out from Trenton, to ensure that the kind of positive policies 

we supported were implement~d in the field. Another theme we felt was 

important was accountability in terms of_all ot_the e~ployees in the 

Division, from the . caseworkers to the casework· ·supervisors to the 

district office mana_gets, under~tanding b~coming part of what those 

positive. policies were and working in a- coordinated· way to implement 

many of those policies. 

I hope this evening we do not get · int.o debates on mission 

statements, the broadness of mission statemen~s~ or some of these other 

things. Our purpose is not to have words or cat~h ·· phr·ases predominate, 

but we feel there is a strong n_eed on the _part of the· Central_ Office to 

ensure that the field system has these accountability ·mechanisms in 

place. 

Those wete_two things we ~xpressed a year ago, and, indeed, 

there has been much activity in the past year. The resources that. were. 

allocated were primarily geared to assist in developing the staff to 

implement needed support to combat the · inerease in reports, or 

incident~ of child abuse. The testimony we submitted covered some of 

our comments on that. We supported it. We feel thos~ steps were 

important and Meeded. 

I arn here tonight to raise some. questions we· feel it is 
. . . 

our role to do that --concerning what· needs to take place-from here iri 

. ~erms _ of ha':'ing addressed. some of those. fundamental staffing n·eeds. 

What must we do now in this State to ensure tnat the quality of 

services provided is available and adequate to meet the rieecis of the 

Division's caseload? 

One. final comment b-efore I get into some of the questions we · 

would like to raise with the foster care system. I think in fairness. 

to the Division, it should be pointed out that of all of the divisions 

in the Department of Human Services, it is the Division of Youth ano 

Family-. Services that is most often scrutinized in this type of a 

process. I would just like to comment that under the leadership of 

Commissioner Albanese -- ·and now Commissioner Perselay -- as well as 

under the -leadership of Tom Blatner, there has been an attempt to· open 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·· .. ·. 

up .the Administration, , if you will, ·to scrutj,ny, and to actively 

involve, solicit, and get input. from the advocacy community and the 

community at large~_. I th.i.nk more so than any _other division I am aware 

of, they are to _be c«?mm.ended for that. 

The kinds of.issl:Je~ we are going to raise here are not being 

raised in an .attempt to be critical, but are being raised- from a 
>· - . . 

fu.ndamental view thQt the children of :·our· State, • ·and the children in 

foster care . in' our ?tate, deserve the best possible services that we, 

as a State, can give them. While the Division has made many. strides -­

and I believe these are rioted in.· the festimony ~~· we feel there ~s 
. . . 

alw~ys room for improvement. . Iri ·calling for some of the quest ions we 
. . 

have, and in calling for some of the. data we present, ·we wou~d hope 

that_ 'this would be- collected; ·. wo.uld be analyzed, and would lead to 

further.constructive improvements in the system. 

ln terms 'of. the foster care system, some po~itive steps have 

been undertaken in foster care.· The Division, in cooperation with the 

Advisory Council- of 'the ,Child Placement Review Boards, impiemented a 

unified c~se recording system, whic~ gives review boards the same 
. . - . · .. 

. information that district offices use. . Lluality assurance reviews of 
. . . . . . 

district office services to the abuse and fbster · care caseloads were 

recently completed. This effort.. combines identification and correction 

of needed areas of improvement. The Foster Parents Association .. has 

· received funding from th~ Division to undertake training and support 

for foster parents, . and to· begiri a recruitment campaign for- new foster · 

parents. 

Ih addition, the Division is in the process 9f implementing a 
. . 

network of casework specialists in e~ch district office, with Central 

Office support, to review difficuit cases and train workers on issues 

such as· the use of the case- recording system, permanency planning, and 

the developmer:tt of community supports. 

But the foster care system i~ so complex and difficult that 

we must not lose sight of how much more is needed. We must begin to 

take . a hard look at the basic foster care data, in order to assess the 

strengths and weaknesses of tne system and to advocate for change. We 
. . : . -

must know how manychildren are presently in foster care and what tneir 
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characteristics are as to age and ethnic. background. We must know how 

long they remain in the system and what the case goals ·are for them. 

We must know how many children come back into foster care . 

after a permanent goal has been effected, ·as . well as the rate of 

movement from one foster home to another while in care. Information is 

needed to determine if siblings are placed in foster homes to~gether, 

and how often foster children visit with their parents, siblings, and 

caseworkers. All of this ·is basic data necessary to determine whether 

or not children in foster care e.re being adequately served • 

We rieed to look at the factors that cause children· to come· 

into foster care and which delay or prevent their re-unification, in 

order to develop and direct services to. meet those. needs. -If· housing 

is a serious problem that both ce.uses placement · and prevents 

re-unification, as cited in several· recent reports in our State,. then 

~e, as a community, not just DYFS alone,. must begin to address~ this 

problem. 

We must take a hard look at the services provided for all 

parties while the child is in foster care. The concept of pe~manency 

has been broadened beyond .its initial narrow interpretati.on of 

permanency planning for children in placement for more than one year, 

to the policy that_ permanency must begin for the child on the day thal 

he or she first becomes known to the· agency. This policy is now in 

place, but. the question remains as to whether or not it is being 

tr~nslated into adequate~ appropriate, and timely services. An 

objective, . in-depth assessment . of the services provided to the foster 

care population is essential. 

Some questions to asK: The adequacy and timeliness of 

services to natural parents to effect re-unification with children in 

foster care must be evaluated. Are caseworkers completing initial case 

assessments and setting reasonable, time-limited goals with parents 

through contracting and agreement? Are parents being supported to· 

achieve these _goals? Are visits with the child frequent and in 

appropriate settings? Is ·strong documentation being ·.done by the 

caseworker so that · if the goal has not been achieved within the 

specified period of time' planning can proceed for that child without 



·the necessity of repeating thgse steps simply . because they are not 

. adequat~ly do.cumented in the case record? 

The provisic;)n of services to foster_ parents must be assessed, 

as well. This analysis· must include not only concrete supports such as­

homemaker _assistance, child care, etc., but also casework services _to· 

help the ·foster parents to understand and _deal- with the child's 

·problems and_ to enable them t·o learn and ·_grow in their role as foster 

parents.- -Retent-ion of foster families _is a key_ issue . here. The 

motivation for· foster parents to continue ·in the system is often 

dependent on the· success or failure of, their first placement_ in terms 

of DivisioM support to them during t~at time • 

.Tangential to this issue is the need to take a ·look at the 

factors tnat _ caus_e _ movement of a. child . from one foster ·home· to 

another~ Are foster homes _ being shared and used appropriately? Has 

the P~vision 's computer system resulted in statewide· availability of 

foster homes so that · a child -·can· be immediately placed witn _ an 

· appropriate family and not- placed -_in an interim foster home until a 
. -

·more suitable family is located for his particular needs? Have haines 
. . . . . 

been developed. so that siblings can stay together? Has the uivision 

. addressed the problems _of overcrowding ir foster homes and the use of. 

tnose foster haines which were evaluated and determined to be marginal? 

And,- perhaps most -important,· are services being provided to 

·. the fpster child? Uoes he know why he is- in foster care, what happened 

to his family, and _what the goals are for him? .Does his worker keep 

him apprised of the progre~s of his case? Does he see _his parents anti 

siblings· frequently and in appropriate settings? Does his caseworker­

know how he is doing in the foster home, what his relationships are, 

and what his place is. in the foster family?_ Are his. immediate needs 

. for special ser~ices' - such as therapy' health care' education; etc. ' 

being addressed so that foster care does not just become a_ helping 

place for him, but a positive experience that he will take with him 

whether he.returns home or is-placed for adoption? 

Preparation is also necessary _for -those problems which have 

been expressed in national- research and experienced in other states.­

The s~xual abus~ of children in out-of-nome placements has been 

b 



• 

reported nationally at an alarming rate. Altholjgh concrete data is not 

yet available, there is some evidence to suggest that more than 60% of 

children in out...;of ... home placements ·have been sexually abused. It . is 

essential to note that this figure includes childr.en . sexually abused 

before they- came into care, as well as those abused in out;...of-home 

placements, not necessarily by the caretaker, but by other children or 

adults. Caseworkers· and foster ·· parents must know more . &bout sexual 

abuse in ordet to care for the child. 

lnriovative initiatives in other states · should also be 

explored, both to identify those issues which apply in New Jersey, and 

to give some direction to service delivery here. The use of 

specialized foster homes is an area of activity in othe~ states which 

·includes foster homes trained to accept children with severe or complex 

problems, and risk foster homes which can accept children on · a 

potential ad6ptive,basis before the child is legally free. P~licy on 

parental visitation can also be strengthened by a look at those states 

which. have established specialized, incentive-based visitation 

programs. Some attention should als~ be directed to those stafes where 

legal_ suits, brought on behalf of fostei children by concerned 
. . 

aggressive advocates, have resulted in detailed consent decrees which 

define appropriate. casework practice in foster C·are. 

In addition, we must. continue to monitor the· development .of 

the p6licy that allows -long-term foster care.to be a legal status. The 

Division has drafted a careful, narrow proposal that allows long-term 

·foster care as a permanent plan for some foster children. we must 

continue to ensure that the safeguards which have been included are 

implemented so that long-tetm foster care remains an acc~ptable 

permanent plan for that small group of children who are appropriate for 

this status, and does not become a goal for those children for whom the 

system has failed to achieve a permanent plan • 

The Uivision has reported significant data on both its ·abuse 

and adoption programs. Similar data has not yet been provided for the 

foster care system. Although the Uivision has undertaken some positive 

initiatives in foster care, such as the implementation of a unified 

case recording system and the use of quality assurance reviews, it is 
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difficult to assess the effect of these initiatives without adequate, 

organized data about the. foster care system._. . . 
. . . 

We have attached an addendum that lists some of the areas of 

data which w~·feel would be helpful in analyzing the foster care system 
. . .· . I, '·' 

in our State •. 

. _ln con9lusion, . the ~i vision . has begun to. look ·at these. issu~s 

and has already put some of its policies in place. · ·Now is the time to 

assess the' translation.· of· such policy into services. As child 
. . . 

advocates, We must have a strong role not only in monitoring the foster 

care system., but,: also,._ .i.n advocating for those changes and supports­

. necessary both within. the Division arid . .i,n the commt..mity .•. 

It is difficult not to be impatient. Foster children are an 

especially vulnerable population. it is possib~e for them to lose· 

·their voice in the system and· to be forgotten because the issues as to 

their welfare are so· complex and difficult, so-intricately tied with 

the problems· of pov-erty as to seem insurmountable. 

It is essential for the foste;r child that we guard against .· 
. . . . . 

complacency ·or lack of . urgency.· We must not allow a return to_ the 

'notion that · the child in foster care is at least physically safe, so 
. . . 

that attention ·can be given to the- more immediate needs· of abuse or the 

more tangible· results of ·adoption. We must· remember and believe that 

safety is not enough for the foster child and that safety alone will 
. . . . 

never tepla6e hi~ need for a permanent~· secure home~ Tharik you. 
. . . 

ASSE;:MBLYWOl'4AN FORI.J: Thank you, C.iro. I'm glad you referred 

to the repo~t from your special commission, which you had such an 
. ' . . . . 

active hand in. 'The report focused on the relationship ~et~een poverty 

and the housing ~risis, and how· they impact upon children as a whole, 
. . . . 

living in such substaMdard conditions, which spins off into all areas · 

of their lives. 

· Do you have any questions, Rodney?. 

ASS£MBLYMAi~- FRELlNLiHUYSEN: No, I don.'t. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. Thank you for your testimony. 

MR •. SCALERA: -Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOI-iAN FORD:. I have been advised that A~tin~ 

Commissioner Pe.rselay is here now. - Perhaps ne would · like to . come 

forward. How are you doing, Commissioner? 



- :... -.: -- -······ -~ ...... ' 

ACTING alMMISSIONER.GEOFFREY So PERS£LAY: Good; how are you? first,· I 

··.·would like to apologize for being delayed. 

· ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I apologize, too. Under . normal 

circumstances, we would ,have waited for you, naturally. -But since we 
' ' 

are on a tight schedule, I .had to proceed~ 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: I appreciate that. I want to 

apologize again, and thank you for your patience •. I would also like to 

thank you and Assemblyman Frelinghuysen for .. calling this hearing and 

for attending, thus providing me with the opportunity to testify. 

I would like to start by expres~ing my appreciation to you 

and to the overall Joint Appropriations Committee for your unwaive~ing. 

commitment to. children and families, not. only in Ocean County, but 

throughout the State. Through my testimony, I will be apprising you of 

the progress we. have made at DYFS to ~afeguard children · and to 

strengthen our farnilies. 

Last ·year, we came before a number of legislative committees 

to talk about the increase in case loads and· the great strain it placed 

on our State ~hild welfare system. You heard compellirig testim6ny from 

employee representatives, child advocates, and ·oi.Jr · own caseworkers 

concerning the· size of the caseloads, paperwork, a·nd worker stress. 

We have _had a tremendous rise in allegations of abuse. In 

1982, there were 2U,193 allegations; in 1985, we are projecting ~O,uuu 

allegations• We have experienced large case load increases. In 19tj2, 

the caseload was 3),740 ·children. Today, DYPS supervi~es 49,9LU 

children. 

Caseloads which · should be at 34 children per worker, 

according to Child Welfare League standards, were as high as three 

times that level. We proposed, with your help, to bring caseloads down 

to. a range _of 36 to 42 children per worker, or t:iS~o of the national 

standard. At the same time, we· heard cogent accounts about stress and 

burnout from _the unsung front-line workers who have done so much for 

our children. 

In New Jersey, we stopped reacting to child abuse and started 

to ~revent it. For the first time, New Jerseyans were awakened to the 

real and present danger of child abuse· and worked hand in hano witn us 
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to prevent it. UYrs· combined forces in every county with prosecutors, 

police, schools, the medical· Pl'Ofession, business leaders, and . parents· 

.and children. 

The Legislature also joined forces with us in fighting child 

';abuse_ by providing funding for prevention and family support services. 

-- Y9u, and- other members of the Le-gislature,- granted DYFS- a supplemental 

appropriation of $18.8- million in· 1985, · as well _;as an unprecedented-­

budget increase in f'iscal ·Year 19b6. _- We are truly grateful for the 

-Legislature's appropriations._ 

Those funds have been· used for the f~llowing purposes: _To 

exp~nd supp-ortive ·serv ~ces ,- including day care' domestic ~violence' 

adult; and prevention services; to increase cost~of-living allotments 

for foster_ parents and community providers of· services to children and 

- families; _and, to hi;re the additional· 507 direct service -staff 

-employees needed to low~r the· ratio· of- workers to cases to meet d5~o of -, 

the Child Welfare League of America _standards fot c_aseload size. We 

have worked very, very hard --to ·hire- quality employees as rapidly as 

. possible. 

As of October 21,_ 19bS, we. have filled 473 positions: '33J 

direct . field - workers; 67 supervisory worke-rs; and, 76 clerical 
- ' 

workers. We ate also working on back-filling vacant positions created 

by promotions in our o_ffices, and. we hope to reach_ our full staff 

complement_- by January, 19Hb. 

Each office ·has -received positions based on the formula .we 

presented to you last year. You msy recall that the allocation~ were 

based oti caseload, . demographic indicators· _of need, and the numoer of 

i~vestigations. In Ocean County, for exa~ple, we-hav~ allocated 33 new 

pos-itions to our district offi-ce, raising the staffing level from 59 to 

92 employees, ~4 of whom are currently w~rking in the office. As of 

Obtober 21, there are four vacancies -- which have already been 

recruited for-- three'workers in training, and one transfer expected 

to arrive in this district office next week. 

Last--- year we testified that -with the 5U7 workers we would 

reduce the case load ratio to' ti5~o of the . CWLA standards. I am pleased 

to inform you today that ~e h~ve accomplished this-statewide. However, 
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there are variations from office to office and worker to worker; but we 

a~e currently correcting these variations. In Ocean County, when all 

workers are trained and receive a caseload, the caseload ratio will be 

at 85% of the CWLA $tandards. 

In addition, we are convening a task force, incluqing 

·front-line workers, to review the allocation formula ·and reconmend · 

revisions, if necessary. for example, Ocean County has had the second 

highest increase in . caseload in the State, and it . may need an 

adjustment in resources. 

Last year there was great concern · about worker morale and 

conditions in the district off_ices. -We have· con$istently said, and we 

continue to maintain, that the job of the DYFS caseworker is the most 

· difficult in. State government. _But, with the support of the 

Legislature, we have begun to address the problems of staff morale and 

burnout. . We are establishing career 'paths for uxrs employees, we. are 

· dealing with worker stress, and we are re~ucing paperwork for 

.employees. 

·The family support speci?list title series, which was .cteated 

especially for the U.YFS social workers, recognizes the. unique JOb they. 

do. But to address the dilemma faced by the professional social worker· 

who must become a supervisor in order to receive higher compensation, a 

career la.dder was developed.· A Civil Service test will be given in 

Novem~er, and we expect full implementation of the career ladder by the 

end of this fiscal year. 

The major plight ·that remains is that. of · our clerical 

workers. They have a variety of uniqu_e duties unparalleled in the 

State. ·They face tremendo.us paperwork levels and high workloads, and 

must maintain a certain sensitivity to the clients. If the lJYFS worker 

. is the heart of the system, we believe the DYFS clerks are the 

backbone. 

workloads. 

They receive low salaries, no cateer ladder, a~d hiyh 

To· address these problems, we are developing a new proposed 

title series for clerical workers which upgrades their salaries and 

establishes a, career 1 adder. We will be meeting shortly wi tr. the 

Communication Workers of America to discuss this proposal. 
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We also t"lope to reduce the. rat~o of clerks from one to five . 

· to one clerk to· four workers •. ·. The additional positions will . _be 

·. contained in. the Department's Fiscal Year 19d7 appropriation . request • 

. We believe thls_ would provide relief to the clerical workers and reduce 

the· paperwork. burden on caseworkers~_· 

In addition, we have begun a Stress Managem_ent Program in 

conjunction with the CWA. The program was piloted in five . district 

·offices. You will remember the dramatic testimony on stress last year . 

provided by workers and,· also, by Dr •. Janet Cahill. Dr. Cahill has. 
. . 

. worked. with a DYfS/CWA _committee in the development of this Stress 

Management Program.· ·it- is -my understanding that Dr •. Cahill is here 

. ·today' to · testify· on the ·• proc~ss of the- iJYFS/CwA Stress Management 

·Program. · The important thing is, . this unique joint venture between 

management and. labor is very . promising, and . we plar:t to expand this 

·program to all of.our offices in the c~ming·-year. 
-

. As you· are aware, working cohditions and office- environment 

~re ctitieal in managing stress~_ increasing productivity~ and. abhieving · 

.. SCC?OUntability. In this _rega_rd·,. with ·your support, we_ have provided 

suffidient ~ars to allow staff td have three field days a week; we have. 
. . . 

begun to. address environme_ntal standards for district offices; ahd, we 

have been able to ~ccommodate new workers with additional office space 
. . . 

and equipment,. as well- as district office relocations. 

Up to this point, I have talked primarily fibout internal UYF5 

accomplishments, but· I want to make • it clear -- and I. think you heard 

this cogently from Ciro Sq~ler~ -~ tnat we cannot attack the proolems 

of ~hild abuse and caseload incre~ses alone. It i~ only through strong 

partnerships that we· can resolve these· issues~ ·_These partnerships ra1ust 

be with local providers, foster patents, adoptive parents, and others. 
. .. 

Through soc~ joint efforts we have aiready dramatically increased both 

preVention and family support services,_ and we must continue in the 

. direction of forming and building these . partnerships in order -to 

~ffecfiv~ly ad~te~s our 6aseload. 

We predicted that the caseload would· reach 45, OUU. At this 

point, it ie slightly higher th~n our projection. For this reason we 

are watching our State aid expenditur~s clrieely. 
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There are additional factors which we· must monitor closely. 

The introduction of the Family Court has resulted in an increase in the 

children referred for residential placements. As a result of the work 

of DYFS and . the American Bar Association project ·headed by· · Ciro 

Scalera, the adoption process has ·been streamlined. Much to my 

delight, this means that the Division is placing children at ·a rate 

substantially higher than .anticipated in the Adoption Subsidy Program. 

In addition, I have · become aware of a pressing need for , 

additional supports to foster parents •. We need to.equalize our rate of 

payment with surrounding states; we need to fund the Foster. Care 

Enrichment Program; and, we need; to establish a Kespite tare P.rogram 

for foster parents. I mention these changes because they could mean-

additional unforeseen expenditures for our children and families. At 

the end of the first . quarter of Fiscal Year 19H6, a review of OYFS 

expenditures shows that we· have. spent slightly more than L7'i0 of our 

revenues. We are continuing to monitor our State aid expenditure,s 

closely, and we . will report to you on our progress once the m~dyear 

ahalysis has been completed. 

In . summary, I think it is safe to say that OYFS is in a 

period of very, very positive transition. This transition and the 

progress we have made would not have been possible without the 

wholehearted support of the Legislatute and the public. 

I don't have to tell you that there have been many concerns· 

about DYFS' credibility. We continue to maintain that we have a moral 

obligation,· as well as a manager.ial obligation', for accountability, not 

only to the Legislature, but to the child advocates and to the public. 

I pledge to xou that we will -continue to use the resources you have 

given us to responsibly fulfill the needs of the children and families 

of our State. In order to do this, major efforts have been taken. We 

have taken steps to refocus on permanency planning. As of October 1, 

all 49, OllO children under DYFS' care have been assigned one of four 

time-limited caseloads. We. are the only State in the country to have 

this system in place. 

We are also in the midst of a case-by-case audit of every 

child under supervision to guarantee the appropriateness of service 

13 



plans and caseload size. In 1984, . case records from all offices were. 

· reviewed to document performance levels. A correctlve action plan was 

designed· for.· each office and incorporated into . an operational planning 
. ' - . . . 

process. The final -operational plan for UYFS wil~ . reflect a complete 

picture · of the . organization's needs. from bottom to top, and will 

provide ·a basis for management accountability. 

· Madam· Chairman, ·I belie.ve we can all be ·just-ifiably proud of 
•' . : . ~ 

our progress over the past three years towar~d making the. Division of· 
. . 

Youth. and Family Services_ more responsive to the needs of children and 
' . . 

families. ·But I would be remiss if 1 did . not say that ·mare needs to be 

. done. We cannot rest until the goals for every child in New· Jersey are 
'\ - -. . 

·met; we · cannot rest until every child in New Jersey has a· permanent 

home; we cannot . rest until every family has the services it needs to 

:h~ve a fighting chance fat· a good life; and, we cam1ot· rest until the 

public has full confiden·ce in the system that has the awesome 

res~onsibi~ity for pre~e~ting child ~b~se and protecting· our children~ 

We must · continue to .remind ourselves of Eric: Erikson's 

cautionary statement: ·"The most deadly of all PC?ssible .?ins is· the 

mutilation bf a cnild's spirit.''_ This hearing today and your continued 

advocacy for service~ to children and families are indications that you 

and the State of- t'Jew Jersey have not. forgotten the State's children. 

Thank· you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN -FllRD:· Thank you, Commissioner. Oo you want· to 

introduc~ your ~taff members? 

ACTING CDI-w1r~ISSILli~EH PEHSELAY: Yes; l'm sorry. Sitting to my 

direct right' is Tom Blatner, Director of the DYFS Management Team, and 

·to his right is Larry Lockhart, ueputy Commissioner, uepartment. of 

Human Services. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I have a few questions, if you· don't 

mind, about bringing these ne~ hites up to date. You indi~ated there 

were 473 positions. oul of the total ~- what was it~ 48U? · -- that were 

appropriated--
. . . - . . 

ACTING ·coMMISSluNE~ PEHSELAY: Five hundred and seven. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FQRU: . Oh, 507 •. As of just this weeK, October 

21, the most recent update indicated 47) ·positions have been filled~ 
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. can you. tell me whether these ·new hirees. are people from ·outside the 

· .. Division, whether they. are people fran inside the • Division, or whether 

the p:>si tions · have been filled through attrition ·or other internal 

·means? 

ACTING CGtMISSIONER PERSEIAY: ·'!here . is a ccmbination . in 

. terms of job opp:>rtunities an:1 Upward expansion -. . upward mobility 

and in tenns of existing staff. '!he bot tan line is, out of the 507, 

. 473 are new positions in the Division of Youth and Family Services. 

ASSEMBL~ FORD: And they ~eplaced-- What were the prior· 

designations on the positions? What were they called before? I know 

· you J;nentioned the three--

AcriNG • CGMISSIONER · PERSEIAY: Of the family service 

specialists 1 they were-- · What were they 1 social workers? 

. (Canmissioner ·consults with his associates, ·and at this point the 

lights in the roan '-Ent out.) We need more money for our electric 

bill o ~laughter) 

ASSEMBLYWOOAN. FORD: _ No 1 they told me the lights go ·off 

autanatically at six o'clock. What . did. we SaJ abOut DYFS' 

credibility? (laughter) 

AcriNG COOMISSIONER PERSEIAY: We said we were monitori03 our 

expenditures closely. 

' ASSEMBLYWClviAN FORb: I know these are new p:>si tions, and I 

know that the three classifications. replace the prior social worker 

classification. I'm wonderin:J where those individuals actually came 

from. were they internal movements within DYFS, or did DYFS hire 

people fran outside of the agency, or people fran college, or whatever? 

ACTING CCM1ISSIONER PERSEI.AY: All right. We haVe hired 

people off the street; we have hired f>eOple off the Civil Service list·; 

and, _we have recruited new staff to fill positions. At the sa'ne time, 

we have moved up and praroted people internally into the additional 

~sit ions, wherever they have been located o D:> we have the numbers? 

THOMAS ~: We can provide you with those numbers, but it has bee~ 

a canbination. 'nlere have been some_ people within the Division who 

have been praTDted into these positions, . am there ha'-l8 al&') bee:1 

people who have cane out, for example, of a mental health center or a 
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probation department- or ~ county :welfare agency into the Division of 

. Youth and Family Services. 

LARRY J. LOCKHART: We have exhausted all of the Civil Service lists at· 

this point in tima. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN fORO: Through these positions, nave you been 

able to attract · people who_- may. have left DYfS i(l _the past for other 

jobs, or people, perhaps, who ·were unhappy with the working conditions, 

_ who _left and came back_ agai,.n? · Have. you found that to be the case- at 

all? 

ACTING COMMIS51UNER PEt<SELAY: r can't say for sure. 

·MR. BLATNE~: I don't have data on this, but I know several 

people who did leave DY.fS and who· have come back. to DYF5 under this · 

program. I think the other thing we have been able to do is-- The big 
. . . 

purpose of this title s·eries was to make DYfS attractive for. employment 

-reasons because the work is so difficult-. You know, I think· with the · 

· starting /salary we're offering, the career ladder, and some of tnose 

- things, we have been successful in that regard. 

ACTING. COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: -I -think _a different emphasis 

. on that would be the level of attrition wh_ich has occurred in uYFS. 

Prior to the family service specialist series, ·the attrition level was · 

well above 10%; ··now it is somewhere around 7%.. So, the career .ladder, 
' . - , .. 

the economic incentives, and the job advancemeht incentives -- without 

having to become a supervisor· -- to move up in the system, have 

provided the social workers, or the family service specialists an 
. . . . . . . 

opportunity to f)tay· on- as professional social workers. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN fORD: In e>ther words, you have slowed down . 

people leaving ·their positions. The long-term effect would then be 

that you can keep people with greater .experience for a longer period of 

time. 
. . . . 

-ACTING . COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: . Which _ is exactly what the 

career ladder was designed to do. -
ASSEMBLYWOMAf'.J FORD·: You indicated that. some of . the people 

who were hired came from other social service agencies. Has this 

created any ·problems with other agencies?_ For example, here in Llcean 

. County, I know that many .of the people -who were hired _were oftentimes 
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.. some of the best probation workers, and we inadvertently created some 

problems with the Probation Department. Has that been experienced 

throughout the State? 

.ACTING COMMISSIONER . PERSELAY: There was a real concern 

raised about precedent setting the level, you know, increasing the 
. . 

level of salary and w~hat impact that would have on other fields and 

other offices. Statewide, we have not seen that kind of a draw from 

other social service· agencies or probation offices or court-related 

functions. I think, given the toughness and the nature of the job of a 

DYFS social worker, it is unique, and it. is different than that of a 

probation officer in terms of the. things they handle.. sa, we have not 

. seen· that transfer of interest just because of a. thousand dollars more 

in their pockets~ 

MR. BLATNER:· The other thing is -- and we did do this i'n 

Ocean County ~- where there were circumstances of people· leaving an 

agency to come here~ we worked with the agency they were coming from to 

· try to schedule the timing so that the other agency would not be hurt 

during the process • 

. ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: What effect has the actual hifing had~ on 

caseloads, either statewide or bj individual county? Have we realized 

a decrease in the average ·number of cases in a case1oad? 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: 

additional·staff? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FOHU: Yes. 

In terms of hiring tne 

ACTING CLJH1v1ISSIONER PERS£LAY: I oelieve we have gone from 

69% of the CWLA standard to tl5%. 

ASSEMt3L YWOMAN FORD: What does that mean in real numbers? 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: We have dropped from One 

worker having an average of -- what was it? 

MR. BLATNER: 

presented our--

The statewide average was almost 5U when we 

ACTING COMMISSIONER P£RSELAY: Right. 

MR. BLATi~EK: And we hear that the statewide average now is 

39. That ranges from office to office from one l1 caseload up to one 

6u:..some caseload in some places where we have not brought on all of our 
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workers. We are going through a pro~ess or equalizing the c~seloads, 
. . ~ . ' - . . . ' . 

. but there has been· a definite if!lpact ()n t_he size of caseloads. 

: ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I understand that certain counties . 

for example, Glouceste:r and Salem -Counties, the Long Bi'anch Office, and 

so forth·· have caseloads that are below -25 per caseworker; ·at least· 

that is an average, whereas · other counties and other offices have. 

sometimes· up to 50 as an average; even now. To what do you attribute . 

that difference? 

MR. BLATNEK: . ·Well, there are a couple of things. One is 

that the hiri~g rates have been different in different offices and some 

people have .come on board. ·For example, in Ocean County, we have had 

more people carne in. 

Secondly, we did ·a quality assurance review of all of out 

offices, ·and what we found was th.at in some offic.es they ·closed cases· 

that should have been closed very quickly • In other offices-­

Personally,. I think the . ~ost . dramatic example was, . there was· one 

caseworker recently who had ·a reported caseload of 120 cases. We sent 

in our quality assurance team, and that. day they were aole· to identify 

77 cases to be closed.· because a case had not been· closed in a year. 

