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Studies of the Educational Placement of Children Residing in Group Homes

Abstract

Children residing in group homes (or Licensed Children’s Institutions—LCls) are
potentially the state’s most vulnerable and “at risk” population. For these children, public
education is a vital key to successful transition to adulthood. The limited research on outcomes for
these children, however, suggests that as a nation we are doing a poor job of preparing them for
adulthood. One major study showed that within two to four years after emancipation, 46 percent
had not completed high school and 40 percent had been on public assistance or incarcerated.
(Bernstein, 2000, p. 67)

In California, however, there are glimmers of hope in regard to reform. These include the
passage of Senate Bill 933, the authorization to expand the Countywide Foster Youth Services
Program statewide, and the formation of a Stakeholder Group to “revamp the entire child welfare
system.” These efforts have the potential to assist in assuring the provision of high quality and
appropriate educational services to children residing in group homes

This report presents findings and recommendations for two related studies, mandated
through the 1998 Budget Act (AB 1656, Section 6110-001-0001, Provision 21) by the California
Legislature, regarding the education of children residing in group homes or licensed children’s
institutions (LCIs) in California. The requirements for this study were to determine a more clearly
established count of children in group homes, the practices affecting their education placement,
the degree of coordination between education and noneducation agencies, and the impact of these
factors on educational outcomes for group home children.

The count of group home children, after matching for the first time two major state
databases with information on them, was shown to be 18,416. Of this count, it is estimated that
47 percent are in special education and that 46 percent of these special education students are
being educated in nonpublic schools (NPS).

The research methods used to gather information for this study included state data
analysis, surveys of staff at involved agencies, site visits, and interviews with students, statewide
policy makers, and other interested parties. Findings from all of these research methods suggest
that despite some promising beginnings of change in California, a tremendous amount of additional
work is needed to bolster education outcomes for children in group homes. One California
Department of Education official lamented that educationally they have been treated as “throw
away kids.” As the state is investing up to $80,000 per year for a group home child, better
education outcomes are imperative both for their well being and to ensure responsibility and
accountability in the use of tax dollars.

Overall accountability and responsibility need to be more clearly established, interagency
coordination and collaboration substantially improved, a viable state-level information system for
group home children implemented, system capacity bolstered, and fiscal incentives for educational
practices that are not in the best interests of group home children removed.

Abstract
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Chapter 1. Overview

Introduction

Children in group homes (or Licensed Children’s Institutions—LClIs) are potentially the
state’s most vulnerable and *“at risk” population. For these children, public education is a vital key
to successful transition to adulthood. Despite the obvious lifeline that schools and schooling
services can provide, historically there has been relatively little attention to the educational
services received by group home children. For example, an extensive literature search conducted in
the mid-1980s failed to uncover a single book on foster children and education in the United
States or Britain. (Jackson, 1994, p. 268)

Just over the past month, however, Time featured an investigative article entitled, “The
Crisis of Foster Care,” citing California as well as other states (November 13, 2000). They describe
this population as “America’s generation of lost children, forsaken and forgotten.” (Roche, 2000,
p. 73)

A recent article in Education Week (September 13, 2000, p. 12) is titled, “Academic Fate of
Foster Children Gaining More Attention.” However, Rudolph Crew, former superintendent of
schools in New York City, is quoted in this article as saying that “The issue has not reached full
maturity in terms of being part of the education agenda.” Describing the lack of focus on the
education received by this population in California, a high California Department of Education
official, in an interview for this study, lamented that this population has been treated educationally
as “throw away kids.”

The limited research we do have on outcomes for children who grow up as wards of the
state, suggests that as a nation we are doing a poor job of preparing them for adulthood. For
example, one major study showed that within two and one-half to four years after emancipation,

46 percent had not completed high school,
51 percent were unemployed,
25 percent had been homeless for at least one night, and

40 percent had been on public assistance or incarcerated.
(Bernstein, 2000, p. 67)

In California, however, there are glimmers of hope in regard to reform. These include the
passage of Senate Bill 933, the authorization to expand the Countywide Foster Youth Services
Program statewide, and the formation of a Stakeholder Group to “revamp the entire child welfare
system.” These and other efforts have the potential to assist in assuring the provision of high
quality and appropriate educational services to children residing in group homes. Another
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indication that the State considers the education of group home children important is the
legislative mandate for this study.

This report presents findings and recommendations for two related studies, mandated
through the 1998 Budget Act (AB 1656, Section 6110-001-0001, Provision 21) by the California
Legislature, regarding the education of children residing in group homes, or licensed children’s
institutions (LCls), in California.

Study | was requested to address the following questions:

1.

How many children residing in group homes are attending nonpublic schools (NPS) and
how many of these children are and are not eligible for special education?

What practices and procedures currently influence the educational placement and
provision of educational services to children residing in group homes?

What is the impact of these practices and procedures on educational outcomes for
children residing in group homes?

What is the feasibility and cost of collecting information about the educational
placement of children residing in group homes on an ongoing basis?

Study I1, concurrent with Study I, focuses on additional, related questions:

5.

What coordination occurs between educational and non-educational agencies as they
provide services to children residing in group homes?

What are the factors that affect coordination?

What is the impact of current practices and procedures for interagency coordination on
educational outcomes for children in group homes?

While promising beginnings to address this issue are found in California, as described
above, we find there is still a tremendous amount of work to be done. This is evidenced by
national statistics on educational outcomes for foster children, in the testimony provided by
virtually everyone interviewed for this study, through our survey results, through the limited data
available at the state level, in the student records we reviewed, by the voices of the group home
youth themselves, and through interviews conducted for this study and through other studies
recently conducted in the state.

Listen to their voices in regard to the potential hope and despair associated with education
in the California group homes:
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I have dealt with many terrible issues but have never gotten below a B average. (Bernstein, p. 5)

I got into the system because | had an alcoholic mother, who had lots of boyfriends. I basically took myself
out of school after sixth grade, staying at home 24 hours a day watching TV, smoking pot, and never
leaving the house (a group home). The sad thing is nobody noticed. (Bernstein, p. 59)

I was in nine different homes as a teenage. The one stable thing in my life was my high school. When 1 got
moved to the children’s shelter, school staff took turns picking me up to make sure that I got to school. In
retrospect, 1 realize that it was the most powerful thing somebody could have ever done for me — made
sure | got an education. (Bernstein, p. 81)

During my six years in the system, I was designated as emotionally disturbed and bounced from home to
home and from school to school. At emancipation, | had accumulated no high school credits and was
homeless. (Interviewee for this study, who is now a Senior in the UC System with a 3.9 GPA
en route to law school.)

Overview of Findings from This Study

We collected information to inform this study through multiple methods. In the section
below, we summarize some of the most salient findings from each of these approaches.

State Data Analysis

The major state database for foster children in California is the Child Welfare Services Case
Management System (CWS/CMS) maintained in the Department of Social Services (DSS). This
information system includes a set of data fields that DSS refers to as the Health and Education
Passport. In theory, these data fields contain important education related information on every
foster care child in California. In practice, these data fields are virtually never completed and
consequently this potentially rich data source contains virtually no information regarding the
education being received by foster care children, or on their educational outcomes.

The database containing the most information for a substantial subset of group home
children, those in special education, is the California Special Education Management Information
System (CASEMIS). CASEMIS contains extensive information on all special education students in
California, and indicates which of those students reside in group homes. For the first time, we
matched data from these two systems finding a surprisingly low level of agreement between them
as to what children reside in a group home.

If fully implemented and matched, the potential of these two State databases to report
information on education services for group home children is substantial. The major problems with
these two systems pertain to implementation, matching, access, and purpose. Neither system, as it
is currently designed, is well suited for the retrieval of information. Confidentiality of information
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and interagency access to data are major hurdles to making full use of this information. However,
these obstacles will have to be overcome for any database the state may develop regarding
educational services and outcomes for group home children.

In addition to including some of the same children, CASEMIS and the CWS/CMS data
systems also include different children in group homes. Children in CWS/CMS may be placed in
group homes through the foster care system or through probation. All of these children, who are in
special education should also be found in CASEMIS. In addition, however, CASEMIS will include
children placed in Licensed Children’s Institutions (LCIs) for other reasons, e.g. the direct
placement by a school district of children who are not in foster care. Taking into account those
identified in either data set as being in a group home or a Licensed Children’s Institution (LCI)
produces a count of group home children that is larger than prior estimates based on the
CWS/CMS database alone. Counting all children identified as group home children across both of
these systems yields an estimated total count of 18,416. Of this count, it is estimated that 47
percent are in special education and that 46 percent of these special education students are being
educated in nonpublic schools (NPSs). From NPS and group home data, we estimate that the
percentage of beds in group homes in the state with a direct NPS affiliation is about 35 percent.
For children in the same disability group, the probability of attending a NPS if you reside in an LCI
is much higher than if you do not reside in an LCI. For example, emotionally disturbed children
residing in an LCI are nearly three times as likely to receive their education services in an NPS as
compared to emotionally disturbed children who do not reside in an LCI.

