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APPENDIX A

DCS Organizational Chart as of October 2010
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APPENDIX B

Quality Service Review
Core System Performance Indicators
Scoring “Minimally Unacceptable” and Above
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A significant number of those cases which were rated unacceptable in the 2009-2010
Quality Service Review for these core system performance indicators: Engagement,
Teamwork and Coordination, Ongoing Functional Assessment and Child and Family
Permanency Planning Process were rated -minimally unacceptablell (a rating of -3lI).
Had performance in these cases been a little bit stronger so that those cases warranted a
rating of —4ll (-minimally acceptablell) rather than -3ll, the Department would have
almost doubled its acceptable scores and practice would be acceptable in these four areas
in at least 75% of the cases, as illustrated in the figures below.

Engagement
I I
|
Marginal and
better (3-6) 0O 2005-2006
0 2006-2007
- B 2007-2008
O 2008-2009
Poor or W 2009-2010
Adverse (1,2)
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Source: QSR finalized databases.
Teamwork and Coordination
| |
|
Marginal and
better (3-6) 0O 2005-2006
0 2006-2007
- B 2007-2008
O 2008-2009
Poor or W 2009-2010
Adverse (1,2)
T
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Source: QSR finalized databases
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Ongoing Functional Assessment

I I
|
Marginal and
better (3-6) 00 2005-2006
0 2006-2007
- @ 2007-2008
00 2008-2009
Poor or W 2009-2010

Adverse (1,2)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Source: QSR finalized databases

Child and Family Permanency Planning
Process
I

Marginal and
better (3-6) 02005-2006
02006-2007
. W 2007-2008
@ 2008-2009
Poor or B 2009-2010

Adverse (1,2)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Source: QSR finalized databases
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APPENDIX C

Regional and Statewide
Section XVI Outcome and Performance Measure
Data for Periods Ill and IV
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This appendix presents the Section XV outcome and performance measure data for both
Reporting Period 111 (January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008)" and Period IV (July 1,
2008 through December 31, 2009). A separate table is included for each outcome and
performance measure. Each table presents the percentage reflecting the level of
achievement of each of the regions individually with respect to the outcome or
performance measure, the percentage reflecting the statewide level of achievement with
respect to the outcome or performance measure, and the "Period Il and IV
Requirements,” the percentage that reflects the level the Department is expected to
achieve for Periods I1l and IV. The applicable Settlement Agreement provision appears
in the title to each table.

Source; Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period Il Outcome Report {August 2008)

! Although Period 111 began on December 1, 2005, unless otherwise indicated, the TAC reports Period 111
performance based on the 18-month period from January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 (referred to as
Reporting Period 1I1). The TAC reported separately the earlier part of Period Il under the designation
-Interim Reporting Period Il (January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006) in the December 2008
Monitoring Report. The TAC did not feel that separate reporting for the first month of Period Il
(December 2005) was necessary. The exact reporting timeframe for each measure is described in the table
headings.
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XVI.A.2 Adoptions Finalized within 12 Months of Full Guardianship
Period IV Period Il
Full Guardianship Obtained | Full Guardianship Obtained
Region between 7/1/07 and 12/31/08 between 1/1/06 and 6/30/07
Davidson 81% 62%
East 81% 82%
Hamilton 63% 77%
Knox 76% 73%
Mid-Cumberland 72% 74%
Northeast 82% 74%
Northwest 59% 71%
Shelby 65% 76%
Smoky Mountain 80% 70%
South Central 68% 81%
Southeast 7% 67%
Southwest 60% 88%
Upper Cumberland 75% 77%
Statewide 74% 74%
Settlement Agreement
Requirement 75% 75%
Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 11l Outcome Report (August 2008)
XVI.A.3 Number of Placements
Period IV Period 11l

Children in Custody between 1/1/09 and12/31/09 Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

Region

Two or Fewer Placements
within Prior 12 Months of
Custody

Two or Fewer Placements
within Prior 24 Months of
Custody

Two or Fewer Placements
within Prior 12 Months of
Custody

Two or Fewer Placements
within Prior 24 Months of
Custody

Davidson

East

Hamilton

Knox
Mid-Cumberland
Northeast
Northwest
Shelby

Smoky Mountain
South Central
Southeast
Southwest
Upper Cumberland
Statewide

86%
91%
85%
88%
86%
86%
89%
90%
89%
86%
87%
90%
90%
88%

84%
87%
81%
85%
82%
83%
88%
87%
84%
82%
84%
87%
87%
84%

84%
87%
88%
85%
86%
92%
87%
87%
89%
90%
89%
90%
90%
88%

78%
81%
79%
76%
79%
82%
78%
82%
81%
82%
81%
84%
82%
80%

Settlement
Agreement
Requirement

90%

85%

90%

85%

Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 11l Outcome Report (August 2008)
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XVIL.A.4 Length of Time in Placement
Period IV Period 11l
Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08 Children in Custody between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08
Between Two and| More than Three Between Two and| More than Three
Region Two Years or Less|  Three Years Years Two Years or Less|  Three Years Years
Davidson 79% 11% 9% 74% 12% 14%
East 81% 12% 7% 87% 8% 5%
Hamilton 75% 13% 12% 73% 15% 12%
Knox 79% 14% 7% 82% 9% 9%
Mid-Cumberland 82% 9% 9% 80% 12% 8%
Northeast 7% 13% 10% 79% 12% 9%
Northwest 90% 5% 6% 82% 8% 11%
Shelby 84% 8% 9% 72% 11% 17%
Smoky Mountain 76% 13% 11% 79% 11% 10%
South Central 78% 16% 6% 87% 8% 6%
Southeast 85% 8% 7% 84% 6% 11%
Southwest 86% 8% 7% 84% 11% 5%
Upper Cumberland| 82% 12% 6% 79% 12% 9%
Statewide 81% 11% 8% 80% 10% 10%
Settlement
Agreement no more than no more than
Requirement 75% 20% no more than 5% 75% 20% no more than 5%

Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 11l Outcome Report (August 2008)

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

Period IV Period IlI
Children Exiting Custody Children Exiting Custody
Region between 1/1/08 and 12/31/08 between 7/1/06 and 6/30/07
Davidson 9% 9%
East 6% 6%
Hamilton 8% 5%
Knox 7% 4%
Mid-Cumberland 5% 5%
Northeast 7% 5%
Northwest 8% 8%
Shelby 8% 9%
Smoky Mountain 6% 4%
South Central 6% 6%
Southeast 3% 7%
Southwest 8% 4%
Upper Cumberland 5% 10%
Statewide 6% 6%
Settlement Agreement
Requirement no more than 5% no more than 5%

Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 11l Outcome Report (August 2008)
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Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 1l Qutcome Report (August 2008)
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Source; Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period Il Outcome Report {August 2008)
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XVI.B.1 Parent-Child Visiting
Period IV Period IlI
Children in Out-of-Home Placement with Children in Out-of-Home Placement with
Reunification Goals during June 2008 Reunification Goals during June 2008

Region Twice per Month Once Per Month Twice per Month Once Per Month
Davidson 43% 45% 25% 24%
East 22% 28% 23% 10%
Hamilton 38% 33% 25% 15%
Knox 30% 32% 33% 18%
Mid-Cumberland 49% 27% 23% 23%
Northeast 38% 32% 29% 18%
Northwest 60% 30% 14% 20%
Shelby 14% 27% 21% 16%
South Central 23% 19% 31% 19%
Southeast 38% 33% 23% 12%
Southwest 32% 28% 26% 18%
Upper Cumberland 41% 39% 14% 16%
Statewide 32% 29% 22% 18%
Settlement

Agreement

Requirement 50% 60% 50% 60%

Source: TNKids “Parent-Child Visit Compliance Summary Reports” (CEN-PRTCHDVT-200) for December 2009 and

June 2008

*The “cumulative” percentage for Period Ill (40%) indicated in this table varies slightly from that reported in the Key
Outcome and Performance Measures at a Glance of the monitoring report (39%) because of differences in the way
in which the decimals are rounded to the whole percent.