Many of our workers haVe. had to deal witn. the emergencies · 

· tl;lat we have ·documented so well, so they have not been. able to close 

cases. Another factor is, . we did .an analysis of how many cases are 

open as opposed to how many cases_ are. closed in various offices. The 

analysis clearly indicated that ·where there were low qaseloads, they 

were ·very up to date on closing· their cases. In some of our offices, 
. . 

for example,· t.he ratio to opening c·ases to closing cases is 15l;o. ln 

those offices we are ~sking them. to close some. The reason we are 

· doing this case by ·case audit is. to understand what is an appropriate 

c~se to keep open, and ·what. is an appropriate case to close. 

Realistically, until these new workers are on board, our workers h~ve 

had to k~ep u~ with the ~ri~es of the job. I think this is a normal 

adjustment -we are going through~ 
ASSEMtiL YWllMAN flJRtJ: You also_ indicated that the nutribeT of 

child abus~ cases ·actual . cases coming to _your effie~ is 

apparently spiraling at a high rate, and that even now· the prqJected 
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number is much higher : than -what you anticipated for this 

appropriation. Do you expect this to level off at some point, or do 

you ~xpect it to increase progressively? 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY:. We should know better, or we 

will know better by _the ~nd of the second quarter. Right ·now, at the 

end of the first quarter, we_ have a !:5ligh_tly higher rate than we 

projected. I believe we projected 4~,000 cases, and we are now close 

to 50, ooo- cases • I have been informed that the quarter we are in now 

is traditionally a heavy quarter in terms of child abuse because of the 

holiday season and the financial and economic pressures. on. families. 

}'le should know very · shortly Whe~her or not. we. are going to need 

additional dollars or what the impaqt of the additional caseload will 

be on our budget. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: ·.·There is one other thing I am curious 

about. . I've heard. of certain caseworkers who were in-.;. There are 

Social Workers I, II, and III I think those were the 

classifications-- with III being the highest level, given_the greater 

. seniority ·and greater experience. I have heard of caseworkers being 

transferred to the new title at a lower title. rlas tnat happened? {s 

that·a common occurrence and, if so; how is that explained? 

MR. BLATNEt<: 1 think there have been . isolated instances 

where that has happened. What we have told the employee 

representatives in our offices is: "When this happens, . we will be 

·happy to look into it on an individual basis to see what is going on." 

However; 1 think our primary concern is that we do not automatically 

put anyone in any position based solely upon seniority, either people 

who have been in the offices for a long period of time or people who 

have experience from other. agencies. We want to get the· best people 

into all of these positons. I think when we implement the rest of the 

career series -- which we will be_ doing very shortly after this test --· 

all of those problems will.be worked out. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: What about the pr9blem of casev10rkers 

and field workers, in particular, who want to stay caseworkers? Do tne 

new titles cover that? 
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MR. BLATi~ER: , We have ·not implemented that part of the career 
. . . 

series yet. Right after ·this November test, ~he second piece of the 

Family- Service Specialist -I will be ph_ased in, -and between now and the 

end of the fiscal year, ~e will have all of those position~ in place 

and promotion oppo·rtunities ava11able. The· purpqse of th.at position is 

· to -allow. people to become "c-ase spe~ialists." · So, by the end of. the 

· ·. fiscal year that will be in place. 
. - . 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN tORU: · Ass.uming that the caseloads increase, 

obviously- through no fault of your own, but 'through greater increases 
. . . 

in reported cases~ what do you anticipate the needs of your agency will 

be .w_it.hin the next year? For example, do you anticipate a supplemental 

~pptopriation request? 

ACTING COMMISSilJNER PER::i£LAY: Well, depending on what_ the 

in~reases are-- It is really·hardto say_ now. There is no way I could 

put a figure· on it because of the jumps and of where we're . going in 

terms of· the second quarter-.. The process we would go _through would be 

to look inter"nally to· see if there is an increase, if there is an 

increase needed, or if -there is a shortfall- of resources. We woulc:i 
- . 

look internal~y-to see if there was-ahy way we could make it up through 

a transfer. _A s~pple~ne_ntai appropriation would be. the last resort. 

· ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD:_ Just a question about substantiated. and· 

unsubstantiated child abuse cases. Are your. statistics accurate in· 

- indicating -that some 20% of the reported cases are actually 

substantiated cases? 

MR. BLATNEH: No, it is about 33%.­

ASSEMdLYWOMAN FORLJ: That is about a third. 

MR. BLAT1-.JER: About · 33~o of the reported cases are 

substantiated. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: What types _ of procedures can be 

implemented to streamline or to screen out the unsubstantiated cases? 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PEHSELAY: Just by checking them out. 

MR. BLATNER:. Everything is relative. If we -are 

substantiating one out. of every three cases, my opinion is -- and I 

think most people within _the Div.i_sion would say -- that that is pretty 

high. So I think, if anything, what our workers are doing is tr.ying to 
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be more careful. I would say that rather than loosening the process, 

_what· we have been trying to do is tighten the process. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I agree with you. . The only concern I 

had and wanted to throw out to you was some mail, and so forth, which I. 

have received about perhaps a backlash on child-abuse cases-- too much 

of an emphasis on child abuse, and so -forth. I am just interested . in 

what your observations are, -being involved in these issues every day. 

ACTING ·cOMMISSIONER PERSELAY: There is one part~cular 

organization which has been very vocal-- if I may use the term• 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: . Well, they write a lot of letters to 

legislators anyway. 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: I would be happy to sit down 

and talk to you about that on a more extensive basis. 

ASSE MBL YWOMAI-..J FORD: Okay. Do you have ariy.. questions, 

Rodney? 

ASSEMBLYMAN- FR[LINGHUYSEN: 1 would just like to make a few 

comments to the layman. · Most - in this room, I pres.ume, have · a 

particular' interest, or they wouldn't be down here in the basement. A 

professional interest, more than a passing interest. For those of us 

- who are lay people ;..._ and many people in the Legislature ate .;.._ I must 

. say thaf your report to Chairwoman· Ford, to a lay person, is a positive 

one. I know that through the Joint Appropriations Committee process, I · 

have felt that there has been a tremendous amount of receptivity· to· 

your request ---to yours, . as well as your predecessor's. I have not 

seen ~uch reluctance, and perhaps _tnat has to do witn the healtn of the 

State's economy._ 

Could you tell me just a little bit for the record-- I kno\·J 

you mentioned the 1985 $18 million supplement, but when you talk about 

the vast increase over the previous year-- For the- record, will you 

please give us some of the dollar particulars because I think they are 

significant- to know. How it is spent, of course, is . one thing, and 

that, to a certain extent, is a battle between you and ·your staff; 

p~rhaps with some firm recommendatio~s from us. Maybe you could give 

us some of those overall dollar figures. 
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ACTING COMi-1ISSIONER PERSELAY: I ·would be happy to, 

Assemblyman. . One thing before I start. I would _like to think that 

part of the receptivity on the p_~rt of the JAC, and you- in particular~ 

as well _as Assemblywoman .Ford, has been the .accuracy and the adequ~cy. 

of information which we have. supplied to- the Legislature in the last 

three years, . and the accountability -which we have brought -to the 

system, and which w~ intend- to further enhance. 

Overall, we did get the _$18.8 mill~on ·. last year as a 

·supplemental appropriation. Quite frankly, that has transferred into a 

$45 . million increase in the· Division of ·.Youth and Family" · Services' 

· budget this. year. We ~ave hap a significant increase. · We had $39 

. million from the basic appr-opriation -bill, as well as. another ~4.5 

· million from the supplemental _ .... S-30U2~ In raw numbers, provider 

services, includif1g services· for -.district ·office clients 

_ · ·psychological, therapeutic, homemaker, day care,_ . ahd day - treatment 
' . . . . . . 

services. -- received a !&110.4 ·million increase. Staffing and support 

for 473 of the 507 workers being hi-red -- that 507 worker number --- has 

been funded at $10.1 million. Provider management received an increase 
. . ' . . 

of $4.9 million; day care received an increase of. :p1.5 million; and, 

the Human Sefvices' Advisory Councils, which we rely on very strongly 

in terms of countr_ input and county planning for social service needs, 

received an increase of ~3.3 million •. _Services to district office 

clients received an increase of· ~2.2 million; domestic violence 

··received an· increase in Ocean County and Essex County of ~10U,OOu; the 

county_ welfare agencies' adult ~ervices _.received an increase of 

$400,000; the _Governor's Task Force · on Prev~ntion of Child Abuse 

received an increase of · $60U,OiJU; anq, the Community Education 
. . . 

·Contracting Operations Program .. received· $6.2 million. · · Those figures 

were ·out of the basic appropriations.-

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELINGHUYSEN: I think you make it clear that no 

one is being dragged kicking and screaming to support the needs_of your 

Department. You have identified them; that is; Commissioner Albane~e 

and his staff identified the~ last y~ar~ · The ~esul~s have been -- and 

you have listed them ........ more workers and more accounteibility. · It 

~ounds good, and I believe these things, as well ·as quality assurance, 
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are being done, as is what is , dear . to our hearts, . what you called 

''closely. monitoring State expenditures." There have been more 

. residential placements and better working conditions created. We know 

working conditions can be a sore spot, and I.'m sure there is a lot -of 

room for improvement, perhaps even down here. 

I think it ~s . most . important, and ·something that makes us 

feel good as members of the Committee, ·to know that someone is·doing a 

case by case audit. I think that is a significant.· factpr, . and I 

commend you for it. Rather than throw any more laurel~ at you, 1' 11 
stop here. Madam Chairman? 

ASSEMBL YWDMAN FORO: Since Rodney brought it up, let me ask 

you about resiqential placements. According to the statistics provided 

by staff, the residential placements are now below the figure·. estimated 

in the 1986 budget. Your September,· 1985 Fiscal Report indicated that . 

76~o of the money in that account for residential placements was either 

spent or ooligated. If that is the case, and if residential plac:ements 

are down, why is 76~o of the account spent or obligated at this point? 

ACTING COMMISSIONER PERSELAY: I'll ask Tom Blatner to 

respond. 

MR. ·BLATNER: I am not familiar with those figures, but I can 

tell you several t~ings. One is; the demand for residential placement 

is up, as is the number of residential placements. One of theareas we 

are very concerned about, residential services, is up. That is one of · 

the areas the Commissioner.mentioned a concern about. I think the lack 

of residential pl~cements is an area that places a lot of stress on our 

district offices. So, this is one of the areas we are working on. 

ACTING COiv1MISSIONER PERSELAY: That is one of tne areas we 

are looking at closely, and we will be watching it closely during the. 

next quarter in terms of the place~ent rate. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I have been contacted by a number of 

people over tne past couple of months who told me about problems they 

had with out-of-State residential placements; presumably oecause there 

wasn't a place within New~ Jersey to place these c~ildren. Are there 

adequate available residential placements within the State? 
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MR. BLA TNER: No,_ there are not. _We happen ·to have what is 
. . 

called a "Sllbstitute Care--_ Plan," which :ls a plan-· ·for- impt"oving 

out-of-home pJ~cement alternatives. The objective of this plan is t6 
proyide - both residential ·. -programs and.- day programs in - local 

communities, so that people ~ill not have_ to be placed out-of-State- or 

-out-of-county. _. All of our_ district offices a:re now working to incive 

people into this kind of a·plan. 

we have about 300 kids _on a waiting 'list _ for residential­

placement-~ It is one of the areas of our- greatest concern, and we are 

now working very hard on it. 
- - -

· ASSEMBL VWOMAN FOHO: .I. understand - there were a ·number of : _· 

· facilities that had less than 1 uO% utilization within the State during 

the 1985 period., Just. to _ suggest a Jew -- Ewing Township, 79~o; 

Vin~land, 75%; W~odbridge, _, 63%; - and; Cedar Grove, 53%. - Is- this· 

- attributed to just a seasonal type of thing, or are those figures. 

actually . incr-easing_ in- ~he percentage of occupancy? 

MR. -BLA TNEk: I I m not sure when the figures you have took 

place, but during the summe·r _they are generally down slightly. I can 

tell_ you that at tnis point -they are very, ve·ry close to capacity~- we 
. - . 

received accreditation on those facilities. une of- the issues is that 
- -. . . . . . 

you have _to· have an admissions policy.- Those facilities . are .being 

fully · utilized, and they . are . under a strain. The whole .area of 

residential services, particularly with the_ Family Court, is one_ we are 

very concerned about •. 

ASSE~BLYWOMAN FOHD: Those are all tne questions I nave. uo 

· you have· anything else, Rodney?-·-

ASSEMBL YI'4AN FREL INGHUYS£N: Nq, tnank you. _ 

ASSEMBLYWOl--iAN FORD: Thank you very much, Commissioner, Mr. 

- Blatner, and Hr •. Lockhart. 

ACTING- COMMISSIONER- PERSELAV: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FURD: . Mia Andersen? 

MIA ANDERSEN: Hello. My name is Mia Andersen. On the agenda, I am 

listed as Mia Andersen~. Member·· of the Governor's Committee on 
. . . . 

Children's Services Planning, and. that is all true. tjut I am here 

today to represent New Jersey PTA. My advocacy work· comes from my oase 
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of PTA; I am Juvenile Protection Chairman for New Jersey PTA~ Through 
' ' 

PTA activities, I am a member of the Governor's Committee on Children's 

Services Planning,· where I chair the Subcommittee on Health.. That 

Committee was ·responsible for the recommendations regarding health arid 

substance abuse as they affect children. · I am also a member of the 

Advisory Council on Child C~re, ~nd other things. 

But today I speak to you as Juvenile Protection Chairm~n for 

New Jersey PTA. Before I begin my prepared testimony, there are two 

issues I really didn't get· a chance to address or develop in ~y 

testimony, which I, for my organization, am very concerned about. Ciro 

touched on these a little bit. They are freeing kids up for adoption, 

and the whole issue of severing parental rights. I ·urge the 

. Legislature to look at the. recent pile~ project which was done by .Jim · 

Boskey and'the Bar Association- I think it was the Bar Association--
- ' 

because I think the results were very informative and very good. I · 

think it points out the need to review the legislation of th~ rules and 

regulations for freeing kids up for adoption and severing parental 

·-rights. It is long overdue. We bav~ kids who are lingering in the 

system who are not free- for adoption and who are inappropriately in·· 

long-term foster care, and that is not what we want to see. I can't 

blame the agency for that. They can only deal with the structure and· 

the laws which have· been presented to them. 

Tangential to that -- part of that, not tangential to that; 
. ' 

·my mind is jamming up on ·me -- is, when kids need long-term foster 

· care, I urge the L~gislature and OYFS to work together to initiate an 

almost ironclad policy to place a kid permanently, appropriately_ in one 

foster care home, and not to bounce that kid around to seven or eight 

homes, so that by the time the child is 14 he has no place to hang his 

hat or that he has ever been able to call home. 

New Jersey PTA applauds the Legislature for providing the 

Division of- Youth and Family Services with u..-precedented ~upport.- We 

congratulate DYFS on its aoil ity to maximize that support, and to 

translate that support into appropriate systems and programs with the 

personnel necessary to meet the agency's manoat~. As a result, we 

be.lieve that l.JYFS is in a position to be successful in responding to 

the needs of New Jersey's abused and neglected children and you~h. 

25 



New Jersey PTA's first 
.. 

concern, our·- primary concern, is, 

·."What .ls best for the child?" It is for that reason and from that base. 
-· . 

that we advocated for the addi tiona! qual~ fie_d staff for the. Divis ion • 

. It is 'from that base that we urged PYFS and. ·the· Le~islature. to . provide 
. . . 

appropri;ite levels of compensation in order . to attract and retain 
. . . . . . 

qu~lified personnel. _But, no rnatter how many well-paid; well-qualified 

profe~sionals DYFS. employs,· they will not. be ·able to do their jobs if 

they. do not have . the programs . necessary to meet . the . need~ of the 

children atlC~ .·families they serve •. 

·. Therefore, New Jersey_ PTA urges the Legislature to ·authorize 

and provide funding to DYFS ·for: . 1) , ~ needs assessment to determine 

the number of fost.er care slots needed to meet current and projected 

caseload requirements; and Z), an assessment -- a st-udy -- of New 

Jersey's reimbursement rates as compared to those in surrounding states 

. and to those of _other highly industrialized, urbanized stat~s. 

We believe these. studies will demonstrate that Ne~ Jersey's 
. . 

-reimbursement rates are low. · Appropriate out-of-home· placements are 

one of the: mo.st i_mportant ·r~sponsibilities of . the DYFS profe~sional, 

but there are· not enou·g_h foster care slot a in the State.. There are 

thousands of children in out~of-home placement; ·there are hundreds of 

·others who are ·in shelters awalting placement; and many more become in 

need of placement ~very week. Last week ~lone there were 16 babies in 

one county who needed placement-. There simply were not slots for these 

kids. Many of the children in foster and · shelter care are 

inappropriately placed because there are _simply not. enouyh fo~ter 

parents in the State. Part of that is the Legislature's fault; part of 

that is the communities' fault; and, part· of that is the Oivision's 

fault. New Jersey PTA· must work harder to educate and motivate the 

State'~ parent~ to accept th~ ~esponsibility oi being fo~ter parents~ 
DYFS and NJPlA must work harder together to accomplish this. 

We· believe one of tne· major reasons for the lack of an 

adequate number . of ·foster families in New· Jersey is' the low 

reimbursement rate. . Too often it is not· that . families do not want to 

be foster pa-rents, it is that they can't afford to be. Hecause of the 

economic. pressLJres, both parents work in· the majority of i~ew Jersey 
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families. There are not many families that can afford to have a 

full~time parent in the horne. Unfortunately, most of the children who 

require out-of-home placement need full-time, skilled parentin·g. It .ls­

certainly understandable that these children have problems as a_ result 

pf the troubled homes from which they were pulled. 

New Jersey PTA believes it is good public policy to provide 

reimbursement rates which will allow foster mothers to remain in their 

homes as full-time parents. I guess what I am saying is, 
. . 

professionalize foster·· care with all of the training that is now being 

put into some of the pilot projects. We believe it is our obligation_ 

-- yours and . ours -- to make good our p:romis~ to help these ~at~r isk 

children by . p_roviding them with foster care homes · where they can 

. benefit from the care of a full-time, skill,ed parent. It is really 

good parenting that allo~s children to grow into competent ad~,Jlts; it 

is good parenting that prevents .the kinds of dysfunctional behaviors 

that our institutionalized suffet from. Providing these at-risk 

children with skilled, full-time parenting may be the most 

cost-effective investment in prevention that the State can make. 

The other issue I wanted to address is, the New Jersey PTA 

believes that accountability and prqductivity of staff. is equally ·as 

important as adequate resources. Therefore, we urge DYFS to implement 

standards of accountability and productivity that ~espect the needs of 

both the professionals and- the the_ Division's clients. We. think it is 

also i_mportant that accountability extend to· the community because it 

is the community which represents the resources- needed to address and 

redress the problems of child abuse and neglect. 

From the PTA perspective, accountability means responding to 

abuse reports and referrals efficiently_ and effectively. It does not 

mean minimizing the reporters' concerns. To us, accountability me~ns 

that confidentiality must be ptotected at all times. · It does not mean 

stopping by an alleged ·abuser's home, leaving a business card with a 

note saying that so and so has reported them as a sUSpected abuser, and 

to call the worker when he or she returns home. It does not mean 

scolding or ignoring teachers who are reluctant to give their names 

when reporting cas~s of suspected abuse. 
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The effective management of· suspected abuse does not .mean 
. . 

notifying a clfent or potential client of the specific day and time an 
inspection is going to be made. It mearis ·being· responsible· for the 

efficient and effective . management of cases· so the case goals are inet 
. . . . '. . 

and the cases are ~lased. It does not mean that !;Supervisors put the 

need for the completion of ·paperwork above the needs of the chtldren, 

so that social workers are placed in the . untenable position of having 

to· be ·insubordinate in order to .appropriately respond to a chi;ld ·. iri 
.. 

need. 

. Fr·om the PTA ·perspective,- productivity must include major 

efforts to reach out ~o ·· the community ·at large. Please do not 
. . 

·misunderstand what I say here _.as suggesting that we mean to denigrate . 

the important· and meaningful. work done by DYFS and the Human Service 

Advisory Councils, the ~hild Placement Review Bo~rds, and the OYFS 

County Advisory Committees. These groups are important lo accessing 

the community and its resources. But they are only a part, albeit an 

. important part, of what must be ·a · lai'ger effort to motivate the 

community· at large to· take· ·mo.re. responsibility for its ·problems. It is 

reasonable that' -DYFS ·concentrate. its effQrts on reaching out to. those 

persons and a.gencies _who. a~e already_ interested in and busy working_ for 

the same . goals. · _But to limit .. agency activity primar_ily to this is 

analogous to the. mi.nister preaching to the ch~it or to the teacher 

scolding those in class for those who are tardy and not yet there. To 

·limit agency activity primarily to these activities will not. be as 

productive to the effort needed to forge a_ partnership oetweeh DYFS' and 

the community at large. 

ln order to . make meaningful strides in addressing the 

problems· of abuse and neglect, we need to mobilize a larger effort than 

is presently represented py · small _groups · of the already initiated. 

Child abuse and neglect are enormous community problems. DYFS alone 

· will never be successful in providing the resources to meet the needs 

of their clients or to decreasing the incidents ·of abuse and neglect. 
\ . 

Undoubtedly, we can be accu~ed of being idealistic and unrealisti6 in 

expecting t~at it· is really possible to .forge· the kind of partnership 

we suggest and that we think is necessary. tjut it is· just that kind of 
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a partnership that is needed to make the difference, not only to 

· today 's abuse and neglect victims, but to the possibility of reducing 

the nurnber of . potential victims in the future. Public dollars are a 

finite resource, but public effort is unlimited. 

To educate the community to its responsibility to ch:lldreli at 

risk, will require reaching out to people who may not want to listen. 

Working with, educating, and motivating the community -- the. lay public 

-- is . very, very hard. If it weren't so hard, there would be enough 

foster homes in which to place our children. If it weren't so hard, it 

wouldn't take such time and skill. If- it weren't so hard, it would 

have been done successfully long ago and the problem of-child a:buse and 

neglect would be decreasing, not increasing. But it is hard and it 

will take time and skill, and. UYFS staff must be willing. to meet the 

challenge that working with the community represents. To be really 

productive, DYFS staff must convince the community to share more of the 

burden of nelping DYFS clients. 

To do this, it will be necessary to reach out to more than 

churches, PTAs, PTOs, and other home and school kinds of 

organizations. It will mean reaching into the hospital maternity 

wards, emergency rooms, pediatric staffs, staffs of the YWCAs and 

,YMCAs, local chambe,rs of commerce, city councils, and boards of 

education~ It will mean that DYFS should not discount a group within 

the community if that group: does not understand the issues; does not 

act with the promptne.ss or follow-through that another profe~sional 

agency waul d; does not provide ·a large enough audience; or; does not 

understand professional protocol~ 

I recognize and share your frustration that the community 

does not :realize as much as it should, but isn't that the point _;.... that 

the community does not understand and may.not want to •. We can't 

resolve what we won't deal with. We believe it is the responsibility 

of DYFS to take tne time to reach out to tne community ano to teach the 

cor:nmunity -what the DYFS professionals know so well. Otherwise, there 

will be an ongcHrig need for massive amounts of money to meet an 

undiminished need. 
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To summarize, New. Jersey PTA is concerned that the Division 

of Youth and family Services 'is not able to fulfill its re~ponsibility 
-., ~ . . . . ' . . . 

to ch:ildten who require out-of ~home placement be.cause there are not' 

_ enough foster care families· in the State. Therefore, New Jers~y PTA.­

urges the Legislature to authorize ·and provide funding for· the two 

studies I mentioned - earlier~ · Ne.w Jersey . PTA ·also believes that 

accountability ·and productivity of staff are equally as important as 

_:adequate· resources~ 

We also believe it· :is important that account:ability -extend to 

the community; as I have just discussed~ Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: ·. I- asfiume New Jersey PTA would also 

_ support the Legislature's efforts. -In this yearts budget, we permitted 

· DYFS to use part of its_ foster and ado.pt1on subsidy appropriation for­

the recruitment of foster parents~ _ 

MS. ANDEKSE~: Absolutely; I think that is critically 

important. One of the th.ings. I did early . on as Juvenile Protection 

Chairman for PTA was -participate in the __ Foster Care and Adoption 

Recruitment Task Fo:rce to develop those kinds of iss.ue~. So I would 

undetsbore our suppo~t of that ih triplicate~ 

ASSEMBLYWDMAr.J FORD: Thank you~ Any questions, Rodney? 

ASSEMBLYi~AN FRELINGHUYSE:N: Ms • Andersen, your comments were 

excellent. I would like a copy of lheni. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: - I was going to ask for copies. 

MS. ANDERSEN: Jes, I brought- my script with me. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FURU: Okay. Thank you, Mia. Or. Janet Cahill 

from Glassboro State College? · 

OR. JANET CAHlLL: Hy name is Dr. Janet Cahill. 1 am an Associate 

Professor in the Department of Psychology ·at· Glassborq State College~ 

I am also a con~ultant to the DYFS Stress Management Committee. 

I am here to testify concerning the Stress Management Program 

that was alluded to in earlier te~timony, which was jointly initiated 

by the DYFS Management Team and the Communication Workers of America.­

I would like to give you a li~tle- background oh this Committee oecause 

I · think it is relevant to the iemainder of my · testimony. My 

involvement with this Program came as a result . of a study I did 
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evaluating stress levels in DYFS workers. I should mention that I have 

done this type of ·occupational stress research for about the past five 

years, and have recently completed a study visit to Scandinavia, where · 

they have· much less stress than· we, for lots of reasons. 5o I have 

speci fie expertise in this area. 

Very briefly, the study concluded that.DYFS workers, compared 
. . . 

to other workers across. the country, have high levels. of emotional 

burnout and physical and mental health stress symptoms. Somewhat 

surprisingly, I also found that the workers remain committed to their 

jobs. The reason that is a surprising finding is that most of the time 

wheM you find workers with those kinds of symptoms, th~y t~nd·to give 

up on their jobs ·and not care any more.· We do not find that with DYFS 

workers. 

Finally, the study identified a number ofworkplace elements, 

things that are built into the workplace, which seem to contribute to 

the high stress levels of DYFS workers. The reason why. this issue of 

workplace stress is so critical for DYFS -- this . has already · been 

alluded to -- is that it not only. has a negative effect on the health . 

. of the workers, which is costly because it increases turnover~ but it 

also, of course, begins to erode the quality of services to the 

clients. 

To their credit, both CWA and the Management Team have taken 

those findings seriously and have tried to make a sustained and serious 

effort to address the Dccupational sources of streSs on this 

population. I need to be sure that I make it clear that it is not as 

if DYFS workers are somehow defective as individuals. They are just 

like the rest of us, but under those working conditions, not 

s~rprisingly, they show large amounts of stress. 

One co~crete effort which certainly helped the stress levels 

was the hiring of the additional workers. That is a positive step. 

Caseload size . i$ probably tne most critical variable iil the stress 

levels of these workers. Many other proble~s . stem from those 

caseloads. Another positive step, in my view, is the formation of a 

.joint Labor/Management Committee to address other changes in the 

workplace which could reduce these stress ·levels. This Commit tee has 
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been meeting since March of this year~ 

Qf possibilities .in· terms· of chang~. 
. . . . . 

It has-identified a wide range 

Its first effort _to _deal with 

these changes was to initiate -what · is now being referred to as -- the 

"Stress- Man-agement Program," which consists of the following 
' - -

components: We have oesigned something called ·~In~seryice Days" for -

four pilot offices. In-service days are designed to provide additional 
. . - . 

_training for the workers on a wide -range of programs, to improve their 

personal coping skills, 'their professional skills, and, also, to give 
- -

them more protected time to catch _up on the vario~s · demands which are 

placed on them. This occurs one day a month. It- has been r~nning -­

in most of the offices~- since June,_ so each offic~ we have piloted 

- has done foLJr or rive of these. 

The second asp-ect of this, which 1 ~nderst~nd was carried out 

over the ·summer, · has-- been a series_ of programs _concerning_ personal 

stress -management techniqu~s.~ The third element was supervisory 

training around improving --supervisory skills and stress management 

techniques. 

The ·initial feedoac~ from the Program seems to be quite 

positive._ - I think it· needs to be fine-tuned, but- the offices -seem to 

be making good, active use of the in-service days. _ The workers seem to 

·like the idea,_ and they -seem_ to want_ to keep it. - Management has been 

-very~cooperative about protecting the time. Supervisory trainin~ seems 

to· have been well-received. The offices are generating ideas about how 

to. use the time productively. So, overall, the initial impact. of the 

Program seem$ to be positive. 

This initi~l sucbess ill~str~tes two - things 1 think are 

-important to mention. One is that this work force is quite willing to 

take advantage of any efforts to -improve their working conditions. 
- - -

This is. _not a highly demoralized work force which is simply unwilling 

to try anything. -If we appropriately· structure some programs for them, 

and if we address the real needs of the social workers, they wi11 take 

advantage of it. I think that is ~ery important. 

-• Secondly, although- I think the occupational sources of s-tress 

for DYFS -are severe -- and I say_- that in comparison with many other 

occupations -- it seems to me that if- we are careful and we desi-gn 



appropriate _programs, we. can make some real inroad$ into these 

problems. 

I am going to keep these remarks . very, very brief and see if 

there are any questions. I want to close, though, by saying -- and I 

don't think anyone in . mana9ement or labor would disagree with me -­

that · substantial problems around sources of stress for the workers 

remain. The paperwork, the training--· It is very difficult for them 

to respond to the level of emergencies they have to respond to. The 

list can go on :and on. I understand the Stress Management Committee is_ 

going to continue to address those issues in a systematic way, ~ well 

as evaluate the proposals you have already implemented. Again, I ·think 

that is a very positive framework by which to address this issue. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: You found a positive impact on the 

stress levels of the workers as a result- of the reduction of caseloads. 

DH. CAHILL: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYWOi"'AN FORD: When · did you do your follow-up 

research? 

OR. CAHILL: That is a good point. ·What I'm saying is,· I do 

not have any empirical data-to back that up, largely because I just got 

back to this country two weeks ago. What· I've done is call the various 

offices, and I need to do more ·of that. The initial ~mpression is 

positive, but I think we have to evaluate it much more closely to be 

sure that that is the case. I think the whole Program· has to be 

~etched and monitored very closely. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Thank you. Any questions·,. Rodney? I 

think she should do a study on the stress levels of the first~termers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELINGHUYSEI'J: When it gets closer to Election 

·Day. _ (laughter) 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FURO! Thank you, Dr. Cahill. Sue Uondiego and 

Roz McDonald, New Jersey Foster Parents Association. 

SUE D~DIEGO: Thank you. I am Sue uondiego. I am President of the. 

New Jersey Foster Parents Association. With me today is Koz McUonald, 

who is Executive Oirector of the Association. We want to thank you for 

the opportunity to present this testimony. Before we begin, I would 

also like to mention that we testified before the Legislative Oversigr1t 



Committee·; . chaired· by Assemblyman Flynn, and supported the Division's 

. request. f. or-~ funds to increase DYfS. staff and to provide a 5% increase 

in board and clothing rates for foster children. 