Stakeholder Interviews

Themes emerging from telephone interviews with State officials and other stakeholders
identified with a state-level perspective provided a primary source of information for the findings
and recommendations included in this report. These themes included:

Lack of clear lines of authority and oversight for NPS fiscal incentives favoring the
placement of group home children in NPS, and conflicting definitions of key terms
such as emotional disturbance, across agencies appear to drive children for whom
special education eligibility is questionable into NPS, and also to preclude some
children who may need NPS from accessing these services. (Note that throughout this
report, the term “emotional disturbance” (ED) is used, which is the name given this
disabling condition under revised federal special education law. In California, this
population is still often referred to as “seriously emotionally disturbed” (SED.))

A shortage of group homes in the state sometimes causes children to be placed in LCls
that are inappropriate to their residential needs. If these LCIs have affiliated NPSs, as
we estimate to be the case for 35 percent of the LCI beds in the state, children may
also end up receiving their schooling in these NPSs. This may violate the principle that
they be placed in the least restrictive environment appropriate to their needs (required
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under federal special education law) and may not be in their best interests from a social
or educational perspective.

Although examples of the interagency collaboration that is needed to ensure
appropriate residential and educational services for group home children are found in
the state, these appear to be more the exception than the rule. Interagency
collaboration at the state level sometimes occurs to focus on more narrow questions or
issues regarding these children, but has largely been lacking in regard to more
comprehensive issues and obstacles facing the monitoring and provision of quality and
appropriate education services for them.

Surveys

From the surveys, we learned that education records are typically delayed, unavailable, or
incomplete. For example, over half of responding home operator and social service staff reported
that record delays occur “frequently” or “almost always.” These delays “frequently” or “almost
always” compromise educational placements for group home children according to 68 percent of
the responding group home operators. The average length of time needed to obtain records
without a complete Health and Education Passport ranged from 40 to 82 days, depending on the
category of respondent. Less than one-third of group home operators said that local schools were
“usually” or “almost always” notified when a child is placed in a group home.

While 86 percent of group home operators saw placement agencies, school districts, and
county offices of education working cooperatively, only about one-quarter of the respondents from
these agencies, themselves saw such cooperation as occurring. While nearly half of the County
Office of Education respondents saw their agency as “frequently” or “almost always” working
closely and cooperatively with placement agencies and school districts to improve education
outcomes for group home children, less than one-quarter of the other agency respondents saw such
cooperation as occurring.

Between one-half and three-quarters of respondents (depending on the agency they
represented) said funding considerations affected educational placement decisions “frequently” or
“almost always.” In addition, over two-thirds of the non-group-home respondents reported that
group homes “frequently” or “almost always” relied on funding from affiliated NPS programs to
cover costs associated with providing residential or other non-educational services.
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Site Visits

Group home staff reported receiving little or no information from caseworkers. As a result,
many group homes have had to hire staff to track down education records. Many reported that
they often are unable to obtain transcripts from previous schools, even when multiple calls are
made. Communication and cooperation between the group homes and the local schools were
reported to be mixed. Of course, cooperation was much enhanced when the local school was an
affiliated NPS.

Students reported frustration over being placed far away from their neighborhood schools.
They said this excluded their parents from involvement and resulted in missing transcripts that
caused them to repeat classes or lose credits. In regard to having their educational needs met,
while some students reported that they received one-on-one attention for the first time, others
angrily reported that their teachers did not teach and only passed out work packets every day.
Only a handful of students said they felt comfortable talking to a teacher about their educational
needs or future. In response to an inquiry regarding the overall appropriateness and quality of the
education they were receiving, the most common concern was the effect of missing and/or lost
transcripts on the quality of their education and on their ability to graduate from high school.

A third activity conducted at each case study group home and accompanying schools was a
review of education records. The major finding in regard to this activity was the lack of
information in these records. For example, of the sites we looked at, three did not collect or
maintain education information in their residents' files. They showed no transcripts, progress
reports, or any information forwarded by the placement worker. Across all of the group home
student records we reviewed, only 27 percent had transcripts, and 25 percent had assessments,
most of which were administered by the group home in support of placement in their nonpublic
school.

The school records we reviewed were a little better in the sense that they would sometimes
assess the children on site. Similar to group homes, however, they generally did not receive
assessments or transcripts from prior schools. Of the school records we reviewed, 47 percent had
transcripts on file and only 37 percent had education information at the time of enrollment. In
addition, of the transcripts we did find, many were not current.

Overview of Findings from Other Relevant Studies

Almost everyone we talked to pointed out that education is by far the most powerful
potential vehicle for making a long-term difference in these children’s lives, but far too often
education becomes secondary to more fundamental concerns about keeping them sheltered and
safe. The title of this report, “Education of Group Home Children, Whose Responsibility Is 1t?”
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was chosen because of the fundamental problem that there are no clear lines of responsibility and
accountability for the education of group home children in California.

As found by Fletcher, Campbell and Hall (1990), and as confirmed by virtually all of the
data collection activities associated with this study, education is often ignored as a factor in
placing children in foster care. A 1985 study by Knapp, Bryson, and Lewis found that out of 265
objectives listed by social workers, only 16 related to education. In addition, even though it was
determined that half of the children included in this study had school-related difficulties,
educational improvement was listed as an objective only six times (Montoya, 2000). In California,
a recent social worker caseload analysis conducted for the Department of Social Services
(American Human Association, 2000) contains a listing of the activities for which social workers
need more time, and education is not mentioned.

While shelter and safety are vital elements of the State’s responsibility, they are not
sufficient to meet the State’s moral, legal, or fiscal responsibilities to group home children.
Someone needs to be responsible and accountable for their education. Social workers say their job
is to get the child in a bed and then to let the public school system take over in terms of education.
A high official from the CDE argues that the Department has no unique responsibility for the
education of group home children because responsibility to afford access to public education is
clearly specified in law to reside with the local school system in which the child currently resides.
However, responsibility and accountability for assuring that group home children are actually in
school receiving appropriate education services is more elusive.

An intensive ten-week study of 31 group home children conducted in San Mateo County
(Caywood, 2000), one of the wealthiest counties in the nation, found case records to be virtually
useless in studying the education being received by this sample of foster care children. In this same
study, after over 150 hours of investigative work into school records, and through personal and
phone interviews, it could only be determined that 10 of these 31 children were having their
educational needs met. The principal researcher for this study reports:

After ten weeks of repeated efforts to interview all relevant professionals and foster
parents for every subject, | was never able to get a response from seven social workers, six
foster parents, and six teachers. Further, of the interviewees that were contacted, many
said that they did not have enough contact with the children to know about any
educational information.

If the child’s social workers, foster parents, and teachers do not know about their education, who
does? Perhaps the most shocking finding cited in this work is that of the 31 children extensively
studied over this ten-week period, three had waited more than 20 days before entering school, and
ten children attended no school at all during the full ten-week study period.

We do not have comparable data for other counties in the state, nor were we able to gather
comparable data for our six case-study counties. Like the researcher in the San Mateo County
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study, we encountered considerable obstacles to having any contact with group home children
(which was partially overcome through our persistence and after considerable discussion and
deliberation with State attorneys.) In regard to reviewing student records, even though we had an
“agent of the state” letter of authorization (issued by the CDE), a number of the group homes we
contacted were reluctant to let us review student records. The records we ultimately observed
were largely devoid of any educationally relevant information. As noted, the researcher in the San
Mateo County study spent over 150 hours attempting to obtain information about the educational
status of 31 children, while working as an employee of the county, and still was only able to
construct a complete education picture for 22 of the 31 cases.

Another intensive local study focusing on group home youth in a single California high
school district (Montoya, 2000), reported similar difficulties in accessing this population of youth.
Attempting to conduct an educational needs assessment of youth in this district, the author
determined that 50 such children were enrolled. In attempting to conduct this education needs
assessment, however, she stated:

Due to a number of unforeseeable and uncontrollable circumstances, the sample
population was reduced to a maximum of 18 students (from 50). One of the group homes
was eliminated because it was a temporary emergency placement in which residents
remained for only short periods of time, another residence closed unexpectedly, while in a
third group home the director was uncomfortable with the residents participating in an
education needs assessment.