XVI.B.2 Sibling Visiting
Period IV Period Il
Sibling Groups Entering Custody within 30 Days of | Sibling Groups Entering Custody within 30 Days of
Each Other Who Were Separated during November | Each Other Who Were Separated during May and
and December 2009 June 2008

Region Once per Month Once Every Two Months Once per Month Once Every Two Months
Davidson 50% 0% 88% 0%

East 41% 24% 38% 34%

Hamilton 57% 67% 19% 23%

Knox 44% 50% 25% 40%
Mid-Cumberland 40% 33% 46% 43%
Northeast 56% 25% 29% 20%
Northwest 57% 67% 50% 0%

Shelby 38% 50% 27% 47%

South Central 38% 60% 11% 75%
Southeast 60% 50% 57% 67%
Southwest 20% 50% 33% 50%

Upper Cumberland 44% 80% 64% 25%
Statewide 43% 45% 37% 39%
Settlement

Agreement

Requirement 90% 90% 90% 90%

Source: TNKids “Active Brian A. Class Sibling Groups Not Placed Together Visitation Summary Reports” (SBL-
ASGNPTVS-200) for the periods November-December 2009 and May-June 2008
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XVI.B.3 Placing Siblings Together
Period IV Period Il
Sibling Grou_ps Entering Sibling Groups Entering
Custody within 30 Days of o
. . Custody within 30 Days of
Each Other during Fiscal Year Each Other during 2007

Region 2008-2009

Davidson 81% 89%

East 86% 80%

Hamilton 72% 81%

Knox 87% 83%
Mid-Cumberland 85% 86%
Northeast 90% 89%
Northwest 95% 64%

Shelby 79% 84%

Smoky Mountain 83% 78%

South Central 80% 92%
Southeast 93% 92%
Southwest 89% 96%

Upper Cumberland 82% 96%
Statewide 84% 85%
Settlement Agreement

Requirement 85% 85%

Source: Chapin Hall Regional Outcome Reports dated February 2010 and February 2008

XVI.B.4 Filing a Petition to Terminate Parental Rights
Period IV Period IlI

Children with Sole Adoption Goals for at Least Children with Sole Adoption Goals for at Least

Three/Six Months between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09 Three/Six Months between 7/1/07 and 6/30/08

TPR Activity within 3 TPR Activity within 6 TPR Activity within 3 TPR Activity within 6
Region Months Months Months Months
Davidson 86% 100% 80% 33%
East 97% 25% 93% 22%
Hamilton 90% 0% 94% 0%
Knox 97% 0% 98% 0%
Mid-Cumberland 95% 100% 80% 50%
Northeast 88% 33% 84% 50%
Northwest 100% 0% 100% 0%
Shelby 88% 0% 58% 22%
South Central 83% 0% 100% 0%
Southeast 81% 0% 94% 0%
Southwest 52% 63% 100% 0%
Upper Cumberland 61% 13% 94% 33%
Statewide 87% 32% 85% 32%
Settlement
Agreement
Requirement 65% 75% 65% 75%

Source: TNKids “Permanency Plan Goal of Adoption TPR Activity Compliance Reports” (ADP-PPGATNCS-200) for
the periods January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2009 and July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008
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Source: Period IV Outcome Report (March 2010) and Period 1l Qutcome Report (August 2008)

8
Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 20 of 172 PagelD #: 8629



XVI.B.6 PPLA Goals

Period IV Period Il
Children in Custody on Children in Custody on June

Region December 31, 2009 30, 2008
Davidson 0.6% 0.7%
East 0.2% 0.0%
Hamilton 0.5% 0.0%
Knox 0.4% 0.7%
Mid-Cumberland 0.2% 0.1%
Northeast 0.2% 0.7%
Northwest 0.0% 2.9%
Shelby 0.1% 0.3%
Smoky Mountain 0.2% 0.3%
South Central 0.2% 0.5%
Southeast 0.3% 0.7%
Southwest 0.0% 1.7%
Upper Cumberland 0.0% 0.0%
Statewide 0.2% 0.4%
Settlement Agreement
Requirement no more than 5% no more than 5%

Source: Brian A. Class Lists for December 31, 2009 and June 30, 2008

XVI.B.7 Placements within 75 Miles

Period IV Period IlI
Children in Custody during Children in Custody during

Region December 2009 June 2008
Davidson 87% 87%
East 88% 90%
Hamilton 85% 88%
Knox 84% 86%
Mid-Cumberland 93% 91%
Northeast 90% 92%
Northwest 88% 81%
Shelby 92% 91%
Smoky Mountain 89% 91%
South Central 93% 91%
Southeast 93% 93%
Southwest 91% 95%
Upper Cumberland 88% 90%
Statewide 89% 90%
Settlement Agreement
Requirement 85% 85%

Source: 75-Mile Placement Reports for December 2009 and June 2008
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APPENDIX D

Sources of Information
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This appendix describes the primary sources of information relied on and referred to in
Section One of this report.

1. Aggregate Data Reports

These reports are produced by University of Chicago Chapin Hall Center for Children
(Chapin Hall) from TNK:ids, the Department’s present SACWIS system. Most of these
are reports that the Department produces on a regular basis for its own planning, tracking,
and system management needs. Entry cohorts are used for the majority of these reports.
In addition, the entry cohort view is refined for most measures by showing information
about —first placements, |l a recognition of the difference between a child who enters care
for the first time (a new case for the placement system) and a child who reenters care (a
further involvement of the placement system after a failure of permanent discharge).
The focus on —first placementsll is also a recognition that children who are removed from
their homes (or placed —out-of-homell) have a much different experience in the child
welfare system than children who remain with their families when the Department
assumes legal custody.?

2. Quality Service Review (QSR)

The Tennessee Quality Service Review is the annual case file review of a statistically
significant number of cases envisioned by the Settlement Agreement. The QSR provides
quantitative and qualitative data on both child and family status (how well parents and
children with whom the Department is working are doing) and system performance (how
well the Department is doing in implementing the quality of case practice that is linked to
better outcomes for children and families). The QSR process includes both case file
reviews and interviews with children, parents, resource parents, professionals working
with the family (both DCS and private provider staff), and others. The QSR protocol
focuses on 11 indicators of child and family status and 11 indicators of system
performance.’

! Although many of the measures use first placement entry cohorts, some use entry cohorts including all
entries (both first placements as well as reentries), and some use discharge cohorts. In addition, some
measures exclude custody episodes lasting fewer than five days. The specific parameters used for each
measure are noted in the text.

2 Some of the percentages for earlier cohorts presented in Section One of this report are slightly different
than the percentages presented in previous monitoring reports for those cohorts. These slight changes can
be attributed to TNKids enhancements and data cleaning efforts occurring since the data were pulled for the
earlier reports.

® The 11 child and family status indicators are Safety, Stability, Appropriate Placement, Health and
Physical Well-Being, Emotional and Behavioral Well-Being, Learning and Development, Caregiver
Functioning, Prospects for Permanence, Family Functioning and Resourcefulness, Family Connections, and
Satisfaction. The 11 indicators of system performance are Engagement, Teamwork and Coordination,
Ongoing Functional Assessment, Long-Term View, Child and Family Permanency Planning Process,
Permanency Plan/Service Implementation, Tracking and Adjustment, Resource Availability and Use,
Informal Support and Community Involvement, Resource Family Supports/Support for Congregate Care
Providers, and Transitioning for the Child and Family.

1
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3. DCS Office of Information Systems “Brian A. Reports”

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

* Unlike the aggregate data reports produced by Chapin Hall that generally use entry cohorts including out-
of-home placements only, the majority of these reports include all children in custody, regardless of when
they entered custody or where they are placed. The specific parameters used for each measure are noted in
the text.
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APPENDIX E
A Brief Orientation to the Data:

Looking at Children in Foster Care from
Three Different Viewpoints
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Typically, when data are used to help convey information about the children who are
served by the child welfare system, one of three viewpoints is presented. The
-viewpointsll are: —point in timell data; —entry cohortll data; and -exit cohortll data. Each
viewpoint helps answer different questions.

If we want to understand the day-to-day workload of DCS and how it is or is not
changing, we want to look from a —point in timell viewpoint. For example, we would use
point in time information to understand what the daily out-of-home care population was
over the course of the year—how many children were in out-of-home placement each
day, how many children in the system on any given day were there for delinquency,
unruly behavior, or dependency and neglect, and how that daily population has fluctuated
over this particular year compared to previous years. Point in time data also tells us
whether the number of children in care on any given day is increasing, decreasing, or
staying the same. A graph that compares snapshots of the population for several years on
the same day every month (the same —point in timell) provides a picture of the day-to-day
population and its change over time.

But if there is a trend—for example, in Tennessee, that the number of children in care on
any given day has been decreasing somewhat over time—it is hard to understand the
cause(s) of the increase by looking at —point in time data.ll For example, were fewer
children committed to DCS custody in 2009 than in past years? Or is the decrease the
result of children staying in the system for shorter time periods (more children getting
released from custody during 2009) than in previous years? For this answer we need to
look at —cohort data.ll

The question whether fewer children entered custody in 2009 than entered in 2008 is
answered by comparing the total number of children who entered custody in 2009 (the
2009 -entry cohortll) with the number of children who entered custody in 2008 (the 2008
—entry cohortll).

Entry cohort data is also especially helpful to assess whether the system is improving
from year to year. Is the system doing a better job with children who entered in 2009
than with the children who entered in 2008? Comparing the experiences in care of these
two groups (entry cohorts) of children—their stability of placement while in care, how
often they were placed in family rather than congregate settings, how often they were
placed close to their home communities rather than far away—is the best way of
measuring year to year improvement in these and other important areas of system
performance.

There are certain questions for which -exit cohortll data is most helpful. If we want to
understand the population of children that may need services after they return to their
families, we would need the exit cohort view. These are children with whom DCS would
be working to make sure that reunification is safely and successfully achieved. Reentry
into foster care is a sign of a failed reunification. It is therefore important to measure the
percentage of children exiting care during any given year who reenter custody within a
year of discharge. Comparing the reentry rates of children who exited care in 2008 (the

1
Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 29 of 172 PagelD #: 8638



2008 —exit cohortll) with the reentry rates of those children who exited care in 2007 (the
2007 -exit cohortll) is one way of understanding whether the system is doing better when
returning children to their families in ensuring that reunification is safe and lasting.