In additl.on to the ~oncerns - we will raise . today,· our· 

te~timtmy touches· on the staffing needs of DYfS·, as th~se needs impact 

directly on the quality ·of care given to . foster parents and foster 

·children and their families, as well. as other clients being served by 

_DYFS. 

_. The ·New· Jersey ·Foster :Parents Association is a ·statewide 

organization provid~ng ·support, consult~tion, advocacy, and training to 
. . . 

fostet.-parents who care_ for those children supervised by the Division· 

. of Youth and family Services. Although _the majority of cases for which 
. . . . 

- . the Divis ion is responsible involve families who 'remain intact, there 

remain almost 7,000 ·youngsters .who must be- separated from their 

families and ·placed in .out-of-home· foster· care settings. Tnese 

children deserve your ongQing -attention. 

As m.any State and. federai initiatives, such as Public Law 

~6-272, the Adoption Assistance ~and Child Welfare Act, have positively 

·impacted on reducing the number of . children entering . the substitute 
. . . 

care system, there has been a clear trend toward an increasing influx 

of . children with- very . special needs requiring foster fam~ly 

j.ntervention. These children are often physically or sexually abused 

or neglected, some are alcohol or drug dependent, some are pregnant, 

and _many ~uffer · fro~ ~ physically or emotionally handicapping 

conditions.. Statistics- reveal that 42~ 5% are 13 years old. or older 

when they ~re_removed from their f~milies. A disproportionate numbef 

of. these children ate from the minority populace, as b2..);o of the 

children in care · are black. It cannot be disputed that children 

e~tering our foster care system today are older and bring a multiple 

set of complex needs. 

Is the system organized around provid.lng appropriate services 

and_ resour-ces to children, th~ir parents, and foster families? The 
. . 

Division of Youth and · F~ily Services has advanc~d a partnership 

approach to meet family and community needs, has instituted poli.cy an·d 

ptact ice changes, and is supporting many in nov at i ve programs. Huch 
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more needs to be done directly with our foster parent population if 

children are to experience benefits in foster care • 

. Sufficient resources in terms of programs, personnel, and 
. . . 

funding should be committed to assure that the children of this State, 

who come to us from ·troubled family situations, receive help. From our 

perspective, adequate staffing is directly connected to foster care 

placement success. Caseworkers· must ~e available to offer their 

expertise and support to foster families. If caseload sizes continue 

at current rates, the needs of foster parents and children will not be 

addressed.-· 

Of equal_ concern to our· organization is the need to· recruit· 

and retain quality foster family resources who can work cooperatively 

with difficult families and with the · system . to effect permanency . 

planning for children. It is our belief. that while we ere increasing 

the number of applic-ants who inquire about foster care, we are, at the 

same time, also seeing too many foster families exiting the program. 

_We must have foster care data available that looks at who our resources 

are and what services need to be developed and/or i~plemented to meet 

their needs, as well as to review service_ provisions in the context of. 

time-limited, goal-oriented case management. 

With base line data, we can formulate standards and translate 

the Division of Youth and Family Services' philosophical missions· and· 

policies into p~actice. 

It . has clearly been identified that supportive services to 

foster parents which encourage families to maintain continuity al}d 

stability for. troubled youngsters must.· be expanded. This equates to 

. both practical financial issues and meaningful support issues. Foster 

parents should not be expected to subsidize the care of foster 

children~ Present e6onomit conditions make it impossible for families 

to give what they gave in the past. It has been estimated by American· 

Foster Care Resources Incorporated that foster parents -nationwide 

e~perience a ~1,000 out-of-pocket expense an~ually for every child 

maintained in a home~ 

Nationwide, fost~r parents are supplementing tne thild 

welfare system to an amount exceeding ~5Uu million. In New Jersey, 
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this figure· is estimated to-be $7 million. _The traditional two~parent 

foster family is ~isappearing, just as thetrad1tionalf~mily itself is 

· disappear~ng, . as more ·families are coping with divorce, _working 

·mothers; ·an~ tightened budget~. There· are fewer families who feel 

willing or . able to extend· themselves to another child 'or children. It 
. . . 

·behooves us to consider that. we ._are asking too much of ·families . who 

already give their commitment and special ca~e to foster child_ren. We 

need to close the . inequ~ty gap between actual expenditures related to 

foster children and-the current boa;rd and ·clothing rate structure. We 
' . . . 

are advocating increased i·eimbursement to foster families, consistent 
. . . 

with the rates ·of neighbor~ng states which accurately reflect_ costs 

inVolved in raising foster children. A minimum 10% increas~ in funding 

for these maintenance payments is required. · 
. . 

Beyond ~his .initial s~ep-of temedying p~yment ~eimbursement 

inadequacies, further thought needs: to be given to structuring the 

·foster care system in ·ways· that acknowledge varying levels of foster 

parent skill· development · and acquisition, and capabilities. 

Specialized. ·therapeutic .. homes with . adequat_e funding, training·, and 

. support must be looked to as possiole choices for .living arrangements 

to avoip more restrictive, ·and more ·costly ~residential placement of 

children. 

Additionally, children should oe sharing the . customary 

experiences of childhood, such as sports involvement, graduation · 

activities, cultural- events, -etc •. These are opportunities to · 

participate in gr_oup processes which enhance -their social, emotional, . 

and intellectual growth. There is no provision ·in the Division of 

Youtli · ar1d · Family ·Services' budget .to recognize this need, and we 

propose. that an enrichment program be established and funded to aid 

youngsters in this ·area. Foster parents· cannot afford to bear the 

costs, and they should not be expected to do so~ 

As our foster parent population cares for increasing numbers 

of children with serious em6tional ~nd physical hand~taps, it becomes 

apparent that families need respite from their 24 hours a day, seven 

days a week care of these children. We must maKe it our priority to 

stabilize. placements and avoid the d~unaging and costly act of replacing 
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children due to the stress suffered by their foster parents. If we 

want quality care for children, . then it · is essential to institute a 

uniform respite care policy and program. 

There is no doubt that. attention and funding must be devoted. 

to upgrade the skills and knowledge of foster parents through 

· training. It takes special· skills, understanding, end sensitivity to 

work with. the multiplicity of problems_ exhibited •. by children coming 

into foster care placement, i.e., the care and treatment of sexually 

abused children who are so prevaient in the system today. We must be 

able to continue our initial efforts on a long-term basis ih the are~ 

of in-service training ~nd extend .the incentives of training stipends, 

child care, and travel reimburse~ents. Foster children of this St~te 

deserve· to _live in safe, ·healthy environments where their needs are 

satisfied. 

Lastly, we must recognize that many children "age out"- of the 

foster care system and are still urgently in need of continued services 

in order for them to function in our communities. These children fall 

between the cracks. We must not allow that to happen. We must focus 

our enetgies on implementing programs which help the~e youngsters 
\ 

acquire independent living skills and needed therapeutic services. 

Seven· thousand current foster children _depend upon our 

collective commitfuent· and action to prosper as citizens of our society. 

ASSEMBL YWOI~AN FURD: Thank you very_ much for your comments. 

One of the. things I know .. the Legislature did in the past year was 

recognize some of the out-of -pocket. expenses that foster · pare·nts · are 

often called upon to cover, and to change the law with regard to those 

special situations .where a child dies in tne custody of the foster 

parent. Oftentimes there was not sufficient money to . fund a proper 

burial, and this increase loosened up the law, so to speak, so tnat 

DYFS could reimburse the foster parents for · the full cost of that 

service. Too often we found foster parents, as well as even funeral 

directors, were subsidizing that_type of service. 

I'm sure there are a multitude of very · speci fie examples 

which you might consider providing Lis with in other areas where foster 

parents are subsidizing. I was particularly interested in tne thought 
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you had with. regard to .the establishment of an Enrichment Prog~am. So 

I just want to thank you for giving your testimor1y and your point of 

view. 

Rodn~y, doyou have anyquestions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELI1~GHUYSEN: -No, thank you •. 

MS. DONDIEGO: I ·would like to thank you, as a legislato_r, 

for your support -of. c;:hildren 's. issues •. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD.: Thank you. . Our last group· of speakers 

will be the representatives from CWA Local 1039: les Robinson, Glen 

Wojtowi~z, Joseph Yili; AlStrassberger, Bob Bowles, JimGallagher, ahd 
. . . 

Anita. Ashkinazy --· I can never get her. name right. Hi. Are you 

basically speaking on behalf of the group? 

LES ROBINSON: I am the first speaker ·of the group. 

ASStMBLYWOMAN FURD: Oh, okay. 

MR~ ROBINSON: My name is Les Robinson. I have been a 

supervisor at this district office for the last year. ·People have 

reacted, I guess, in different ways to· this hearing tonight. I have 

heard 8 couple of .COrrl10ents about intimidation ~nd the fact that people_ 

felt they' didn't want to speak openly in front of such a large group._ 

There are so many different kinds of people here~ with different 

positions, and so forth. I hope· 1 can speak objectively -- I really· 

want to do that -- from my ·experience during th.e last year. 

I am· certainly not here _ to do anything · other than . give as 

objective a presentation as r· can of our experiences. 1 would like to 

say first ·of all that, in.my opinion, never in the eight years I have 

been with this agency have we been as aware of every child under our 

supervision, not·. only where that child is now, but the_ need to' plan for 

where the child is going in the future. That is .something I feel very 

strongly, no matter what anyone says. I think that is a reality, and 

· that's very good. 

However, I am· concerned about the numbers. That is what we 

are here to talk about tonight. I started with my unit in uecembe-r, 

19ti4. At that time, . we -had. approximately 340 children under our 

supervision. For most of thi~ past year we have handled that ·workload 

with four full-time workers and one part ... time worker. At one point 
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during the last year we had two caseloads which were over 40 families. 

1 think both of those caseloads were well over 80 children at one point 

in time. The other caseloads were high, but not that high •. · 

We did a lot of work. When I took toe unit over, . it really 

had a _glut of cases which. by all rights.should have been terminated. ·I 

am not speaking ·for th~ office in general, .but this particular unit, 

for specific reasons, had cases which were ready to move on. We tried 

to improve that over the last year. 

The hiring of· the new. workers has been a. real boon to us 
because starting in July -- I think- it was July when we. got our first 

new worker -- we were dealing with five full-time workers instead of 

·four. Case loads fell a bit; they leveled out. We have had some other 
- .. 

. problems~ One of our ~ew workers resigned; three of my veteran workers 

got different positions; and things-have· bounced around quite a bit. I 

feel badly for our clients because when that hap~~ns, th~y have to yo 

through the whole time-consuming process of getting to know another 

worker. When talking about time-loaded case ·.goals, this sets · you 

back. Sometimes the process can't be helped. 

We currently have a unit of six bodies: five full~time 

workers and one part-time worker. Three of those - bodies are new 

workers. By new workers I mean people who have come to us- within tne 

last three months. -·I couldn't ask for a better bunch of people than 

those in this unit. - The. new people are excellent; t_hey fi f right in 

with the older _workers, who are veterans, and very professional in 

their own right. This is a good bunch of people to work witn. 

As of last month, our statistics were-- · We had a new worker 

with a caseload of 64 children; another new worker with a caseload of 

62 ct1ildren; a veteran worker with a case load of 67; another veteran 

with a caseload of 67; and, a brand-new worker with a caseload of 4~ 

children. With the people leaving their po~itions in my unit; we haVe 

taken the new workers and we have not really had the luxury of building 

up their 

fashion. 

caseload 

case loads; 

We pretty 

to handle. 

in other 

much had 

They have 

words, giving 

to take them 

all reacted 

them work in a piecemeal 

and present them with the 

very well to this. I ha·ve 

had to put in a lot of time. You know, as a supervisor, there is no 
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· question but that i have aapent a lot -of. time with them.. Skilled as 

they may be and experienced as they may be, as ·far as DYFS is 

concerned, . they have. a lot of questions and there are a iot_ .of things 

t~ey · have to learn as they go. along. 

As· of November 11 I believe, it is the eleventh, . it 1s ·a 

Monday .-- we are going to . be· assigned .. another . new worker who is 
currently in training• When she gets here~ every caseload will be at a 

level of 50 children. Don't quote me on that. Maybe one. will be 51· 
. . 

· and one will be 49,. but 5u is · more. ·or less· where each caseload · will · 

be. That will be good. I have ~lready met my new worker, and I think 

she is as good as my others. - I think things look real good for the 
. . . . . . 

kids in our caseloads. and for us as a unit. 

As I said, when I took over there were a lot of cases which 

needed to be ·terminated. I find that at the end of the nine months 

since I became a supe.rvisor, - we have been able: to terminate as many 

prior children's cases as we have been assigned new· children for 

supervision~ So, ba~ically .as far as total humber of ca~es in the-unit 

is concerned, we are right at about ::S3U, which is where we started last 

December. 
. . . 

I am concerned for a. couple _of reasons. One is, looking to 

the future, we are not going to haye tnat glut ~f cases to terminate to 

. counterbalance· the. cases we are. assigned. Uuring the months of August 

. and September,. we were as.signed ~o new cases because we were creating 

two· new units within· -the office. . We were getting the new cases to 

build our· case count up. This month, we are again being assigned 

cases. So far, the month isri 't over, ·and we have already been assigned 

14 n~w children. This works out to be the second lar~est month since 

last December as far as new children_ assigned to our unit is 

concerned. Tnis is one morith we are. talking about. Who knows if tni~ 

· is an· indicator of how it .is· gain'::) to be in the future.. But if it 

continues, not having quite as many cases -that are tight for 

termination as we had in lhe past, the. tr~nd, I 'rn afraid, is going to 

be up. 

That, as far a~ numbere, .is what I antic~pate. · I would not 

be surprised-.., I don 1 t know if it is· that way office-wioe; I· a on 1 t .. 
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know if it .is that way statewide. But as far as my unit is concerned; 

if we have a fairly decent . rate of increase in caseloads, I would 

imagine that by ~ext spring, say, we are . going to be right up there in 

the mid-60s, child-wise, per worker. That certainly is a-possibility. 

That is basically what 1 wanted to· say. I just wanted to 

give you some figures from one· supervisor's . perspective and . one 

supervisor's experience. 

questions? 

ASSEMB~YWOMAN FOHL>: Thank you, Les. Rodney,-do you have any 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELINGHUYS~N: · No_, thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FOkO: Okay. Glen Wojtowicz? 

GLEN WOJTOWICZ: I would just like to follow ·up ·on some of Les' 

comments. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN . FORD: Glen, for the record, please tell us 

your name and what your position js. 

MR. WOJTOWICZ: My name is Glen Wojtowicz. I have been with 

DYFS for nine years; I have been a supervisor since May. 1 have also 

worked with other child welfare. agencies. I have a master's degree in 

. social work from the University of Connecticut. 

I would just like to compare Les' unit to mine. Les started 

out with a vete~an unit, with a pretty high caseload, before our 

· allocation. My unit is one of the newer units. It was formulated with 

four people who started out with no cases.. · It is indicative of the 

people who were hired. I had twb veteran people who had high ca~eloads 

to begin with. 

So, as the unit was· formulated, a lot of the new cases were 

obviously given to my unit. Okay? We absorbed cases, which allowed 

some of the other units to bring their caseloads down. For example, ·in 

the month of September, my unit received 31 cases. We're talking about 

families, no matter how many children they happen to have. Thirty-one 

cases in 30 days. This is the rate at whicih we were absorbing cases so 

the other·units could bring their cases down. 

I want to emphasize that in my numbers, we are not talking 

about the· glut of terminations that Les had. Most of my cases are 

coming right through screening. That ·means they have been screened, 
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and they. have been identified as bein9 serious and must be· responded 

to. · . They would not be cases that we 'could close · out in a couple of 

weeks. 

Other cases that ·came to ·my unit. came .·by way of ·transfer. 

When people transfer, they generally sit down. and clean house. . So I 

think my numbers. reflect fairly tight cases. · 1 don't see any leeway 

for cuttin9 much more_ out than .we have. I have my. statis-tics, ·but I'm 

·.like Les, you know, I am not a computer and I may be 'a couple off. 

W~' re running between 40 and 5ll children~ Again, this is one of the 
. . 

new units and we haye been absorbing a 'lot of the new cases. 

My concern, as. was Les', is, wt1ere .are . we. going to be three, 

four, fiye months from now? I attended all of the hearings and I did a 

lot more listening than l did talking •. · 1 think ·what everyone seemed to 
I . 

. emphasize was the ratio of workers to clients. . 1 mean, that is the 

bottom line. We have our goals. . People made some comm~ndable 

· proposals, but that is where we begin. If we do not have a manageable 

and doable job, how will we. ever get· to those objectives? That is why 

when I see. these numbers coming up, and l know we have done. our best to 

keep-the~ down, I start to .worry.· 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORO: Glen, do you know why, or does anyone 

·know why, the average numbers . that were p·rovide.d -- I guess this 

information was . from. DYFS-- On. October 4, 19d5, the Ocean County 

District 0 ffice was ha_ndling 2,182 active children. I don' f know what 

number· of.· cases that. represents,· but the average children· per 

·caseworker is indicated ·as 3d. You are indicating, at least in your 

unit, that the average caselo'ads are much highe_r. 

MR. WOJTOWICZ: I'm talking about children now; 1 'm talking 

about 40 to 50 children~ Sometimes when you start to talk about these 

numbers people get confused between cases and children.· 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Ca~eloads and children. 

MR. WOJTOWICZ: So for consistency I thought_ I would just 

stick with the number of children. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN . FlJHi): · Okay. Do you know any reason why that 

average would be down to 38 now when ~au are actually dealing, at lea~t 

in your unit, with 4U to 50 cases -- I mean children? 
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_ .. 

MR. WOJTOWICZ: I could account for a figure like that as I_ 

hav~ indicated. My statistics are up to the minute~ The last count 

may have been August. It is the rapidity with which the cases have 

been coming into the new units. l'm talking about 31 new cases in my 

unit in September. l don't know whether that was added to ·previous 

statistics. I think there is one other unit that was formulated with 

primarily new people, which might have reflected lower stats at the 

beginning of last month. - t:towever, since we are absorbing all of the 

new cases every month,_ our ratio is a lot higher than when the cases _ 

are· spread all around to the di ff~rent. units. That may account for it • 

The other issue I would like to address~-

MR. BLATNER (from audience): Madam Chairman, I would like to 

respond to that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Sureo 

MR. BLAl~ER~ 1 don~t really know where you are getting your 

numbers. The data we have would agree completely . with the numbers 

the Ocean District Oftice has; that is, the caseload ~ize right now is 

about one worker for 50 children und~r supervision. Ocean County has 

.experienced the ~eco~d largest increase in caseload in the-State. We 

have every intention of looking at the allocation within the State to 

make-sure that that office has the app~opriate caseload size. 

Ocean County has become--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN . FORD: I · think the numbers" we ate. basing it 

upon are the numbers of active children, as indicated by' your records, 

and then dividing that by the number of ca~eworKers and coming up with 

an average of 38 thildren as of_October 4. 

MRo BLATNER: .I think we should sit down b~causewe have gone 

over our figures, and our indication is that as of today, we completely 

agree with the information the workers are giving •. As Commissioner 

Perselay said, what we are doing right now is re-looking at-- See, 

what _happened was, we allocated staff equally to every office, and 

things have changed since. In Ocean County -- and 1 think tnis may 

nave to do with the increase in reporting an·d people being willing to . 

come forward the caseload has grown much more quickly than_it has in 

other parts of the State, and our intention would be to equalize. 

There is no disagreement between us in terms of numbers. 
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MR .. WOJTOWICZ: I have two IOOre points ·1 would -like to make. 

As a staff, · we have been saying,- "What can we do to reduce our_ 

numbers?" . There have been ·some_ support positions created out of the 
- . 

allocation. By support position I mean someone who· may have a 

caseworker title,. but who does not_ actually carry a caseload •. Now, if 

we look at those support positions --_ not th~t they are not necessary 

and don't add to the quality of- service -- numbers are· going to go up. 

I -think inevitably there: inust be some trade-o.ffs. 1 have heard many 

voices - say, -"How can we justif.y -certain. liaison positions, or 

litigation positions, whenour nurobers a:re increasing?" 
. -

1n a way, - the bottom line-- i -think it starts with the 

worker and caseload ratio. IJ- we are going to be high, it would be 
. . . . 

_nice to have those positions; but· I don't know if we can afford them. 

At the hearin9s, I think people primarily stressed _the.worker/caseload 

ratio. I didn't ·hear anyone say, for example, "We need another 

litigation specialist •" You know, you can_ go back into the testimony. 

So, that is the. only idea I have. -- 1 am not saying those positions 

would nof be helpful, but that is one area we· should look at. 

The other point I would like to make is, a couple of workers 

came up_ to me. tonight who said they wouldh 't feel comfortable sitting _ 

in front of a microphone, but they wanted me to pass on a few 

comments. The -conments, again, have to - do with numbers. As we 
. ' . . . 

approach 5U children, I t_hink this really puts a lot of pressure on a 

worker. ·We talk about reaching 85~o, which is about 46 children. As 

· . these numbers get higher, pressure_ increases, and a worker may say, "Is 

there- something wrong with me?" There. is so much emphasis on taking a · 

· look at the .. numbers. As this has escalated, we have had testimony 

~bout stress and how it affects· workers. Well, it is the same thing 

with these numbers •. When the numbers get high, the first thing that is 

looked at . is, you· know; "What is the worker doing with these cases?" 

So that just compounds fhe ~tress. 

I can say from my experience that everyone works very h(ird, 

and very diligently. A lot of new people seem committed, ana it 

bothers me that because these numbers are· up-- People don't need that 

one additional· pressure. The jo~ in itself is hard ~nough. 
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That's basically all I have to say, other than I remember at 

the hearings--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Are there people-- Maybe this is a 

better question for Mr. Blather. When you refer to hiring to date, 330 
. . . -

direct field workers, does that include people who may not be handling 

caseloads, other than--

MR·. BLATNER: (from audience) Yes, absolutely. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: So, it would include people. who go to 

court, whose job, for example, is nothing else but testifying, as well -

as other types of people who might be identified-as ·caseworkers who are 

family--

MR. BLATNER: When we made a proposal to you last year, we 

said. we wanted to put a community resource specialist in every office 

to hook into all these community resources we are talking about. 

Basically, we have done that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAI~ FORD: Then what I guess I want to ask a worker 

is ~~ and ybu _seem to be available, not to put you on the spot -~ is 

the a~ailability of these other types of people, even thougn they may 

have caseworker br family specialist titlea and they may go to court .or 

. they may do things not necessarily identified as field work-- ls the 

availability. of those people alleviating some of the individual 

workload such that_ handling 50 children now may not be exactly the same 

thing as h~ndling 50 chil~ren a year ~go? 

-MR. WOJTOWICZ: Some do and some don't~ We have talked 

-about a number of liaison positions. For example, with oUr liaison to 

the Child Placement Review Board, that is proposed,_ as a position. A 
. . 

lot of ·the workers have been saying, "I would rather go over and ·meet 

the Child Placement Review Board myself.- I would rather present my own 

case. They get to know me and 1 get to know them, rather than my 

t~lling another person and then that person going over there.'' I thinK 

we all agree that if doing that ourselves rather than having a liaison 
. . 

. really helps our case, than that is not a waste of our time. It is 

more beneficial. So, as an exarnple, that is one proposed position that 

people have looked at and said, "Do we really need that? 
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N()w, with a resource ~ev_elopment. specialist-- The way it has 

been unfolding is- that it has - been part resource .. development, part 
. . ' . 

public relations. I think_ it could be very :helpful, but it has to be 
. . . . . . . . . . 

helpful in terms of coming up with actual new resources for our cases. 

I think any-worker who has been in an office for awhile, just by matter 

of survival, has to get· out - there in the community and know the 
' ' -

.resources, and establish relationships with eommunity people.: If it is 

·used to somehow create new resources - such as day _ programs or 

residential programs, ·then it could. be helpfut because we could 
. - -

divert our- cases. If it is. used- for more of a public - relations 

function, - that ·might- pe positive in . terms · Of our image with the 

community; but I don't see as much of a reflection on our keeping our 

· numbers· do~n, or having any· less _work to do.· 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. Thank you, Glen. 

Mr. Yili? · 

JOsEPH YILI: I am ·Joseph. Yili. I am a· family service specialist, 

too. I have - been employed by the agency for 1 U years as of 

November 15. Prior to that-, I had an additional year of social work ,in 

New York. 

l · am_ a social worker; it is what I want to· do. I did, not 

-slip· into) the agef!cy for lack_ of employment. I have an ·~ndergraduate 

and graduate aegrees. I have been in - the field _-_ strictly_ in· the 

field -- for all of that period of time. I think I care very much 

about the profession, and_ in my estimation, there is no one .in the 

community that does more important woik. 

But I also happen to have a family of five,- and I have quite 

a 'burden,. I. can tell you; financially.- I am "maxed out" -- that refers 

to no longer receiving any m~rit_ increments ~- which mean~ I am totally 
. . - . . 

·dependent on raises from the annual increment or inflation -- cost of 

living -- that we might receive from our contracts. Last year it was 

three_ percent, and perhaps anotner three percent another six months 

later. So you can see that it is going to be very difficult for me to 

continue to manage. 

During the past _·six months, as a result of ·particularly, 

Assemblywoman Ford's intercession and intervention in obtaining these 

507 so~ial -worker positions, there hav~ been ~ number of opportunities 
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in my office here in Ocean County fo·r promotions.. At least six or 

seven of my colleagues have moved up, and I can tell you that.they_went 
. . 

. through a good deal of screening, and were inte~viewed multiple times. 

l think they represent, perhaps, some of our best. people. It was quite 

attractive to me. In addition to that, I have also had the opportunity 

·to apply for other positions, which would have meant increases in pay 

and promotions. _ 

ASSEMBLYWOMAr-.J FORO: But you would rather stay in the field-­

Is that it? 

MR. YILI: That is absolutely right. I would like to stay in 

· the field, but it is becoming a dilemma, because I also have personal 

resp6nsibilities. I applied for the Civil Services exam fbr 

supervisor, which will be given. on the second. . At this point, I think 

I am ~ligible to become an FFS..-1, but there has been no. 

implement at ion. I did hear the comments made by the. Commissioner and 

the Director about commitment to staff, but the career ladder is 

already two years old, and all I .hear about is d~lay. The criteria was 

supposed to have been establisned, by their . own schedule, last 

· September. Implement at ion of the promotions should have been this 

month. Now . I h~ar that it is going to be delayed eveh · further. 

Civil Service may not develop. a test that may not be presented until 

next October. So, it could very well be that I have this· opportunity 

to become a supervisor on a permanent basis, which would be almost a 

bird in the hand if I . pass and score well and am considered qualified 

for the job, versus ·waiting for that promotional opportunity as a 

social worker,· which may or ;may not come. And if it does come, it may 

not be for six months to a year. 

ASSE:MBLYWONAN FORLH Wasn't there a new step created for 

people who were at that .maximum level?. 

MR. YlLI: Yes, I have already--

ASS'EMBLYWOMAN FORO: You are at that already? 

MR. YILI:. Yes. I have gone to the ninth ~tep. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORJ: Which means that our opt ion at this 

point is to either lose you and your experience from the field, into a 

supervisor's position in which I ~m sure you would do well, but~-
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. . . - . - .-

MR. Y IL I: ·.And you .·have already lost ~- ·in spea.kihg to these . 
. · '• -·· -

six. or seven . other· people ... - Some . of our best people ·in this office who 

· have gone on to promotions . as supervisors would have preferred to stay 

as .. family 'service· specialists, if· there wa5 that opportunity to become 

a "one."· That is an equivalent salary, ·_for those of you who are not 

·familiar with it. 

I · wanted to. respond a little bit to the question you asked 

earlier,. because it. is something .that has been rather upsetting to me. 

In fact, I am· kind of resentful tht:lt any of these positions that you 
- ' 

a~ located to.· reduce caseloads ~re goi~ng to administrative support 

people. · 

I think that is a misappropriation of your funds·. There are 

· already in existence Civil Service titles. that are comparable. · I thin·k 

to some degree--- And these are considered priorities. I wanteq to say 

that to you. No, there is not,. at this point, any FSS-1 's -·- that is: 

the top field .. ·service specialist. But there are, apparently in every 

office, up to three or four ·.people ·.in that title as adtninistx:ative 

suppo·rt. I thinkc that _management would do better ·by . simply asking, 

requesting, that those titles be changed to r:nanagement titles. 

There is one additional thing. Jhe_implementation, finally, 

of · this···career ladder,· if and when it comes, will also include a 

quat~~ 1 did a survey of the people in _au~ offi~e six months ~go --· 

and I can pass . this on ~oday to you later with approximately · 2u 

·names on this-, of. people who would qualify for that t.itle. ·r would 

like. to just . read the .years of experience: There is nine and a half 

. years, 14 years, ~5 year~, 1J years, 11 years, 1U years, eight years, 

eight years, eight · years, 15 years, 15 years, six years, seven and a 

half years, 12 years, six years, nine years, 12 years, 16 years, 10 

years and seven years. The-qualifications, aside from, I expect, some 

Civil Service exam, will be three years' experience in order to qualify 

for an FSS-1 title. So, we have a . glut of people who are already -

qualified Jar that title, based on experience, and I would daresay, on 

good work. There will_ someday be. a quota, a maximum quota, of five 

people. So you will, again·, come back to. forcing people to either 

leave the agency, _or leave the field. 

ASSEMBL YWOiv1AN. FQHD: Okay. Thank you. 
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I have Bob Bowles, Jim Gallagher,.and Anita Ashkinazy, and I 

have 10 minutes left. 

Al Strassberger-- Oh, I'm sorry • 

. AI.. STRASSBERGER: 1 am Al Strassberg~r, ·and I started as a .caseworker 

with DYFS, which .was then called the Board of· Child Welfare, on May 21,. 

1956. · I doh 't know how many people in this room knew· what the agency . 

wa~ back then. 

l .wat1t to second everything that Joe Yili has said. This 

means, this spring 1 will be 3(J years. in the field, as a so-called 

generic worker. in the front lines of· ttiis agency. I am very much . 

interested in the career· ladder, ·but I s_ee it. as a fraud.. I have been 

telling my friends that I tried to climb it and it fell on me. I want 

to stay ·in the field. I want to continue doing· what I do and do well, 

I think--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN.FORD: What do you do? 

MH. STRASSBERGER: I do the general, garden-variety, generic, 

case. I have .a caseload of children in their own homes. I am trying 

to keep from being--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: You visit the children in their hdmes-­

MR. STRASSBERGER: Yes. 

ASSEMBL Y.WOMAN FORD: --and investigate placements and abuse 

allegations? 

MR. STRASSBERGER: Yes. I have no children· in placement· at 

the present time. Over the years, I certainly have. 

I don 1 t want . to ·be a supervisor, and I don 1 t want to be a 

so-callea support person, a specialist. I do believe, contrary to what 

was said by Mr. Blatner and maybe others, tnat experience should 

count. I want a reward for all those years of being a caseworker on 

the front lines. 