Discussion

These kinds of practical and procedural obstacles to conducting an education needs
assessment reflect the difficulties associated with actually providing group home children with high
quality and appropriate educational services. One example of these obstacles, and of the difficulty
of providing coherent educational services to children in these types of systems as currently
configured, is that for the children for whom Montoya was able to conduct an assessment, the
number of mid-year school changes averaged 4, with an extreme case of 10. With this many mid-
year changes, the extended enroliment gaps that are generally associated with each change of
school, and the course credits lost through these transfers, the national estimate that less than half
of these children complete high school is not surprising.

The San Mateo County study, where one-third of the subject students were found not to be
in school, took place in one of the most affluent counties in the state, with one of the best-funded
child welfare systems. What would an examination under similar scrutiny show in less affluent
counties? These data suggest fundamental system failures, and that simply pouring more money
into a flawed system will not be enough. Without clearer lines of responsibility and accountability,
which are specified, supported, and enforced at the state level, without an infrastructure for data
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collection, retention, and retrieval; and without vastly improved interagency collaboration at state
and local levels of governance; substantial education progress for group home children in the state
is unlikely. The problems associated with this population of children are considerable and
complex, with their needs reaching across multiple agencies. Ensuring that they have shelter and
safety must be among our highest priorities. Adding appropriate and high quality educational
services to this commitment adds considerably to the complexity of the services required.

We continue to ignore this fundamental need for this population at a very high cost. What
are the costs to the State of producing a population of children, one-half of whom are unemployed
and 40 percent of whom are incarcerated and on public assistance? Because many of these children
have been exposed to terrible experiences in their lives, we may expect higher rates of
unemployment, incarceration and public assistance for them as adults than for the public at large.
On the other hand, there is little doubt that if the State finds their circumstances to be so dire as to
require intervention and separation from parents, the State is assuming a moral and legal
responsibility for these children, which must go beyond providing safe shelter and access to school.

As described in A Rage To Do Better, (p 59),

If we are to justify as intrusive an act of government as taking a child from his parents and
home, we must be able to improve more than marginally that child’s prospects. If we have
not managed to do so, we must share with him the responsibility.

Summary of Recommendations

This report presents findings and makes recommendations in five major areas:

1. Responsibility and accountability for assuring that group children are receiving appropriate
education services need to be more clearly defined and accepted. While technical lines
of responsibility and procedures are specified in law, serious gaps in the provision of
appropriate educational services and in the realization of education outcomes for group
children remain. When these children fail to receive needed educational services, the
State is negligent in its role as surrogate parent, receives no immediate education return
from its considerable investment in group home children, and is likely to incur many
additional costs over time when these children fail to transition into productive
adulthood. Systems of support for overseeing the education received by group home
children need to be established at the state level, and counties need to be provided
funding to carry out these responsibilities locally.

2. Improved interagency coordination across local education, social services, mental health,
and probation agencies is vital to the provision of appropriate education services for
group home children. To ensure that local interagency coordination occurs and to
provide vital support through a statewide data management information system, state-
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level collaboration is also essential. Interagency coordination can not occur, however,
without clear lines of specified responsibility. Clear lines of responsibility for the
development of systems to ensure appropriate education services for group home
children must be established by the California Department of Education in conjunction
with the Department of Social Services. Liaisons for this population of children also
need to be formed in other relevant state-level agencies if state-level interagency
coordination, planning, and communication is to occur. SB 933 provided an important
start in these processes, but much more is needed.

A statewide data system that can be easily and quickly accessed by group home and
education authorities across the state is essential. While two major state-level data
systems (CWS/CMS in the Department of Social Services and CASEMIS in the
Department of Education) have vital education information for group home children
potentially already in place, CWS/CMS is virtually devoid of data in education-related
fields and the data are nearly impossible to access in CASEMIS. As a result, despite the
considerable investment the State is making in group home children (e.g. $80,000 per
year is not unusual for a child residing in an LCI and attending a NPS), the State has
little to no information about how many of these children attend school on a regular
basis, graduate from high school, go on to college, or are gainfully employed. Education
information for group home children that is accessible at the local level is needed. Due
to the residential instability of this population, it is not unusual for them to change
schools two, three, or more times during a year. Too often extended enrollment gaps
occur as they change school districts due to the slow or nonexistent transfer of school
records.

Overall capacity needs to be bolstered for the group home system. A broader range of
residential options is needed for group home children that are clearly independent of
where schooling services are provided to allow for more appropriate residential
placements. In addition, social worker caseloads need to be lowered to reduce
inappropriate residential placements that often lead to inappropriate education
placements. More programs and supports for children residing in group homes enrolling
in public schools need to be established.

Fiscal provisions creating incentives for group home children to be identified as requiring
special education services and for their education to be provided in NPSs must be
removed. Mandates to school districts regarding the provision and/or support of
appropriate education services to group home children should be enforced and receive
fiscal support. RCL rates should be reviewed regularly to ensure an ample supply of
appropriate residential placements for group home children with accompanying
appropriate education services. Current residential and education investments for group
home children are generally producing very low levels of educational results.
Supplemental funding for group home children to bolster the quality of their
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educational services should be accompanied by measure of accountability for student
results.

As described above, the State has made some promising beginnings in regard to child
welfare reform. SB 933 was a response to the severe interagency coordination and communication
problems described in this report. Our purpose is not to demean or to undermine these important
efforts at reform. Rather the purpose of this report is to acknowledge them and to illustrate as
clearly as we can why we have concluded that it is vital to the well being of the state’s children
residing in group homes that these initiatives continue and be bolstered to ensure their future
educational success.

For far too many group home children the situation is dire. In the words of a foster youth:

My recommendation would be for somebody to really do something about it....1 go to all these meetings,
testify, and 1 keep hearing the same thing, and it is frustrating because nothing changes. (EMQ
Children and Family Services, 1999, p.77)

The situation is also well summarized by a recent Little Hoover Commission Letter
(November, 2000) describing the state’s mental health policy. Although the letter does not
specifically address the state’s group home youth, nearly one-half (47 percent) of group home
children are in special education and 41 percent of these group home special education children
are designated as emotionally disturbed. In addition, the moral imperative and financial rationale
described in this letter could easily be said to apply to all group home children.

California’s mental health policy lacks something fundamental: a clear commitment to
provide mental health services to people who need assistance. The Commission also
discovered that we spend billions of dollars dealing with the consequences of untreated
mental illness — rather than spending that money wisely on adequate services.

There is, of course, a moral imperative for caring for those who cannot care for themselves,
and on that basis alone we should change our policies. But there is also a fiscal imperative
to mental health reform. The public and private sectors share the costs of failed policies:
lost productivity and business, lower property values and quality of life, and increased
costs of criminal justice, public health and safety programs. To curb these uncontrolled
costs we must develop policies that proactively help people maintain their functionality —
to keep their jobs and homes, their ambition and independence.

Surely these statements are no less true for the state’s most vulnerable children, for whom
the state has assumed parental responsibility. Beyond our moral responsibility as a society to these
children, we invest up to $80,000 a year for their residential and educational care. In addition to
our moral responsibility, surely we have a fiscal responsibility to monitor the returns of this
investment and to ensure that as many of these children as possible are brought into the
mainstream of productive and successful adulthood. Although we are an affluent society, we can
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not afford the short or long term costs of continued education failure for too many of these
children.

Take the case of one interviewee for this study. She began living on the streets at the age
of twelve as a result of a severely abusive father and a mentally ill mother. It was determined that
she must have emotional problems almost from the outset of involvement with the child welfare
system. Soon she was placed in special education and diagnosed as severely emotionally disturbed.
In her own words, “once you are in a high RCL home, everything you do is perceived as bad.” She
was home schooled in some of her group homes, and by the time she was in ninth grade she was so
far behind academically that school seemed hopeless. She missed from two to two-and-one-half
months of school every time she changed home placements, which she estimated to be about ten
times in her six years in group homes. By the time she was emancipated, she had reportedly missed
two years of high school even though she attended school throughout her high school years. She
was then emancipated and homeless with no high school credits and was advised to look for a
permanent residential setting for the mentally ill. She reported “feeling spacey most of the time as |
was given drugs to sleep and other drugs to wake up.” Through the Job Corps, she got off drugs,
got her high school diploma, is about to finish college, and is now applying to law school.

If someone as tenacious and bright as this can exit the child welfare system with zero high
school credits, how can other children with lesser capabilities and personal inner strengths hope to
navigate it? It is imperative that someone/some agency in the state be made clearly responsible
and held accountable to ensure a quality and appropriate education for children in group homes.

One source of hope is found in the state’s Foster Youth Services (FYS) programs, designed
to provide advocacy, tutoring, instruction, and other support services to enhance foster children’s
school success. In 1988, the Legislature established uniform data collection for these programs
requiring biennial reports on their effectiveness. A recent report to the Legislature (California
Department of Education, 2000) shows results from these required effectiveness measures for the
six counties in which these programs have been established since at least 1992. They present data
on such measures as the number of group home children achieving academic growth, the number
of students expelled for discipline, and student attendance.