In general, the data that are most helpful for tracking system improvement over time are
entry cohort data. If the system is improving, the children in the most recent entry cohort
should have a better overall experience and better outcomes than children who entered in
previous years. Since exit cohorts include children with a range of experience in the
foster care system, some of which may extend back many years and precede recent
improvement efforts, they are generally not useful for understanding trends over time.
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APPENDIX F

Race and Ethnicity Data
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This appendix presents race breakouts of those key outcome measures and performance
indicators for which race data are currently available. Race data are currently available
for the measures listed below.

e From the Settlement Agreement Outcome and Performance Measures for
Reporting Period IV (July 1, 2008 through December 31, 2009):

©)

O O O O O O O O O

Reunification within 12 months (XVI.A.1),

Adoption finalization within 12 months of full guardianship (XVI1.A.2),
Number of placements within the previous 12 months (XV1.A.3),
Length of time in placement (XVI1.A.4),

Reentry into placement (XVI.A.5),

Adoptive placement disruption (XVI.A.6),

Achievement measures upon discharge (XVI.A.7),

Timeliness of placement in an adoptive home (XVI1.B.5),

Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (PPLA) goals (XVI1.B.6), and
Placements within 75 miles (XV1.B.7);

e From the Regional Outcome reports produced by Chapin Hall:

@)
®)

o

®)
@)

Reduce the rate of children entering out-of-home care (Purpose No. 1),
Increase the proportion of children initially placed in home county
(Purpose No. 2),

Increase the proportion of children initially placed in a family setting
(Purpose No. 3),

Increase placement stability (Purpose No. 7), and

Increase the number and rate of siblings placed together initially (Purpose
No. 8).

Appendix J includes data related to psychotropic medication by race.

Settlement Agreement Section XVI Outcome and Performance Measures

In the following tables, —Otherll includes American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, Multiracial, Undetermined, Unknown, and Missing.

1
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XVI.A.1 Reunification
Children Exiting Care Between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Number and Percent Who Were Reunified with Parents or Exited to Relatives within 12 Months of Entry
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent
Davidson 318 265 83.3% 115 104 90.4% 164 126 76.8% 39 35 89.7%
East 316 248 78.5% 286 222 77.6% 8 7 87.5% 22 19 86.4%
Hamilton 89 56 62.9% 41 25 61.0% 39 28 71.8% 9 3 33.3%
Knox 163 119 73.0% 121 88 72.7% 32 23 71.9% 10 8 80.0%
Mid-Cumberland 355 267 75.2% 248 182 73.4% 65 59 90.8% 42 26 61.9%
Northeast 216 164 75.9% 192 147 76.6% 5 4 80.0% 19 13 68.4%
Northwest 106 80 75.5% 71 58 81.7% 25 13 52.0% 10 9 90.0%
Shelby 661 568 85.9% 94 82 87.2% 534 458 85.8% 33 28 84.8%
Smoky Mountain 334 258 77.2% 292 228 78.1% 14 8 57.1% 28 22 78.6%
South Central 261 214 82.0% 206 166 80.6% 31 29 93.5% 24 19 79.2%
Southeast 162 130 80.2% 143 112 78.3% 9 8 88.9% 10 10 100.0%
Southwest 124 106 85.5% 82 74 90.2% 37 27 73.0% 5 5 100.0%
Upper Cumberland 180 141 78.3% 154 122 79.2% 4 2 50.0% 22 17 77.3%
Statewide 3285 2616 79.6% 2045 1610 78.7% 967 792 81.9% 273 214 78.4%
Outcome Goal 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0%

XVI.A.2 Adoption Finalization
Full Guardianship Obtained between 7/1/07 and 12/31/08
Number and Percent of Adoption Finalizations within 12 Months of Full Guardianship
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent{ Total Number Percent
Davidson 141 114 80.9% 54 47 87.0% 75 59 78.7% 12 8 66.7%
East 136 109 80.1% 130 104 80.0% 0 0 #DIV/0! 6 5 83.3%
Hamilton 58 36 62.1% 31 17 54.8% 24 16 66.7% 3 3 100.0%
Knox 227 171 75.3% 142 116 81.7% 63 41 65.1% 22 14 63.6%
Mid-Cumberland 242 175 72.3% 178 123 69.1% 47 38 80.9% 17 14 82.4%
Northeast 191 156 81.7% 166 134 80.7% 15 13 86.7% 10 9 90.0%
Northwest 32 19 59.4% 22 12 54.5% 6 4 66.7% 4 3 75.0%
Shelby 229 146 63.8% 34 28 82.4% 184 107 58.2% 11 11 100.0%
Smoky Mountain 171 136 79.5% 154 123 79.9% 5 2 40.0% 12 11 91.7%
South Central 86 57 66.3% 57 43 75.4% 17 6 35.3% 12 8 66.7%
Southeast 54 43 79.6% 49 38 77.6% 2 2 100.0% 3 3 100.0%
Southwest 67 40 59.7% 27 14 51.9% 38 24 63.2% 2 2 100.0%
Upper Cumberland 154 116 75.3% 145 108 74.5% 3 3 100.0% 6 5 83.3%
Statewide 1788 1318 73.7% 1189 907 76.3% 479 315 65.8% 120 96 80.0%
Outcome Goal 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0%
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XVI.A.3 Number of Placements
Children in Custody between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Number and Percent of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Placements between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent
Davidson 745 641 86.0% 256 215 84.0% 417 369 88.5% 72 57 79.2%
East 949 864 91.0% 864 781 90.4% 20 19 95.0% 65 64 98.5%
Hamilton 380 323 85.0% 169 139 82.2% 189 162 85.7% 22 22 100.0%
Knox 830 734 88.4% 546 481 88.1% 208 179 86.1% 76 74 97.4%
Mid-Cumberland 1122 967 86.2% 802 695 86.7% 206 179 86.9% 114 93 81.6%
Northeast 789 681 86.3% 676 590 87.3% 46 37 80.4% 67 54 80.6%
Northwest 294 262 89.1% 202 180 89.1% 70 63 90.0% 22 19 86.4%
Shelby 1539 1380 89.7% 173 155 89.6% | 1306 1172 89.7% 60 53 88.3%
Smoky Mountain 1073 950 88.5% 945 832 88.0% 40 37 92.5% 88 81 92.0%
South Central 778 666 85.6% 656 569 86.7% 66 49 74.2% 56 48 85.7%
Southeast 559 487 87.1% 485 425 87.6% 39 32 82.1% 35 30 85.7%
Southwest 371 332 89.5% 207 186 89.9% 156 138 88.5% 8 8 100.0%
Upper Cumberland 718 644 89.7% 657 587 89.3% 18 16 88.9% 43 41 95.3%
Statewide 10147 8931 88.0% | 6638 5835 87.9% | 2781 2452  88.2% 728 644 88.5%
Outcome Goal 90.0% 90.0% 90% 90.0%

XVI.A.4 Length of Time in Placement
Children in Custody between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Number and Percent of Children Who Had Been in Custody for Two Years or Less
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent{ Total Number Percent
Davidson 745 589 79.1% 276 217 78.6% 390 305 78.2% 79 67 84.8%
East 949 762 80.3% 876 694 79.2% 16 14 87.5% 57 54 94.7%
Hamilton 380 276 72.6% 183 140 76.5% 172 116 67.4% 25 20 80.0%
Knox 830 649 78.2% 560 461 82.3% 198 134 67.7% 72 54 75.0%
Mid-Cumberland 1122 918 81.8% 787 641 81.4% 217 178 82.0% 118 99 83.9%
Northeast 789 604 76.6% 669 523 78.2% 48 27 56.3% 72 54 75.0%
Northwest 294 259 88.1% 203 177 87.2% 59 52 88.1% 32 30 93.8%
Shelby 1539 1269 82.5% 192 164 85.4% 1287 1055 82.0% 60 50 83.3%
Smoky Mountain 1073 813 75.8% 951 718 75.5% 31 23 74.2% 91 72 79.1%
South Central 778 601 77.2% 629 493 78.4% 81 59 72.8% 68 49 72.1%
Southeast 559 476 85.2% 492 419 85.2% 32 24 75.0% 35 33 94.3%
Southwest 371 313 84.4% 200 176 88.0% 154 120 77.9% 17 17 100.0%
Upper Cumberland 718 586 81.6% 648 520 80.2% 17 15 88.2% 53 51 96.2%
Statewide 10147 8115 80.0% 6666 5343 80.2% 2702 2122 78.5% 779 650 83.4%
Outcome Goal 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0%
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XVI.A.5 Reentry into Placement
Children Exiting Custody between 1/1/08 and 12/31/08
Number and Percent of Children Who Re-Entered Custody within 12 Months of Discharge
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent
Davidson 519 44 8.5% 180 17 9.4% 300 25 8.3% 39 2 5.1%
East 575 35 6.1% 496 26 5.2% 24 2 8.3% 55 7 12.7%
Hamilton 139 11 7.9% 60 8 13.3% 73 3 4.1% 6 0 0.0%
Knox 424 28 6.6% 283 22 7.8% 101 3 3.0% 40 3 7.5%
Mid-Cumberland 793 39 4.9% 582 33 5.7% 135 3 2.2% 76 3 3.9%
Northeast 452 32 7.1% 403 27 6.7% 19 0 0.0% 30 5 16.7%
Northwest 163 13 8.0% 116 8 6.9% 41 5 12.2% 6 0 0.0%
Shelby 628 49 7.8% 69 4 5.8% 532 43 8.1% 27 2 7.4%
Smoky Mountain 600 34 5.7% 522 33 6.3% 28 0 0.0% 50 1 2.0%
South Central 281 18 6.4% 235 18 7.7% 24 0 0.0% 22 0 0.0%
Southeast 271 8 3.0% 231 7 3.0% 27 1 3.7% 13 0 0.0%
Southwest 168 14 8.3% 93 9 9.7% 68 5 7.4% 7 0 0.0%
Upper Cumberland 313 14 4.5% 287 14 4.9% 12 0 0.0% 14 0 0.0%
Statewide 5326 339 6.4% 3557 226 6.4% 1384 90 6.5% 385 23 6.0%
Outcome Goal <= 8% <= 8% <= 8% <= 8%