ASSEMBL-YWOMAN FORD: What title are you-- Are you being 

transferred over to a new title? 

MR. STRASSBERGER: Not unless I pass the .test next month. l 

don't even think there should be a test. I have been tested for 3U 

years. Give me a break. (audienc~ applause) Assuming a certain 

minimum ·level of competency and l. have a lot more than that, ·I think 



. . . . 

that I and all the people like me, with all those incredible numbers of 

· years· th.at you are always talking about, should ·certainly be promoted 
. . . . 

to FSS-2 and 1,. without b~vin_g to: run the gamut of the Civil Service 

test~ just based on seniority~: experiel"l(~~, and ·e~pertist!, or .else our 

moral~ will slip very badly •. 

At a setting': not t:oo -different from this one, about eight or 
.... .:. -:-. ~:..., 

10 years ago, 1 remembe'r describing ~yself as a walking incendiary 

. device. . That was- a mea~ure of -my anger.,.,."}~ think the only thing I h,~ve 

. burned down ~in. the interim, . ·has. been myself' as Janet will 'probably 
. . .,. . 

tell you. . w~ are very angry,_ an~ we. feel we really need a . career 

ladder that Jl)eans ·something~ _ so:· fat., we ~have not seen it at all.· 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: . 'Thank you. 

MR. :sTRASSBEkGEH: _Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: - Did you want to respond to that, Larry? 

MR. LOCKHART: · 1 realize you have to go, and I certainly want 

to just make a cqupl~ of comnents ~ - l think that, as you( two are . 

frustrated with your- 30 .years of · service as a social worker, about 

taking a Civil Service ·.test,· 1, too; am very much. frustrated with the 

fact . that we should even be here discussing child abuse and the way 

to deal· _with it, because. I don't want child· abuse,· and you don't want 

the Civil Serv.i.ce test. But the fact of the matter is that both of 

those thi~gs are a reality, and in this State, when we came ~ogether --
. . . 

and 1 remember the ··meeting in South ~ersey, · when Governor Kean had 

amassed-the task terce to ~alk:about this issue -~ the biggest question 

that· was put on the table. was what ·we could do. to oegin progress, and 

what we could do- to begin tq undo the thinys that have occurred in the 

past • . Those things that were put on the table, as instruments to 

progress, were first, keeping in. mind the protection of the c_hild, and 

second, the worker and b~ginning the start of what was to be what we 

are talking about here today.· I am not comfortable with the terms in 

which we are speaking, because I think we have maoe a lot of progress. 

But certainly, as was mentioned here earlier, more remains to be done. 

As was presented to the Legislature· when the. issue of indexing came up, 

it was presented if we ~ere to take these 5U7 positions, apply them in 

the sy~tem, realizing, that • tne _possibilities of the new prevention 
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programs toat we were puttin~ in place in this State-- The fact that 

we were creating ~ cap program that was going to cre-ate more· of a state 
. -

-Qf :awareness at- the community level; the fact· that we were creating a 

partnership with convnunity-based organization~; -and,- the fact. that we · 

were allowing people in this State to feel comfortable about coming 

forward to do something about· child abuse-- . All of these things are · 

ingr~dient~ of our problem today. 

What we are discussing is a vehicle to solve. this particular 

problem, and the only way we can solve it is through communication with 

our -respective workers and employees, the community-based · 
. . 

organizations, ·and the Legislature. I think this· year; we have made 

one heck of an effort to bring about that process. Without question, 

there remain things ·that still have to be done. But I find it very 

difficult, to look at th~ kind of effort that has been put into this 

process from th~ Governor's office on down, to hear people refer to a 

system _as being fraudulent, because I think that sometimes, people tend 

to get emotional, and we, as professionals, have been trained not to be 

emotional. But I think we must, when we. use the word. "fraudulent," not 

use it in the context as it is described ih ·webster's, but perhaps use 

it from the standpoint of our own personal position. Without question,. 

the fact that the. child abuse cases in this State ha~e risen by well 

over· 10,000-- Those 1u,uuu circumstances are by ho means fraudulent. 

They are, without question, the very essence by which we came together 

to try to structure a process to solve. · So, to use that. terminolo_gy--

ASSEMHL YWOMAi~ FORD: Excuse me, larry. I thought you ,were 

going to respond to some spec i fie convnents that he had--

ASSEMBL Ylv1AN FrtELINGHUYSEN:. I think his response is 

excellent, Madam Chairman. I think he ought to be allowed to finish~ 

MR. LOCKHART: I am responding, Madam Chairman. We have 

_accomplished a lot in this State, and we accomplished it ·because we 

decided we were going to do something about the issue of child abuse. 

There are enough statistics on the table to support that. I remember 

last year, we were discussing not whether or not we had solutions, we 

were discussing the fact that we did not even have workers. Today, 
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we are discussing not whether or not we are ·going ·to get additional 
' . . . 

workers, whether or -not- we·. are going to . do something aiboUt Child 

abuse. We are discussing solutions to the problems. 
. . 

People are here making. presentations about the efforts that 

. have been made, .. and I don't think · we should· lqse sight of . that. 1 
. . 

think it· is very. important that all the testimony_ that has been 

ptesen~ed be couched from a po~itive s_tandpoint: the fact that the 

Governor, the Legislature, convnunity-based ()rganizations, the· 

Administration, and the people. in thl.s State have deci~ed they ·are 

. going to do something about child abuse. I think. the testimony that 
. . . 

: has been presented here· ·today clearly :indicates that.something ·has been 

done, and that .more has· to be done and will be done. And if nothing 

·else comes from this hearing today, l · would certainly hope tnat tne 

kind of support that created· this kind of fervor in our system will 

createfurtherconcern about_solving this par~icular issue; and that we 

not deal with this from a personal standpoint but from the standpoint 

of the_ thousands of youngsters who are· being. mistreated in· this State. 

ASSEMBLYWOi-1AN "FORD: I don't ~hink for one moment ..;...., and. 1 

don't want to belabor this becaus~ .we have run out of time for the 

hearing-- I oon 't think · one of the focuses . of either the Special 

Legislative Oversight Commission or · this . appropriation goes to · tne 

effectiveness and the impact of that appropriation upon the· worke·rs •. 

I think it is valid that we ·hear from them. I am certain there is no 

intent to cast any aspersions on your Departme~t, but I think they have 

a right to be heard. 

MR. STRASSBERGER: May I say something? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: l.,.,r • . Stras.sberger? 

.. MR. STRASSBERLiER: ~he whole campaign to lower case1oad size, 

as well· as ·the campaign for what I still consider a fraudulent career 

ladder -- that· is the only fraud I was referring to -- was. initiated by 

our union, CWA. Management. had to be dragged kicking and screaming 

into this whole situation •. · I am not talking about community people. 

But we initiated it, we fought for it, and that is ultim~tely one of 

the reasons these hearings are being held. So these are a lot of nice 
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words ftorn management about how they f3.re looking at the problem; but it . 

is our fighting, our militance, and our being outspoken as the people _ 

on the front lines, that brought this whole thing Shout. 

MR. LOCKHART: How many years· were you fighting? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN _FORD_: - -Weti t..;.- Mr. Lockhart, I am chairing 

these hearings--

MR. LOCKHAKT: I'm sorry. -

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: -.;.and now I am going to exercise the 

prerogative of the chair. I have given everyon~ an opportunity to be 

heard, and this gentleman-- This is his time. I -am going to ask you 

to leave the table, and we will continue and allow the remaining people 

on my list to finish up. 

If you want to rhake some. comments and- you want to make -them 

publicly, we will schedule another_ hearing. lf you want to include-

them within the record, I will leave the reco~d_open for two weeks, and 

if you want to respond and include into the record any additional 

comments from you or anyone within your Oepartm~nt, I will be happy to 

do_ that. But just _in the interest of allowing _ people to have the 

opportunity to place their comments on therecord, that is---

MR. LOCKHART: I _respect the wishes of the Chair. 

ASSEMBL YW01v1AN FORD: Thank you. 

tllRT CULLITY: My name is Mort Cullity, and going along withAl 

Strassberger, I am a supervisor in the Middletown District Office. I 

happen to· be Al's supervisor. 

I started in this field 43 years ago. 1 have not been with 

the State that entire length of time, but I was working with the State 

43 years ago. I have - taken a voluntary- demotion to come .into a 

supervisory position. I have- been in the residential field, I have 

been with Menlo Park, and I have been in various benters, so I ha~e a 

very good overall picture of what is going on. And there is something 

which I heard tonight, which, in essence, really frightens me. 

I heard some comments about stress, I have watched- all these 

units change-- First, let's compliment everybody from· the Governor 

right down, as ~1r. Lockhart says. Let's compliment everybody, the 

union and everybody else, for the attempts we are making to ·help_ the 
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child abuse. The numbers are fine, they are coming up. Just today, I 

have a unit which is -- outside of Al· being· in the unit -­

comparatively- hew. Everybody who has a job as a temporary superv_isor 

_;. and there are many;· over 50% in my county· who are supervisors are 

· ·temporary-- All of · the . new workers are temporary · pending the 

examination which must .occur through Civil Service, and the stress is 

beginning to tell. Until January, when _the appointments occur, we ha_ve 

a problem, a real problem. We are going to need people looking at 

everything that goes ·on. I have had two people who look like our 

potential best ahd they ate ready to throw :in the ·sponge. They are a 

little nervous . about what is going to happen with their jobs. People 

do· get_ nervous when they have -to t~ke the exams. As Al said, he has 

been testeq for 3U years. I could potentially ·lose. two people 1 don't 

want to lose. 

What will _ happen in January~ Let's look ahead for just a 

moment. All the money that we have put in, and all the workers we have 

put to wo~k-- · Every one of those temporary supervisors coulo be out,· 

as· could . every one ·of those potential. s·ocial workers. · It · means. 

reorganizing every single unit in the State of New Jersey. And at this 

moment, I haven't heard one person say ·.we are · doing ·anything about 

that. Are we lo.oking into January or are we all of a sudden, .. in 

January, going to be fated with the fact that we .have got 1u,uu0 more 

child abuse cases -~ on an increase ~- and no one- th~re to cope with 

them except new workers· and new supervisors trying to fight the 

struggle? It is not an easy job.· . You people are to be complimented. on 

what you_ are trying to do. Everybody· here is trying to do something, 

but 1 haven't heard anyone looking down the road·a little bit. We have 

to hope that every single· one is going to pass that exam in a pOsition 

to be appointed, or they will be· out and we will have to reshuffle 

every district office in the State -- I don't care whether -we are 
u -

ta~king about the Northern District; the Southern. District, or the· 

Cent~al District •. That is going to happen. We have that danger, and 

the fear is actually being expressed. The other thing about the· fear 

is that among· the offices _.:. Snd I have gotten_ around to several -- you 

have all of these temporary workers who a~e afraid to speak out. They 
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are afraid because they are temporary. They can't speak out; they 

can't. say this, that or the other thing because they might be fired. 

They might be transferred back to their other job. 

I think Al-- 1 am supervising Al, and I want to add one 

thing, just for a little humor. I got there after the ladder fell on 

him not before; I did not push the ladder · over on him.· But the 

situation is_ such that we have a very critical situation here. We are 

two months ahead of the game. What is it going to be like in November,­

December, and then in January, when the results of those· tests come 

out? That is where our problem is going to lie. riow are we yofng to 

take care of the kids of New Jersey? (applause) 

ASSEMtiLYWOMAN FORD: Thank you. 

Is there anyway that you can combine your testimony -- you 

last two? 

ANITA ASHKINAZY: R~presenting ·these people who are always on the 

firing line, I would just like to say that-~ 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Anita, please give your :·name for the 

record. 

MS. ASHKINAZY: My name is Anita ·Ashkinaty. I thought · 

everyone knew. me. 

·ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: But the person transcribing may not. 

MS. ASHKJNAZY: My name is Anita Ashkinazy~ Local 1u3~, CWA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: _Jim Gallagher? 

JAt-£5 GALLAGHER: I am Jim G_allagher, President of CWA Local 1 u39. 

MS. ASHKINAZY: As a staff rep representing all of these 

people, I would like to say that aside from being on the ·firing line 

with the enormous case loads that _ they are now carrying and will- be 

carrying in the future, the Paperwork Committee is not working; be'cause 

what is coming down on- them is mote paperwork• So, that is also 

causing stress. Something has to be done about the ·paperwork. I am 

going to be very brief, but I would like some kind of an investigation 

into this immediately. 

ASSt:Mt3L YWlJMAN FORD: You are referring to what was 

demonstrated--
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MS. ASHK I NAZY : Forms that professionals have to fill out, 

that clericals have to fill- out~- Instead of reducing paperwork,. they 
. . . - . . 

have been devising . new forms. So, it is becoming more and more 

difficult., and.this is very t~me consuming. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FR£LINGHUYSEN: I would· like to make a COrt:~rt1ent. 

If you have to· have forms to· assure accountability and 

. _ quality, like those that are_ required of health institutions -- and 

they are far more mul titudinqus· than the ones you have to. fill out ..;_ I 

suspect it . should be · done • But . if they . are ·: duplicative and 

unnecessary' then those forms should . be p'ointed out to . the . proper 

authorities and we· should do-_ away with them. 'But for accountability . 
. ·, . ·,. . 

and ·quality assurance, if thos_e _forms are needed, they should be kept •. 

MS~ ASHKINAZY: l don't disagree with you, sir, on the 

accountability and quality assurance.·. But .what I am saying is, there 

are more fo·rms,. ·and· we have tq investigate them. I would say that they 

are probably duplicative, okay? 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELINGHUYStN: Thank you-. 

MS. ASHKINAZY: · Jhe other thing the Commi~sion discussed was 

our clerical series. They said they would be dealing witn that in the 

very ne~r future. I believe . it should have be~n yesterday. The 

clericals ~re· ext~emely over~h~lmed with work. ' tv1ost of them are doif'll,J 

jobs _of Sec-3s, arid I guess a Sec-3 is probably a Range 19 or a Range 

- 21J. These peop~e are Ranges 12, 13, and 14. I believe· it should be an 

immediate priority. to move tn~t series. forward, in order to get these 

people into positions where the duties they perform are commensurate 

with the new job specs. That is extremely importa-nt, because they are 

support staff. Without lhe clericals; these offices would not run. 

They do everything from taking- care of kids to paraleg~l work, and 

they do word processing in-between that. So, I believe that should be 

another immediate priority. 

Sensitivity qf the agency~- _We have many single parents with 

children who are told to go. out- at night. Then they have a case that· 

comes in at 4: 30, for example. . They have. to go out bn the case while 

they have small children at hom.e._ The agency says, "You have to go out 
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and we don't care what happens to your_ kids." This is _happening on a 

regular basis. I have been getting many, many telephone call_s about 

this. 

I was going to discuss other things ~ut the$e are my top 

priorities,·. and they should be investigated as soon as- possible. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Jim? Thank you, Anita. 

MR. ·GALLAGHER: Yes. I can be very brief because I think 

Dr. Janet Cahill summarized my observations. I have been involved with 

the Labor Management Stress Program, and I think this ·hearing today 

kind of assimilates where we have come in the past year. I think we 

· have heard from. just abo-ut everybody, and everybody admits that in the 

past year, we have seen progress and we have ~oved forward. 

W~ also heard -- to varying degrees ~~ that there is quite s 

bit that we -still have to do. I think· from our perspective a5 a ·union, 
- . 

we feel that in the -past year, we have made some.· gains. . The· Labor . 

Management . Committee is working on what we feel will be a progran 

which, when it is eventually taken out and perfected, will deal with 

the problem of burnout and stress. We feel that the· reason- th.is 

program is now success-ful and is going to be successful is the fact 

that we have had labor and management work_ing together on it. I was · 

glad to hear in the Commissioner's remarks that labor and management 

will be working on the clerical career ladder. 

So, . I think, given that working together, with the 

involvement also of the Le-gislature, that we can move forward. I thinK 

what we had today was very gpod, and I tnink we should have a forum by 

whiGh we can talk about problems, where the front-line workers can come 

up here and evaluate some _of these programs from 'the bottom. You know, 

we hear from the top down, but I think it is also good that we hear 

from the bottom up. With that sort of a working relationshi~ between 

labor and man~gement,- and with- the Legislature also involved, I am 

optimistic that we can move forward. · But we do have a long and 

difficult road ahead of us. 

I would like to thank the members of the Assembly· for th'e 

-work ~hey have- done in helping us to move along that path. vJe look 
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forwQrd to continu-ed work to improve the problems that facer UYFS and 

the _children of New Jel'-sey. . Thank you. 

ASSEMBLY~OMAN·· FORD:~ .Th~nk you.· 

That's my list of · speakers. · Rodney, · unless there is 

.·something you wish to add, I will close the hearing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRELINGHLJYSEN: I have· nothing further.· . 

ASSEMB.L YWOMAN FORD: Thank you all . for coming • 

. . 

. (HEARING aJND..UOED) . 
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·ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN OF NEW.JERSEY 

October 21, 1985 

TO: Assanbl ywanan Marlene Lynch· Ford 
. As!iembly Revenue, ·Finance & Appropriations Ccmnittee 

FRCM: Ciro A. Scalera, Executive Director 
· Cecilia Zalkirid, Staff Associate · 
AS~IATIOO EOR CHilDREN OF NEW JmSEY (ACNJ). 

17 Academy Street, Suite 709 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 

We are here today on beha·lf of the Association for Children of New Jersey (ACNJ) to 
present testi.roony on the issue of child welfare services provided by the Division of 
Youth and Family Services (DYFS). As a ~ta~~wide, citizen-ba~ed advocacy 
organization; ACNJ's goal is to ensure that these policies and programs affecting 
children in New .Je~y are adequate arrl· responsive. · 

Child Welfare has traditionally been a strong issue area for ACNJ. Severa 1 of our 
publications, including Beneath the Labels and Through the Safety Net, assessed the· 
child \\1e lfare services provided to c}ti.ldren in the state and recarmerided improvements 
to strengthen these systems.· We have a 1 so participated in various canrnunity and 
Division catrnittees designed to formulate and implanent p:Jlicy in child welfare. Last 
year we presented testimony before the Legislative Oversight Cormnitte.e chaired by 
Assanblynan flynn and supported the Division's need for mo~e resources. 

. . 

A them: of our testimOny at that time was the need for Division accountability for its 
programs. Significant additional funding was" later appropriated to the Division to 
meet the demands of its caseload which had dramatically increased in 1984. · 
Accountability should be a thane of this legislative ccmnittee as well in order- to 
asse$5 the effectiveness of the present system as well as to define any needed areas 
of improvertent. The Division has riade _considerable efforts to develop policy in all 
of its areas of practice; now is the time to assess how this policy has been 
implerrented. · 

STRENGIHENI~ ·_THE_ CHILD ABUSE _AND_. _AOO_,_Pr_,..;I;;;.....;;O~N PRCXiRAMS 

A primary reason for the Division's need for additional resources last. year was due to 
the dramatic increase in the number of abuse a 11 egations reported. A significant. 
proportion of these furrls ~e utilized to anploy additional casework staff to rreet 
the needs of a large and difficult caseload. Resources were also provided, ho.vever, 
to develop camrunity supports in order to implenent the DiVision's p:Jlicy in keeping 
families together whenever possible. Resources were earmarked for prevention 
initiatives as ~11. · 

Allocation of resources· in these specific areas was appropriate and necessary to 
strengtten child abuse and neglect services at a time when sheer numbers of referrais 
had overburdened the system .. It is essential .now to evaluate the success of same of 
these irritiatives. · Have prevention ·strategies been successful? Have the additional 
camunity supp:>rts been awropriate arrl utilized by caserwork staff? 
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The adoption: program was.a:lso significantly.strengthened. The Division made a 
canmitment to leave its four Adoption Resource Cent~rs renain intact as a specialized· 
service. Strong central administration and support resulted in initiatives that led to· 

·more children being freed for adoption, nnre adoptive placements .being made and rrore 
support services to children and _adot?tive families being offered. 

. ·. . . . . ' . .' . . . . . ' . . 

. A~NJ chairedan American Bar Association ComrnitteeonSpecial Needs Adoption which 
identified the delays in the legal process to free the child for adoption. 
Cooperation ofDivl.sion district office and adoption staff, the Attorney ~neral 's 
office and court personnel resu1 ted in a dramatic decrease. in the length of tine to · 
move a child through the legal process. The ccmnittee, which concentrated its-efforts. 
in Essex Co\mty, is now in the process of being replicated throughout the ·state wit.~ 

· continued sup2Qrt from the Division. · · · · 
. •..... - ' ..... : ·:-··· .•.... ··.--··({} . - . . . 

PlS'lER. CARE: BAS POLICY IMPROVED SlmVICE? 

Sene positive ihi tiati ves have also been urrlertaken in foster care. The Division, in 
coO~ration with the Adyisory Counci 1 of the Olild Placement Review Boards irrplemen,ted 
a unified case recording system, which gives review boards the same information that 
district· offices use •. _ Q.Jality assurance revieWs -were recently canpleted of district 
office services to the abuse and foster care caseloads •. This effor-t combines 
identification and correction of needed areas of improvement. The Foster Parents 
Association has. received ~unding_ from the Division to undertake trainino and support 
for foster parents and to begin a recruitment campaign for_. new foster pare.nts. In 
addition, the Division is in the process of· implementing a network of casework 
specialists in each district office with central office support -to review difficult 
cases and train workers on issues. such as the use of the case recording system, 
perrranency pl arming artd de vel oprierit of commmi ty supports~ -

. -. . . . : - . ·• . . . . 

But the foster care system is so canplex and difficult that we must not lose sight of­
how much mor_e is neerled. We must _begin with a hard look at basic foster care data in 
order to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the system and_ to advocate for cha'1ge. 
We must· know how tnany children are· presently in foster care and what their 
characteristics are as to age arrl ethnicity. - We must kriow how long• they :tenain in the 
system and what the case goals are for- them .. 

We must know how matly children cerne back into foster care after a permanent goal has 
been effected as ~ 11 -as the· rate of rrovement from one foster hane to another whi 1 e in 
care. Information is needed to determine if siblings are placed in foster homes 
together and how otten a_ foster child visits with his parents,. siblings ana. 
caseworkers. All- of this is basic data necessary to determine whether or not children 
in foster care are being adeqUate 1 y served. 

. . . . . . 
. . ' . . - : ; . 

We need to 1 ook at the factors that cause a chi 1 d to come into foster care and that 
delay or_ prevent his re~unifica.tion is order. to develop and direct services to rreet 
those needs. If housing is a serious problem that both causes pl"acernent and prevents 
re-unification, as cited in sev_eral recent reports, then we as a community, not the 
Division alone, must begin to address this problem. 

. ' 

We must take a hard look at the services provided for all parties while the child is 
in foster care. The concept of permanency has been broadened beyond its initial. 
narrow interpretation of r-emariency planning for children ·in placement for· rrore that, 

- one year to the policy that permanency must being for the child on the day that he 
first becomes known to the agency. This policy isnowin place but the question 
remains as to whether it is beiJ?g translated into adequate, appropria-te and timely 
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remains as to whether it is being translated int9 adequate, appropria-te and. timely 
services. An objective,·. in-depth assessment of the services provided to the foster 
care population is es~ential!' · 

The adequacy and tineliness of services. to natural parents to effect .re-unification 
with children in foster care must be evaluaterl, Are caseworkers CCirpleting initial 
case assessments and setting reasonable, time-limited goals with parents through 
contracting and agreerrent? Are parents being supp:>rted. to achieve -these goals? Are 
visits with the child frequent and in appropriate settings? Is strong dOcumentation 

- being done by the caseworker so that if the goal has not been achieved within the 
· specified period -of time, planning can proceed for that child without the necessity of 
repeating those steps sirrp 1 y because they are not adequate! y documented in ·the case 
record? 

The provision of services 'to foster parents mtist be assessed as well. This analysis 
must include not only concr~te supports such as hanemaker assistance, child care, etc~ 
but also casework services to_ help the fost.er parents to ·understand and deal· .. with the 
child's problems and to enable them to learn and grow in their role as foster-parents. 
Retention of foster families is a _key issue here~ The motivation for· foster parents 
to oontinu~ in ·the system is often dependent on· the success or failure of .their first 
placement in terms of Division supp.Jrt to them during that t.ime. .. . . 

~angential to this issue is the .need to take a lqo~ at the factors that; cause IIX)vanent 
of the child fran one foster hone to another. Are foster hanes being shared and used 

. appropriately? Has the Division's canputer· system tesul ted in statewide avai labi 1 ity 
·of· foster hanes so that a child can be irrmediately placed with an appropriate family 
·and not placed in an interim foster hane until a nore suitable family is located for · 
his. particular needs? Have htmes been developed so that siblings can stay toge'G~er? 
Has the Division addressed the problems of overcrowding in foster. homes and use of 
those foster homes which were evaluated and determined to be marginal? 

And, perhaps most irritx:>rtant, are services being provided to the foster child? D:>es he 
know why he is in foster care, what happened to his family and what the goo.ls are for 
him? Does his worker keep him apprised of the progress of his case? Does he s~e his 
parents and siblings frequently -and in appropriate settings? Does his· caseworker know 
how he is doing in the foster hare, what his relationships are and what his place is 
in the foster family? Anc:l are his immediate needs for special services such as 
therapy, health care, education, etc. being addressed so that foster care does not 
just ·becane a helping place for him but a positive experience that he will take with 
him whether he returns hane or is placed for adoption. 

Prep3ration is also necessary for those problE!TlS which have been e-xpressed in nationai 
research and experienced in other states. The sexual abuse of children in out-of--her.-. .:: 
placement has been reported nationally at an alarming rate. Although conc;rete data is 
not yet available, . there is sane evidence to suggest that more than 60>c of children in 
out-of-home placerrent have been sexua 11 y abused. It is essentia 1 to note that this 
figure includes children sexually abused_ before they carne into care as well as those 
abused in out-of;...home placement, not necessarily by the caretaker but. by other 
children or adl]lts. case~rkers and foster parents must know rtore arout sexual abuse 
in order to care for the child. 
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. Innovative initiatives in other states soould alsp be explored both to identify those 
issues :which apply in ·New· Jersey as well as to give sane direction to service deli very 
here. The use of specialized foster homes is an ar:ea of activity in other states· 
which . inc 1 tides foster hanes trained- to accept chi 1 dren with severe or canpl ex prob 1 ens 
and risk fa;ter hanes who can ac;x:ept children on a ·IDtential adoptive basis before the 

. child i~ legally free. _ Policy on parental visitation can also be st~engthened by a _ 
· look at those ~states which have established specialized, incentive - based visitation -
-prOgrams. ·Sane ·attention should also be directed· to those states _where· legal suits, 
brought on behal~ of foster children by can~rned aggressive advocates, have resulted 
in detailed consent decrees which define appropri~t~ cas~k practice in foster care. 

. . 

In addition, we must continue to monitor the development of the policy that. allows 
long-term foster care to be a legal status. -.The Division has drafted a careful, 
narrow proposal that allows lqng~term foster care as a perrranent plan for sane foster 
children.· we must continue to insure that the safeguards which have been included are 
inpl~ted so. that ~ang~tenn foster care. remains an acceptable petmar)ent plan for 
that small group of children who are appropriate for this status and does not' becane a 
goal for tmse-c.hildren for whan the. system has failed to. achieve a permanent plan. 

FtS'IER CARE DATA NEEDED 

The Division has reported significant data on bOth its abuse and adoption programs. 
_Similar data has not yet been provided for the foster care system. Although the 
Division has undertaken some positive initiatives in foster care such as the 
implementation of a unified case recording system and use of quality assurance 
reviews~ it is difficult to assess the·effect of.these :initiatives without adeauate, 
organized data ~ut ·the. foster care system. · . ~ 

·In its advocacy role of monitoring children in foster care, ACNJ requested such data­
from the Division ear 1 ier this year. A 1 imi ted portion of this data, primari1 y in: 
abuse and adoption, was provided to US last month.· We COntinu_e tO· believe, h0o\7e\Tet, 
_that such data is essential 'in any professiona 1 assessment of the foster care systern 
Attached as. addendum I is a 1 ist of the basic:·data we be 1 ieve is needed to evaluate· 
the child wel'fare system. 

. . 

Utilization of quality assurance revieWs by the Division is ·a strong step in the right 
direction. . They provide a needed e 1 emerit of accotintabi l i ty by giving district off ice 

· - managers, supervisors and caseworkers an as~essment performance tool aoo by giving 
advocates such as ACNJ a pub 1 i c acc6untabi 1 i ty measure. We must be c 1 ear, however_ 
about the standards used for measurement. We must also be sure that all the element~ 

· of. the system,. not just a few indicators, are measured. In specific, future quality 
. assurance reviews should measure ser-Vices to foster parents and· children as well as 

natura 1 parents~ 

WE KJST ALL ADVOCATE FOR THE FtErER ·CHIID 
-·· -· ·--. -· - . . . -- --· - ------ ------
The. Division has begun to 1 ook at these issues -and has. already put some of its' 
policies in place. Now is the time to assess the translation of such pol icy intc;, 
services. As child a.dvocates, we must hav~ a strong role not only in monitoring the 
foster qare system but also in advocating for those changes and supports necessary 
both. within the Division and in the- canmuni ty . 

. It is difficul.t not to be impatient. Foster chi1dren are an especially vulnerable 
population. It is possible for them to lose their voice in the system, to be 
~orgotten because the issues as so canplex and difficu 1 t, so intricately tied with the 
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·•problans of poverty as to seem insw:mountable •. 

Itis essential forthe foster~child that.we guard.against.canplacency-9rlackof 
· urgency. · We must not allow: a return to the notion tl'Bt the child in foster care is at 

least physically safe so that attention can be given to the more i.mnediate needs of 
.(lbuse _or the more tangible results of adoption •. We must remember and belj.eve that 
safety is not eoouqh for the foster child am. that safety· alone will never replace his·. 
need for a pennan~t, secure .hate. . . 

- - . . . . . ' . . ' 

.... Average ·length of placement' for children i~ foster care, by age- and ethnici ty. 
- Averag~ . number.: or rroves. for children in out~of-hane placement . . . . 
- Number of children returni_ng harte fran 'placement (% also), by (ige arxl ethnicity. 
- Number (and %) of recidivism in fos~er care, by. age and ethnicity . . . 
-. · Average number of visits with siblings per mooth. . . 

· - Average number of visits with parents per nonth. . · 
- Nuznber of chi~dren placed iri foster hanes aJ;art from their siblings._.·· 

· FtS'IER. HCHS 

NUmber of foster hanes re-eva1 uated each year, number not retained. 
· - W"lo does evaluation? 

- Use of su.pport services for foster hanes: specific !Services, frequency uti.lized and 
freqUency request denied. 

~ Use of Emergency Crisis Fund for foster hanes: specific services;. frequency 
utilized and frequency requests denied. 

- _Number of referrals t6 Family Court for termination of parental ri9hts. 

Nurnber of children urrier DYFS in residential care. 
- ·Types of facilities, average length of placerrent, in state ver~us out-of-state. 
- Number of referra~s to Family Court for te~tion of parental rights. 