The 1999 Budget Act provided funding to expand this program and by the Spring of 1999,
the program had expanded to 32 counties, incorporating 89 percent of the foster youth who reside
in group homes. According to this report (California Department of Education, 2000), the current
goal is to expand the network of projects to all counties. If all counties are accountable for
collecting and reporting the kinds of student outcome data shown in the 2000 CDE report, this
could signal an important change in regard to the provision and governance of the educational
services received by the state’s group home children. For the first time, collecting, reporting, and
monitoring such education outcome statistics for group home youth would signal an important
step in beginning to establish accountability for the education received by these children. Of
course these are modest beginnings, and other important outcome indicators could easily be added
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to this list (e.g. average number of changes in school per year, percentage of children in NPS,
percentage performing at grade level, and percentage graduating from high school).

San Mateo County reports a creative use of FYS grant funds. They have matched grant
dollars with dollars of their own to hire to education consultants for group homes. These
employees are hired by the County Department of Education, but housed with Social Services, to
serve as liaisons between the county’s group home and education systems.

As citizens of California, we have a moral and legal responsibility to provide for the health
and safety of our most vulnerable children, as well as a responsibility to prepare them for an
independent and productive adulthood. We also have a fiscal responsibility to ourselves as
taxpayers to ensure that the considerable investment we are rightly making in this population is
responsibly spent, well managed, and used to some productive end. (In the case of the child
described above, who was in the system for six years, the state invested an estimated one-half
million dollars in residential and educational services, and yet no one was held responsible to
ensure a social return for this investment.) Given the education outcome statistics and findings
cited in this report, it seems clear that social returns are not being realized from our public
investments in group home children. It is essential that we ensure that much higher levels of
educational outcomes be associated with these funds and that we do better by these children.

Conduct of the Study and Overview of the Report

The California Department of Education (CDE) contracted with the American Institutes
for Research (AIR) and subcontractors SRA Associates, the Child Welfare Research Center of the
University of California at Berkeley, and Lodestar Management to conduct these studies. Given
the overlap across the study questions and the research methods employed, it was agreed that the
findings and recommendations from these two studies would be combined in this final report.

A broad array of research methods was used to complete this study. These methods are
listed and described in the second chapter. The instrumentation used in conjunction with this
study (e.g. copies of surveys, interview protocols, record review forms) is included in a technical
appendix, which has been submitted to the CDE under separate cover. Chapter three presents
research findings by each of the individual research procedures described in Chapter 2. Chapter 4
presents a summary of these findings by the seven research questions posed for this study, as listed
above. The concluding chapter discusses the recommendations summarized at the beginning of
this introductory chapter in more detail.
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Chapter 2. Research Methods

This chapter describes the various research methods used in this study. These include state
data analysis; LCI phone interviews; mail surveys to social service, mental health, probation, and
County Office of Education service providers, and to group home operators; stakeholder
interviews; and case study site visitations, which included service provider interviews, resident
interviews, and student record reviews at group home and school sites.

State Data Analysis

Data Background and Acquisition

Background data for this study were drawn from an integration of two independent,
administrative data sources: The Department of Social Services’ (DSS) Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS)—data that have been configured into a
longitudinal format in the University of California at Berkeley’s Children's Services Archive; and
the California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) collected by the
California Department of Education (CDE). Each of these data sets contains child-specific,
statewide information and is described below in more detail.

Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS)

Under a memorandum of understanding, data from CWS/CMS is shared with U.C.
Berkeley where the information is put into a longitudinal format that permits researchers to track
the out-of-home care careers of children from 1988 to the present time. CWS/CMS is a relational
database consisting of child-specific information on all children in out-of-home care. The data are
input directly via computer terminal by social workers or, in the case of probation-supervised
children, the probation officer completes a paper form that is submitted to the county where it is
keyed into the system. The information is stored in roughly 200 relational data sets on a secure
server in Boulder, Colorado. Among the data sets that comprise the system, several data sets
contain education information for children. These portions of the CWS/CMS database are
collectively known as the “education passport.” Part 1 of the data analysis for this study (described
below in the “Data Matching and Analysis” section) examined the amount of information on
children that is contained in the data sets that comprise the education passport.

Included in CWS/CMS are child-specific data for children in welfare-supervised or
probation-supervised care. Examples of these data include age, ethnicity, gender, type of
placement where a child resides (e.g., group care, kinship foster care, non-relative foster care,
shelter care, etc. as well as placement histories for all children who have had an experience in out-
of-home care from 1988 to the present. Each child is given a unique identification number that
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can be used to identify repeated foster care placements. Regarding placement histories, repeated
foster care placements and closing of a case for a given child are given the same unique
identification number and updated in the database. The database is updated every three months
with the latest information provided to U.C. Berkeley from DSS. At present there are records for
over 500,00 children who have had an out-of-home care experience since 1988. To link data
between the two data sources, data were drawn from the CWS/CMS database for the caseload of
children in welfare or probation-supervised out-of-home care on December 1, 1999 (n=113,961).

California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS)

The Special Education Division of the California Department of Education developed this
data system to assist special education local plan areas (SELPAS), school districts, county offices
of education, and others that submit student-level data to the Department of Education. Both
state law (California Education Code Section 56601(a) Part 30) and federal law (Section 1418 of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) mandate the collection of statistical information
on children in special education, and updated information is collected three times per year by the
Special Education Division. The data system has been in operation since 1987 and currently has
been implemented by all SELPAs in the state. The present study used all records of children in
CASEMIS contained in the December 1, 1999 data release (n=646,191).

This study is the first large-scale attempt to merge the databases from CWS/CMS and
CASEMIS. This unprecedented linkage of data sets was not an easy process—difficulties started
with obtaining permission to use the data, followed by additional delays in gaining access to the
data sets. For reasons of confidentiality as well as perhaps reluctance to release data due to past
projects that have not used the information responsibly, obtaining permission to gain access to
CASEMIS was a months-long process. The request was further complicated by the fact that we
needed unique student identifiers to allow matching with the CWS/CMS data. After being granted
permission to use the data, much additional time was spent attempting to have that authorization
communicated from the upper levels of the department down to the specific personnel in charge of
releasing the information. While it is understandable that protection of confidentiality is a critical
concern when working with such sensitive information, it was the impression of the researchers
that this protection was unnecessarily hermetic and nearly impenetrable, making it very difficult to
carry out the current study. Considering the difficulties encountered during attempts to perform
this legislatively mandated research, it is of little surprise that these data have not been linked at
an earlier time, despite the valuable information made available in doing so.

Data Matching and Analysis
Records from the two data systems were linked using AUTOSTAN™ and

AUTOMATCH™, probabilistic matching software. This software is a state-of-the-art means to
match corresponding records from different data sources. The software enables a computer to
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emulate the thought processes of a human being who would undertake the same task of comparing
records from two different data sources to determine if they represented the same person.

One challenge study staff confronted in linking CASEMIS and CWS/CMS was matching
records from CASEMIS’ point-in-time system (in this case, the data release date of December 1,
1999) with records from CWS/CMS that have been configured longitudinally in the U.C. Berkeley
Data Archive (1988 to present). In order to most accurately match the records of a child in one
data system with his or her records in the other, it was decided that the CWS/CMS should reflect
an out-of-home placement for December 1, 1999. This was important to more definitively match
records between the two systems.

Once all records in the two data systems reflected an out-of-home placement for
December 1, 1999, data were standardized. Corresponding fields in these two data sets were
divided into the same number of sub-fields in order to facilitate matching. For example, regardless
of how a name field was coded in either data set, “child name” was divided in both data sets into
the sub-fields “first name,” “middle name,” "last name,” and "other” designation (such as Jr.).
Next, to determine matches between the two data sets, records were coded as a “match,” “non-
match,” or “possible match.” This matching process involved assigning records a composite score
or “match weight” that reflected the degree of certainty of a match between a record from one data
set compared to another.! Possible matches were screened manually for data entry errors and were
given a final designation as either a match or non-match. The matching process yielded 15,183
records from the December 1, 1999 release of CASEMIS for which a corresponding record was
linked in the CWS/CMS data system for the December 1, 1999 caseload.

Data Analysis

Analyses of the data from CWS/CMS and CASEMIS were carried out in two ways. First,
educational information (data from the *“educational passport” tables) contained within CWS/CMS
was examined for the December 1, 1999 caseload to determine how many children in group care
had any educational information that was recorded in the system. Second, an examination was
made of the overlap of the records that were linked between the CASEMIS and CWS/CMS data
systems (n=15,183). Results from these respective examinations of the data are discussed below
in Chapter 3 of this report.