XVI.A.6 Adoptive Placement Disruption
Adoptive Placements Occurring between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Number and Percent of Adoptive Placements that Disrupted as of 12/31/09
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent{ Total Number Percent
Davidson 96 1 1.0% 43 0 0.0% 41 0 0.0% 12 1 8.3%
East 190 1 0.5% 186 1 0.5% 2 0 0.0% 2 0 0.0%
Hamilton 43 1 2.3% 21 1 4.8% 21 0 0.0% 1 0 0.0%
Knox 175 3 1.7% 120 2 1.7% 35 1 2.9% 20 0 0.0%
Mid-Cumberland 162 6 3.7% 120 6 5.0% 29 0 0.0% 13 0 0.0%
Northeast 139 1 0.7% 108 0 0.0% 13 0 0.0% 18 1 5.6%
Northwest 23 5 21.7% 14 4 28.6% 6 1 16.7% 3 0 0.0%
Shelby 148 4 2.7% 16 0 0.0% 124 4 3.2% 8 0 0.0%
Smoky Mountain 171 3 1.8% 152 2 1.3% 2 0 0.0% 17 1 5.9%
South Central 105 0 0.0% 88 0 0.0% 13 0 0.0% 4 0 0.0%
Southeast 79 1 1.3% 71 1 1.4% 1 0 0.0% 7 0 0.0%
Southwest 34 2 5.9% 13 2 15.4% 21 0 0.0% 0 0 N/A
Upper Cumberland 139 1 0.7% 132 1 0.8% 1 0 0.0% 6 0 0.0%
Statewide 1504 29 1.9% 1084 20 1.8% 309 6 1.9% 111 3 2.7%
Outcome Goal <= 5% <= 5% <= 5% <=5%

4

Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 36 of 172 PagelD #: 8645



XVI.A.7 Achievement Measures upon Discharge
Youth Exiting Custody between 1/1/09 and 12/31/09
Number and Percent of Youth Reaching at Least One Achievement Measure
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent| Total Number Percent
Davidson 41 37 90.2% 13 12 92.3% 27 24 88.9% 1 1 100.0%
East 36 31 86.1% 33 30 90.9% 1 0 0.0% 2 1 50.0%
Hamilton 19 16 84.2% 11 8 72.7% 8 8 100.0% 0 0 N/A
Knox 33 29 87.9% 21 17 81.0% 12 12 100.0% 0 0 N/A
Mid-Cumberland 50 40 80.0% 37 29 78.4% 10 9 90.0% 3 2 66.7%
Northeast 39 32 82.1% 32 26 81.3% 4 3 75.0% 3 3 100.0%
Northwest 11 9 81.8% 10 8 80.0% 1 1 100.0% 0 0 N/A
Shelby 60 50 83.3% 6 6 100.0% 53 43 81.1% 1 1 100.0%
Smoky Mountain 35 31 88.6% 30 27 90.0% 2 2 100.0% 3 2 66.7%
South Central 24 18 75.0% 17 13 76.5% 5 4 80.0% 2 1 50.0%
Southeast 27 26 96.3% 25 24 96.0% 2 2 100.0% 0 0 N/A
Southwest 11 9 81.8% 8 7 87.5% 3 2 66.7% 0 0 N/A
Upper Cumberland 40 38 95.0% 38 36 94.7% 1 1 100.0% 1 1 100.0%
Statewide 426 366 85.9% 281 243 86.5% 129 111 86.0% 16 12 75.0%
Outcome Goal 90.0% 90.0% 90.0% 90.0%

XVI.B.3 Placing Siblings Together
Percent of Sibling Groups Placed Together Initially
Sibling Groups Entering Out-of-Home Placement Together for the First Time during Fiscal Year 2008-2009
Region Total Population White Black / African American

Davidson 81% 82% 90%

East 86% 86% 100%
Hamilton 2% 55% 100%

Knox 87% 89% 78%
Mid-Cumberland 85% 90% 82%
Northeast 90% 90% 0%
Northwest 95% 93% 100%
Shelby 79% 89% 79%
Smoky Mountain 83% 85% 100%
South Central 80% 81% 0%
Southeast 93% 97% *
Southwest 89% 92% 78%
Upper Cumberland 82% 82% 100%
Statewide 84% 87% 79%
Outcome Goal 85% 85% 85%

*In Southeast, no Black/African American siblings groups entered out-of-home placement together for the first
time during fiscal year 2008-2009.
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XVI.B.5 Placement in an Adoptive Home
Children Obtaining Full Guardianship between 1/1/09 and 6/30/09
Number and Percent of Children with Intent to Adopt Signed Within 6 Months of Full Guardianship
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent
Davidson 28 19 67.9% 13 9 69.2% 14 9 64.3% 1 1 100.0%
East 94 60 63.8% 92 58 63.0% 2 2 N/A 0 0 N/A
Hamilton 16 10 62.5% 5 3 60.0% 9 7 77.8% 2 0 0.0%
Knox 59 36 61.0% 33 21 63.6% 22 11 50.0% 4 4 100.0%
Mid-Cumberland 83 59 71.1% 56 39 69.6% 20 15 75.0% 7 5 71.4%
Northeast 50 32 64.0% 45 28 62.2% 2 2 100.0% 3 2 66.7%
Northwest 6 4 66.7% 5 3 60.0% 1 1 100.0% 0 0 N/A
Shelby 54 25 46.3% 5 3 60.0% 47 21 44.7% 2 1 50.0%
Smoky Mountain 99 73 73.7% 88 67 76.1% 2 1 N/A 9 5 55.6%
South Central 40 32 80.0% 35 28 80.0% 4 3 75.0% 1 1 100.0%
Southeast 29 19 65.5% 23 15 65.2% 2 1 50.0% 4 3 75.0%
Southwest 8 3 37.5% 5 2 40.0% 3 1 33.3% 0 0 N/A
Upper Cumberland 49 31 63.3% 44 27 61.4% 1 0.0% 4 4 N/A
Statewide 615 403 65.5% 449 303 67.5% 129 74 57.4% 37 26 70.3%
Outcome Goal 65.0% 65.0% 65.0% 65.0%

XVI.B.6 Goal of Planned Permanent Living Arrangement
Children in Custody on December 31, 2009
Number and Percent of Children with a Sole PPLA Goal
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent
Davidson 315 2 0.6% 119 0 0.0% 164 2 1.2% 32 0 0.0%
East 460 1 0.2% 421 1 0.2% 4 0 0.0% 35 0 0.0%
Hamilton 220 1 0.5% 109 1 0.9% 95 0 0.0% 16 0 0.0%
Knox 501 2 0.4% 337 2 0.6% 123 0 0.0% 41 0 0.0%
Mid-Cumberland 566 1 0.2% 393 0 0.0% 112 1 0.9% 61 0 0.0%
Northeast 427 1 0.2% 362 1 0.3% 26 0 0.0% 39 0 0.0%
Northwest 166 0 0.0% 110 0 0.0% 36 0 0.0% 20 0 0.0%
Shelby 713 1 0.1% 84 0 0.0% 608 1 0.2% 21 0 0.0%
Smoky Mountain 563 1 0.2% 510 1 0.2% 10 0 0.0% 43 0 0.0%
South Central 410 1 0.2% 336 0 0.0% 35 1 2.9% 39 0 0.0%
Southeast 328 1 0.3% 286 1 0.3% 21 0 0.0% 21 0 0.0%
Southwest 210 0 0.0% 101 0 0.0% 97 0 0.0% 12 0 0.0%
Upper Cumberland 402 0 0.0% 368 0 0.0% 12 0 0.0% 22 0 0.0%
Statewide 5281 12 0.2% 3536 7 0.2% 1343 5 0.4% 402 0 0.0%
Outcome Goal <=5% <= 5% <= 5% <= 5%
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XVI.B.7 In-Region Placements
Children in Custody during December 2009
Number and Percent of Children Placed within 75 Miles of Removal Address
Total Population White Black / African American Other

Region Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent Total Number  Percent
Davidson 337 292 86.6% 122 98 80.3% 182 164 90.1% 33 30 90.9%
East 487 428 87.9% 447 395 88.4% 4 2 50.0% 36 31 86.1%
Hamilton 226 193 85.4% 112 101 90.2% 98 79 80.6% 16 13 81.3%
Knox 532 448 84.2% 354 302 85.3% 133 107 80.5% 45 39 86.7%
Mid-Cumberland 597 553 92.6% 420 389 92.6% 115 111 96.5% 62 53 85.5%
Northeast 451 406 90.0% 380 347 91.3% 28 21 75.0% 43 38 88.4%
Northwest 177 154 87.0% 120 102 85.0% 36 33 91.7% 21 19 90.5%
Shelby 740 677 91.5% 87 79 90.8% 630 579 91.9% 23 19 82.6%
Smoky Mountain 585 518 88.5% 530 466 87.9% 10 10 100.0% 45 42 93.3%
South Central 448 415 92.6% 362 340 93.9% 44 36 81.8% 42 39 92.9%
Southeast 349 323 92.6% 303 280 92.4% 22 20 90.9% 24 23 95.8%
Southwest 221 202 91.4% 106 92 86.8% 100 95 95.0% 15 15 100.0%
Upper Cumberland 425 373 87.8% 388 339 87.4% 12 11 91.7% 25 23 92.0%
Statewide 5575 4982 89.4% 3731 3330 89.3% 1414 1268 89.7% 430 384 89.3%
Outcome Goal 85.0% 85.0% 85.0% 85.0%

Regional Outcomes

In the following tables, -Total Populationll includes all children regardless of race or
ethnic designation (or absence of such designation in TNKids).