BIO!ffil~ FAMILIES 

- Types of services being offered to fami 1 ies and frequ.ency types of ser\rices 
requested, frequency types of services denied. 

- Use of :Ernergenc·y Crisis Fund for families; and frequency utilized, frequency 
denied. 

- Deroc>graphic. data re: parents receiving services. 

SOCIAL ~RKERS 

- Average· caseload size per worker in each county, by foster c~re a-nd protective 
service. 
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. ~. Trainipg of "social .workers: specific programs/average nunber per werker 
- Number of identified penmnency worker~ . current! y with DypS 

·;;...>Number of ·identifi~ pencanency workers ·with theagency_3 years ago .. ·· 
· ~ .Average· numbet: of caseload of· permanency workers.- . .. . 

AOOPl'ICE · 
. - ·. . . ~ . 

- · .. ~ of children who e}([)erienced an adoption disruption 
- Number. of cases where parental rights wet:e· tenn:inated . 
- .. Number of children awaiting adoption/deoographic ·characteristics.· 

Number:of finalized adoptions. . · . · · 
- Number of. children pl~ced in adoptive banes·. 

p~ 

· - Rea.Sons .· fqr. placement (frequency) •. 
- · Number (and %) of voluntary ·placanents 

Number (and.%). of coUrt ordered. placements · 
- Number of Dcxld Renovals (and % ) • · 
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FOREWORD 
.. ~.: 

One of the major recommendations of the Management Review of the DiviSion of 
Youth and Family Services, which W8$ released in October, 1982, Wa$_the revital­
ization of direct services within the.- Division. The revitalization. would entail 
an exte~ive change in the approach and delivery of-social services to yoqth and 
families in New Jersey. This change in the approach and delivery of services was 
first articulated in the Division's Mission Statement and ·service Principles· 

. :whicb focused on the provision of protective, supportive and preventive serVices 
to st~:engthen·and preserve families. One particular senice principle, the.· 

_concept of a unified service system, was_introduced as.a means of attaining the 
needed change in the delivery of services. A. unified service~system ent_ails the 
provtsion:of services through a local_service systemwhi~h is organized around 
~he service needs of the community with mutually agreed upon roles and respon­
sibilities among .the-private and government operated service providers. · 

.. .., . As a next -step in conceptualizing-a• service delivery system, the. Division con-. 
ducted an intensive re_view of the foster care. and adoptio11 ~~ystem .. in ~ew Jersey~-
There was much p1,1blic concern regarding children in foster :·:care particularly 
because children were·beingreinoved from their own homes muchtoo often and much 
too long with limited efforts directed towards reunification or. permanency 
planning. The findings of this .review were outlined in the report entitled 
"Foster Care and Adoption: A Commitment to Change" and the.accompanying im­
plementation plan. Tile recoDDDend·ations contained in this report t:einfocrced the­
provision of serVices to strengthen and preserve -fam{lies .j.il addition to 
promoting the need to deliver services which will prevent placement, reunite 
families and support foster and adoptive families .. 

Now, with this plan, the Division seeks to expand upon the-:recommendations se.t 
forth in the Foster Care and Adoption paper and to begin directing- it's efforts 
toward the delivery of services to children in out-of-home placen1ents with 
special.emphasis on the approximately 1,300 children who are residing in out­
of-home placements other tha.n .foste~ care. Currently, there isconcern with 
the Division's overreliance on the use of residential treatment particularly 
for older children who cannot be maintained in their own homes Jmd communities 
or in the more traditional foster care setting. Although residential treatment 
is an invaluable and essential service for 01any children it is-expensive and 
children in residential placement are separated from their families and 
communities for long periods of time. In addition, there conti.nues· to be a 
number-of children in residential placement who could be more appropriately 
served in less structured community based placements such as group homes or, 
more importantly, in their own homes if the proper resources· and services. 
were available in their local community. · 

In spitE! of the above factors., the development of community placement alterna­
tives and support services to both prevent placement and reunite families has to 
a degree been ignored. Therefore, the major focus of this plan primarily con~ 
cerns the eXpansion of both in-home and local family support- services and 
secondarily the further development of community based placement alternatives 
for children. 

This plan can be viewed as the final element in the Divisions's conunitment to 
establish a unified servi'ce delivery or comprehensive community support system. 
The implementation of this plan is envisioned to take place over a five year 
period and will require appropriate fiscal support from the State Legislature. 

'IX 
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SECTION l: _TOWARDS A COMMUNITY StiP.PORT . SYST.Etf FOR CHILDREN 

The problem of out~of-bome pl~cement for'children was partially addressed by 
the Foster Care·and Adoption Policy Paper, and the s11bsequent implementation 
plan releas~d on. JaD.;u.ary 3, .1984. This plan, an expansion .. of that effort~· 
addresses the· improveD1ent of the family and co•unity alte_r;natives available 
to families of al,l children, particularly those who need a more structured · 
service pla.n than that normally prescribed by foster care placements, e.g., 
residential services. This issue becomes more impor~ant as residential place­
ments begin to increase (fr~m 871 on January 1983, to 934 on January 1984) and 
demands for service placements increase through renewed efforts of o.ther 
service systems (e.g., Family Court, see Appendix D). · 

This policy paper _recominends a complete reassessment of the out-of-home, or 
substitute care, system for children, similar to that in the Foster Care and 

. Adoption Policy Papet:, based on .the Mission Stat~ment. ~nd Service Princip1_es. 
·Simply, does the current out-of-home placement system fo.r children: 

(1) ·Ensure a commitment to family and community services with an emphasis 
on family stabilization and reunification, and services which: 

(a) Include a sufficient variety of community and in-home services 
such as day treatment and general social services (e.g., day 
care and homemaker) to maintain, strengthen' an.d reunite families 
(a survey conducted with D:i,strict Offices inMarch 1984 indicates­
that 1,400 children, in placement or about to be placed, could 
remainin their own bome or be reunited with their families if 
the appropriate in ... home services were available)j 

(b) Reflect a community based orientation with easy access to 
family members· and natural support systems (approximately 90°,4, 
of the children in residential placements are placed out of 
their own counties). · 

(c) Meet the n;eeds of children and families in the most appropriate 
and least restrictive setting (24% of children in residential 
care were recently idei:ltifJed as able to be served JDOre appropri­
ately in less restrictive in-home or community alternative pro­
grams, if they and appropriate community support services were 
available). 

(2) Provide an assessment service system which clearly and comprehen­
sively identifies the needs of children and families, and·ensures 
that service providers meet these needs~ 

*Figures :exclude subsidized adoptiQo~ 
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· (~) Ensure that the needs .. of children and families ·~_re lll~t through a 
variety of service alternatives, organized :in a tm:Lfied service 
_system which clearly identifies· the role_ of, respect:Lve provider 
agencies. 

_{4) ~nsure that children receive tbe ser-Vices the.y need through the 
avail.ab'ility of in~home and _local· community service prog~;,.ms. · 

. . . . - . . . ~ . - . 

. · A preliminary review .of the.· substitute care· systeaa indicates ·that it does not 
rE!flect t.h.e-Mission.Statement and SerVice Principles. Most importantly it 
does not. adequately r.eflect ·a ·commitment to family and cotiununi~y serVices with 
a_ focus on in-home services,- aQ.d out""'of-home·placements ·which are commUAity. 
based. F~rther, · · 

( l) The s·ubstitute care system does not provide a framework for ensuring 
· a comprehensive ~uu~essment of client needs and appropriate services; 

(2) The service system is· not organized with a clear·purpose and model. 
of deli very for unified services:; . 

. . 

(3) A S\lfficieilt ·number of·. in~home serVices and community placement 
·alternatives is not available to meet an increasing·demand.for 
servicesi 

The following three sections and recommendations represent ari. effort ·to address 
these findings by: . 

(1) Developing a client assessment approach, based on .level -of function•. 
· ing, for· c~ildren who IJlaY need out-of-home· placements and· their 

families; 

(2) Developing ·a clear pu.rpose and service model for substitute care in 
a unifi.ed service system; 

. (3) . Developing adequate support. se·rvices . and les~ costly placement 
alternatives which are. c·ommunity based. 
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SECT_ION II:· -ENSURING THAT THE RE!Ds:·or CHILDREN·AND FAHILIISARE PROPERLY·. 
ADDRESSED: LEVEL-OF FUNCTIONING :_,_ 

· Children are o'(ten plac.ed· in a particiilar oQ.t.;.of-~ome placedten~ ar,rangement 
based upon the availability of that_seri'ice OJ" through the influence of the 

... court or school system, ·rather· ~n based.· upon a child and family's particular 
- · -·needs. ·This 1148 ~een referred· to ·as the "~arousel· approach"; :i.e •. ·; if a· 

placement vacan~y emerges, "grab l.t." Further, when placements ate recominended, 
~se ~ec~sions are often based ·on behavi()_ral characteristics of a- clJ.ild ... 
:(e.g.' fire-setting, substance abu$e, etc.) ··and uy ipore the £.-ily ··-and '":: 
communit:y context .. Typically, decisions concerning residential placements are 
based on· diagnostic evaluations.· arranged through the school, social service or 
court systems.. Although these evaluations ar.e necessary and beneficial, they 

·· .focus :priJDarily ·on a cbild·' s })ehavior, ., and do not consi4er the child's and. _ 
family's skills ancl abilities'- (level o.f fu.nctio~g). · Tb.is absense of a level 
of functioning assessment increases-the difficulty of determining the individual 
service needs of ch~ldren and families and the most appropriate service setting~ 
Further, a cli.ent as.sessment -approach ~hich focuses ·on ~dividual negative 
behavio'r, may not recognize the positive c}laracteristics which. childreJl ·and 
families of~en. :possess~ · ~tilization ·of which might prevent out-of·h()me placement 
or support a. more appropriate co•tinity placement~ · · 

IQ. order to en.sute that out-of-home placement is only utilized by the s~t"Vi,ce 
system· when .no· in-home alt-ernative·· is available or appropriate, .and in -,the mci.st 
suitable living arrangement·, a level of functioning approach to client services 
must be developed-to compliment traditional assessment_practii::es. A level of 

·· functioning app:r:oach, _first developed in other disciplines such .as mental 
· t•tardation a11d m~ntal he.alth, will: · 

(1) Be used in conjunction ·with the new individual and family assessment 
process dev_eloped by. the Division of Youth and Family Servites · 
so that a unifopn decision-making and case assessment.process will 
ex.ist at ·the district office level. It is essential that district 
o·ffice procedures in regards to. case a,ssessment and decision- making 
concerning the use of out-of-home placem~nts be. changed to reflect 
the Division's commitment to family and community services.· Specif­
ically this entails the provision of in-home support services _to 
prevent placement or reunite families and the use of .. placement 
serti'ces which are colilmllility-based. . 

.(2) Address all areas of a child and family's functioning includingi 

·Social_ Relationship Abilities 
Personal Care Skills · 
Educational History 
Physical Functioning 
Medical/Physical Conditions 
Emotional Stability 

· ·Life Skills Assessment. 

In order.to ensure that the needs-of children and families are properly addressed, 
·the Division, with ·input from out.;.of-home providers and the appropriate local. 
systems, such as theFamily Court, will: 



I 

- . . . . . 
. ·~ . 

· . RECOMMENDATION 1 : DEVELOP A. LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING INSTRUMENT FOR . 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES BY SEPTEMBER 1 1 .. 1985 .-

. . . .' . ... 

The s.econd- step ·in .this process of incoporating level of ·functioning criteria 
in~o placelllentdecisions will -be to ensure t4at the serV'ice needs of child~en 

.. a$· identified by a tevel of f.unctioning approach: to client assessment' are . 
. being properly 10et by s.tate ... opet'ated and. contract _Qut-of-·home pl•cement providers; 

that is~ •. to detertnine if the service·needs of'chilQren correspond to :the pro..,; 
vision of ·sf:!r'Vic:es by_. different .prov~ders. .As wit.ll.client ·-.ssesstnell~, current 
eligibility criteria ar~ behaviorally-orie~ted.· I~ order t~ ensure the.above: 

: RECOMMENDATION- 2: .·· THE.-DIVISION ·fN- CONJUNCTION WITH' THE NEW JERSEY·.·. 
ASSOCIATION OF CHILDREN_' S RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES 
WILL_DEVELOPSUGGESTEl)-ELlGIBILITY CRITERIA>FOR 

·PLACEMENT PROVIDERS WHICH REFLECTS LEVEL.QF FUNTIONING 
BY DECEMBER ·1,. 1985. ~-

.In summary; altho"Q.g!l.there is a variety ot'data .to indicate the behavioral 
. (:haracte_ristics of chiidren in placeJilent_ {se·e _next sec.tion), an inst.rume11t to 
:. assess the· service needs of childre!l and families' and the most appropriate 
· services to meet these needs is not ava-ilable. ·This vital information must be 

considered • 'in placement· decisions ·and ·in determining the. most app~opriate living 
arrangement: when· placement is necessary. • The two recoiDII;lendatioiui above ·are 
intendf!d to ·address .this need. . 
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. ·SECTION Ill:_:- Pl.lRPOSE AND SERVICE ~-HoDEL FOR SUBSTittrr£ CAR£ 

As stated eariier, there ~s ·no system ox: .cle~r cr-it~ria fo~ -'determining when 
substit:ute care, or out-of•home -placement, is appropriate· (that is, for what 

·purjlose) •nd which type of placement_would best meet the needs of a pa~ticular-
child. - In addition, placement- decisions concern~& DYFS -c:ltents are_ not · · 

.. always primarily based OJl the· assessment DJ8de by ·nirisioa: workers ·but -rather 
are i:E~fluenced by .other· local systems such a$ the Fam~ly Court anQ .Child 
Placement. Review Boards. _ · ~ -~dicated_, iD Se~tion ~~~~ ::a;.lnel of _functiou._ing . 

. :approach must be developed to aid . in seni~~ <pt$aDing :for childTen' and. families. 
Furth~r, there must be· a model of services for out-of-home placements which _ · 

_ensure- that different providers are organized in .-.unified service _system with 
clearly identi-fied. roles to meet the needs of children and fami:J,.ies. However, 
the level of functioning instrument and the putpo$e and t~e service model for 
substitute care,- the latter two which are explained below-, need -to be acknowledged 
by all the. local systems wh'i_ch influence substitute ca:re pi-ac:ement as the 
primary decisi_on ·making t~ol$ regarding the use of substitute ca~e. It is 
important- to develop a·uniform and mutually acceptable deCision making process 
in- order to better ensure the. app_ropriate use· of substitute care .. 

. .· ·. . '... . . .. . 

. - ' 

Iil attempting to· develop a clear purpose for subs~itute ·care, one must iden-
tify the "problem" a particular service is trying to ·aadress._ Many of the 

. factors associated with out-of-home placements hav~:. been·- ide.Utified .:in several 
- research reports. For example, the factors. ,most frequently associated-:with 
residential placement are .usually characterized in ''behavioral" terms, that 
i's: delinquency, edu.cational and school difficulties, emot~onal problems and 
-family dysfUQ.ction. The. preliminfry results_ of': a survey. co_nducted in conjunction. 
with the New Jersey Association _e>f Children's Residential Facilities ·indicate-
that among a large sample of the _children in the more in~sively structured 

_ residential programs (Type I facilities) 211t were involved:!--in arson, 33.3%. 
were destructive to .property and 32.3% had exhibited assaulti.ve behavior. _In 

'the less- int~nsively structure~ ·resi4ential programs (TYI>e Il"fa·cilities), · 
18.2% of the children-in the sample exhibited assaultive beharior, 13~1% were 
involved in sexual deviant behavior and 14.1% with arson. In a survey of· 

·&roup home· residents,- the highest proportion abused drugs and alcohol, ·23. 4%., 
and 20 .5% re-spectively .. (More extensive s11rvey. results are_ contauied in the ' 
Client Characteristics Appendix ~, page 18). . ·-

111 rega-rds to foster care, a soon tQ 'pe _release~ research ·study which analyzes· 
foster care utilization, in the Northern, Central an4 Southern Regions indicate-s 
that the_five leading_ factors precipitating out·of-hQm.e placements are,_ in 
order of rank: movement frQm one. placement to another (23. 7%):;· incapacitated 

- paren~ (16~9%), homeless living situation (13.9%), parent-yo\lt.h_'>conflict .' 
(12. 7%) and physical a}:)use o:r risk (12 .1%). ' · · ·· 

In revi,ewing. the research studies, _and talk:i.ng to servi~e· provi~rs, two 
princ~pal reasons for the u_se of substitute care einerge: (1) tti~_----inability of 
the family and community support system to provide adequate care,, shelter and 
nuturing; and/or_(2) the inability of. a ·child to s~cc~ssfully function (or 
"behave") in. normal developmental institutions (sc~-ool; f~ily, etc.). There­
fore, the Divis-ion- will limit the use of substitute care :;f;O the following: 

'lS'X. 
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RECOMMENDATION 3: OUT-OF~HOME PLACEMENT Will BE. USED SOLELY. TQ: 

o -Provide a temporary .alte~tive when ~no. othe.r" livjrig arrangement is 
available through the. child's natural family and community-, such. situations 

·would include: 

· - a child being at risk due· to -~busive and/ ().r neglectful· parents; 

-the inabilitY ot~the parent/s·tq adequately funct~on. due to drug and 
al~ohol abuse or mental ill~ess;-

-a runaway child who cannot return .home due to a.serious parent/child 
conflict •.. 

- a child wh~se p~rent·s have relinquished cu•tody. 

0 · liJIPrOVe -SeriOUS level of functioning problems Which prev·ent the child fi'OJD. 
retliai.nilig within his o~ hom':! and/or community, for example: 

. Cl a. child who requires more·· intensive soci.al services t supervision an4 
structure than can be provided in his natural home due .to a behavioral 
problem such as sev~re a.::ting out or assaultive behavior; -

- a ch~ld. who· is 'iii need of daily professional·treatment_or a -~em~dial-
J»rogram in a structured setting. · 

o Provide a permanent ll.ving · arrangement for ·a-. C:hild whose level ·of. func­
-tioning ptecludes reunification with _the family -anci community,· for ex~,aiple:. 

. . 

-'an· ill, ·~andicapped _or disabled child who reqtiir·es life-long car~. 

This statement of- purpose will. be adopted along with-a level functioning 
assessment and used by.the.Dl.vision in 01aking appropriate- out-of-home placement 
decisions.· 

. . 

Once the level· of fuilc~io·ning · scale is d~veloped, and ·.the ·purp6se for out-of• home 
placement is adopted, the variety of ·service providers must be organized in a. 

_ unified service system which ensures that out-of-home placement providers meet 
·. the needs of childr~n and families. Naturally, these providers will have. a·s 
their· primary role the responsibility for providing an.d, when necessary, the· 
deve~oping of the appropriate services based upon the p~::oj ected needs of a. . . . 

· child and his/her_ family .. The Division of Youth and Family Services is coounitted 
. to working with_local service p:roviders, the Residential Providers Association, 

child welfare advocates and other local· service systeQls, i.e. county welfare · 
agencies to identify and develop the critical support services needed·at the· 
local level to •eet these needs. A unified service system model for out-of-home · 
plac.ements uaust be developed. A proposed model is pr.esented in. this Section~ 
This model: · 

(l) · assumes that 01,lt-of-ho~e placements in most situations are the least 
desirable alternative,· and that they must be seen in the context of· 
·utilizin$ o'tb.er community. based in~home services;· 
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(2). within the ''purpose" of .out.-=:of-home pl-acement: . 

(a)' provides an alternative living arrangement foi some 'period .. of 
time ("duration'') ·unt~l the family's level of fimctioning, ·• is 
improved/or;· 

· (bl provides a• :variety .of ·s_ervice$, which: range in il;itensity from . 
seaii ... struc~ured to .highly structur~d, toimprov~ a child's 
l~vel-of· functioning; 

(c) provides a permanent living arrangement ·and services for extreme · 
level of functioning probl_ems. · 

The ·following briefly ·describes each of these placement types pres_cribed 
"purpose" in the mo4e1. Also. included •re proposed time limits .for. several of.· 
the placement types: . 

· .l) Emerse.ncy Shelter Facilities: these facilities· provide ·shelter· and 
·food on a short-term basis in ~mergency situations, and ·may only be 
utilized as a temporary living arrangement.· · 

2) Juvenile-Family in Crisis Shelters: these facilities provide shelter 
.and food on a short-term bas~s for c~;i..ldren who are:charged or 
awaiting adjudication as status off~nders or are charged as juvenile 
delinquents and who would otherwise. be-released if a sui'table guardia~ 
was available. · · · 

. 3) Foete_r. Homes: foster homes ·provide an alternat'ive living· arrangement 
for .clients . whose caretakers ·are unable or imwilling to provide ·· . 
appropriate care for them but who are able to function·in a family 
setting. Foster ca~e should only be ut:.\,lized for the following: 

- Emergency Foster Care - parents are temporarily tinable to.· 
provide, care. . . 

• Intermediate Foster Care ..; family reunification is anticipated 
shortly or for a child.awaiting adoption. 

- Long Term Foster Care - older cb.i1d who cannot return home and 
adoption is not appropriate. 

4) Independent Living: ari. alternative living arrangement for older 
4.d9lescents in need of piacemellt away from their own families' b.ut 
who possess adequate livl,ng skills ·to be somewhat self-sufficient 
with minimal adult supervision. 

5) Supervised Transitional Living Programs: these facilities~provide 
room and board _and support services to adole.scents who are preparing 
to live independently in the community .. Adole$~en_ts residing in. 
these programs must be able to fun~ti~n appropr~ately in a less· 
restrictive environment with minimal adult supervision .. An adolescent 
shall be PI'epared to .live independently within one year . 

. 6} Alternate Care .llomes: these community plac~ments have been designed 
as an alternative to an initial residential plac.ement pat1:.icularly 
for a. child going directly from his own home to a residential program .. 
or as a transitional program for a child who has succe~~fully completed 
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·a residential program.- Educational, therapeutic and support: serVices 
· are provided through the coini:Dlliiity.. .Not more than two years will be 
required to improve __ the child's level offunceio~ing. 

. . . . . ·. 

7) Group Homes:. these -facilities pr~vide 24. hour per day care and_ 
treatm~nt, ·primarily through the _use of community_ providers, to 
clients. This .:serVice should be utilized when .a· .child's. needs · 
cannot be met in ·tlleir own or foster homes, because· they need a more 
structured serVice pro·gram to improve .tb.eir community level-of~func- . 
tioning· skills. ·A less structured living arrangement will be ~rranged 

. for the child within _eighteen months~ . 

·s) Teaching Family Homes: a network of these homes is opertted by t~e· 
Division· and- should serve clients with severe level of f\Ulctioning 

.problems and. other special needs who'ca~ utilize community based 
se.rVices. Each hoiQe, which is a·· famiiy like group setting, follows 
a highly structured behavior modification t:reatment model. Not more· 
thantwo years·will be-required to improve a child's ·level of func­
tioning with the 'ex.ception of theautistic population many who will 
·require a longe·r plac;e~en_t. · · ·. · · 

9) · Private Residential Treatment Centers.: these facilities provide 24 
.hour . per day .care and ·treatment, in primarily a self contained · 
_setting, for clients who have severe ·level of functioning problems· 
iil their own homes, schools or communities $nd require intensive 
services in a structured· environment. Not more ·than two years will be 
required to improve ·the child's level of functioning with. the exception 

. of the more severly handicappe~ children many who will require a longer 
placem~nt. 

10) State-operated Residential Facilities: DYFS operates four facilitie.s. 
These should only be.utilized for the most· severe level. of_ function­
ing problem children, with highly restricted intake. The Division · 
is.pursuingJCAH .clCC:reditation (JointCommissioQ. on the Accreditation 
ofHospitals) which may help to facilitate this recoDDDendation. Not 
more thanthirty months will be required to improve the child's 

·level of func:tioning. However, the Wood~ridge Diagnostic Center 
will remain a statewide resource for short term assessments. 

Last, the attachment on the next page_presents a: schematic illustration of the 
"level of care" in the proposed.model.· This i.llustration diagrams where each· 
of the placement types in the D.Y~F.S. substitute care program are positioned 
within the model in terms of the intensity of services provided and the duration 
of placeiilf:D.t .. These placement types·are further illustrated on a Continuum of 
Care, which follows the schematic illustratiop.. 

. . . . . . 

· The proposed service Giodel and co.nt.inuuiD of care is an attempt to organize and . 
· restructure the substitute care system so that it will be more responsive to 
· the individual needs. of children and famili,es. However, for this to be successful; . 
the Division must.be able to. better identify service needs and subsequently 
develop the most appropriate serVice settings.· This identification ofservice 
needs and settings must be done in conJunction with private prov.iders and 
child wel.fare advocates because of their knowledge of program needs and the .. 
services necessary·to support these programs. 

liX 
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As previously mentioned,. a level of. functioning ,·asses~lilent tool, to . be used in 
determining service needs, will be developed jointly by. tJ::t.e Di~ision and 
private providers with input from those systems which influence.placeme~t such 
as the Family Court. Furthermore, as a·first st~p towards ensuring that the 
110st appropria_te service settings along with the related -services.- are developed, 
it:- is. important_ that ,:the private providers, Child .welfare advocates, -and re­
-presentatives from the appropriate local systems work with the Division. in _ 
~:efining the proposed serVice 110del and conti.D,ua of care. -Therefore;-

' < • ·,. •• ' • • •• • - • 

. , .. 

·REcOMMENDATION 4: THE PROPOSED SERVICE MODE_L AND CONTINUUM_ OF CARE 
SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE PRIVATE PROVIDERS, CHILD 
WELFARE ADVOCATES AND REPRESENTATIVES FROM _THE APPROPRIATE LOCAL 
SYSTEMS PRIOR TO ADOPTION. 

Finally, the Division wishes to move towards a substitute c:are system which 
reflects a colllllunity. based orientation. As can be seen in Appendix E, the . 
substitute care system as it is currently structured results in many children 
being placed_outside of their own counties and thus removed f:r:om familiar 
~tural and community support systems.- In partic-ular, approximately 90% of 
the children .. in residential treatment centers· and teaching family homes are 
placed outside of their own counties as well as approximately SO% of the group 
home population. · - -

- ' 

In order to restructure the substitute care system to reflect a community 
based orientation, eac_h county will be required to have a continuum of care 
which includes ·all of those coQimUility placement alternatives, such as group 
homes and alternate care homes, which will be necessary to meet the needs of 
that particular county. Fiscally, it would be extremely elq)e~sive to develop 
a residential treatment ·system which is county based therefore; the Division · 
will move towards a residentia-l treatment system which is regionally based. 
This would entail providing residential treatment services to children within 
their own regions whenever possible .. Each of the. regional offices will be 
responsibl~ for determining the service needs within their respective regions 
and working with the.out-of-home plac~ent providers and the appropriate _ 
Division staff in developing these services. · 

In sU~D~Qary, in order to restructure the substitute care system to better 
reflect a community based orientation the Division is proposing: 

RECOMMENDATION 5: THE DEVELOPMENT OF A aEGIONALLY . CONTAINED 
SUBSTITUTE CARE SYSTEM THAT.PROVIDES·COMMUNITY PLACEMENT 
AL_TERNA'l'IVES WHICH ARE COUNTY :BASED Aim RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT 
SERVICES WHICH ·ARE REGIONALLY B.ASED. THE RESTRUCTURING AND 
ONGOING MANAGEMENT OF THI_S SYSTEM WILL BE COORDINATED THROUGH 
THE REGIONAL OFFICES. 
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: On J~e 28, 1983, ·£he Division of Youth and Family ·services issued a final 
policy paper entitled "Foster C~J:e and Adop~ion: ·A Commitment to.Chang~." 
This paper highlighted a number of proble.nis in the foster care and adoption 
system, inclu,ding:·. 

o the need for. a comprehensive family and coiiDDunity oriented a·ssessment; 
Q the inadequate availability of' COIDDIUilitybased services and.resources;. 
o the Unavailability of.services ln response to total family needs or a 
. ·unified service system; and 

0 the lack of responsiveness of ·the servic~ sy.stem to youth,· families, and 
co•llilities. 

This plan seeks to develop additional in-home and community .support services 
which will fac;ilitate the maintenance of familie.s in their ow communiti.es and 
reUD.ite families heretofore separated. Furthet"lllore, this plan ca~ls for the 
development·of additional coiiJmunity-based placement alternatives for·c~il-dren_ 
which. will serve primarily as alternatives to more restrictive and costly · 
residential pl1\cements. · 

In addition to proposing ~he development of a level of .functioning assessment. 
tool to be used in determ"ining individual and family se~ice needs, the Division 

· also reviewed the characteristics of children is out-of-home placements as a 
means.of assisting the development and planning of community based services. 
In Appendix A, the age, sex and racial characteristics of the children in 
·out~of-home_placements are examined. The.major findings of this examination· 
are: 

o approximately 65% of the children in placement are minorities with 51.1% 
being black and 7 • 9% hispanic; 

o the percent of black children rece1v1ng residential care·is significantly 
lower than for white children (approl'imately ~0% black versus 61..5% 
white); 

0 blac;k child.ren account for approximat.ely 62. 5%" of foster pla.cements coP:J­
pared,to 26.1% for white children; 

o in terms of age distribution, approximately-42.~% of.the children in 
-placement are.l3 years or older; 

o approximately 81 .. 8% of the. children in residential placement are 13 years 
or o~der.; · 

o slightly more males.than females are in out..:of·home placements with 
approximately 51.41. of this population beins male; 

o in residen~ial treatment, approximately71.3% of the children are males. 

Consideration of·these characteristics assists. us in identifying both the 
types of services and target groups for these services. For example,. a review 
Of the age Characteristic reveals that a significant nliJDber ·. (81. 8%) of the 
children in residential placement. arel3 year$ or older. This would indicate 
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a need to develop day treatment·programs, self~help and employment services to 
:e~ure a smooth tr.ansition as this population returns home. This factor·would 
also guide the development of coDIIlunity· placement alternatives so that ·resources 
would be directed to accommodate. those. in this· age group unable to return 
home. The~efote: · - · 

.RECOttMENDATION 6: BOTH. LEvEL. OF FUNCTIONING •-Alfl)· :CLIENT· CHARACTERISTICS 
SHOULD BE ·coNSIDERED IN·THE DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

·_ . OF . COMMUHITY SERVICES. ···- · 

The Division found in a recent surv~y to assess client tteeds, which is explained 
·below~ that- there is need for the expansion _of programs for prevent-ing ·out~of-home 
placements, support-for the development of additi,onal colliDunityplacement alterna~ 
tives, and services to children in.pl.acement and their families to enable these 
children to return home. · 

As mentioned in Section ll,· a first step in i.iliproving the system's x:esponsive­
ness to the needs of families and CODIDUDitie.S, a level of functioning assess­
ment instrument fs being proposed. 