1 A match weight is determined by a field-by-field comparison between two records. Because some fields have greater
power to discriminate whether two records reflect the same person (e.g., social security number provides more reliable
information as to whether two records match than, say gender), pairs of records which had greater overlap for such fields
were given higher match weights. The matching process also took into consideration errors such as transposed numbers
within a SSN and omissions such as the day of month missing from birth data. The matching process entailed several
passes through the data sets in which composite match scores were used to determine whether pairs of records were coded
as either a match, non-match, or possible match.
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LCI Phone Interviews

Rates Bureau/Group Home Operator Interviews

In preparation of the selection of the 14 sites to be included in the case study component of
the study, study staff met with and interviewed three staff members from the California Rates
Bureau, including: (1) the Rates Bureau Manager, (2) the Rates Bureau Data Analyst, and (3) one
of the Bureau’s 10 rate consultants. The purpose of the interviews was to obtain information
about group homes in California, how group home rates are set, and how the Bureau stores,
maintains and updates group home-related data.

Located within the Foster Care Branch of the Department of Social Services, the Rates
Bureau reviews and approves every application submitted in California to open a group home. The
Rates Bureau maintains a Unisys relational database, created in 1989, that stores the following
information on every group home in California:

Program name and address

Facility addresses

Program number

Rate (total amount of money received per month per child)
Rate classification level (RCL)

Effective date

Rate type

Sharing ratio (federal funding and non-federal funding)
Assigned rate consultant

Licensed capacity (total number of beds)

These data are updated on a daily basis, with changes in law and program revisions made at
individual group home sites. Group homes may revise their individual program throughout the
year. Revisions typically include changes in licensed capacity, rate classification level, and type(s)
of resident population served. However, a comprehensive update of the entire database occurs
only once per year and is based upon information obtained from mandatory financial reports
submitted by all group homes annually to the Bureau. Following the annual update of the
database, the Bureau prints out a summary of foster family agencies and group homes in California.

During the interviews with Rates Bureau staff, study staff requested and received the most
recent (August 1999) printout of the database and extracted information for every group home
listed in the six case study counties of Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, Shasta and
Sonoma. All of the extracted information was then entered into an Access database and 48 group
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homes within the six case study counties were randomly selected for telephone interviews with
group home operators.

Purpose of Group Home Operator Interviews

Following the identification of the 48 group homes, study staff contacted all of these group
home sites via telephone and interviewed group home operators. (The Technical Appendix to this
report contains a copy of the interview protocol.)

The purpose of these interviews was to obtain site-specific information about group homes
within the six case study counties to assist study staff in the selection of the 14 case study sites. In
addition, study staff sought to obtain a greater understanding of existing programs and operations
in California.

During the 20-minute telephone interviews, study staff verified all of the information
provided in the August 1999 Rates Bureau printout (as described in the previous section). Further,
study staff requested a variety of additional group home and resident background information,
including:

Existence of resident council

Type(s) of population served

Affiliation with a non-public school

Names of public schools residents attend

Current number of residents

Ages and grade levels of residents

Percentage of non-emergency and emergency placements

Percentage of placements attending non-public school

Percentage of placements attending public school

Out-of-county placements

Percentage of surrogate parents

Percentage of residents that arrive with current individual program plans
Percentage of residents that arrive with current appraisals

Percentage of residents that have complete education records at arrival
(transcripts)

We also inquired about operators’ willingness to participate in the case study component
and were asked how they felt about study staff reviewing their residents’ records and interviewing
their residents face-to-face.
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All data obtained during group home operator telephone interviews were entered into the
Access database and later used to randomly select the 14 sites included in the case study
component, discussed later in this chapter.

Surveys

In June 2000, study staff prepared and distributed questionnaires to placement workers and
supervisors from county departments of social service, probation, and mental health; group home
operators; and county offices of education throughout California. The purpose of these
questionnaires was to gather information from individuals involved in group home placement,
operation, and policy. Toward this end, questionnaires sought information regarding how
placement workers and their agencies determine educational placements for foster youth in group
homes, difficulties in obtaining adequate education records or information, levels of
communication and coordination among key players, and formal and informal arrangements
between agencies and other providers.

Survey respondents were identified through a series of telephone calls made to SB 933-
mandated steering committees in all 58 counties. From these telephone calls, study staff
obtained—where committees exist—committee members’ names, addresses, and telephone and
fax numbers. Group home operators were identified via the August 1999 Rates Bureau database
printout and with the help of the California Alliance for Children and Family Services.

Response Rates

Seeking to receive one survey from each placing agency and each group home in all 58
counties, on July 7, 2000, questionnaires tailored for social services, probation, mental health and
group home operators were distributed to all respondents. Below (Exhibit 2.1) is a list of the total
number of surveys mailed, by survey group, along with the total number of surveys received and
the total number of surveys received containing data (some respondents returned surveys blank
reporting they or their agency did not have any group home placements).

Exhibit 2.1 Non-education Survey Response Rates

Respondent Group Total Number of Total Number of Total Number of Surveys
Surveys Distributed Surveys Received Received with Data

Social Service 106 52 45

Probation 71 36 36

Mental Health 75 23 14

Group Home Operator 58 28 28

Following telephone interviews with county office of education personnel, the
questionnaire designed for county office of education personnel was revised and distributed on
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August 3, 2000. Below (Exhibit 2.2) is a list of the total number of county office of education
surveys mailed, along with the total number of surveys received, and the percentage received that
contain data.

Exhibit 2.2 County Office of Education Survey Response Rates

Respondent Group Total Number of Total Number of Total Number of
Surveys Distributed Surveys Received Surveys Received with
Data
County Office of 58 35 28
Education
Follow Up

Study staff engaged in a number of follow up efforts geared towards all non-respondents in
all survey groups. In total, all non-respondents were contacted three times via mail, fax and
telephone. In addition, on November 1, 2000, 200 group home operators surveys were mailed to
all current members of the California Alliance of Child and Family Services (CACFS) by the
CACFS. (The Technical Appendix to this report contains a copy of the five surveys.)

Stakeholder Interviews

Project staff conducted interviews with a range of people across agencies and organizations
that serve youth residing in group homes, with a focus on individuals with a state-level perspective
on the issues (Exhibit 2.3). The purpose of this task was to gain a cross-agency, statewide
perspective on the topics addressed by the study, in particular extant data, agency policies and
procedures, perceived issues and concerns, and future plans to address them.

Interviewees’ affiliation was primarily the CDE, the remainder being associated with the
Department of Mental Health, DSS, or individuals from local bodies who have served on
statewide committees, and advocacy organizations for group homes, nonpublic schools, and youth
in foster care.

Exhibit 2.3 Stakeholder Interviewees
California Department of Education

Interviewee - Department/Affiliation

Jim Bellotti NPS Unit Administrator

Sue Bennett Administrator, Educational Options Office
Carol Bingham School Fiscal Services

John Boivin Project Monitor, Educational Options Office
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Eloise Bradrick-Talk Formerly with the Educational Options Office

Henry Der Deputy Superintendent, Education Equity, Access and
Support Branch

Paul Hinkle Consultant, Special Education Division

Mary Hudler Administrator, Special Education Division

Greg Hudson School Fiscal Services

Vince Madden Former Administrator of the NPS Unit

Janet Rudnick Consultant with the NPS Unit

Other State Government Interviewees:

Interviewee - Department/Affiliation

Sue Hance CDSS—Independent Living Program
Dave Neilsen California Department of Mental Health

Interviewees from Statewide Organizations

Interviewee - Department/Affiliation

Ellen Bucci County Welfare Director’s Association/San Mateo
County

Doug Johnson California Alliance for Children and Family Services

Sarge Kennedy Director of Special Education, Tehama County

Bob Ketch Executive Director, 5 Acres

Janet Knipe Executive Director, California Youth Connection

Wayne Miyamoto Director of Public & Governmental Affairs, CAPSES

John Sayler Director of Special Education, San Juan USD

Case Study Site Visitations

This section addresses the case study site visit component of the study, including a
description of preliminary research tasks conducted in preparation of field work, background to the
site visits, and summaries of the site visit approach, case study procedures, and stakeholder
interviews and activities.