Rate (per 1,000) of Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement
Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the First Time during Fiscal Year 2008-2009
Black / African
Region Total Population White American Hispanic
Davidson 2 1.2 2.7 3
East 5.1 4.9 21 6.3
Hamilton 1.2 1 1.9 1.3
Knox 2.9 25 45 3.1
Mid-Cumberland 1.6 12 2.8 3.2
Northeast 2.6 25 3.4 2.2
Northwest 1.9 18 21 2.9
Shelby 2.3 0.7 3.3 12
Smoky Mountain 4.1 4 5.2 3.1
South Central 2.7 2.7 2 3.1
Southeast 33 29 4.1 5.7
Southwest 18 18 1.8 11
Upper Cumberland 3.3 3.1 35 5.1
Statewide 2.5 2.2 2.9 2.9
7
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Percent of Children Placed In-County or with Relatives/Kin

Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the First Time during Fiscal Year 2008-2009

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 80% 81% 80%
East 46% 47% 25%
Hamilton 96% 94% 97%
Knox 74% 74% 73%
Mid-Cumberland 66% 62% 82%
Northeast 62% 63% 45%
Northwest 53% 55% 35%
Shelby 93% 98% 93%
Smoky Mountain 45% 47% 14%
South Central 38% 38% 43%
Southeast 59% 58% 92%
Southwest 57% 53% 67%
Upper Cumberland 45% 45% 40%
Statewide 64% 57% 83%
Percentage of Children Initially Placed in a Family Setting
Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement for the First Time during Fiscal Year 2008-2009
Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 92% 90% 91%
East 91% 91% 50%
Hamilton 89% 91% 78%
Knox 90% 90% 84%
Mid-Cumberland 96% 96% 95%
Northeast 91% 91% 91%
Northwest 92% 91% 94%
Shelby 91% 87% 91%
Smoky Mountain 95% 95% 100%
South Central 93% 94% 93%
Southeast 94% 94% 100%
Southwest 92% 91% 96%
Upper Cumberland 89% 89% 80%
Statewide 93% 93% 92%

Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 40 of 172 PagelD #: 8649

8




Children in Out-of-Home Placement on July 1, 2007

Percentage of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Placements over Two-Year Window

Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 84% 84% 83%
East 82% 82% 82%
Hamilton 80% 79% 80%
Knox 81% 81% 81%
Mid-Cumberland 80% 78% 84%
Northeast 92% 93% 92%
Northwest 86% 86% 83%
Shelby 84% 83% 84%
Smoky Mountain 82% 81% 95%
South Central 80% 81% 68%
Southeast 86% 86% 75%
Southwest 84% 86% 82%
Upper Cumberland 85% 84% 89%
Statewide 83% 83% 83%
Percentage of Children Experiencing Two or Fewer Placements over Two-Year Window
Children Entering Out-of-Home Placement during Fiscal Year 2007-2008
Region Total Population White Black / African American
Davidson 79% 79% 74%
East 85% 84% 83%
Hamilton 78% 86% 67%
Knox 82% 85% 70%
Mid-Cumberland 80% 78% 80%
Northeast 84% 86% 42%
Northwest 83% 83% 86%
Shelby 87% 98% 85%
Smoky Mountain 79% 78% 86%
South Central 7% 74% 100%
Southeast 83% 82% 81%
Southwest 89% 87% 89%
Upper Cumberland 84% 84% 83%
Statewide 82% 82% 81%
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APPENDIX G

Supplemental Information on Placement Stability
for the 2007 and 2008 Entry Cohorts
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This appendix presents additional information supplementing the data discussion on
pages 44-50 of this monitoring report regarding placement stability for children in the
2007 and 2008 entry cohorts.

A. Placement Moves by Exit Status

When considering data on placement stability, it is important to know whether the
children have exited out-of-home placement or still remain in care, because the children
who have already exited will not experience any more placement moves, but the children
who remain in care might. The table below breaks down the data presented in Figure 16
on page 46 of this monitoring report by whether or not the children had exited care as of
December 31, 20009.

Movements as of December 31, 2009 for Children First Entering Care in 2008

First Entrants Total Exited Care Still in Care
Total 3,735 2,871 864
Children w/ no moves to date 1,776 1,567 209
Children w/ one move to date 986 731 255
Children w/ more than one move to date 973 573 400

Row Percent: Within movement category, what proportion of children have already exited care?

Total 100% 77% 23%
Children w/ no moves to date 100% 88% 12%
Children w/ one move to date 100% 74% 26%
Children w/ more than one move to date 100% 59% 41%

Column Percent: By exit status, what proportion of children experienced moves?

Total 100% 100% 100%
Children w/ no moves to date 48% 55% 24%
Children w/ one move to date 26% 25% 30%
Children w/ more than one move to date 26% 20% 46%

Source: Data derived from longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through
December 31, 2009.

The table shows that of the 3,735 children who entered out-of-home placement for the
first time in 2008, 77% had exited placement and 23% still remain in out-of-home
placement as of December 31, 2009. The vast majority (88%) of the 1,776 children who
did not experience a placement move had exited care as of December 31, 2009. Of the
973 children who experienced more than one move, 59% exited care as of December 31,
2009, and 41% of those children still remained in care as of that date.

Of the 864 children in the 2008 entry cohort who were still in care as of December 31,
2009, 24% have not experienced a placement move while in care; 30% have experienced
one placement move; and 46% have experienced two or more placement moves.

The majority of children who experience placement moves remain in out-of-home care
for longer periods of time, and the majority of children who do not experience placement
moves exit out-of-home care in shorter periods of time.

1
Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 45 of 172 PagelD #: 8654



This trend becomes more pronounced over time, as seen in the table below. The table
below presents these same data regarding placement moves by exit status as of December
31, 2009 for the 2007 entry cohort (children entering out-of-home care for the first time
in 2007), allowing observation of trends for a maximum of 36 months (compared to a
maximum window of 24 months for the table above). As of December 31, 2009, 96% of
the 1,107 children who did not experience a placement move had exited placement while
only 80% of the 1,150 children who experienced more than one move had exited
placement. Of the 392 children in the 2007 entry cohort who were still in care as of
December 31, 2009, 21% have not experienced a placement move while in care; 20%
have experienced one placement move; and 59% have experienced two or more
placement moves.

Movements as of December 31, 2009 for Children First Entering Care in 2007

First Entrants Total Exited Care Still in Care
Total 4,480 4,088 392
Children w/ no moves to date 2,223 2,142 81
Children w/ one move to date 1,107 1,027 80
Children w/ more than one move to date 1,150 919 231

Row Percent: Within movement category, what proportion of children have already exited care?

Total 100% 91% 9%
Children w/ no moves to date 100% 96% 4%
Children w/ one move to date 100% 93% 7%
Children w/ more than one move to date 100% 80% 20%

Column Percent: By exit status, what proportion of children experienced moves?

Total 100% 100% 100%
Children w/ no moves to date 50% 52% 21%
Children w/ one move to date 25% 25% 20%
Children w/ more than one move to date 26% 22% 59%

Source: Data derived from longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through
December 31, 2009.