In lieu of a Uniform level of functioning assessJ;Deo.t process, on March 1, '1984 
informal surveys were conducted throughout the Divisionto 1ndicate more 
specifically where service needs exist. Given the. short time frame for these 
surveys, it is_recognized that inconsistencies existed in the data .collection 
instrument, as well as in. its completion by dif-ferent offices. .However, b_ased 
on the 'data· gathered a number of. concerns and subsequent conclusio.ns, which 

· are highiighted below, can be identifie4. -

One of the most substantial needs identified was .that of improved utilization 
and increased availability of day treatment services-for children and.f~milies. 
Approximately 6% of-children infoster·care we~e identified as able to return 
home with day treatment services; of those children in t-heir own homes with 
out of home placement as a consideration, 22% could remain in their own homes 
withdaytreatment services; and 10% of children in residential facilities 
_were·noted as able to be returned home with day.treatment service$ (see page 17). 
These percentages-represent approximately 660 children-who could be returned 
home or remain in their own homes if day treatment services were available in 
their local community. 

To further the maintenance of families in their communities, it is recooiinended 
that: 

RECOMMENDATION 7: THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW PROGRAMS PROVIDING DAY _TREATMENT 
SERVlCES,- ·sucH AS COUNSELING/PSYCHOTHERAPY,_ SPECIAL 
EDUCATION AND RECREATION ·IN A SUPERVISED SETTHlG, 
WILL BE PURSUED BEGINNING IN 1985. . THESE . PROGRAMS SHOULD 
ALSO_ INCLUOE COMPONENTS WHICH ADDRESS THE SERVICE NEEDS 
OF THE ENTIRE--FAMILY SUCH AS FAMILY THERAPY, CRISIS 
INTERVENTION AND PARENTING SKILL TRAINING. 

Based on survey results, this initiative should facilitate the return of 
chJldren from residential and foster: care to their own homes, freeing up 
residential slots for children with severe level-of-functioning problems. 
Moreover., additional community day treatment Slot$ will enable children who 
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ID.ight .otherwise enter substitute care to re~ain in their own homes~ 

A ~econd issue. in maintaining children in their oWJ1 home$. is the eXpansion of 
.critical services for. families in crisis .. : Recent studies indicate that one of 

··the leading. causes of foste:r; care placement is a la.ck of adequate hous'ing._. 
Both the.Division.and the.county welfare.agencies :provide emergency :funds to 
. assist faQlilies. ·experiencing housing-related difficulties. such as a 'shortage .. 
of food, . clotbing or house furnishings. ··Although tbese programs have . been · 

._.effective.· iil preventing placement and reuniting" families they can not ·.address 
. ' the critical issue involving the. lack of adequ.te and affordable housing . 

. While this problem extends beyond the scope of the Division, coordination . . . 

. efforts witb. }lou,ing.andcoqnty welfare agencies will·be expanded.· Additionally, 
program ·models·· for·. failli.ly shelt·ers will ·be developed . 

. Other critical SerVices to "faqailies in crisis include: psychologica,l/thera-

. peutic, (especially for parents ·and/or children .with alcohol and drug abuse· 
problems and> me~tal illness);· health related, day ca·re and "homemaker services 
which provide more.intensive;and structured parenting skills training~· The 

. previously mentione~f surV'ey shows that the· following number$ of children could · 
remain in or return to their own homes with such services: . approximately 170 · 
(181.) of those children in their own homes who are being t:oll.$idered for out-of•hom.e 
placement; app~;oximately 540 (10%) of c~ildren in foster care, and approxi .... 
·mately 60 (61.}. o~ cfl:ildren in residential placement (see .page 17.) • Therfore, 
i.n order to ::maintain. and reunite families_, it is recommended: . 

. RECOMMENDATION 8: THAT. FUNDING. FOR. PREVENTIVE/REUNIFICATION SERVICES 
FOR FAHILIES -BE EXPANDED WITH A SPEC.I,AL EMPHASIS. ON 
PREVENTING OUT-OF-HQHE PtACEMEN'I'. 

Again·, exPanding sup.porti ve as well as day treatment services will serve the 
dual purpose of facilitating the return of children to their own homes thus 
freeing more restrictiveplacement slots for children with greater ].evel of 
.func::;.ioning problems, as well as enabling children who 'm~ght otherWise enter . 
substitute care to remal.n with their own families. However, service planning 
and service provision directed towards family reunification should not begin 
as a child.· nears disc;:harge from placement· but rather should be an oQ.-going 
process which begins at the tiJile of placement and continues thro~ghout a 
child's placement. When it is. determined that ~amily reunification is not 
possible then other permanency services such as'the development of an adoptive 
OJ: fost~r home should be pursued. · 

Along with safeguarding the maintenance of children in their own communities, 
st,eps must be taken to improve ·the adequacy of local coDDDunity placement 
alternatives:to·residential care .. CoDDDunity placement alternatives must be 
available throughout the state, not only due to their less restrictive nature 
_and lesser cost in co~~parisoil to residential" placement, but also because 
allowing the child to remain in his co1111unity facilitates the-involvement of 
:the family in the service plan (as stated earlier approximately 90% of the 
children~iQ. residential are placed out-ofacounty). An individual, family, and 
coODDunity approach to services cannot·be achieved until alternatives to more 
restrictive residential care are available·in all communities. District . 

· Offices indicate that the following percentages of. children. could benefit frplil 
COIIIDUnity alternative programs· (e ·8·, group homes~ teaching fa~ily a·nd alternate 
ca·re homes): ·Approximately 80 (8\) of. the children currently in· residential 

·placements (although after an· intensive review, one D.O. determined that 50% 
of their residential population could return home if adequate community alternativ~s 

.· .. 
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e~isted), _approx'imately 200 (31.) :of the childre~ .in-· foster .care,. and approximately 
_190 (~01.). of the children in their own f1omes for ~bo.-a out;.o£-J:t.ome p~acem~nt i~ 
be~ngconsidered (see page 17}. Similar ·results were obtained from a survey 
of ·nus residential facilities, ·and a shelter Sl!rvey indicated .a particular 
neecl.for transitional living-arrangements ... Developing programs in response to 
these ident-ified. needs ~will afford more community_bas~d al~-em.:atives to children 

·who might othetwise enter residential_ care •. ':On July._:l, 1.984, ·jss childten. were 
being served by group \tomes,· 74 by teacb.ing family homes'. :and 17 by alt~rnate 
care~ -I~ is proposed that:--:. ,._ · · 

REC.OMHENDATION 9: THE NEW 'tHRUST TOWARDS COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES BE 
-REALIZED. THROUGH-THE DEVELOPMENT. OF ADDITIONAL· 

COMMUNITY PLAC!MENT ALTERNATIVES~ ·. 
- - . 

The~e aiterliativ~s will include :four gJ:'Ql1P. homes ·(especially transitional -
living arrangements which are facilities. providing room.an.4board and support 
services to adolescents who are preparing to live ·independently in·the community; 
this has: been identified-as a .partic~lar· ~eed) serving t~enty-four children, . 
four teaching family homes for twenty aqtistic children; four other non-a.utistic 
teaching family-homes for twenty•four children, and th~ developmet;lt of an 

· additi9D:a'l· sixty t.o · one hundred alternate ca~e bed spaces. This will ·i~_crease 
the ntimber of co~unity placement- alternative slots from 'the current .t-otal of. 
340 to 508. , _ 

The current group:home programs and the Q.ewer ones to·be developed may be re­
quired to serve chilciten with more severe level .of fUnctioning. problems than 
they have traditionally served. Therefore, more intensive_ and structui·ed 
services and superVision will be needed~to maintain.children·in these programs. 
For example, these programs may requir~ a day trt!atment component fo~ those 

-. ch.ildre~ needing ·more: structured educational and tht!rapeutic ·services tt1an are 
· avail·able through the local school system. Joint program development and funding 
between the Division and _the local school .district could ._facilitate such an 
endeavor. 'The Division· and the group home ptoviders are also proposing the 
develop{Dent of .emergency cris_is teams whi_ch would entail. ~he availability of · 
cris.i$ · interventi.on and support se:rvjces _.by professional staff on. a twenty-four 
hour ba~is. .Therefore; it is recoDUDended t~at: · 

RECOMMENDATION 10 ~- . DIVISION STAFF AND (;ROUP .liOtfE PROVIDERS IDENTIFY 
THE PROqRAM E~ANSIONS ANI> IMPROVEMENTS. WlHCli. WILL 
BE REQUIRED TO St]PPORT. CHilDREN IN . COMMUNITY BASED 

, ·,PLACEMENTS, PARTICULARLY···GROUP HOMES •. 

· .. It is anticipated that with the impleJDentation of the preventl.ve meas~res · 
·outlined abov~, the movement of-children from residential placemeiJ.ts will be 
facilitated. :on Jtily 31, 1984 the Division had 822 children in private 'resi­
dential pl~cements. As community services are eXpanded, criteria for placement 

·and·retention of children in residential facilities will be made more_ stringent. 

Through the expansion of prev~ntion/reuni~ication services and the tightening of 
resiqential placement and retention criteria,.residential services should become 
optimally utilized without a. significant increase in residential.costs.· It is a 
goal o£ 'the Division. to contain residential_ utilization. at, the present level, 
restrict its· use to· children with critical .needs and provide this· service .to 
individua~ chil~ren foJ." shorter periods of ti~e. However,.the Division will 
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continue to maintain a residential treatment·netwo:rk.for tho$e chi~dren in the 
· great~st need anci for whom. this pl.acemerit setting; .is· the mo~.t appropriate.: · 

. '. 

Development· of. comiiltmity pl~cement alt~rnati~es· $h~uld·' .be- fo~cused .i~ those~ 
counties which must utilze· a ·_significant number of .out-of:-cotinty. pl.acement 
resources due to. a lack of in~coutity resources;·· For exa01ple, Essex Co~nty 
utilizes· 18\ of the. rion•fost.er care -placements but has O!llY .8.1\ of··~he re-_. 
soul:'ces. · Ap~rendix ·E compares rescn .•. tce utilization with reso_UI:'Ce ~vailability -
by co·unty. Consideration must also be given to those counties which have · 

· higher numbers of ·children in residen~ial placement._ .. As indicated·. in the_ 
·proximity study, also contained in .i\ppendix~ E, · o·ver 90% of the residential · 
placements are out of county 'therefore when it·· is appropriate to sery.ice these 
child~;en in less .structured .community alte~atives. these placements .. must .be 
·~vailable in thei-r home cbunties. · Therefore, base'd. on a. review of these 
facto:rs it appears that; · . . . . . . . . 

- . . . . 

RECOMMENDATION 11:. INITIAL DEvELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY PLACEMENT 
ALTERNATIVES .. WOULD . BE INDICATED. IN . HUDSON, 
ESSEX, UNION, PASSAIC , ·. · OCEAN,. MIDDLESEX AND 
. CAMDEN .COUNTIES. -

·.As part of the.· ·e~rlier ·prqposed regionally contained. res~dential syst.em, .it 
would be the respo.nsibility of ·the re-gional offices ·to coordinate the: develop- · 

. ·ment o_f the community placement alternatives in their resp·ective regions :wj.th 
. the. p1_acement providers and the appropriate DiV'ision staJf. .In addition, each 
. regional .office will have the responsibility of identifyiD.g loccal needs regard­
·ing day trea·tment and prevention/reunification. .services and. subsequently 
working with local service providers. in developing programming to mee.t these 
needs. The Human Service Advisory Councils, which have cond\lcted needs asses&­
ments in·each· of the co~tie~, will also be actively involved .in this process~ 

The survey_ conducted indicated a related need to develop a more-unified service 
delivery system_with the Division of Mental Retardation (DMR)· the Division ·of 
Mental Health _and Hospitals (DMH&H) and the Department of. :CorreC::tions. · Although 
not included .in this survey, .there is also a need for b_oth improving_ service 

·delivery and case management· eoo_rdinatic:,n with local scho.ol distric.ts an:d pur-:- . 
suing a joint. program development effort with the Department of Education espe­
cially concerni.Ilg day treatment progra•ing (see Appendix D:· Interagency 
Issues). . In response to this .need,. interagency agreements simi_l-iar to the agree~ 
~ent of cooperation negotiated. between DYFS and.-DMR will be developed· with the 
DMH&H ~nd the Departli)en_ts ·of Corrections· and Education concerning case planning 
for mutual ·clients and their families. Such agreements st;lould also facilitate 

· a more responsive· colillllunity support system . 

. This Division seeks,. t-hen, to move toward such a community support .sys.tem ~y: 

o maintaining ·and reunitina.faJili.lies in their co .. wiities thro~gh the expansion 
of in~home and community support services, 

o developing an.adequate array ofcoamunity placement alternatives; and 
o-supporting a quaiity·residential service-program for.those most.i.n.need. 

As the focus shifts from reside-ntial placement--to preventiveireunifica.tion. ser­
vj.ces, a comprehensive community support system _can become more fully realized. 

· . .2I.J( 



STATEWIDE ~y OP'. NEEDED S~RVICES VERSUS CURRENt SERVICES A$ OP 3/l/84 . 

, 

CHILDREN IN CHILDREN IN CHI~DP.EN IN . TOTAL 
,FOSTER CARE OWN HOM!:(A) • lESIDE!:TIAL .: - CHILDREN 

N 
! SUPPORTIVE SERVICES. (B) 548 171 
E 
D DAY. ':rREATMENT (B) 362 204 

I - ·E-

D --------------- --~~----~--~-------------

S COM!IDN!TY PLACEMENT 
E 
:R ?~S IDENTLU. 

! v 
I OTHER DIVISIOr:s 
C OR DEPARTMENTS 
E. 

204 197 
, .. 

66. 187 

123 176 

59 ··775 
.... 

98 ··6.~4 

-~---------.... - --

88 489 

79 332 

156 455 

-~---~~--~~- ~--------· -------------------~---~~-~-------

TOTJ.L (C): .. 1,303. 935 480 2,118. 

(:\) tYhose service plan indic:ates a need for out of home pla~ament. 

-._ (B) These ·services would be provided to chilc:iren residing in the~r own 
homes. 

(C) Does :tot represent the total number of children in placement; only 
represents chil.dren who m~y be. better served in anot·her·· settingo _ 

:L7X 
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SRJU~LTER PACILITY 'NEEDS SURVEY BY TYPE OF USOURCE 

.REGION· 

II o·r 
SIIEL.fF.RS 

SURVEYED (A) 

SUPEitVIS~D 

TRANSrriONAL 
· LIVING 

IN-PAT lENT 
t-tF.NTAL 
IlEAL Til GltOUP HOME 

FOSTER 
CARE. 

ALCOHOL .. 
. TREATMENT 

AS OF l/1/84 

DH\t . ·RESiDENTIAL 
FAClLITY TJ1EATMEN'f 

I .... 
Metropolitan 1 12 ·20 --- --- --- --- -- 'f 

' --------------------------------------------------.-----·--.:.._ ______ ,.. _______ --~-----------------~----~---------------
Norther·n (B) 3 ·(o) 5 15 17 (C) 6 

. . . . , '. 

-------~---~------------------------.--~-------·-----------~-------------·------~-~---~---------·-~.--------------~-~-
Central 4 37 17 52 90 i2 5 12 ... 

. . . 

--~-------~·---------~--~-------------~~------------~---~--~-.-~---~-----------~-..;.~-----~---~ .. --.. .;..---------~----
Southern 1 - --- 1=4 

TO'fAL: 9· 49 42 67 .12U 12 .5 . 18 

(~) In this survey, several shelter facll I ty ·directors were aeked to ident'if,y the types of resour~es whlcb are · 
needed to expedite the discharge of clients froco thelr. f.ac:ilities. 

( 8) One facility from ·this region identl fled the number· of. resources· needed for the current .populat ton while · 
the other efght ·faclllties indicated the nuo~ber of resources needed ·ba:;ccJI QO their annual populatf:on·.. , 

(e) (lne fnclltty from this n~~~fon spc'r.lflr:-elly tncl'lr.n:t<'d that U'i nf .tlu~:;c fu::lc•r. (•:ar(• home~!: :an! nct•cll··l fur 
81 ad(. ·c h llJ re n. · 

(ll.) A need f•n· uu.pcrvl:·wd t:ra•1~dl1unal Jlvlul! •n·.rantwm·~ot:-. wa.s JuJ1c;ltc!tl hy nntll shc.•lter from this rt~l!lnn· al-
thouch.no entlm:atcd nuuihcr waR J~Lvc.n. · 
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CIIILilRI!N IN DYFS OPERATEID R~SIDENTIAL CENTERS NEEDING ALTERNATIVE PLACEMENTS 

CURRENT DAY FOSTER- GROUP- ALTERNATIVE· 
f'AGlLITY PLACEMENTS . TREATMENT -CARE. ·IJ'OHES CARE IIOHES 

Vineland 40 1 l 4 2 

Ewing )9 --- 6 --- 4 

TOTAL: 79 1 7 4 6 

.. 

' - ' . ' 
' . . . . . . . . . . . . -

TEACIIING 
FAH.ILIES 

I 

--
I 

AS' OIP'·l/l/84 

TOTAL , -. 

,·:9 
~ 

10 . 

19 

I 
I 
~ 
\D 

' 

·Super.lntentlents of these two fncllttlc~s were a·ske.tl to rc~lew theJ.r' res1~ec~lve ~u.rrent po-pulatlon to determine if .there wer.e .· 
tany re!i(c1euts_who coultl be ni,n~·approprlately s·erved ln altern«ltfve plae.ements~ 
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CLIEN'I'_CHARAcTERISTICS_SUMMARY. 

-According to Service Information_ System· (SIS) clata*, ·there t~ere 
8,481 ·children in substittJte care as of l/6/84 •. This figure includes the 
following living arrangements: foster care (in<;luding para foster care), 
residential treatment centers, both private and -DYFS operated, 'teaching 

· family homes, emergency shelter- facilities, . JDS shelters, ·group .homes - . 
. and independent 1 iving. - - · · 

Of these 8,481 children: in substitute c~re, .. 57 .11. (4,843) are ·black, 
7.9% (673) are Hispanic and 31.4% (2,666) are white. ·A small percent 
·(3.61.) are categorized as "other." This breakdown reveals that the vast 
majority of children in·substitute·caz:e (651.) .are min~r:ities. 

In general, the percent of black childr.en receiving residential care 
is significantly lower than for whitechildr~n (301 black·versus 61.5% 
white). Black children account for 62.5% of foster care placements,_ 
compared to 26.1\ fo~ white childr_en. 

. . . . 

· in terms of age distribution, nearly Qlf o~ the population; in all 
types of- care 42.5% (3,601), is 13years or_older.· In residential, 
teaching family home, _ and group home care this figure is 84 .1% ( 1 '002) .. 

More males 51.4\ (4,354) than females 45.2% (3;832) are in substitute· 
care. In residential care the difference is much more significant in 
that males account for 71.3% of the residential centerplacements., 

In summary, the population in all forms of substitute care is pre-. 
dominantly composed of minorities, but a significant variation occurs 
when type of placement is considered (over half. of the children in resid­
ential care are white). Somewhat more males than females are in substi­
tute care; however, this proportion increases tO almost 71% when the 
placement type is residential. Approximately 73% of children in substi­
tute care are school age and ·43% are 13 years old or older. 

The following charts fJl, 2 and 3 highlight client characteristics by 
placement type while chart _114, which also follows, illustrates the number . 
of children in each type -of placement according. to the county of charge. 
However,.it should be noted;~that each ~f the place~ents made by a parti­
cular district office are not necessarily located within the county. 
This situation i~ illustrated in Appendix E. 

Tables 1, 3, 4 and 5 contain a portion of the preliminary result$ of 
a survey conducted by the Division in conjunction with the New Jersey 

. Association of Children's Residential Facilities. .The survey examines a 
large portion of the client populations in Type I residential facilities, 
which are highly structured programs, Type II residential facilities, 
which are less structured programs, and group homes. Table 1 specifically 
indicates in which facilities children who exhibit certain cost inducing 
characteristics suchas arson, age (under 12), assaultive behavior and 
property destruction. are placed. Cost inducing charactex-istic~ are those 
which increase the costs of facilities to maintain certain children. 



T•bles 3'and 4 illustrate the IQ ranges ·and Child Study Team classific­
atioiJ.s in each type of facility while· table 5. examines psychiatric labels~·· 

·. --All of ·these tables a·re included because tl:iey. provide a recent overview of. 
several of.· the behavioral characteristics associated. with residep.tial and 

. group ·ho~ne placement •. · 

*This data .only· captures those .children in placement by liv~ng arrangement 
and their eharacte,ristics which have been codf!d into_ the system~ · There­
fore,. all children in placement may not be included, inthis.sample. In 
addition, SIS .codes are being changed· to .mor.e accurately reflect place""' 
ment type. 
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COMPARISON OF PLACEMENT TYPE BY SEX · 

PLACEMENT TYPE TOTAL II TOTAL %: 

Juven~le Crisis Shelter 91 1.1% 

Emergency Shelter 133 1.6% 

Foster Care 6,923 81.6% ' 
(Includes Para) 

Independent Living 143 1.1% 

Group.Home 214 2.5% 

Teaching Family 76 0.9%: 

Private Residential: 
· In-State 4.19 5.6% 

Out-of-State. 218 3.3% 

Residential-·DY~S 144 •• 1% 

TOTAL: 8,481 100.0% 

•P •, .. 

CHART 1 

·MALE II MALE% 

51 62.6% 

15 56.4%· 

3,315 48.2% 

73 51.0% ' 

118 55.1% .. 

54 11.1%' 

362 15.6% 

198 11. 2%' 

82 56.9% 

4,354 51.3% 

DATE PREPARED: 

DATA AS OF: 

2/2/84 

1/6/84 

FEMALE I FEMALE · %. . UNKNOWN I UNDOWN % 

32 35.2% '2 2.2% 
! 

51 42.9% n . 0.8% ,. 

3,335 48.2% 253 3.1% 

53 37.1% 17 11.9% 

94 43.9% 2· 0.9% 

22 28.9% 0 0.0% 

105 21.9% . 12 '2o5% .. 

75 21.0% s ·' 1.8% 

59 41.0% 3· 2.1% 

3,832 45.2% 295 3.5% 

0 
.·~ 

I 



CHART 2 
COMPARISON OF PLACEME'NT TYPE BY AGE DATE PREPARED:· . 2/2/84 

DATA AS OF: · 1/6/84 

• 
UNDER l l - 5 6 - 12 13 - 15 OVER 15 

PLACEMENT TYPE TOTAL II TOTAL %- ' .% II % II % .II % II % 

--
. Juvenile Crisis Shelter 91 1·.1% 0 0.0% ·. 2 2.2% . 13 14-.3% . 42 46.2% 34 37.4%· 

Emergency Shelter. '133 ' 1.6% '. 4 3.0% J9 14.3% •. 3'5 875.0% 4.2 31~.6~ I. 33 24~8% 

Foster Care- 6,923 81.6% 276 4.0% 1,954 28~2% 2 ,3'84 34. 4%' 1,128 t6.3%l l,18l 1,7 .• 1%. 
. ( lnclude;s Para) 

143 1.7% o:. 7%1- 0 
,. 

Independent Living l 0.0%1 3 2.1%1 4 2.8%1 135. 94.4% 

Group Home 214 2·5%· 2 · ·o.9% · 0 0.0% 17 7.9% I · 75. 35.0%1' 120 56~'1% 

Teaching Family 76 0.9% 0 0.0% .. 1 1.3% 5 6.6%.1 30 39.5%11
• 40 52.6% 

· Private. Residential: . I 
ln-State 479 5.6% 2 0.4% 1 0.2% 124' :25.9% 196 . 40.9% . 156 32.6% N 

.<.. eS:Io 

~ 
D 

><. .Out-of-State 278 3.3% ·0 0.0% 0 0.0% '33 11. 9%, 92 33.1% '153 55.0%' 

Residential- DYFS 144 1. 7%1 0 ·0.0%1 . o. 0.0%·1 . 4. 2.8% 8·5 59~t0% 55 .38. 2% 

- ·-
TOTAL: 8,481 100~0%1 285 3.4%1 1,977 23.3%1. 2,618 30 .. 9% .. l ,694 20•0% -1,907 . 22. 5% 

. ·'' 
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CHART 3 

COMPARISON OF PLACEMENT-TYPE BY RACE DATE PREPARED: 2/2/84 
DATA AS OF: ; 1/6/84 

I 
OTHER & OTHER & · 

PLACEMENT .TYPE TOTAL II TOTAL %1 WHITE II WHITE %'' BLACK II BLACK zl HlSP. I HlSP. zl UNKNOWN I UNKNOWN % 

I Juvenile Crisis-Shelter 91 l.l%1 47 51.6%1· ll '34.1% I 11 12.1%1 .2 2.2% 

Emergency S:hf!lter Ill 1.6%1 28 21.1% I 80 60.2%1 24 18.0%1 1- 0.8% 

I Foster Care 6,923 81.6%1 1,810 26.1%1 4,327 62.5%1 530 ·7. 7%1 256 . 3. 7% 
(Includes Para) 

I Independent Living 143 1.7%1 . 63 44.1%1 51 35.7%1 12 8.4%1 -17 11. 9.% 

Group Home 214 2.5% 123 51. 5.% 73• 34.1% '16 7.'5% 2 0.9% 
. ' ~:; 

Teaching Family 76 0.9% 41 53.9% 29 38.2% 6 7.9% 0 0.0% 

Prtvate R~sidential: 
In-State 479 5.6%1 273 57.0%1 158 . 3l.o% I 36 7 .5·%1 12 2.5% 0 

N 

8.6%1 
U1 

Out-of-State 278 3.3%1 207 7·4.5% I 42 15.1% I 24 5 1.8% D 

~ 
~ Residential- DYFS 144 1.7% 74 51.4% 52 36.1% 14 9.7% .4 2.8% 

TOTAL: 8,481 100.0% 2,666 31.4% 4,843 57 .1%, 673 7.9%. 299 ·3.5% 



Chart 4 · 

(.;llli .. OJU~N lU::0l::tV.tNt6 l'LAt;.l~fll~·N'l' S~ltVlCl~S UY CUUN'rY .Ul•' !iUl'.~KVlSlON. 

IJ-.t·:• •·'(! 1';1rt.~·l fr•·••n "Sc•rvic't' ,, .. ·1 (v•·/Chl l.h···u I.H Pl:.ll'•;•n••nl P.•'l'"''". ~:1'~~1-') (lb~t,).,_ 
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TYPE OF 
FACTI. TTY 

Type I 

Type II 

·Group llor.:es 

Special 
l,rograms 

.Type I 

Type 11 

Gt·o•ap Homos. 

Speclal 
J»rograms. 

AGJo:* 

43.2% 

30.8 

. 6.4 

37.8 

SUICIDE. 

2.7 

o.o 

9.1 . 

o.o 

*Relow Age Twelve 

. 'rAnt! i · · 

Percentage. of Children ritsplaytng 
Cost:lnducing Charactertsti~a 

Within Each Typ.o. of Factllty. 

DRUG . · ALCOIIOL 
ARSON PROPERTY ·AIUJSR · ARtiSP. 

21.0% 33.3% 9.2% 7.0% 

14.4 8.2 . 4.5 2. 7 . 

2.6 o.o 23.4 . 20.5 

HEOICATTON 
IH~r.tii.AR. 

1.8% 

1.8 

5~1 

n.o 17.1 o.o o.o 15.8 

IIOHlCII>E 1'11El:T ASSAUI..'r. RUNAWAY . SL::XUAL DEV lANCE 

l.l 9.7 12.1 15.2 il.l 

0..9 3.6 18.2 3.6 tl.n 

l.J 
I•J .!I·•, I 

,,~!t;,:·.~i.l''.·, 14.1 .'.~ 
~/. ·"' 

14.] :)'·.)78 

o:o 0·.0 27.6 o.o n.o 

-~ . ·, 

.• 

.. (~/20/U!e)· . .. 

• (186) 

(112) . 

·;,d:,~: ·:' J7 8) 
···.l··· ... ' 

. (76). 

•· 

! 

.. 
I i . 
I 
; 
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TABLE.3 

. . 

Comparison of Fac.ility ·Types 
· · ·on .the IQ· Variable .. 

(per cent of .ca.ses · 
within each type) . 

'IQ SCORE RANGE · ·.TYPE I Tn»E II 

·. Up<to 69 13.9% 4.1% 

7Q-80 18.2 . 20.6 

'· .. Sl-85 . 13.3. lS.S 

36-99 -3·o.J 28.9 

lOQ-119 2l.2 25.8. 

·Grea·ter than 119 3.0 5.2 

Autistic·.· 

N of Xnow. eases, 
loi~·:hin Zac:h Type:· . , 165 97 

!-f!AN IQ, standard dev. :87.49,11.15 · 92. 23, 1~.~ 49. 

TABLE 4 

GJ\OUP HOMES· 

:12.0 

18.0 

36.0 

. 24.0.' 

10.0 

50 
. 95.52,13.40 . 

Comparison of Facility .Types 
on the Child Study Team Classification 

· Variable· 
(per cent of cases within each type) 

. CLASSIFICATTn~ TYPE I · 

~on~ (ihcl~ Atitistic) . 6.0% 

E:::1ot.ionally. Disturbed 79.8 · 

~!entally Retarded· 

Multiply Hand'icapped 13.7 

TYPE II 

7. 7% 

75.0 

Nauroiogically · II:lp. 4. 8 . · 

P erc:ep tU.Slly Imp. . . 1. f') · 

Soeially Maladjusted 1 ~ 9 
. . . 

Tasted~ Clas~ification · 0.5 
· bO. be determined 

1; of K."lovn Cases . 
~ithin Each Type:· 183. 104 . 

JIX 

'GROUP HOMES 

48.0%. 

25.3 

1.3 

10.7 

13.3 

1.3 

75 

.(6/20/84) 

... 70.0% 

2.9 

. 70 . 382' 
52.8~,17.29 

SPECIAL PROG~~S 

25.7% . 

18.9 

8.1 

44.6 

2.7 

,.' ... -

74 436 ' 



r 

~' . 

. ·PSYCHIAtRIC LABEL 

None 
.. 

Personality Disorders 

. Adjustment· Disorders 

Conduct Disorders 

Mental Retardation 

Schizoid Disorder~ 
·. ', . 

A-ttention Deficits 

... -: 

-29~' 

WLES . 

. Comp~~isori .of -~-~~ili.ty t;;es 
onthe Psychiatric Z..belVarlable 

·.(per cent of cases within each type) 

• 

T'i'PE I. : TYPE II 

7~6% 14.9% 

2.5 a.s 
14.0 12.8 

42.7 39.4' 

1.1 

27.9% 

9.8 

24.6 , . 

23.0' 

Developmental Disabilities 

0.6 

S~l 

·3~2 . 1.1 

bpulse Con_trol. Disorders 

· ~ .. .-uiety Disorders 

bther Disturbances of 
Childhood, Adolescenc.e 

· Depressive _Neuroses 

All Others 

N of _Knot.~ Cases,· 
Within Each Type: 

. . . 