Background to the Site Visits

Fourteen group home sites in the six case study counties? of Alameda, Fresno, Los
Angeles, Riverside, Shasta and Sonoma were randomly selected for in-depth site visits to gain first-

2 The six case study counties were selected based on the following criteria: size, urbanicity, region, and existence of non-public
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hand knowledge about existing program operations and procedures. At each group home site
visited, study staff spent one to two days interviewing the following individuals at both group
home and school sites either face-to-face or by telephone:

1. Group Home Site — Administrators, operators/facility managers, in-take staff, and
anonymous and voluntary resident interviews

2. Non-Public School — School director, special education staff and teaching staff

3. Public School - Principal, special education staff and teaching staff

4. Placement Workers — Probation, social service and mental health case workers
identified during interviews with group home staff members

In addition to interviews, study staff randomly selected and reviewed six to ten group home
resident records for the purpose of assessing and recording education-related information. The
selected resident records were then tracked to school sites that residents attend where contents of
school records were reviewed and recorded for comparison purposes.

Of the original 14 group home sites selected for inclusion in the case study component,
three group home sites declined to participate in the study due to time-constraints. Thus, three
replacement sites were randomly selected, contacted and asked to participate. Of the three sites
contacted, only two of the three sites participated in the study. While the third site initially agreed
to participate in the study, after six weeks of telephone contact, it was determined that the site
could not participate due to limited staff and scheduling constraints. As a result, 13 out of 14
group homes sites were included in the case study site visit component.

It should also be noted that while 13 sites participated in the case study site visits, due to
confidentiality concerns, two sites did not allow study staff to interview their residents and three
sites denied access to their resident records. In addition, one more group home site declined to
participate in the resident interview activity due to the fact they had only one resident over the age
of twelve. At two more sites, no resident record data were obtained because the group homes do
not collect any education-related information. A summary of interviews completed in each case
study county by group home site is provided in Exhibit 2.4

schools. By including one large county (Los Angeles) as well as large, mid-size and small counties, study staff sought to sufficiently
approximate the breadth of variation across counties while allowing the in-depth investigation and inquiry needed to fully address
the study questions (please see chapter one).
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Exhibit 2.4 Interviews Completed by Case Study Site and County

Case Study Group Home School Site(s) Total Resident Interviewee(s)
County/Site | Interviewee(s) Interviewee(s) Interviews/Total Placement
Information Resident and School Worker
Record Reviews
Alameda Group home At NPS: Resident interviews (0) Mental health (2)
County CEO/director Director Resident records (0)
Education director School records (0)
In-take/I1EP
/é'oau“;‘]ffa Assured to participate in study, but then declined too late to replace
Fresno Group home facility At Continuation School: Resident interviews (3) No relationship with
County manager Principal Resident (3) records anyone at public school
In-take person Teacher School records (0) Probation (1)
Special education
Fresno Liaison between placing At Community School: Resident interviews (3) In-take person at office
County agency and group home Principal Resident records (6) of education
Intake/placing director Psychologist School records (6) Probation (2)
CEO Teachers (3) Ventura FYS (regarding
Group home facilit S the Health and
manager Y At Public High School: Education Passport
Psychologist Principal - information sent about
Vice principal recent placement. First
Counselor time Fresno has seen
Health and Education
At Opportunity School: Passport Information)
Principal Juvenile Hall, special
Teacher education person and
director
Unified school district
computer person
(developing
comprehensive program
to track all group home
kids)
Los Angeles Associate director At NPS: Resident interviews (2) Probation (3)
County In-take coordinator Director of education Resident records (8)
School records (9)
Los Angeles Executive director/owner | At NPS: Resident interviews (2)
County Facility manager Director Resident records (5)
Child care _ At Public School: School records (6)
worker/educational - .
placement (2) Assistant principal,
counseling services
Vice principal, attendance
Los Angeles Agency executive At NPS: Resident interviews (4) DCFS caseworkers (6)
County director/group home Director Resident records (9)

director

At Public School:

Assistant principal,
counseling services

Vice principal, attendance

School records (6)
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Exhibit 2.4 Interviews Completed by Case Study Site and County (continued)

County/ Group Home Interviewee(s) School Site(s) Total Resident /Total Interviewee(s)
Group Home Interviewee(s) Resident and School Placement
Name Record Reviews Worker
Riverside Educational coordinator At Community School: Resident interviews (3) Probation (1)
County Group home director Lead teacher Resident records (2)
Group home facility manager Intake administrative School records (3)
assistant
Riverside Agency executive director At Community School: Resident interviews (6) Probation (2)
County Group home director Lead teacher - Resident records (0)
*No educational records
maintained at group home
School records (8)
Riverside Group home director At Public School: Resident interviews (0) Social service (2)
County Group home case worker (2) Lead counselor f‘Grou.p home denied resident
In-take coordinator Interviews.
Resident records (8)
School records (4)
Shasta Administrative director At Court School: Resident interviews (4) CCLD Contact
County Intake assessment Psychologist Resident records (6) Probation
Intake decision maker Teacher School records (6)
Surrogate/education advo- Principal
cacy for all placements SARB (FYS grant
Psychologist (MFT) writer)
House facility manager In-take administrator
House relief staff
Shasta Group home director/owner | At Home School/Charter Resident interviews (6) Probation (2)
County In-take director School: Resident records (0) Shasta Crystal Bay
Record collector Head teacher *No education records Probation Camp
Principal maintained at group home
School records (6)
Sonoma Executive director At NPS: Resident interviews (4) Probation (4)
County In-take administrator Principal Resident records (0) Office of education (1)
Director of education services Teacher School records (0)
Recent former residents (2) _ *Due to federal
At Public School: confidentiality laws, no
Vice principal resident or school record
reviews were permitted.
Sonoma Group home operator At Public School: Resident interviews (0) Sonoma County
County Principal *No resident over 12 years Department Head of
Teacher Resident records (0) Child Welfare

School records (0)
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Approach

In preparation of site visits, study staff conducted a variety of background research tasks,
including:

County-level focus groups

Focus groups were convened in the six case study counties. Participants included special
education local planning area (SELPA) governing board and/or community advisory board
members, representatives from provider and placement agencies, group home administrators and
staff, county office of education staff, educators from public schools, community schools,
nonpublic schools, private schools, and student representatives residing in group homes. The
purpose of the focus groups was to obtain a broad stakeholder perspective to provide an overview
of the major issues to be addressed during site visit interviews.

Initial site visits

The purpose of the initial site visits was to gain knowledge of group home operations and
processes. Exploratory site visits were conducted at two sites in Orange County, two sites in
Alameda County, and one site in Sonoma County. During these site visits staff toured facilities,
met with staff and administrators of group homes and non-public schools, and spoke with
representatives from various county and local agencies involved in the placement process and
reviewed resident and school records. Information gathered through record reviews and interviews
with staff was used in preparation site visit structure and to refine respondent questions.

Review of records from SELPA and Foster Youth Services programs

To provide an overview of existing programs and services, project staff collected and
analyzed special education local planning area (SELPA) county plans and related information from
SELPAs statewide. Specifically, staff were interested in:

governing structures;

interagency agreements;

overview of the service delivery system;

the number of referrals made to private schools, including the number of those
referred identified as needing special education services and the number who
actually receive services;

Individual Education Plan (IEP) review and assessment frequency; and

other agencies listed as assisting with 1EPs.
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SELPA records were important to review due to the fact that approximately one-half of all
children residing in group homes receive special education services.

In addition to the assessment of SELPA county plans, project staff reviewed and analyzed
CDE files pertaining to the countywide Foster Youth Service (FYS) Program. Staff collected all 32
funded counties’ spring 1999 FYS grants and extracted information regarding:

county-specific information regarding the profile of foster youth;

the number of group homes and nonpublic schools in the county;

existing programs’ strengths and weaknesses; and

local efforts to facilitate the school enrollment process and inter-agency data
collection concerning children residing in group homes.

Site visit materials

Through the many interviews described above, study staff were made aware of the many
confidentiality issues faced by group home staff, and residents and placing agency staff. Thus, staff
were greatly concerned about preserving the confidentiality of all individuals participating in the
case study site visits, especially the residents, and produced a variety of materials for both study
staff and case study group home site interviewees. Hence, following completion of the site visit
methodology, staff engaged in a comprehensive human subjects review (conducted by a committee
specified for this purpose at AIR) where it was determined that resident interviews would be
strictly anonymous and voluntary, with a social worker present to serve as a neutral observer. In
addition, resident identifier information (resident name) obtained during group home resident
record reviews were deleted as soon as the resident’s record was tracked to the school site.

To guide study staff during case study interviews, a site visit manual tailored for study staff
involved in field work was prepared. The manual provided staff with an overview of site visit
confidentiality safeguards, interview structures and questions to be asked during interviews. In
addition, all of the 14 selected group home operators and school staff were mailed a packet that
contained a copy of the letter granting study staff Agent of the State status to review records,
background to the study, California Department of Education and study staff contact information,
site visit structure, an invitation to group home residents to attend voluntary interview sessions,
issues to be explored during resident interviews, and a sample of information sought during
resident/school record reviews. Copies of the site visitation packets for group homes and school
sites are located in the Technical Appendix to this report.