B. Placement Moves by Time in Care

The table below provides data suggesting that for children who experience placement
moves, most of the moves tend to occur during the first six months in out-of-home care.
The table describes when placement moves tend to occur for children who experience
placement moves. The rows in the first portion break out the total number of children
entering out-of-home placement for the first time in 2008 (-Total Childrenll), the number
of children entering out-of-home placement in 2008 who have not experienced a
placement move as of December 31, 2009 (-Stayersll), and the number of children
entering out-of-home placement in 2006 who have experienced at least one placement
move as of December 31, 2009 (-Moversll). The columns indicate how many of each of
those groups experienced the different periods in out-of-home placement as of December
31, 2009. For example, 3,685 children experienced six or fewer months in out-of-home
placement as of December 31, 2009; 1,812 of those children also experienced seven to 12
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months in out-of-home placement; and 1,117 of those children also experienced 13 to 18
months in out-of-home placement.*

Period Specific Movements for Children First Placed in Foster Care in 2008
As of December 31, 2009
Placement Intervals (Duration in Months)
6 and
Children by Moves under 7 to 12 13 to 18 19 to 24 43 to 48
Total Children 3,685 1,812 1,117 374
Stayers 1,776 542 304 88
Movers 1,909 1,270 813 286
Number of Moves
(0] 219 785 613 251
1 1,025 318 127 28
2 362 106 50 5
3 172 39 11 2
4 68 14 8 0
5 37 4 2 0
6 12 3 2 0]
7 9 0 0 0
8 4 1 0 0
9 1 0] 0 0]
Total Movers 1,909 1,270 813 286
As a Percent of Total Children by Placement Interval
Total Children 100% 100% 100% 100%
Stayers 48% 30% 27% 24%
Movers 52% 70% 73% 76%
Number of Moves As a Percent of Total Movers by Placement Interval
0 11% 62% 75% 88%
1 54% 25% 16% 10%
2 19% 8% 6% 2%
3 9% 3% 1% 1%
4 4% 1% 1% 0%
5 2% 0% 0% 0%
6 1% 0% 0% 0%
7 0% 0% 0% 0%
8 0% 0% 0% 0%
9 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total Movers 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through December 31, 2009.
Quitliers (children experiencing more than nine moves) are not included in this analysis.

Breaking this data into groups by whether or not the child has experienced a placement
move as of December 31, 2009 shows that about half of the children entering out-of-
home placement in 2008 have experienced at least one placement move. It also shows
that the children who remain in out-of-home placement longer tend to be the children
who have experienced placement moves. For example, of the 3,685 total children
entering out-of-home placement in 2008 and experiencing the -six or fewer monthsli
period, only 52% (1,909) experienced a placement move as of December 31, 2009 at
some point during their stay in out-of-home placement. Conversely, of the 1,117 children
who experienced the -13 to 18 monthsll period, 73% (813) experienced a placement
move as of December 31, 2009 at some point in their stay in out-of-home placement.

! There are two possible reasons why a child may not have experienced the later periods in care: either the
child exited out-of-home placement prior to reaching that period(s), or the child entered out-of-home
placement at the end of 2008 and has not had time to experience that period(s) in out-of-home placement.
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The second portion of the table shows when the placement moves occurred for those
children who experienced a placement move. For example, of the 1,909 -moversll who
experienced six or fewer months in out-of-home placement, 11% (219) did not
experience the placement move(s) during that period, but 89% (1,690) did. (Of the 89%
of children who experienced a move during the first six months in out-of-home
placement, 54% experienced one move, 19% experienced two moves, and so on.) Of the
813 —moversll who experienced 13 to 18 months in out-of-home placement, 75% (613)
did not experience the move(s) during that period, and only 25% (200) did. This
indicates that most children who experience a placement move experience the move
during their first six months in out-of-home placement. It also indicates that children
who experience multiple placement moves tend to experience those moves during the
first six months in out-of-home placement.

These patterns were also seen for children entering out-of-home placement for the first
time in earlier entry cohorts, as reported in previous monitoring reports.

C. Placement Moves by Type of Placement

The figure below provides a breakdown of placement stability data by the child’s first
placement type when entering out-of-home care. For children entering out-of-home
placement for the first time in 2008, those whose first placement was with relatives were
less likely to move to another placement setting. Two-thirds (66%) of children initially
placed with relatives did not experience a placement move while in care.

This increased stability of kinship placements compared to non-kinship resource families
is consistent with the findings reported in previous monitoring reports for earlier entry
cohorts.
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Placement Moves as of December 31, 2009,
by Type of First Placement
First Placements in 2008

I o

Foster Care | 2696
| 26%
I 660
Kinship Home 15%
19%
I 6%
Congregate Care | 43%
| 21%
I 21
Detention |47%
| 32%
I 205
Emergency | 45%
| 35%
I 52
Hospital | 43%
| 51%
0%
Unspecified | 27%
| 73%

B No Moves 0O More than One Move ©OOne Move |

Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through
December 31, 2009.

D. Number of Placement Moves by Region

The figure below provides a more detailed look, by region, at the number of placements
experienced fiscal year 2008-2009 by children who entered care for the first time during
fiscal year 2008-2009.
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Number of Placements Experienced During Fiscal Year 2008-2009
for Children Entering Placement During Fiscal Year 2008-2009

I I
Southw est 94% 4% 1

Shelby 1 | 93% | 4% 1%
East 1 | 91% | 7% 9% 19
Upper Cumberland 1 | 90% | 7% [ 2% [1%
Northeast 1 | 90% | 7% Pb 3%
Knox 1 | 89% | 7% 2%
Southeast - l 89% l 8% %

o

Statew ide 88% 8% 2%
. |
Northw est | 87% | 10% 1%
. |
Mid-Cumberland 8|6% | 9% 3%
Davidson - 85% | 9% 3% | 2%
Smoky Mountain - 8t|'>% l 10% 2%
South Central 1 83% 9% 3% | 4%
Hamilton 1 79% 15% 3%
75% 80I% 85I% 90I% 95I% 100%

O Two or Few er B Three O Four O Five or More |

Source: Longitudinal analytic files developed by Chapin Hall from TNKids data through February 2010.
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l. Introduction

As the last several Monitoring Reports have discussed, the Department has been quite
successful in its efforts to meet the requirement that sibling groups —be placed together,
unless doing so is harmful to one or more of the siblings, one of the siblings has such
exceptional needs that can only be met in a specialized program or facility, or the size of
the sibling group makes such placement impractical notwithstanding diligent efforts to
place the group together.ll VI.C.6; XVI.B.3(a). Section XVI1.B.3(b) requires that —at least
85% of all siblings who entered placement... shall be placed together.ll For the most
recent monitoring period (ending December 31, 2009), 84% of siblings entering
placement were placed together.

The Department has been less successful in meeting the requirements that separated
siblings have regular visits with each other. Section XVI.B.2(a) provides that —for those
children who are not placed together, —there shall be face to face visits between the child
and any of his or her siblings —in the most homelike setting availablell and -as frequently
as is necessary and appropriate to facilitate sibling relationships but no less frequently
than once each month...or no less than one hour each time (unless the visit is shortened
to protect the safety or well-being of the child as documented in the child’s case record),
or more as otherwise required by the child’s permanency plan and reasonable
professional standards. This standard does not apply to situations when there is a court
order prohibiting visitation to less frequently than once every two months.ll Section
XV1.B.2(b) requires that -90% of the children who are separated from their siblings visit
at least once a monthll and that 90% of those not visiting at least once a month visit at
least once every two months—an effective —cumulativell requirement that 99% of the
children separated from siblings visit those siblings at least once every two months.

The Department produces an aggregate report on visits between/among separated
siblings, extracting the sibling visit data from fields within TNKids case recordings,
where sibling visits are supposed to be recorded. Based on this aggregate data, the TAC
has reported that the percentage of separated siblings receiving once a month visits with
each other has ranged from 29% to 49% and the percentage of separated siblings
receiving visits at least once every two months has ranged from 49% to 76%.’
(December 2008 Monitoring Report, pp 46-47).

As the TAC noted in the December 2008 Monitoring Report (pp 45-46 and note 63), the
aggregate data report does not capture whether sibling visits have been prohibited or
limited in some way by court order, nor does it provide any indication of other
contributors to the lack of sibling visits. It therefore appeared appropriate for the TAC to

" The Department’s aggregate reporting does not distinguish between visits involving all separated siblings
and visits involving only some of the separated siblings. The Department did not build in a capacity for
making this distinction because they felt that when sibling groups were not placed together, in most cases
they were divided among two separate placements, not more. They therefore assumed that anytime visits
occurred, one could reasonably assume that all the siblings were involved in the visit. For 15 (41%) of the
37 sibling groups included in the review, more than two siblings were in custody during the review period.
The siblings in 8 (53%) of these 15 sibling groups were spread among three or more placements as of July
31, 2009 (or, if a sibling exited custody during the review period, as of that sibling’s last day in custody).
That is, a total of 22% of sibling groups reviewed were spread among more than two placements during the
review period.
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conduct a targeted review of those cases in which siblings were not visiting regularly to
determine whether the failure to visit was permissible under the Settlement Agreement
(because of court ordered limitations on sibling visits). It also appeared appropriate to
examine all of the cases in which sibling visits were not occurring regularly to identify
the factors/circumstances/obstacles that were contributing to the lack of visits.

In addition, because previous case file reviews had identified cases in which sibling visits
were occurring more frequently than they were documented in the TNKids sibling
visitation field, the targeted review was designed to determine the extent to which the
aggregate data drawn from TNKIids underreports sibling visits—the extent to which case
managers are simply failing to document visits that are actually are occurring.®

Il. TNKids Aggregate Sibling Visit Data

The figures below show performance on sibling visits as reported by the Sibling Visits
Report from August-September 2006 through November-December 2009. The first
figure shows the number of sibling groups visiting at each frequency during each two-
month reporting period, and the second figure shows the percentage of sibling groups
visiting at each frequency during each two-month reporting period.