1.9 . 

1.3 

12.1 

.1. 9 

1.1 

-157 

2.1 l.6 

4.3 3.3 

4.3 6.6 ' 

3.0· 1,.6 

94 61 

J?X. 

'(6/20/84) 

28.6% 

11.4 

1.4 

1.4 

38.6 

4.3 

70 382 



f . 

•• 

·.···' ' 

APPENDIX·. B: · PROVIDER CHARACTERISTICS 

t . 

j 



•, 'I ~ 

f 

c 

I 

:,;31- .. 

. . ' . 

. . . . 

Type_is of Substitute C1.re Providers: 

. Providers in· the DYFS substitute care or out.;;of-pl.aceJJient system c'onsist 
of shelter facilities t f'oster homes' group homes~ alternate care homes' teaching 
family homes,_ supervised_ transitional living programs and- residential tl'ea~ent 

· centers. The: following summarizes each type of provide~: · 

(1) Type of Progr$111: Children's Shel~er · 
. , .. ; ' .· . ' 

a)· Descripti_cm:· These facilities provide temporary shelter care· 
to children who are dependent, neglected, abused,.abandoned or' 
in. need of emergency. shelter ·c:a~~· 

b) Utilization-.: As 'of July 31, 1984, there are six children's · 
shelter_prograJDs approved by the Division. The to~alnumber of. 
beds contracted for are sixty-six. Regionally broken dow, 
these_numbers account for 35 bed$ in the Metro Region, 18.in the 
Southern Region and 13 .in the Northern Region. ·. In addition to . the 

··above six shelters;· ten· of the Juvenile-Family In Crisis· shelters 
will serve this population. The total· number of additional beds 

. vary acco.rding to' specific contractual· arrangements or the avail- . 
ability of bed spaces. 

c) Cost: Five of the shelters are paid ·monthly board rates ranging 
from $913 to $1,610 while the reJDaining shelter bas a cost 
reimbursement contract:. 

(2)· Type ·of Program.: Juvenile-Family ln C-risis Shelter 

a) Description·: Children who are charged or awaiting adjudication 
as status offenders or are charged as juvenile delinquents and .. 
who would otherw-ise be released if a suitable guardian was 
available can be placed in one of tbese shelter programs which · 
provide room and board on a temporaey basis~ 

b)· Utilization: There are eighteen of these shelter programs 
Operated by the counties as of July 31, 1984.· Gloucester and 
Cumberland Counties contract with two other county shel.ters ·for 
bed spaces, while Pass-aic County contracts. with two private pro-: 
viders for $helter spaces. · · 

c) Co$t: The Division reimbu,~ses·the: counties $5.50 per day for 
D.Y.F.S. children residing -in these shelter programs. 

(3) TyPe o£ Program: .Runaway Shelter 

a) Des-cription: These facilities,. which are "walk-in" shelters 
for runaways and juveniles in need of shelter, were created as 
pa.rt- of the federal runaw_ay program. 



Rate. 

. b)- Utilization: As of July 31, 1984 there are five of these shelter 
programs in New Jersey. _-These_ facilities .p_rovide ·a. total of 45 

. beds for this purpose, :27 which .are· :Ln the southern reg.ion, 12 
. in . the . central and_ 6 in the northern region. ·. 

_Cost: -Tile Division partially finances-four of these programs.: 
.:The tot~l cost: to t;he Division is $314,442 (Sept. 83 -· Aug. 84). 

(4) · _ Type :of Pr.C»sram: Foster Care 

·. aY Descript_ion: · Foste·r homes provide teinpotary· family c;:are for . 
five or_ fewer chiidren no·x:mally unde~ :age eighteen~ . · 

b)·- . Utilization: According to data fro·m· PCIS, as of· Decembe·r, 

c) 

1983, the_re are currently 3,672 DYFS foster. and special un­
related homes, 2,5~7 which are approved and ·meet· regula.r foster 
care standards• The remaining 1,.115 homes may either be approved 
·for us~ for Qne-particular cbild or not :currently being used 
_due to incomplete. trai~ing. ()r a· abuse/neglect inves_tigation .. 

. . . . 

Cost: .FQster parents arere~bursed for the costs related to. 
. caring· for the child on a monthly. basis-. · The amount paid ·is 
-standardized,_with variation according to the child's age and 
special need for care. The rates are: 

Age in Years· 

· 5 .· ·and U.nder 6-9 l0-14 · J.5 -~nd over 
Regular 
Special · 

$176. 
216 .. 

$188. 
228. 
263. 
303. 

$208. 
248~. 

283. 
323. 

. $220. 
260. 
295. 
335 .. 

Special_ 
Special 

251 .. 
291. 

The costs ate funded through state aid, with reimbursement for 50% of 
costs for 43% of the cases through Title IV-E ofthe Social Security Act. 
Cllild_ren are covered by Medicaid or Code 65 Medical Services. · 

(5) Type of PrQgram: Group Home 

·a) DescJ:iption: Group homes are facilities which provide 24 hour 
per day care and services .for clients whose needs cannot be met 
in their own <>t: foster homes,, but who do not need a more struc- · 
tured · or rest·ricted placement. Group homes are typically 
small, not exceedi~g a populatioo. of twelve clients, eind are 
usually locate<l i,n family type dwellings. Group home residents 
utilize co•unity educational,·supportand therapeutic services. 

b) ·Utilization: -As of July 31, 1984, the Division is utilizing 
twenty~ five group homes, two of which are state-.opercited . 

. · . '.. . 
' . . 

c) Cost: . All but one of the New_Jerseygroup homes are p4id 
.through a cost reimbursement contract. Montbly board rate's for 
private group homes range from $1,250 ·to $1,400. The one 

... 
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. remaining_ N.J.· group home has an _·i.Ddividually.negotiated ·con­
tract while the group home providing respite-care, during a 
client's vacation periods from a -residential facility, is 
reimbursed through-a supplement paid to that residential fac­
ility. ThE! state operateclgroup hollies are fwided out of state 
operation• 110ney. The average ~~aonthly costs.per ·child iil these 
group. home$ are $1,010. (NOTE: ···This figure is .bas~d on 901, 
-capacity and -reflects all ~oper_ational costs.) · All group home 
residents have Medicaid coverage.· · · 

(6) Type of Program: Alternate Care Home 

a)- Description: . These CODIIlunity place.ments' which are private 
hom~s, have been designed as ail alternative to an initial 
residential placement, particularlyfor·children going directly 
from their own ~ome to a residential placement. These facilities 
can also serve as a transitional pr;ogram for children who have 
successfully completed a residential placement~ Educational, 

- therapeutic a11d supp·ort. services ar;e provided through the local 
community. · · 

_ b) Utilization: · DYFS (as of July 31, '1984) has· sixteen of these 
homes. An alternate care home normally serves two children. As 
of July 1, 1984 seventeen children were being served in these 
homes. 

c) Cost:· Alternate, c.are home parents ate paid a monthly stipend · 
· -~of state aid monies. The . stipends amount to $500 per 

child. 

(7) Type of Program: Supervised Transitional Living :Programs 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Descriptio[l: These facilities provide room and board and 
support services to adolescents who-are preparing to live 
independently in the community. Adolescents residing in these 
programs must be able to function appropriately in a less 
restrictive environment with minimal adult supervision~ Adole­
scents in these programs rely primarily on the community. for 
support services such as medical, educational, vocational and 
employment opportunities . 

. Utilization: There are (as of July 31, 1984) five superVised 
transi~iorial living programs approved for use· by the fiivision. 
These programs provide a·. total of thirty ... nin:e beds. As of_ July 
·3, 1984 twenty-two adoiescents were being se.rved. · · 

Cost: These five programs are paid through the use of var.ious 
payment methods. · Two programs have cost reimbursement contracts 

. while the remaining thref! programs have monthly rates of $639, 
$821 arid $1,206. 
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(8) Tn~: of Program: Teaching Family, Home 

a) ·. Description: , The D·ivision1 s Te~ching Family' Project oper,tes a 
system of teaching· family homes. for D.Y.r.s·. clients, with 
be}l•vior problems and other -special needs. Educational, thera­

.. peutic· and. support_ servl.ces are communi ty .. based. 

·'b) Utili~ation: · The· Division. (as of .July ·31, 1984) operates nine• 
teen teaching family homes' seven' which are sta~e·. operated sroup 

. homes and twelve which ar·e private homes. _··These home~ are · 

c) 

categori~ed into three areas based on the type of client which 
--they sertice. These catego~ies are ·emotionally disturbed, · 
autistic and orthopedically.-handicapped~ 'Of these_nineteen homes, 

··twelve are classified as emotionally disturbed, _four autistic. 
and two orthopedically handicapped. 'the-four autistic<and three 
of the emotionally disturbed homes comprise the seven state· 
operated group homes. _ A pfivate home typically sezyes fol1r • 
children while the autist.ic group homes have a capacity of. five 

. and the emotionally distu,rbed group homes· a capacity of six. As . 
of July 31~·1984 these programs were servi~g 3ixty-five children. 

Cost: The four sta~e operated autistic homes cost an.average 
of $3,290 pe~ IDOnth per ~hild while the remaining three state 
operated groU:p'homes average $1;605 per month per- child. (Note: 
These figures are based on 100% ·_capacity and reflect total 
operational costs such as staff,food, etc.) The p~ivate teach­
ing family_ homes average.$1,190 per month per child. Residents 
in all the teaching family.hooies have Medicaid coverage. 

'(9)_ Type·of Program: Re$idential Treatment Centers 

· al Description: A residential treatment center is defined as a 
facility which provides_ 24 hour ·-per d•y care and se.rvices for 
c_l_ients who are Wl3ble to function in their own homes' schools 
or coiiiDunities and ~annot be served iD.. a less restrictive 
setting~· It is difficult to_ clearly indicate the gen.er-.1 
nature of the population that existing facilities serve due to 
specific behavioral-oriented a~issions criteria that are used 
(see page 37.). Therefore, the following ·informatioll can only 
be pr.s_eD.ted in utilizing the terminology now used which is not 
speci,fic iD terms of level of functioning~ 

According to a Bureau Qf Licensing survey,· the .most conunon 
criteria· for admission among· D.-Y .F.S. approved residential 

, treatment centers 'is emotional disturbance. Of the- seventy-one 
facilities,· twenty-sevenaccept severely emotionally disturbed 

- while forty~ three accept mildly emotionally di$turbed. The · 
.survey also_ indicates that there are fewer facilities which 
admit the more acut:e.pbysicaland behavioral disorders and 

. conditions sucb a~ deafness, .. visual impairments, orthopedic 
·handicaps, diabetes, suicidal and fire setti~g which may need 
specialized care.· Also, as seen from the survey, a majority of 
the programs, fifty-three, serve a coeducational population , 
while eleven admit only m.ales ~nd seven only females. 
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.b) Utilization (State ... ()perated): .DYFS ~urrentlyoperates.f()ur 
residential treatment centers~ 107 .DYFS residents were in . 

· those facilities as ·of the end of :July,: 1984.· 

c) Cost (State-Opera~ed): The 'four D~Y.F .S. 'oPerated facilities 
are.fundedout of-direct state fun4s. ·the.average monthly 
costs·per child. in these facil:ities.~aqe.frolia $3,404 to $4,007. 
"(NOTE: These figures are basedon.th~ n·t985 •pending plan 
and include all the costs ,such as staff salaries,. special · 
services,. food, etc) .. J:ducational prograaming .for residents in 

. these D.Y .F .S. operated programs is paid by the Department .. of 
Education. · 

d) ·Utilization (Private In-Stat~): D.Y.F.S. (liS of July 31, 1984) · 
contracts with twenty~six private resident;;i.al programs located 
within New Jersey. The client populaticm:Bof the great majority 
o/f in-state residential programs consist;_primarily. of D.Y.F.S. 
pla·ced residents~ Only in rare occasions' are children from 
other states admitted to· these programs.. At tl:te end of July, 
1984, 556 DYFS children were in private ·,i.n ... statt! residential 
programs. D.Y.F.S. also has two children pl•ced in two different· 
medical facilities. These placements"are paid through Medicaid 
as are several placements in one of the above p~ivatt! ,programs. 

e) Cost (Private .In-State): Monthly board rates for in-state 
programs are determined by a rate stl"ucture which is a matri~ 
schedule designed to-differentiate costs according to the 
seriousness of behaviors and conditions accepted by programs. 
Programs may receive multiple rates if ·they provide speciali~ed 

· servic.es for different types of behaviors:··or cond_iti.ons. · 

The foilowing chart lists each of the progr;ias categories (be~ 
·haviors or conditions) in the rate structure and the range of 
monthly costs: 

Category · 

1) ·Autistic 
2) Multi-Handicapped 
3) Physically Handicapped 
4) Type I Behavior Disorder. 

Base-Rate Per· 
Month Per Ch~ld 

5) Type II Behavior Disorder. 

$2,150 
$1,500 
$1,475 
$1,900 
$1,275 

Maximum Rate Per 
Month Per Child 

$2,450 
$1,800 
$1,775 
$2,200 
$1,575 

In addition to·_monthly board ra.tes fro.-. D.Y.F.S., these programs 
receive funding from the.Department of Education for educational 
costs. Tuition rates range from a low of $590 per month for chroni­
cally ill to a high of $1,144 per month for visually handicapped. 

f) Utilization (Out-of-State): The Divisioa~(as 6f July 31, 1984) 
contracts with thirty-seven out-of-state r~sidential programs. 
The utilization rates for individual out-of-state programs are 

1/-SX· 
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much lower because D.Y.F.S. placements represent a small.portiol:l . 
. :·_of the ·total. client· population_ ·o~ these facilities. At the end 

of :July, 1984; 309 DXFS childr.en were .:ln .out~o£-state ~;esidential 

. . . 
. . 

g) · Cost (Out-of~S-tate): The monthly rates for O\J.t•of~state pro­
:lrams_ are i~dividually ~egotiated and reflec-t either a privately 
'established rate or one.whichis charged to their home-state. 
·residents.· Many of these programs receive additiona~ funding 
from D.Y.F~S. io. the form of g~onthly· .educationa~ suppleme~ts. 

Hontb.ly board ·rates for: out-of~stati:p·~c;)gtains· ·rang~ .fr.om. $774 · 
. to $3,090 pe_r month, with the llledian cost 'being. $1,545,- while 

. ~ educ.tional supplements range from $283 to_ $3,331 per month. 
· ·_Monthly board rates for in and out-~f·stat.e programs ~are com• 

parable; however, many of the out-of•state programs. ·are ·more 
· . expel)sive. due to the educat.ional supplements paid by the Piv- · 

1.s1.on. All children in residential placement either in or 
out-of~state haveH~dicaid coverage. · 

The following chart captures the. number of out-of•state facili­
ties and DYFS :placements within variousmontb,ly board rates: 

. . . . . 

Out-of•State BesidentialTreatment Center* 

Monthly board rates 
(e~cluding ed. ·supplements) 
$ u- - soo . · 

.. $ 500 1,000. 
$ 1~000 . 1,500. 
$:1,500 2.ooo 
$ 2,000 2t500 

. $_ 2,50~ . & Up 

Number of 
facilitie~ & pe~cent 

. 4. ( 10 • 2%) . 
3 (7.7%) 
9 (23.1%) 

15 (38.5%) 
5 (12.8%) 
3 (7. 7%) 

Number of 
DYFS children & percent 

12 (4.0%) 
.8 (2;7%) 

. 71 . (~3.8%) 
159 (53.3%) 

41 (13.7%) 
7 (2.3%) 

* Data from the May, 1984 Residential Child Care Fac_ilities Report~ 

II-' X _· 
/ . 
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LN'l'AKI•: Cit ITEitlA 1-'0lt AlHllS~;loN Ut~ ClllLUIU~N IN UYt-·s':"'AL•I~ItUVEI) R&::SIUEN1'1AL C"lllLb CARE FACILITIES 

littakc. Criteria 
~tales' 

.Females 
C:oe.d 
Ages 10 and below 
Ages 11 to 15 
Ag~ s 1 5 to 18 
Below Averag~ IQ 
Average lQ 
Above Average 10 
Emotionally Disturbed (Mild) 
Em o t t o n a 11 y D 1 s t u r bed (S e v e r e ) 
H u 1 t t p l y II a n d Lc a p p e.d 
Neurolol~ically Impaired 
Orthpedlcally Hand.icapped 
Perceptually llandic~pp~d 
Socially Maladjusted 
Visuaily Impaired 
Auditory llandicnpped 
Non-Ambulatory 
Adjudicated Delinquent 
Orug/Alc6hol Addiction 
Gont.rolled.Epllepsy 
E'n u ret l c 

fire s~ttlng (within p~st 2 ~e~rs) 
Fl re settf ng ·(more than 2 yenrs) · 
Suicidal 
P-sycho t 1 c 
Ovc r t · llo m·o ~; c xua ll t Y. 
Dlnhet tc 
Pr·egnant 

I> e :·a f 
A II t I !; t I c 
~)llp•~rvl r:c·.l l••dc•pt.~llclPIII: l.l vi UJ~ 
!) c: h I !. o pIt r c• 11 i c 
C: ·) 11111111 11 I ~~ ; 1 I l o 11 ll a n II L ,~ n 1; p (' d 
.:··.I ,,·; I ' '.! ll " .. I ,, ll I. I ! II " 

-------.;..·--------·-~·-1"' ACl LIT l'E-5·----------.-·-··---.-

Resident. 
Child 
Care· 
·(70) 

10 
7 

53 
38 
64 
61 
25 
27 
18 
42 
27 
18 
20 

5 
8 

16 
6 

1 2 
1'9 
1 1 

'• 
7 
2, 
4 
5 
6 
ll 

4 
2 
5 

'• i 2 
I 

I 5 
B 

1 i\ 

Group 
llomes 

(25) 

ll 
7 
5 
6 

22 
2.4 

I 
5 
5 

19 
1 
l 
2 
a . 
1 

1 1 . 
1 

,1 
0 
7 
1 
J 
1 
1 
1 
7 
4 
2 
1 
0 
0 

·() ., 
0 
1 

I .. 

Teach. 
Family 

lloines 
(20) 

7 
5 
8 
5 

20 
20 

2 
12 

9 
14 

0 
1 
1 
2 
0 

1 a 
0 
0 
0 
3 

·o 
0 
3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

.0 
u 
0 ,, 
0 
i) 

0 ... 

Suparvl•ad 
Transltlonal 

Llvi~g 
Ho~es 

(4) 

I 
2 
1 
0 
0 

'• 
0 
4 
4 
2 
1 
() 

0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
I 
1 
0 
I 
1 
0 
0 
I 
1 
u 
0 ,,, 
0 
0 
(\' 

Tot a 1 . 
(119) 

31 
21 
67 
49 

'106 
109 

28 
'48 
.36 

77 
29. 
20 
23 

8 
9 

40 
7 

13 
19 
23 

5 
11 

7 
5 
7 

1'5 
1 5 
.6 
4 
() ,, 

16 
... 

I 'j 
t) 

~ ....... 
I 
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. ESTIMATED MONTHLY COSTS . 
OUT OF- HOME PLACEMENTS 

. . . . . . 
. . ' .. ·~ - . ' 

· TYPE OF. PLACEMENT 
ESTIM,\TED. MONT.HLY. COST( 1) 

PER. CHILD 

. Juvenile- Family in Crisis 
.. Foste~- Care ·· · . 
· Alternate Care Home 
· llunaway Shelter .. 
· .. · Supervi$ed Transitional Li v~ng 
· ·Group Home (State Operated) 

Cl\ildrens Shelter 
Group Hoaie (Private). 

· Teaching · Fa11lily 
· Autistic Group Home 

Group Rome (Emotionally 
Private Home 

··Residential · 
Private (In State) 
Private (Out of State) 
State Oper•ted . 

Disturbed) 

$165 CZ:> 
200 

. 500 
880 (3) 
890 (4) 

1,010 (5) 
1,110 
1,325 

3,290 (6) 
1,605 (6). 
1,190. 

2~450 (7) 
2,510 (8) 
.3,800 (9) 

. ( 1) These .figures are averages, individual program costs coul.d be higher or low.er 
·tha~ these averages._Medical·costs ar~ excluded• . 

. . . . 

(2) As&\imes child is pla·~·ed for 30. days at: _$5.50 J>er diem, which DYFS reimburses the 
county. 

. . . . . . 

'(3) Based on the funding which DYFS provides· the~e programs. 

-(4) Reflects the average of. the three programs which have monthiy board rates. The· 
remaining two programs have cost reimbursement contracts •. 

: (5) Based on 90% of capacity and total operating cost. 
. . 

(6) Based on 100% of capacity .and total operating cost. 

(7) tncludes estimated monthly educational costs paid through the Department of 
. ~ducation~ Title XIX reimbursement for JCAH approved programs is excluded. 
. . . . . . ' 

. . 

(8) Includes estilll&_ted monthly educational costs -paid through the Dept. of Education 
plus a monthiy estimate of ~he educational supplements-paid by DYFS. Not all .of 
these programs rece-ive educational supplements yet thefie costs were included 
when calculating the average by spreading them over all-of the out-of-state 
programs. 'title XIX reimburseQient for JCAH approved programs is excluded. · 

(9) Based .on total op,erational costs of these programs as indicated in- the FY 1985 -
_Spending.Plan~ 
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· FISCAL ·SUMMARY . 
. . . . . . 

·. During FY· J984 · the DYFS Spending Plan alloc~tecf Substitute. Car~. funds by . 
service type. The plan received the Commissioner's .f.pproval·,in O~tober, 1.983 
ancf was the basis for the. DYFS FY j985 Budget·:request. :The Substitute. Care 
Financial S_Ummary compares the FY 1984 Spending Plan projectio-ns· with the 

·:. Exe~tive FY ·1985 B~dget RecOD~J~elldation amo~ts: · .. Please note that -the .FY i985 
Recoaan~D.dation has been adjusted two ways:·.· (if All. funds· have been.''included. 
Since t)le _focus of the Executive Budget is t.Q appropriate n~t State ·funds, it 

·may be difficult to re.late the Substitute care Financial SWIIPlary tC) the Execu~ . 
_tive Budget; and (2) Both State Operations and State Aid Budgets were combined 
. fo.r. cla~ity of -the Substitute Care fundiQg complement. - . 

In.Feb~·ry, l984,. the( Division submitted -:its ·mid~year Sp~nding .Plan Analysis 
to .the Department of Htiman 'Set'Vices. This <do~ument examine~ the first_ ·six . 
months of the fiscal year (July 1 - December 31, 1983) and an•lyzes the dif~ 
ferences between actual spending and the approve(~ spending pla~~- The mid-year 

.spending projec:tions-have been displayed both as a_ table and a pie chart to · 
stlow wU.t proportion of funds are spent on the v•rious. Substitute Care services. 
Please 11ote that for clari·ty, the .pie- chart .combines al.l shelte.rs (JlNS and.· 
Other Children's) and inclqdes Alternative Care ip. the Teaching Par.ent perce~tage. · 

·This ·pie .chart and table indicates that: · 
. . . . . . . . . . . ' 
. . . 

o -$52 .• 6 milli-on is the total projected spending in FY i984 for substitute 
care; · 

o $'24.1 million {46%) of the projected spending is·· for ~esidential 
treatment wbich involves_· only 12% of the children in _out-of•home 
placements; 

.. ·· . . . . . 

o $17.3 million (33.~) of the project spending is for foster care 
which involves 77% of the children· in out-of;..home plat::em~nts. · 
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St1BSTITPTE_ CARE FlNAN,CIAL SUMHUJ __ -3/8/84 

FY .1984 · . NET . NET - · 
ORIGINAL ri 19 85 . . INCREASE .. INCREASE 
SPENDING ' - RECOMMENDED - (DECltEASE) - (DECREASE) 

S~~VICE PROJECTION - -BUDGET $ % 

Jl~S Shelters_ $124,816 . $124,_816 .$0 -0~00% 

• · Other Children's _Shelters· 1,574,041 . 1 ,--57 4 t 041 0 0~00.% 

"Foster Care ~~ ,2_69, 171 19,269 t 171 ·. 0- 0.00% 

!'rivate Residential ·14 ,·532, 895 15,844,283 1,311,388 9.02% 

• ·st.te Operated. Facilities . -6,632,268 6,863,350 . 231,082 3.48% 

Independent Living- '597,461 61'5,385 '·17,.924 3.00~ 

Subsidiz_ed Adoption 3, 845,981 . 4 '188' 672 342,.691 8.91% 
l 

?rivate _Group Homes 2,518,290 3;593,839 1,075,549 .42. 71% 

teaching Parents 1,014,360 1,914,360 900,000 83.73% 

Al~ernative Care 0 4po,ooo 400,000 
,_, ___ 

f 
TOT.U.:. _$50' 109,283 $54,387,917 $4,278,634 8.54i; 

·===····--- ·======:=r=== ========== ::::==-~= 
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FY 1984 SPENDING PROJECtiON FO'J. SUBSTim '~ Pl::R MID-YEAR ANALYSIS 

·~ 

SPENDING 1. OF 
SERVICE· PROJECTION . SUBSTITUTE CARE 

JINS Sh~lters . $124,816 0.24: 

Othe.r Children's Shelters 1,814,000' 3o44% 

roster Care 17,292,933 .32.84%. 

Private Residential 17,307,234 32.861. 

.. ·State Operated Facilities 6,799,000 12.91% 

-Independent Living· 585,000 1. 11%. 

_ Subsidiz.ed Adoption. 3~375,926 6. 79% 

. P:rivate Group Homes 3,463,676 6.58% 

. Te~ching Parents 1,579,022. 3.001. 

, Alternative Care 120,000 0.23% 

TOTAL: $52,661,607 100~ 00% 
··==-=~==-=== ==·==== 



--44-. 

. t 
1 

·-

· APPENDIX D: INTERAGENCY ISSUES_ 
AND . . -- .. 

-THE IMPACT OF THE FAMILY COURT .. 

• 



Interagen_cy ·Issues ' ,,:· 

. . . : . . ' ~. '• 

. In addition to D •. Y.F .s., the major child placement agepcies include the · 
·.Divisions of Mental Health and Hospitals and Mental Retardation and the Depart­
.. merit of Corrections~· 

Although these sy~tems.encompas~ a. var.i~ty.of substitute ·care r~sources, 
.·many clients may be unable to be appropriately serviced due to the in.ability 
of 'clients to access services across age.ncy ~~s. As a result, clients may 
be inappropriately :placed within a particular agency's· system even though.a 
more appropriate placement or service is available within .another agency's 
system. 

Interdivisional issues, concerning the delivery of substitute care .ser­
vices which must be addressed include: 

1) 

. 2) 

3) 

A coordinated case manageme~t and decision-making proce~s does not 
exist. 

. . 

A sufficient number of specialized. coamtunity care resources for . 
. multi-problem children are needed. For example, specialized transi­
-ti~nal ~rograms for children leavi~g psychiatric facilities and 
residential treatment centers are n~eded especially for clients 

·approaching age 18. · 
. . . 

Coordinated ·service planning is difficult due to different geographic 
boUI1ciaJ:"ies (catchment areas) and administrative structures~ · 

The various substitute care resources.available through .all the above 
agencies will be organized into a unified service system·in order to insure 
that all those clients in need of substitute care will receive appropriate 
substitute care services iJlan expeditious manner. Interagency agreements 
will be pursued or existing ones refined to assure: 

1) There shall be coordinated case management. among the various agencies 
in addition to the establishment of service referral and follow-up 
procedures. Such procedures have been developed between DYFS and 
DMR. Decision making will be localized. 

2) The development of appropriate resources which are sufficient in 
number.and.adequatelyfunded shall be clearly identified among all 
the involved agencies. Resources. shall be periodically reassessed 
in order to make app_ropriate adjustments as client ne~ds and target 
populations change. 

3) Coterminous regions among DMR, DYFS and DMH&H shall be established 
with lines of administrative problem identification and resolution 
tlearly identified. 

4) A.special task force consisting of DYFS and Department of Corrections 
staff shalL be convened in order to address· the needs of children in 
detention centers .and those neari~g di~charge from c~rrectional 
facilities (especially from Skillman). 
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In addition to addressi11g th~ above illtera.gency· issues regarding t_he · 
other child placement agencies, the. Divisio~ must also . improve case management· 
:and $ervice· delivery coordination between DYFS; the Department o£ Edu_c;ation . 
and .local school districts. As. stated earlier in this plan, the major requirement. 
for :mainta'ining children in their ow homes or c:;ommunity plac;ement altern$-. 
tives ist.o ensure that :there are adequate iil•home ~nd-commuriity support 
services available to meet the n'eeds of- a partfcul~r child. and hi$/her fami~y •. 

. . - . 

One of: these essential 'co11111unity services. is.·ed~cat~ona.l progr•mmi.~i 
which for many children will need to ~ake t.he form of alte.rnative day school 
or day treatment programs.· However, due to.poth the lack of case coordination 
between DYFS and local school districts and program availability, many children 
are. placed ill-. residential treatment centers wht;!re· ~hey cap receive th.e structured 
educat~ional anc:l support services they_ need. - In ·several. c;*ses placement in 
more restrictive settings couldbe prevented through-coordinated service 
delivery ~ithDYFS arranging the essential in-home .supportservices·or a­
community placement and the _··local school distxoict providing the educatio11al 
programming through referrals to private or regional day school or day trea~ent 
programs. l~ regards to day tr.ea1:JDent, ,there is currently no Jo.int or.coord~nated 

·effort concerning program developQ~_ent and funding. :Ideally; the Division 
would fund_the therapeutic-and supportive program components while t.he Department 
of Education-would fund the appropX'iate educational services .. However, such a 
cooq)rehensive and cooperative effor·~ is lacking .. In many cases, existing educational · 
facilities could: be .utilized in order to minimize or eliminate capital costs. 

·Therefore, in order.to address the aboveissues, the Division is proposing: 

1) The improve_m~nt ofservice delivery. coordination .which can.be addressed 
thr9ughinteractions between district offices and local school-
districts a·nd; · 

2) A joint program devel.opme~t effort between the Department o£ Education 
and DYFS regarding day treatment programming. AD, example of such an 
effort would be ~he Extended Day Program in Essex County which is a 
joint initi•tive between the Division and the Department of Educatio(L 
This program provides intensive support services to emotionally handicapped· 
children in order to reduce the dropout rate and the need for 
residential placement. . · 

. ' 

Finally, the Div:ision must expand it's coord~nation efforts with housing and 
· · county wel~are ageQ.c1es regarding the provision of services to families exper­

iencing a hou~ing crisis. As mentj.oned in Section IV, the Division many times 
must arrange a te~~~porary placement for the childre_n ·Uilti_l the crisis is ·res-olved. 