Site Visit Overview

The purpose of the site visits in this study was to be able to interview and interact with
local respondents on site, to gain first-hand observation of specific group home site operations and
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processes, and to review a sample of resident/student educational records at both group home and
school sites. Our initial assumption was that at the operational level, each group home is unique.
Given that group homes are funded under the same regulations, however, common structural and
programmatic features existed. Likewise, we found variance in group home residents, types of
resources; educational, behavioral, health and psychological services; delivery methodology; and
structure or sophistication among various sizes of group homes.

While this final report does not identify individual group homes or interviewees, the report
identifies similarities and differences among group home sites, placement workers, school staff,
and residents’ educational records that are influenced by such factors as:

Geographical location of group home - How student success is defined

Rate classification level (RCL) - Fiscal environment

Rate amount - Formal and informal arrangements
NPS affiliation/relationship - Service delivery and style

Public school/affiliation and relationship - Multidisciplinary relationship

Foster Youth Service county - Surrogate parents

Health and Education Passport . Training

Administrative environment - Group home/school (prior and current)
Resident population relationship

(referrals/demographics) . Projected goals/actual outcomes
Student in-take assessments - Relationship/support with placement
Discharge procedures agencies

Factors Considered During Record Reviews:

Average number of prior placements
Information most often missing
Types of educational information
Content of education records
Information most urgently needed
IEPs (active, complete, legible)

Group Home Site Stakeholder Interviews and Activities

Study staff met with and interviewed group home operators and in-take administrators
(where available). Group home assessments included site features such as: (1) group home
background, (2) background qualifications and activities of site personnel, (3) administrative and
organizational structures, (4) location of the site, (5) description of service delivery methods, (6)
origin of residents, (7) in-take and discharge assessments of residents, (8) quality of education
records, (9) relationship with school student was transferred from; (10) student placements
following stay at the group home, (11) tracking capabilities of student upon their exit from the

Page 2- 14



Studies of the Educational Placement of Children Residing in Group Homes

group home, (12) the degree to which group homes and their residents interact with placement
workers, and (13) coordination between educational and non-educational agencies that provide
services to group home residents. These interviews also sought local perspectives on ways to
improve the effectiveness of the educational component of the state’s foster care system, data and
oversight requirements, and common issues and needs. Please see the Technical Appendix for a
list of issues and questions covered during interviews with group home operators and in-take staff.

Resident Interviews

The purpose of the resident interviews was to hear from residents—in their words—their
feelings, experiences and suggestions about the education of children residing in group homes. A
total of 37 group home residents between the ages of 12 and 19 years were interviewed by one
study staff member and a licensed social worker at 10 of the 13 case study group homes sites.
Interviews with residents were not conducted at three sites due to the following two reasons: 1)
one site had no current residents over the age of 12 years, and 2) the second site did not feel
comfortable due to reasons of confidentiality.

The study team considered resident interviews to be an integral component of the study,
(i.e., to hear from the children, themselves, regarding the education they were receiving, or in too
many cases not receiving). The advisory group concurred with this. Despite the importance of
providing direct client voice to these types of studies, we found the CDE and many group home
providers to be reluctant to allow this access. The CDE, for example, after numerous and lengthy
interactions with their legal department, decided they would not support resident interviews but
would also not actively block them. It was essential that we took considerable steps to protect
residents who wanted to talk with us. At the same time, children in the system have a great deal to
add to studies like these. In the future, we recommend that the CDE develop standard protocol
and procedures to allow access to these residents. In the absence of this, we seem much more
interested in ensuring their confidentiality (and isolation) than in ensuring that they receive high
quality and appropriate educational services.

Weeks prior to the resident interviews, group home staff posted an invitation to their
residents which invited them to attend a 15-30-minute voluntary, anonymous interview session to
discuss their educational experiences. With the help of group home staff, interviews were held in a
private room away from other group home residents and staff members.

At the beginning of every resident interview, the attending social worker informed the
resident about the purpose of both the interview and the study, and reminded the resident they
could leave the room or choose not to answer any question at any time. At this time, the social
worker also informed the resident that study staff would not ask them their name and that
anything said with regard to the topic of education would be kept confidential.
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Please refer to the Technical Appendix for these resident interview materials, including a
list of issues and questions covered during the interviews.

Student Record Reviews

A total of 56 school records and 47 group home records were collected and assessed at
eight of the 13 group home sites. Two group homes did not maintain any education-related
information in their files; three group homes declined to share their records due to confidentiality
reasons.

Six to ten resident records were reviewed at each of the eight sites. Records were randomly
selected by study staff from file drawers based on the number of residents residing in the group
home. For example, at group homes with a total of 30 residents, staff selected every third record to
be reviewed. During record reviews at the group home site, staff wrote the child’s name down on a
page that was later removed and discarded once the child’s record was located at the school site.

The purpose of the record reviews was to obtain an inventory of education-related
information kept in files at group home and school sites. At the group home site, study staff were
interested in the types of information placement workers provide to group home staff, the
existence of education-related information (previous and current progress reports or report cards),
discharge plans, appraisals and individual program plans, and group home assessment procedures.
At the school site, study staff were interested in assessments, existence and quality of student
cumulative files, efforts to obtain education information from previous school, communication
with group home staff, and delivery of services. Please see the Technical Appendix for checklists
completed as staff examined records and recorded education data at both group home and school
sites.

Placement Worker Interviews

Study staff interviewed placement workers from county offices of education and county
probation, mental health and social services departments. These interviews were primarily
conducted by telephone due to the busy schedules of these individuals.

Issues covered during interviews with placement workers included: (1) background of
group home placements, (2) factors considered in determination of group home selection, (3)
familiarity with the Health and Education Passport system, (4) types of education-related
information provided to prospective group homes, (5) existence of educational surrogates, (6)
modification of IEPs, (7) quantity and quality of contact with placements, (8) education record
collection process, and (9) agency training. Please refer to the Technical Appendix for a complete
list of questions and issues covered during interviews with placement workers.
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School Site Interviews

Study staff interviewed staff members at both the non-public schools and public schools
residents attend. At the non-public school, staff arranged to meet with the director and special
education director. At the public school, staff coordinated interviews with the special education
director and principal.

Please see the Technical Appendix for questions covered with staff at public schools. The
Technical Appendix also contains questions and issues covered at non-public school sites.
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Chapter 3. Findings by Research Component

The purpose of this chapter is to present detailed findings from each of the five primary
sets of research procedures used in this study, i.e., state data analysis, LCI phone interviews,
surveys, stakeholder interviews, and case study site visitations. Note that some of the five research
components are more substantial than others. For example, a major purpose of the LCI phone
interviews was to assist in case study sample selection. Consequently, the additional information
added to this study from this research component is somewhat limited. The case study component,
on the other hand, contains many subcomponents and provides more extensive findings.

State Data Analysis

Education Information in CWS/CMS

The first analysis of data examined educational information (from the “educational
passport”—i.e., the education enrollment, education record, and education provider data sets) in
the CWS/CMS as of December 1, 1999. The purpose was to determine how many children in
group care (n=12,978) had any educational information at all that was recorded in the system.
Results found that statewide little to no information is currently being entered into the educational
passport data sets. Overall, about 20 percent of children in group care in the December 1, 1999
caseload had any information in the education passport—and there were considerable differences
by county (See Exhibit 3.1 and Exhibit 3.2). For educationally relevant information, this number
was much lower, but virtually none of the cases statewide had information in the education data
fields other than the county identification.
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Exhibit 3.1. CWS/CMS: Proportion of Group Care Children on December 1, 1999 with Any Education

Passport Information (usually only the county identifier)
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Exhibit 3.2. Education Passport Information for Dec. 1, 1999 Group Home Caseload