Statewide Sibling Visits (# of separated sib groups visiting at each frequency)

250

200

150

100 A

50 4

Aug-Sep 2006
Oct-Nov 2006
Dec-Jan 2007
Feb-Mar 2007
Apr-May 2007
Jun-Jul 2007
Aug-Sep 2007
Oct-Nov 2007
Dec-Jan 2008
Feb-Mar 2008
Apr-May 2008
Jun-Jul 2008
Aug-Sep 2008
Oct-Nov 2008
Dec-Jan 2009
Feb-Mar 2009
Apr-May 2009
Jun-Jul 2009
Aug-Sep 2009
Oct-Nov 2009

O Once per month B Once every 2 months O No visits during 2-month period

& Consistent with this focus, the cases reviewed were drawn from a sample of cases in which sibling visits,
according to TNKids data, had not been occurring. The review was therefore not designed to identify

over-reporting errors—data entries indicating that a sibling visit had occurred when in fact no such visit
had taken place.
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Statewide Sibling Visits (% of separated sib groups visiting at each frequency)

100%

80%

60% -

=

40% -+
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Aug-Sep 2006
Oct-Nov 2006
Dec-Jan 2007
Feb-Mar 2007
Apr-May 2007
Jun-Jul 2007
Aug-Sep 2007
Oct-Nov 2007
Dec-Jan 2008
Feb-Mar 2008
Apr-May 2008
Jun-Jul 2008
Aug-Sep 2008
Oct-Nov 2008
Dec-Jan 2009
Feb-Mar 2009
Apr-May 2009
Jun-Jul 2009
Aug-Sep 2009
Oct-Nov 2009

O Once per month @ Once every 2 months

I11. Methodology of Targeted Review

The sample of 37 sibling groups was pulled from the population of sibling groups (58)
for whom the June-July 2009 Sibling Visits Report reported no sibling visits occurring
during that two-month period. (The sample size has a confidence level of 95% and a
confidence interval of +/-10; the sample was also stratified by region, with one exception:

cases were stratified for the old East region (and not the 2 new regions) because TNKids
does not distinguish between the two new regions).

The review looked at sibling visits for these 37 sibling groups during the six-month
period from 2/1/09 through 7/31/09 to provide a more —representativell picture of the
siblings’ overall visitation experience.

The reviewer read the case recordings for each sibling in the group and noted all
instances of contact between siblings during the period from 2/1/09 to 7/31/09. Contact
was generally counted as a visit if there was some interaction noted. That is, contact at a
court hearing was counted as a visit if there was some reference to interaction between
the siblings. However, contact at a CFTM was counted as a visit even if there was no
documentation of interaction before or after the CFTM on the assumption that the
siblings would have likely visited during breaks.’

When the reviewer identified a sibling not included on the report (because he/she did not
enter custody within 30 days of other siblings or exited custody prior to the sibling visits
report), the reviewer read case recordings for that sibling too.

° The Department takes the position that sibling contact at court or at a CFTM should be documented as a
visit if the siblings had some opportunity to spend time together outside of the courtroom or meeting.

3
Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 55 of 172 PagelD #: 8664



After completion of the review, a list of all cases not meeting the minimum Settlement
Agreement standard of a sibling visit at least once every two months was sent to the
regions with a request to provide any additional information regarding sibling visits that
may not have been clearly documented in TNKids. All follow-up information received
from the regions was then incorporated into the review findings.

IV. Review Findings

A. Overall findings

Based on either (a) the documentation of sibling visits in the appropriate TNKids field,
(b) references in the case notes or other documents in the case file from which it appeared
that sibling visits were occurring notwithstanding the failure to record those contacts as
=sibling visits, Il or (c) follow-up information provided by the regions, of the 37 separated
sibling group cases identified as not having any visitation during June and July 2009:

e Sibling visits appeared to have met the Settlement agreement reqouirement for
sibling visits at least once every two months for 25 groups (68%).° During the
six-month period these siblings either (a) were not separated on the date the
Sibling Visits Report was produced and, for this reason, should not have appeared
on the Sibling Visits Report at all (2 groups);** (b) were separated only for a short
time (less than 2 months) (2 groups); (c) were separated and appeared to be
experiencing visits at least once every two months involving all siblings (12
groups);*? or (d) were separated and appeared not to have been visiting regularly,
but had a reasonable explanation or rationale for the missing visits that was either
clearly documented in the TNKids file or articulated in the follow-up information
from the regions (9 groups).*®

101f sibling contact at CFTMs or court hearings were not counted as a visit, two fewer cases would be
considered to have met the sibling visit requirement, reducing the number to 23 (62%). A total of 20
sibling groups (54%) met the more rigorous Settlement Agreement standard that siblings visit at least
monthly.

1 The error in both instances was related to the accuracy or timeliness of data entered on the TNKids
placement screens.

2 This includes one case for which only visits between the oldest two siblings (who visited more than
monthly) were counted for purposes of this review. The Department decided not to initiate a relationship
between these two older siblings and their two younger siblings (whom they had never met) who entered
custody much later and were adopted during the review period by a family who did not intend to maintain
any connections to the children’s birth family.

3 While the Settlement Agreement only recognizes as a permissible exception to sibling visits situations in
which a court order limits or prohibits visits, the reviewer considered other reasonable justifications for
missed visits. In only two of the seven cases was there reference to a court ordered prohibition: in one, a
court order that there be no contact between siblings was documented in the TNKids -Visitation
Restrictionsll icon; in the other, although there was no such order in the Visitation Restrictions icon, case
recordings stated that no contact between the siblings was —court ordered at the recommendation of the
therapists. |l
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e Sibling visits fell far short of the Settlement agreement requirement for sibling
visits at least once every two months for 12 groups (32%).** These siblings
groups did not visit at least once every two months during the six-month period
ending in July 2009, and in none of these cases did the record or follow-up
information from the regions provide a permissible reason or rationale for the lack
of visitation.

B. Specific findings related to visits during the two-month period of June-July 2009

Of the 35 separated sibling group cases reviewed for which aggregate reporting indicated
no visits having occurred between June 1 and July 31,™ there was in fact documentation
in TNKids of visits having occurred between at least some siblings in 11 cases. Follow-
up information from the regions indicated that in an additional 6 cases, documentation of
at least one visit between some siblings during the two-month period was missing from
TNKids, bringing the total number of cases in which at least some siblings had visited
each other during June and July to 17. In 15 of these 17 cases, all siblings visited each
other at least once during that two-month period, and in an additional 2 cases at least
some of the siblings in the group had visited at least once.'®

Of the 18 sibling group cases having no visits during that two-month period,*” in 6 cases
the failure to visit was pursuant to either the team’s decision to endorse a therapist’s
recommendation to prohibit visits or a court-ordered prohibition on visiting; in 3 cases
the failure to visit was based on a refusal of a child to visit or be visited; and in 1 other
case, the failure to visit was because all siblings but one were placed with a relative in
California.

C. Specific findings related to visits during the six-month period from February through
July 2009

Of the 37 groups reviewed, 2 groups had been incorrectly identified as being separated, 2
groups had been separated for only a short time, and 9 groups had clearly documented
reasons (either in the TNKids file or in follow-up information provided by the regions)
for missed visits during the six-month period from February to July 2009. Of the
remaining 24 separated sibling group cases not having a clearly documented reason that
siblings were not visiting:

Y If sibling contact at CFTMs or court hearings were not counted as a visit, two additional cases would be
considered as falling far short of the sibling visit requirement, bringing the number to 14 (38%). A total of
17 sibling groups (46%) fell short of the more rigorous Settlement Agreement standard that siblings visit at
least monthly.

!> Dropped from this part of the review were the 2 cases reported as separated sibling groups who were in
fact not separated.

18 1f sibling contact at CFTMs or court proceedings were not to be counted as —sibling visits,|l then visits
occurred between siblings during June and July in 15 cases, with all of the siblings visiting at least once in
that two-month period in 13 cases, and at least some of the siblings visiting each other in 2 cases.

7 If sibling contact at CFTMs or court proceedings were not to be counted (see footnote 8 above), this
number of groups having no visits would be 20.
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e in 11 cases all siblings were visiting each other at least once every two months
(including one case in which the only visit during one two-month period occurred
at court);'®

¢ in one additional case, some of the siblings in the group were visiting at least once
every two months;

e in 2 cases, the siblings (some in one case and all in the other case) only visited
once or twice during the six-month period;

e in 2 additional cases, the siblings (some in one case and all in the other case)
visited 3 or 4 times during the review period, but there was a period of at least two
months when the siblings did not visit at all;

e in an additional 3 cases, the case notes reflected more visits than documented in
the TNKids field (between at least some siblings), but there was insufficient
information to determine whether (or reasonably infer that) the frequency of visits
was at least once every two months and the region was unable to provide any
further clarification regarding visit frequency; and

e in 5 cases, no visits occurred for any siblings during the six-month period.

V. Additional Observations

e Among the 25 cases of sibling groups meeting the Settlement Agreement
requirement for visits at least once every two months were several examples of
strong practice related to maintaining connections for separated siblings:

o In one Southeast case, the resource parent was not following through
with sibling visits as expected, so the FSW ensured that visits occurred
more than monthly by facilitating communication between the
resource parents, assisting with scheduling, and even babysitting.

o Inone Knox case, one sibling was placed in Tennessee with a resource
parent, and his other siblings were placed on ICPC with their
grandmother in California. The Tennessee resource parent was SO
concerned about maintaining the child’s contact with his siblings that
she arranged a family trip to CA to take him to visit his siblings and
grandmother.

o In another Knox case, the siblings were placed with the families who
were their host families when they moved to the United States. These
resource parents ensure regular contact and visitation, and even
participate in counseling together with the siblings monthly. Both
resource parents plan to adopt.