Im'ACT OF THE FAMILY COURT 

In July, 198fthe County Juvenile and Domestic Relations' Court $ystem was. 
abolished and the Family Divison of the Superior. Court was created in its 
place. The legislation which established· the Family Co~rt views juvenile 
offenses as a fa_mily problem and seeks the utilization of a comprehensive 
se~ic,e system to address· the needs of children and families. The Division of 
Youth and Family Servic·es ·has been designated as one of the primary service 
resol,lrces for the_FamilyCourt System. Due. to this designation, the service 
demands on the Division have increased substantially_ especially in the~ area of 
out-of~home_placement services. For example, residential and group home 

st.X-



_placements_ have increased by over 100 children duri.Da' the last two yf;!ars. 
Many Division staff believe that much of this ·increase c41i be attributed 
ditectly to _the Family Coul'ts~ · 

. . . 

The provision of_out-of-hoiDe placement services such as, group care and 
residential treatment have become crucial because the EluDily Court System· 
relies ·on these resources as alternatives to-incarceration for.less- serious 
juvenile offenders.- These types of court disposit:lons'vhich .-rt!:iaandated.by 
tb..ti! Family Court Legislation has placed a great stram·::on the· Division's 

--.- out-of-home placement resources. Furthermore, Family(·'Court staff . throughout 
·tb.e state have-revealed that thei:e·are many children in shelt-er· facilities. 
awaiting placement and other children in need of alternative placements but 
who are bei,ng incarcerated or going unserved. Therefore, if .. the Divison is to _ 
meet the cu~rent.and future service demands of the Family Court then additional 

·out':"of-holile placement .resources must be developed~ However, theincreased 
demand.- for out.;,of-home .placement resource$ is not only~'associated witll the 

· Family_ Court's desire to utilize less restrictive plaa:ement options but 
is-also the direct result of the lack of colill_lunity baaed services . .avai:J.able as 

.alternatives to_placement or incarceration. -The Department of Human Services, 
through monitoring reports, has indicated 't.hat-there-are:statewide gap~ in 
specific services such as specialized mental health programs for juvenile 
offenders, coQJQ~UD.ity. programs for drug and alcohol abusers and __ day _treatme~t 
programs~ 

As can be seen, the expansion of coDDDunity-based services, such as day 
treatment, is a.s essential as the development of additional out-of-home placement 

_resources in meeting the service demands of the Family Court. Therefore, the 
expansion of re$OU1'Ces outlined in this plan take on greater signific·ance. 
Specifically, t.he program development proposed will provide both additional· 
commun:ity placement alterQ.atives and community support services aimed at 
stabilizing families ~nd thus preventing the need for placement.. In addition, 
it is a goal of the Division that these services be utilizedin order to 
facilitate the return of children to their collllllunities and/or~<:families and . 

·thus increasing the availability of placement resources. However as the 
service demands of the Family Court continue·to increase it may be necessary 
to develop additional placement resources especially residential treatment ·for 

. those children with more critical service needs. 
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Proximity Analysis 

. - .. This appendix provides information .which can"be Utilized in exam1.n1.ng tht! 
.· pro¥imity of chl.ldre~ 'in placement to their own communities· (primarily. their .. 

1 own countie·sr. Analyzing this information• is an important step in determining 
_ where resource development should be directed iii order to ensure an out~of-home 
pl~cement system which is coamunity-based. This ~nfonaation consists of .. a . 

·proximityail,lysis,-location •nalysis, two COIDPatisons ·of resource utilizatt'on 
with resource availability and a ·breakdown of the childz:-en receivfng placement. 

· services by county of supervision. 

Inforilustion Ser-Vices compiled a report which compares the "Office ·of 
· Family Supervision" to the county, region, or state in 'Which :a chi_ld in a 
substitute ca~e placement resides •. The."Office of Family Supervision" is the 
distr~ct office which supe.rVises the family but. which . is not necessarily the.· 
child's office of supervision. This· report, which includes a sa.mple of the 
children in foster care (including para foster), emergency and juvenile .. family_ 
in crisis shelters, independent living, group home, teaching family, and both 
private a.nd DYFS operated residential treatment centers, was requested in 
order to analyze the proximity of children in these placements to their own 
communities. · 

' ' - I ' ' ' ' ' 

There are several-limitations to this report in that it does.riot include 
children in public· institutions (suc·h as correctional facilities), children for· 

·whom an ARC is the family office of supervision or those under duel supervision 
with an ARC. Also excluded were the unaccompanied minors in the Indo-Chinese 
program, s~pervised by Central Office. In addition, a number of children were 
not included due to faulty data which includes conflicts between living arrange­
ment codes a~d service c9des or information which was not entered appropriately~ 

. . 

As a r.esult of the above limitations, ·the report on page 50, only captures 
71.2CXt of the children in substitute care placements. Therefore~ due to the · 

· exclusion of the remaining 28.8% of the children the data w)lich is presented 
may be distorted. For example, the data concerning Hudson County, which 
relies on other co~ties for .foster care, illustrates that 82.7% of' their 
children in foster care are placed within the co~ty. Howe.ver, at least 102 
children were-missing from the sample who if included may more accurately· 
reflect the situation in Hudson County. Several of the conclusions which can 
be drawn from this report are that: 

o approximately 90% of the children in reside~tial treatment are 
·placed outside of their counties while 60%-70% are placed· out of · 
their regions; 

o it is estimated that 50% of the group home placements are in•county 
while 70% are in-region; 

o approximately 89% of the teaching family placements are out-of-county 
while 63% are out-of-region; 

o ·about .93% of the foster .placements are in-county. 

The location analysis on page 51 identifies the numbe.r of placem.ent 
.resources in each county by placement type while the chart on page 52 looks at 
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the number of. children from each individlia·l county- bein·g =:;ervic_ed in ea·ch o·f 
· the,$e -placement ttpes .... Th~ l.ast. twp charts on pages 53 apd_. 54 -'cQmpare ~he .. 
resource utilization of ~each coun~y with ~heir resotu:ce~ av~:i,.lability. The ·• · 

· fiJ:'St chart ·focuses pritnarily on ·foster car~ while the· remaining placements 
· .. are .included on .the second. chart. Several·· of the highlights of these two charts 
are: . . 

_,·- ' -·. . -· . 

. - ·_.· .· - .. _, 

· . o 29:1 of the foster ~care place111ents are· in ·Essex County·; · 

o Essex Coti.nty accounts f9r 181; of the non~:foster ca~e placeme~tS.: but 
. only has. 8. i% of the resources; 

·· o .. Hud~oll County accounts for· 12% of _the n9.n.~foster · c;•re placements but 
only has 6.11 of the resources;. .· · · · .· · · · · .. · ·· 

- . : 

: ·.. ·-

0 Somerset County·accounts for only 2% of.these plac:;em~ntsyet has 
-nearly 10% of the resources~ 

.... 
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· .PHO:<Hil'J"': .Ot' l'I.J\CI~ttl~lff ·ro OltlllCit 01~"-1."/.Hll.Y· Sl.JPEBtVISl_ON ... 

s1-:tw r c1~ 

Emergency Shelter 

J:mntly ·crJ&ls Shelter 

1:osfer Care 

lntlencintl.ant l.lvlntl· 
I ,c· .. '!./·, 

r.rmiai l.lome · '"l',-, 

'l'c :tcld :'It I~ amlly 

Rc:; f.d ... ~nt lH l Centc..!rS 

SAl-lE 
CC,UNTY. 

90.7R7. 

9·6 .. 20l 

9 2. s.r·~ 

90.70% 

!,q .t,o%; 

10 .• 77% 

9.607. 

": ·_)-~ 

. . ' . . . 

SAHE .REGION. TOTA.L 
o·rnER .COUNTY · · SAME R,ECION 

. 4.-. 61% 95.3.9% 

. 1. 27% .97.47'1. 

.,. ,·,,.% CliJ.~) Li: 

,.4l~ .96~12% 
1 

. '1'9. 64% ·. 69.;05% .. ,' 

. 26.15% 36 .. 92~' 

18 .. 247. 27.84% 

I' 

OTUER.. REGION 
IN STATE 

.. 3. ,J.9% 

2~53% 

·t.Rnt.· 

'' ] .• tdf, ' 
.... ·· ' .. ;c'i•i.,t;:.. ,_,·,4·~~ . . 

28. 57~> '. 

63.08i. 
~- ~· ·'· 

29~70% ·,. 

DATA AS. OF 2/3/84 

. OU1' .oF . 

STATE 

n •'•2% 
0.00% 

'2. '-J%. 

. · • 1'0TAL .. 

~TilER REGION 

4.61% . 

2~'53% 

4.09% 

.. 0.78% ·•;-··· .. /;:·:·,:;··:~~.T:·.lr:·l·:~8% 

. 2. JS% .;. · .·. ·, 3.o~i$t 
':':,1:;~· 

0.00% til.nnx· 

. 30.30% ·, 60 •. 00% 

. 

.I '·:, 
Ut; .... ~., 
I':. 

,· 
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. LOCATIONANALYSIS .. 
IN-STATE PLACEMENT RESOURCES 

FOSTER. RESIDENTIAL TRANSITlONAL 
: 

TEACHING-ALTERNATE .GROUP , 
COUNTY .OF .SUPERVISION ·CARE- BEDS (2) .·noME- :sHELTER .. ·LIVING. ·FAMILY CARE .TOTAL 

BEDS(1). s·EDS BEDS . BEDs· BEDS(3) BEDS· 

Atlantic 290 ·o 0 24 o· 8 0 ·. 322'. 
Bergen 234 . 48 52 25 6 0 0 . 365 
Burltngto·n · ·c 417 4S . 11 .. 14 . 8 1 -2: : 504 .· 
Camden 63·2 25 17 43. 0 0 l '718 
Cape Hay 160 . 0 0 12 0 4 0 '.176 
Cumberland 26) 69 6 o· 0 12 12'· 364 
Essex .1,481 . 50 32' . 34 6 0 ·.· o> 1,603 
Glouceste.r 157. 1 ' 12 . 10-. 12 . ' 4 6 ' 202 
Hudson 293 4.3 24 25 0 0 0 · .. . 38•5 
Hunterdon 55 ., 0 0 . 12 0 5 2 14 
Me.rcer 325 80 10 24 0 5' 0 444 
Middlese.x 294 . 42 12 ' 12 .· 0. 0 ·o .. 360 
Monmouth 622 . 48 42 14 0 13 ·5 744 
Morris 211 ·_32 ·. 8. 22 ·o 6. 0 2t9. 

. ' 

Ocean 449 1 8 11 .0 0 2· 471. 
Passaic 396 52 8 20 6 0 l 483 
Salem . 119 48 o. 12 . 0 4 ' 0 . 183 

· Somerset 71 12.7 0' 18 0 0 0·. 216 
Sussex 99 0 '. 0 7 0 0 '. 0. 106 
Union · 434 0 12 24 0 ,6 0 . 476 
Warren . 79 26 0 3 0 0 0 ·108 

TOTAL 7,083 . 737 ·254 36·6 . 38· 74 31 8,583 

( 1) Includes homes which are approved and meet agency standards as well. as those approved only :for use by .. 
a particular child. Also included are hoU.es which may not be currently in use .due t.o an· abuse/ · · 
neglect investigation or incomplete foster .parent training. · 

. (2) Only the number of DYFS 'placements (as opp~sed· to' capacity).were included for· restrfctecl' intake 
facilities and t'hose. ·facilities serving a specialized population such as. me·ntally· reta~ded and , 

. physically ha-ndicapped. Restricted intake fac-ilities serve a limited numbe·r of. DYFS clfents. 

(3) The· Cedar Grove Teaching Family community was included with the residential bed count. · . 

DATA SOURCES· : 
PCIS File 12/2/83 
-Resid~ritial~Chtld Care Facilities Report. 5/84 

·I 
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Clll Llllti·:N ltECinV I.NC PLAC.I~~mNT SEitVlCES RY t_~OUtf'!'Y OF SUP"~4V'U! I ON 

FOSTER RESIDENTIAL GROUP 
COUNTY OF SUPEUVISION CARE IIOMES 

Atlantic l 31 II• 2 
gergen 119 70 32 
l~u r 1 I ng ton l }ll 26 lJ 
Camden 413 100 l 
Cape Nay 66 1J 0 
Cu mL<:'r 1 B·lld 170 19 J 

'Essex l,9J) 1'15 22 
Clou•~t!ster I ., c 

4 -:;) /i6; . 10 
-lluJ tH>rl . 273. 150 31 
llun t ~ rdon ·~ '• 1. 0 
Nc •·ccr i ~} 2 'l8. 3 
:·II dd h~·St~:< 2li4 58 10 
tl••nn:nlith 4 >8 79_ 12 
llprri s a7 36 7 

· Oce<lll 2/0 4'• 0 
l'assaJc ).'10 . 76 22 
Salem·. , HJ 8 I 
.Suuu~rsct 1.0 21 5 
Sussex 71 6 2. 
Uo:ion 317· ]Ia 10 
Harren (,Q 13 4 

Subtota 1: . - 5 ,6()2 .··· ,, r.oJ"3 . ·190: 
~ '.: 

Ce n t raJ 0 f f.l c e : ~· I «•2 0 
A. R. C-.'s -1,1:~5 .JO 

CI~A!;n Trri'Al..: ,, ,lll:9. I ;O(,J 

J):\'J'A ~:Otii~CI::~; : 

"~i·~rvi.··· At:l I ve/Cllll.tr•·n 111 Pl:u·r·•·"'llf Ht·port" 
~;I:: 1:- ,,.,:·! I ·~c .lti!l·' .', ,!•):~:. 

. I , 

',' 

0 
B . 

198 

TRANSITIONAL. ':fEACIII NG 
SIIELTEitS LIVING ·FAMILY 

2 2 4 
]It 1 2 

7 0 1 
30 1 2 
5 l 2 
5 0 5 

151 5 20 
10 2 3 
31 0 1 

5 0 .2 
15 . 0 3 
16 0 6 
ll 0 9 
20 o· 5 
15 0 1 

'• .3 1 

'• 2 2 
}It 8 3 
5 0 0 

74 0 5 
10 ·o 2 

25 85 . 

0 0 0 
1 0 11 

'"5 25 96 

AL'l.E:RNAT! 
CARE TOT,\1:. 

0 155 
1- 27-9' 
0 243 
0 607 
0 87 
2 204 
2 . 2.318 
0 196 ,. 
2 .. 494 
0 38 
a 252 

I 2· 296 • Ul .. 
W;-

0 569 I 

0- l55 
2 282 
0 446' 
o. too· 
0, 91 
0· 84-
0 490 
1 90 

ll . f>.16' 
0 102. .i.,) 

·l -. n.ta4 

16 8.762 



COUNTY 

.-Atlantic 
~-Bergen 

·- - . Burling tog. 
Camden 
Cape May 
Cumberland· 

_ Essex 
Gloucester 
Fudson 
HunterdQn 
Mercer 
Micidlesex 
MoniDOUth-
Morris 
Ocean 
Passaic·-

- Salem 
Somerset 
Su;.;sex 

-Union 
Warren· 
ARC'S 

TOTAL 

~54-

: coMPARisoN- OF RZ·souRcE· uti:LIZAT10N · · 
- WITH RESOURCE AV AILABILI'IY 

. : · FOSTER CARE (*l - -

--NUMBER OF PERCENT OF --NOMBER 
PLACEMENTS PLACE~N!S :BEDS 

-131· 1.93% '290· 
i39 2.05% '234 
196 '2.89%- 417_ 
473 ~.97% .632 

66-. o.9i% 160 
170 2~~o% .265 

1,983 29-.22%- 1;481' 
125 1.84% 137 
273 4.02~- 2~3 

._- 24 0.35~ 55 
192 2.83% 325' 

._204 J.Ol% 294 
458 .6 • .75%. ~22 

87 -1._28% '211 
220 3~24% . 449 
·340 5.01% 396 

83' _1.22% 119 
40 G. 59)~ 71 
71 !.•)5% 99 

321 4.82% ·A34 
60 · C .. $8~ 19 

1,125 16~sa~ 

6_,787 100.00% 7,0S3 

QF -PERCENT-
OF BEDS 

-- 4.09% 
3. 30%' 
5.89% 
8.92% 
2.26% 
3.74% 

·20~91% · _ 
2.22% 
4.14% 
0.78% 
4.59% 

. 4.15%. 
8.78% 
2.98% 
6.34% 
5. 59% . 
1.68% 
1.00% 

-1.40% 
6.13% 
-1.12% 

100.00% 

(*) Includes homes whtch are appro·lfed' arid' rueee .ig-~ncy standard.s ·as 
well as thos·e approved only f~r use ·oy a ~a-:-ticulae. child.--- Also. 
included are homes which TJ1af "lOt c·.l~rent.l.-.• be in ase due to art 

· abuse/neglect investigation or inc;c,:"lpl~t;~ fosLer ~~rent t r~ining. 

DAT-A_- SOURCE: 
PClS FILE 12/2/83 
Sl:3 7/6/84 
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COUNTY 

·Atlent~c 
Bergen 
Burlington 
Camden 
Cape May. 
Cumberland 

·Essex 
Gloucester 
Hudson 
Hunterdon 
Mercer 

.Middlesex 

. Moillllo\lth 
Morris. 
Ocean 
Passaic 
Salem 
Somerset 
Susse}t . 
'Union 
Warren 

TOTAL 

. . . .. ·:~55- ·.· .•. · ..... 
COMPARISON OF RESOuRCE UTILIZATION 

WITH RESOURCE .VAILABILI'U (*). 

NUMJER OF . · PE~cENT. OF NUMBER OF 
PLACEMENTS . PLACEMENTS BEDS 

·,24 ·1~35% . 32 
. 140 7.86% 131. 

47 2.·64% . 87 
133 7~46% 86 
20 1.12% 16 
34 1.91% 99 '-

·330 18.52% 122~ ·.-.~ 
'69 3.87.% 45~-

221 12.40% 92'" 
14. 0.79% 19 
60 3.37~ 119 
92 5.16% ~6 

111 6.23% 122 ... 
68 3.82% 68 

.,. 

62 3.48% _'22 
·103 5.78% 87 

15 0~84% 64:_ 
43 2.41% '145 . 
13 :0.73% 7 

1'63 9.l5% 42·'· 
20. 1.12% 2·9 

1-.782 100 •. 00% 1,500 
. . . ~ 

.. PERCENT 
OF BEDS 

.·2.13% 
8.73% 
5.80% 
5·73% 
1.07% 
6.60%· 
·8. f3% 
3.00% 
6.i3% 
1·27% 
7.93% 
4.40% 
8.13% 
4.53% 
1.47% 
5.80% 
4.27% 
9.67; 
0.47% 
2.80% 

·1·93% 

100.00% . 

·. (*) Placement data combines residential, group hQme, teaching f~mily, 
alternate care·, .shelter care, and transi·tional living programs·· 
(both in and out of state). B_ed space data reflects only in ·state 
programs• There are approximately 300. children in out of state · 
residential placement. 

DATA SOURCE: 
SIS 7/6/84 
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Q. . Wh~t ha~ be~n the imp~~t of the Famtiy Court o~· i~sidential 
placements?· 

A. ·-.The Divis ion of Youth and Family Services has estimated that 
the Family Cour~ has increased· the nu_mber of children i:n group· 

·home and residential p1acement' by appro.xitn~tely 100 pe_r _year. An, 
ex•tt impact of the New Famili ~court ha~ been difficult io tra~k 
for a number of reasons, including: 

0 

0 

(A) The . fa c t t ha t t he. Fa m i 1 y Co u r t w a s pre c e d e d by the 
Juven·ile and Domestic Relations Court which . did refer 
clients to the Divi•ion. 

(B) The data gathering syst~m did not _identify the 
source of r~ferral for childr~n coming under s~p~rvision. 

In an attempt to compensate for the .problem in the data gathering 
s y s t em ; the D i v i s i on has rev i s e d · the ca se r e co r ding s y s t em t o 
i tl c lu de an i t em w hi c h w i 11 i d en t i f y c a s e s 'r e fer red by the :Fa m i 1 y 
Court. While this will allow DYFS to track new cases,· we are 
still unable to compare previous periods. 

Due to the imp o r t an c e o f con f i r m i n g and e s tab 1 i s hi n g the imp a c t 
of the Family· Court the Division will complete a su~vey ·within 
the next few weeks of all children. in group home or.· r.esidential 

. p 1 a c-e men t t o d e t e r m i n e in v o 1 v em e !1 t . by t he F ami 1 y Co u r t • The 
results of this survey should be available in approximately. a 
month. 

Q. Has 76% of the residential account been expended? 

A. Residential placements are projected to increase above 
budget estimates. The state~ent that 761 of our Residential Care 
account is .spent is due to the fact that tbe Federal 
reimbursement and to_unty collections have not been· credite_d. to 
the Residenti~l Care account. Also, obligations in this account 
r e f 1 ec t t_ he 1 a r g e v o Lu me o f J u 1 y 1 , con t r ac t r en e w a 1 s ( 6 0 % ) , 
which must_be· obligated for a full year co~t~ 
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·Q. A~e th~re e_t\bugh res.:ideti~ial b.edsi.-n th_e .s.tate to J~teet t"he 
demarid for ·~etvitesl 

A• There ate n.ot enough_ residential,. . beds to acc-ommodate all 
reside.ntial referrals~ 

· Pu:blici t·y co-ncern-ing .. ·· o\it-Qf-st·ate pla~ement .of. children . by DYFS 
-s-urfaced- ·ln. 1977. In May of . that _y_ear, 595 ch:l.ld~en were . in 
out-of - s t a t e fa c _i Lf t i e s , · 2 6 1 o:f tho s e chi 1 d r en were . 1 n _ Treat men t 

·.Centers· tn()re than _50 miles from New Je·rsey·.-. In _response to -this 
con c e r n, _ the D i vi s i on in i t i ate d ._ me as u r e s t Q . reduce · the 
_orit-6f~state p6pul~tion and create mote place~ent resources 
.1 n- s t a t e • Current 1 y DYF S pro hi bl.t s . the -p 1 ace m ~ n t of a t1 y chi 1 d 
o.utside- ·of New Jersey until all appropriate in-state· facflifies 
have been>explored. · · 

'As of September 31, 1985, 347 children were placed outsid~ of N~w 
. Jersey. Of this number :-:-c>nly 32 were in. fac.il,ities loca·ted 
b~yartd_ 50 ~iles _ of the New Jers~y border. Th~ Division 
re~ojni~~• _~he ~eed and benefit to continue utilizing· ne.rby 
out.:.of-·state facilities. In ·many cases, these. programs offer 
services and programs not available,.in New -Jersey. ln addition, 
·the s e pro g r am s are o f ten ·more . e as .i l y ac c e s s ib 1 e 'to fa m 'i 1 i e s • For 
e~ampl~, a Phiiadelphia are~ prbgram would be-mote accessible to 
a Camde~ County family than a Bergen County facility. 

Cur r e n t 1 y , . many 6 f the in- s t a t e r e s i d en t i a1 _ and g r o up home 
programs are · ope tat in g at near capac i t y ~ . ( Average _ uti 1 i z at i on 
rate 78%.) The Division has --recognized- the need· to encourage 
progta~ _expansion and the ~evelopment of specialized programs to 
me e t the n e e d s of chi 1 d r en re q u i r i n g p 1 ace men t .• 

· The- Pl a.n for Improving Out of Hotne Pl acemen_~. Al terna t i yes was 
distributed a·t the Public Hearing on ·October 23, 1985, lays out 
what action must be taken to- address residential _placements.· 
DYFS has established, as . an. outgrov.Tth ·O~ the Plan, the Out of 
Hbme Placem~nt Care Ta-sk Force to work on progra~ development in~ 
expansion• 
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Q. Ca~ the Divisi~n s~bstanti~t~·an inc~ease 
·placements over.the past year?: 

ip · residential 

A. There are three~major·ways that residential~p1~cements are 
counted and pu.blishe·d. Referring to the attach-ed- table_, these 

_,are: 

'. 

o (A) PAID PLACEMENTS: This column ·represents the number of 
children for whom payment .was ~tade for residential. and group 
home placements during the month indicat~d. :x~- a thild 
receives. services, but no payment is-made that .month, he 

· wi 11 not be counted. 

o (B) SISM-5 CENSUS: This cofumn represents the number. ·of 
children register~d in the S1S 8$ rece~ving residential 
services as of- the first-friday of the- month indi~ated. 
This number. includes free: ·as _well as .Paid placeDJents, 
whether or net payment is forthcoming. For the purpose. of 
con~istency in this compar~son, the numbers.shown include 
tesidential, group homes, public institution$, and teaching 
parent placements. This was done because categorization of. 
the SISM-5 placement data was changed during 1984, and only 
by including all ~f these services can a ~~lid comparison be 
made. · · 

o (C) LICENSING CENSUS: This column represents the. number 
of children who received services residential-and group home 
services on the last day of the month indicat~d based on 

_child counts provided by the institutions·~: .. This number also 
. includes free as well as paid p 1 acemen t s, whether or .not 

payment is fotthcoming. 

While each of these different 
different purposes, there are 
considered; · 

cou~ting methodologies serve 
two basic facts which must be 

0 They cannot be compared with each. ot~er .as 
different things different ways. 

they count 

o ~heri are both seasonal and syste~atic differences which do 
not necessarily have their effect during the same months· of 
the ye.ar .. 

In view of the above, thr~e different compatisons are utilized 
for the$e three different counting methodologies. The first 
eight months of 1984 and 1985 were chosen for comparison becaus~ 
uniform and. accurate data was available for bll thr~e 
methodologies for that period. 
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COJ:Dparis,OD· (1) shows. the. overall i!lCr_ease from t_he' ~onth ·J~nuary ,-
1.984 to the month August, ~1985. . Thi~· . overall c~ange is 
co~parable between (A) PAID PLACEMENTS ·~nd {B) SISM~5 CENSUS but· 

· (C) LICENS~ING CENSUS is .·substantially lower. ComparisC,n (2) pins 
. the . highest and lowest mon.ths (of t.he 16 · aonths · · shown) and 
· •:· c::omputes t_hat incre:ase (showing the two months. -used)~ Again, . (A) 

and {B} are comparable, .but (C) shows. a ··. remarkabl~ increase. 

So~e inte~estirtg observations can be .drawn fr~~ these 
'-C~mp~risons. While-.there ha$ been ·some .fl~6tu$tion, paid 
·placements tend to -steadily increase, ·- as the 'lowest ·arid -highest 
·months are_·· also . ·the first· · and last . (Jan .. ·s4 ·and· Au·g 85 
·respec.tiv.ely). The SIS census is· also relatively . consisten-t, 

·with o.nly. a minor drop from June 85 to August 85. 'I'he Licensing 
Census, .:while irregular on a· month--by-month basis, still shows an 
upward trend. When averaging the firs.t eight months of each year 
'for each. counting methodology, . -as shown. in _Comparison ( 3), · we 

·yield co~parable: average •oqual increases~ -This ~orraborates the 
Division's positioll that we· have increased ·· appro~i-.ately 100 
paid r~•identi~l placements since th~ Fin~ncial Im~ac~ was issued 
(October~ 1984) while free placemerits r~mained relatively 
consta-n.t. __ :Similarly.,·· CoJilparisons (1) · an·d· .(2) indicate a 
proportional increase over approximate1yone and one helfyears. 

Increases . in residential and group home placements . were. · 
characterized- in the O~tober, 1984 ~inahcial I~~ect by a· gr~ph 
which depicted paid placements by average -fiscal 4uarter~. The 
attached _graph shows that both the actual average quarterly paid 
placements· (solid line) as we.ll as those or'iginally. projected 
last. October (dotted line). . Please ·.note that ·we are · averaging 

. approxi111ately 50 pa'id pl-acements over our projection. 



RESIDENTIAL/GROUP: HOME .. CENSUS ANALYSIS 

MONTH 

(A) 
PAID 

PLACEMENTS 

REVI~~D: ~1-0ct-85 

·(B) . 
_SISM~5 

ceNsus 

(C) 
l.ICENSING . 

CENSUS . . 

-----------------~-~-~-----~-----------------~-------------~------~ 
.Jan 84 968 •1,447 .· l-,096 
Feb 84 981 1 ,4·53 1,100 
Mar 84 985 . 1,448. 1' 0_94 
Apr 84 994 1,449 1,066' 
May 84 · 1, OlB 1,458 1' 115 . 
Jun 84 1,-013· 1,483 1,106 
Ju1 84 1,007 . 1; 462 1,153 
Aug 84 ·1,.010 1,456 1,103 
:;: = = ::'_::-·;:;: = :·:;_:: = =·= = = = = = = = = =-=-= = = = = = ::;: ;: = = = =·= ~-·= = ;:-= = = : .. ::_:;:; = = =-=·=~-= == = = = == = = = 
Jan 85 1' 086 1,520 1', 157 
Feb 85 1,073 1,524 1,163 
Mar 85 1' 093. ' 1 ,-523 1,211 
Apr 85 1,090 1,543 l, 242 . 
May 85 1,097 . 1, 555 . l, 239 
Jun 85 1,100 1,587 1,203 
Jul . 85 1,106 1,5a6 1, 196 .. 
Aug 85 1' 110 1,581 1,173 
::; ;:': ==== = = = = = =·= = =-= = = = === == = =====-= = == == = = == = = = ::;:·:;:; = :;:: ==·==,== .. ==·==·== ==·= 

(1) NET INCREASE FROM 
JANUARY 84 TO AUGUST 85: 

% INCREASE: 

'(2) NET INCREASE FROM 
LOWES~ ~0 HIGHEST MONTH: 

% INCREASE: 

(3) NET INCREASE BY 
AVERAGE CENSUS FOR 
JANUARY THROUGH AUGUST~­
AVERAGE FOR JAN-AUG 1984: 
AVERAGE FOR JAN-AUG 1985: 

NET AVERAGE INCREASE: 
% INCREASE: 

142. 
14.7% 

~AN84-AUG85. 
142 

14.7% 

997 
1,094 

97 
9.8% 

·134 
'9.3% 

JAN84-JUN85 
140 
9. 7%' 

1,457'. 
. . 1,552 

95 
6.5% 

. 77 
.7.0% 

APR84...;APR85. 
176 

16.5% 

1,104 
1' 198 . 

94 
8. 5~o . 

(A) Number of paid placements per month (unduplicated ~hi~dren) 
for residential and group home facilities. 

(B) SIS census of children in residential; group home, maternity 
home, public institutiion, and teaching parent placements as 
of the first Friday of the month indicated ("snapshot"). 
Both free and paid placements are incruded. 

(C) Bureau of Licensing census of DYFS children in re~identiel and 
group home facilities as of th~ last day of the month indicated 
( a 1 s o a " s n a p s hot ") . B o t h free. and p a i d p 1 a cement s are i n c 1 u d e d . 

71X 
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.. r-DOlTED. 'LJNE .s PAID PLACEMENTS IF'-RQJECTED IINI OCTOBER~ 119B4r· ~ · 

. ooo~----~--~----------+---------~----~--~~--------~--~--~~----~~~~--------~---------+----------1 
'JUL~SEP83 JAN-.MAR84 · · JUL~SEP84 · .··JAN-MAR85 JUIL.-SEP85 

OCT-DEC83 -APR-JUN84 OCT~DEC84· ·· APR-JUN85 · . . 
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