Children in Children with any ~ Percentage with any
COUNTY CASELOAD Ed. Passport Info Ed. Passport info
Alameda 1,019 31 3.0%
Alpine 1 0 0.0%
Amador 5 3 60.0%
Butte 76 19 25.0%
Calaveras 17 6 35.3%
Colusa 6 0 0.0%
Contra Costa 411 28 6.8%
Del Norte 18 0 0.0%
El Dorado 43 18 41.9%
Fresno 336 113 33.6%
Glenn 16 5 31.3%
Humbolt 37 3 8.1%
Imperial 84 37 44.0%
Inyo 9 0 0.0%
Kern 232 72 31.0%
Kings 18 3 16.7%
Lake 26 11 42.3%
Lassen 21 3 14.3%
Los Angeles 3,903 1,031 26.4%
Madera 29 1 3.4%
Marin 49 15 30.6%
Mariposa 1 1 9.1%
Mendocino 55 9 16.4%
Merced 85 14 16.5%
Modoc 10 0 0.0%
Mono 1 1 100.0%
Monterey 126 18 14.3%
Napa 33 7 21.2%
Nevada 18 6 33.3%
Orange 1,025 270 26.3%
Placer 72 18 25.0%
Plumas 9 3 33.3%
Riverside 705 49 7.0%
Sacramento 619 170 27.5%
San Benito 12 3 25.0%
San Bernardino 47 28 37%
San Diego 878 205 23.3%
San Francisco 276 47 17.0%
San Joaquin 116 28 24.1%
San Luis Obispo 92 35 38.0%
San Mateo 164 6 3%
Santa Barbara 99 28 28.3%
Santa Clara 454 37 8.1%
Santa Cruz 78 7 9.0%
Shasta 41 15 36.6%
Siskiyou 33 0 0.0%
Solano 83 8 9.6%
Sonoma 155 25 16.1%
Stanislaus 92 19 20.7%
Sutter 25 6 24.0%
Tehama 17 4 235%
Trinity 15 2 13.3%
Tulare 204 18 8.8%
Tuolumne 8 3 375%
Ventura 139 29 20.9%
Yolo 74 28 37.8%
Yuba 50 12 24.0%
ALL Counties 12,977 2,558 19.7%
Missing 1 10,420

As Exhibit 3.1 shows, small counties such as Mono and Amador had a high proportion of
their group care caseload with some information in the education passport; however, these
counties had group care caseloads of 1 and 5, respectively. Other counties with larger group care
caseloads ranged from low proportions (e.g., Los Angeles had 1,031 out of 3,903 children; Orange
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had 270 out of 1,025 children) to very low proportions (e.g., Alameda had 31 out of 1,019
children; Contra Costa had 28 out of 411 children) with information in the education passport.

Unfortunately, these small proportions vastly over-represent the degree of useful
information that exists currently in the education passport tables. That is, Exhibit 3.1 and Exhibit
3.2 display the proportion of county caseload for which any information at all (i.e., a county
identifier) could be found. When important education outcome fields (e.g., education grade level,
performance grade level, enroliment termination reason) for the group care caseload were
examined, virtually no information had currently been entered for these children.

Overlap of Information Between CASEMIS and CWS/CMS

The second analysis undertaken for this study was an examination of the overlap of records
resulting from the data match between the CASEMIS and CWS/CMS data systems. Overall, the
records that were matched (n=15,183) between the data sources represented 2.3 percent of the
CASEMIS caseload, and 13.3 percent of the CWS/CMS caseload for December 1, 1999. This
overlap is shown in Exhibit 3.3.

Exhibit 3.3 CASEMIS-CWS/CMS Overlap for December 1, 1999

Overall Matched Cases
n=15,183
™S

CWS/ICMS
n=113,961

CASEMIS

Nn=646,191

Not To Scale

The study then looked more specifically at these 15,183 records in terms of the degree of
overlap for children identified as being in licensed care institutions (LCIs) in CASEMIS and
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children identified as being in a group home in CWS/CMS. This overlap is illustrated in Exhibit
3.4,

Exhibit 3.4 CASEMIS-CWS/CMS Overlap for December 1, 1999

Group
Home
1,647
[12,978] > 507
1,493 /
LClI [7,085] 1
NA
CWS/ICMS
\ n=113,961
CASEMIS
n=646,191 11536
Not To Scale

As Exhibit 3.4 demonstrates, there was not a great deal of agreement between CASEMIS
and CWS/CMS in terms of linked records that showed children being coded as both in an LCI and
in a group home. On the other hand, perfect agreement between the two systems would not be
expected as special education children can be placed in LCIs without being a part of the  care
system. For those records that were linked between the two systems, there were 1,647 children
who were coded both as in an LCI in CASEMIS and as in a group home in CWS/CMS. In addition,
507 children were coded as in an LCI in CASEMIS but were not coded as in a group home in
CWS/CMS and 1,493 children who were not coded as in an LCI in CASEMIS but were coded as
in a group home in CWS/CMS. For these two sets of children agreement regarding their residing in
a group home would be expected. There are also 11,536 children in the match who were neither
coded as in an LCI in CASEMIS nor as in a group home in CWS/CMS.

There were 4,931 children residing in LCIs (69.6% of children in CASEMIS designated as
living in LCIs) for whom a match was not found in CWS/CMS. These may be the children placed
in LCIs, who are not part of the foster care or probation systems. In addition, however, there are
several other possible explanations for why these records did not match: (1) due to the
conservative parameters used during the matching process—such as confining the match to the
specific day of December 1, 1999—it is possible that some of these children had been in group
care at some point but were between episodes of being in the out-of-home care system (e.g., they
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had been reunified, or had run away) on December 1, 1999; (2) the children were in an LCI but
were not actually in out-of-home care (e.g., were placed privately by their parents in a congregate
care facility, or were placed by the Education system per AB3632 but were not dependents of the
court); (3) the children actually were dependents or wards of the court and were living in a group
care facility, but were not successfully linked between CASEMIS and CWS/CMS due to
insufficient or erroneous identifying information, or due to information that had not yet been
updated at the time the data were queried.

How Many Group Home Children Are in California?

After comparing data across the CWS/CMS and CASEMIS data sets, this question appears
more elusive than perhaps first believed. If we only look to CWS/CMS as the source of data to
answer this question, we come up with 12,978 students residing in group homes, which is very
close to the 13,107 children shown residing in group homes in Appendix A to the request for
proposals for this project. From CASEMIS, for this same point in time (December 1, 1999), we see
a count of 7,085 children residing in group homes (referred to in CASEMIS as Licensed Childrens’
Institutions or LCIs).

Exhibit 3.5 Count of Group Home or Licensed Children’s Institution (LCI) Residents and the Percent
of these Children in Special Education

4,931 LCIl in CASEMIS but not in CWS/CMS
1,647 LClin CASEMIS and group home in CWS/CMS
507 LClin CASEMIS in CWS/CMS but not as group home
7,085 Total children specified as residing in an LCI in CASEMIS
1,493 Non-LCl in CASEMIS and group home in CWS/CMS
8,578 Total count of special education students residing in an LCI or group home
9,838 Group home children not in special education
18,416 Total count of LCI or group home children

47% Estimated percentage of LCI or group home children in special education

Assuming that both of these databases contain reasonably accurate, but different,
information about what children are in group homes (LCIs), our best estimate of the total count of
children in California residing in group homes (LCIs) is shown in Exhibit 3.5. In addition to the
7,085 LCI students listed in CASEMIS (all of whom, of course, are in special education), an
additional 1,493 children, shown in the CWS/CMS system as group home, find matches in
CASEMIS. This means they are in special education but not known to CASEMIS as group home.

Counting children shown as group home (LCI) in one or both of the two systems yields a
total estimated count of group home (LCI) children in special education as 8,578. From
CWS/CMS we find an additional 9,838 children for whom we do not find a match in CASEMIS,
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and therefore conclude that they are not in special education. This yields a total estimated count of
group home/LCI children in California of 18,416, and an estimate that 47 percent of these
children are in special education. When we take into account group home (LCI) children from both
of these data sets, the statewide count is more than 40 percent greater than that produced by just
looking at CWS/CMS data alone.

To what categories of disability are group home children in special
education assigned?

Exhibit 3.6 shows the distribution of these 8,578 group home (LCI) children in special
education by category of disability. While there are differences in the distribution of students by
categories of disability across the first two groups of children shown, i.e. the vast majority of
special education students who are not in foster care or in group homes (column a) and those
children who are in foster care but not in group homes (column b), vast differences in the
distribution of students by disability are shown for the third category, group home children
(column c). Although foster care children who do not reside in group homes (b), are more likely to
be designated as emotionally disturbed and less likely to be speech and language impaired than
those shown in column a, the vast majority of these two sets of students are designated as learning
disabled. For group home children (column c), a very different pattern emerges. By far the most
prevalent diagnosis is emotional disturbance, with learning disability being second, and mental
retardation third.

Exhibit 3.6 Percentages of Students by Category of Disability and Residential Status

Not Foster Care, Foster Care, Not Group Home

Not Group Home Group Home (LCI)
(a) (b) ©)
Total Count 626,077 11,536 8,578
Emotional Disturbance 3% 9% 41%
Learning Disability 55% 56% 28%
Mental Retardation 6% 8% 11%
Speech Lang. Imp. 26% 17% 3%
Other Disability 11% 10% 17%
Total Percent 100% 100% 100%
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What percentage of group home children are educated in nonpublic
schools (NPS) compared to other children in special educat