8 In 7 of these cases, all siblings visited at least once per month or more. (This includes the case
mentioned in footnote __ above in which the Department decided not to initiate a relationship between the
two oldest siblings and their two younger siblings who were also in custody during the review period. The
two oldest siblings visited more than monthly throughout the review period.)
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o In one Hamilton case, the two oldest siblings still remaining in custody
during the review period had been placed with one another on and off
for the past several years. When they were not placed together, they
reported to the FSW that they saw each other as often as they wanted
to. When the oldest sibling exited to post-custody, he was placed back
in the resource home with his sister.

o In one South Central case involving eight siblings, the sibling group
was separated into two different foster homes during the review
period. The siblings saw each other daily at their schools and
daycares, and the resource parents arranged weekly visits for the
children at the resource homes.

o In one Mid-Cumberland case, the two siblings in custody had been
raised by the same caregiver for years but were not biological siblings.
They did not get along well and one sibling repeatedly maintained that
he did not want to visit the other sibling. Visits between the siblings
were suspended at the recommendation of the therapist in April until a
bonding assessment could be completed. However, one sibling’s team
made the team made efforts to re-establish contact between the child
and his biological sister who was not in custody and had been adopted.
Ultimately, he ended up being placed with his biological sister’s
parents for adoption.

o Even sibling visits meeting the requirements of the Settlement Agreement may
not adequately meet the siblings’ need to maintain connections with one another.
In one case in which the siblings visited almost monthly (they missed a visit in
April) and even went to camp together for a week in the summer, the case files
contained documentation that the children frequently expressed the desire to see
one another more frequently than they do.

e In some cases, factors involving one or more siblings such as hospitalizations,
placements in residential treatment, placements in detention, and runaway
episodes complicated the scheduling of visits between siblings. Also, significant
distances between siblings’ placements in some cases made scheduling visits
difficult. In two cases, there was a notation by the FSW in case recordings
mentioning the policy of the residential facility where a sibling was placed not to
allow visits with siblings during certain phases of treatment. Some follow-up
responses from the regions suggest that in some instances, regional staff felt that
such obstacles were adequate justification for less frequent sibling visits.

e In some of the cases for which there was a clearly documented therapeutic reason
for the missing visits, there was little documentation in the file to confirm that the
therapeutic appropriateness of visits between siblings would be reevaluated at
some point in the future.

e A few sibling groups were not biological siblings, but were children who had
been adopted by the same family and later re-entered custody. The Department
generally seems to treat these siblings like biological siblings. However, in one
case in which the siblings were not visiting and there was no clear reason for the
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lack of visits, the FSW noted occasionally in case recordings that the siblings
—aren’t biological siblings.l

e The complexity of the process by which sibling visits are entered into TNKids is
certainly an important factor contributing to the incorrect documentation of
sibling visits.

e For those sibling groups that are experiencing regular visits at least once every
two months, it appears that the majority of those visits are occurring in family like
or more normalized community settings.

e The reviewer noted evidence of efforts to reunite separated siblings in several
cases:

o In the Hamilton case mentioned above, the siblings were reunited several
times during their custody episode after separations, and the oldest sibling
was placed in sister’s resource home when he entered post-custody.

o In one South Central case, the separated sibling was reunited with her
other siblings in their resource home in December 2009. She had been
separated from her siblings and placed in therapeutic resource homes and
psych hospitalizations because of behavior outbursts and hallucination,
and she currently continues to receive psychiatric care in her resource
home with her siblings.

o In one Upper Cumberland case, the region worked to place two siblings
together with relatives, but ultimately the relatives decided that they could
not handle one sibling’s autism. That sibling remained at King’s
Daughters, but the relatives are committed to maintaining her relationship
with her sister.

o In the Mid Cumberland case mentioned above, the siblings are not
biological siblings but lived with the same caregiver prior to custody.
Although they were separated and visits were stopped until a bonding
assessment could be completed, there was very good work to reconnect
one sibling to his biological sister who had been adopted by another
family. As of this review, he was placed with her and her family planned
to adopt him.

o In one Shelby case, one sibling was separated from her siblings for after
she ran away from the resource home, but she was placed back in same
resource home with her siblings after one month.

o In another Shelby case, the siblings were separated and then placed
together again on several occasions during the several years they had been
in custody.

However, as mentioned above, in some cases where the siblings were not
visiting because of clinical recommendations, there was no documentation of
work or plans to reevaluate the appropriateness of visits in the future. In other
cases, there was no evidence of work or plans to reunite the siblings in the
future.
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APPENDIX |

Definitions of Each Incident Type
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Incident Definitions as of June 25, 2010

Incident Type

Definition

Abduction

A child (or youth) is taken from the facility by unauthorized individuals (i.e. alleged perpetrators of
abuse, non-custodial parents or relatives).

Abuse or neglect

A DCS or contract agency staff member or any person in contact with the youth is alleged to have
physically, sexually or verbally abused a child or youth.

Assault

A willful and malicious attack by a child/youth on another person (this is not meant to include horse-
play)

Emergency Medical Treatmg

A child/youth has been injured or has suffered an illness that requires emergency medical attention. (In
an instance of treatment of a child or youth, the child or youth's custodial adult must be notified.)

Physical Restraint

The involuntary immobilization of an individual without the use of mechanical devices this includes
escorts where the youth is not allowed to move freely.

Contraband

Any item possessed by an individual or found within the facility that is illegal by law or that is expressly
prohibited by those legally charged with the responsibility for the administration and operation of the
facility or program and is rationally related to legitimate security, safety or treatment concerns. Note:
aggregate Cigarettes/Tobacco monthly.

Major Event at Agency

An event causing a significant disruption to the overall functioning of the program AND necessitating
notifying an emergency official. This event affects all, or nearly all, of the children and staff at the
location. Examples include a riot, a fire, the death of a child or staff member (while at the location), a
flood, etc.

Arrest of child or youth

A child or youth is arrested while in the custody or control of DCS, and the arrest has been confirmed
by a law enforcement agency.

Arrest of parent, surrogate
or staff person

The arrest of a DCS or a contract agency staff member, including foster parent or others affliated with
the youth and/or family, and has been confirmed by a law enforcement agency.

Medication Error

A medication error is when a medication is not administered according to the prescribing provider
and/or according to DCS policy and procedure.

Mental Health Crisis

A child or youth has engaged in or experienced: self injurious behavior; suicidal ideation or behavior;
homicidal ideation or behavior or acute psychotic episode.

Emergency Use of
Psychotropic medication(s)

An emergency one-time dose of a psychotropic medication in the event of a psychiatric emergency
when all other measures have been determined unlikely to prevent the child/youth from imminent harm
to self and/or others.

Mechanical Restraint

The use of a mechanical device that is designed to restrict the movement of an individual. Mechanical
restraints shall be defined as handcuffs, chains, anklets, or ankle cuffs, or any other DCS approved or
authorized device.

Seclusion The placement or confinement of an individual alone in a locked room or egress is prevented.
Child or youth leaves a program without permission and their whereabouts is unknown or not

Runaway sanctioned.

Placement Referral

Decisions Placement Referral Decisions

Disruption of Service

Disruption of Service
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APPENDIX J

DCS Pharmacy Data Summary,
January to December 2009

Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 65 of 172 PagelD #: 8674



Case 3:00-cv-00445 Document 408-2 Filed 11/10/10 Page 66 of 172 PagelD #: 8675



Pharmacy Data
January-December 2009

Blue Cross and Blue Shield provided pharmacy data to the Department of Children Services for
January-December 2009. The information each month included:

This information was matched with data from TNKIDS for each month. Summary information was

the name of child

social security number

the prescriber’s name, specialty, and address

the primary care physician’s name and address

date of service and date the prescription was paid

the drug’s name , strength, and the quantity dispensed
amount paid

the pharmacy’s name and address

given on demographic information, such as adjudication, gender, and race. Summary information
on the physician prescribing the medication, as well as, drug information was given. The
information from each month has been totaled and averaged for the year. Here were some of
calendar year 2009 findings:

Statewide

The average number of DCS children prescribed at least one drug per month was 1704

children.

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

prescribed at least one drug during the calendar year:
Thirty percent (29.9%) of the children were prescribed at least one drug.
A child’s average age was thirteen years (13.5).
A child’s average length of time in custody was eight months (7.8).

A child’s average number of months being prescribed at least one drug was five months

(5.1).

The child’s average number of drugs being prescribed each month was two prescriptions

(1.7).
Eight percent (8.4%) of the children prescribed at least one drug was prescribed a
medication every month of the calendar year.

The average age of the child was 12.5 years.

The average number of months the child had 4 or more medications prescribed was

5.6 months.

The average number of drugs prescribed each month was 2.4 drugs.
Ten percent (10.4%) of the children prescribed at least one drug was prescribed 4 or
more medications for at least one month of the calendar year.

Average age of the child was 14.2 years.

The average length of stay in custody was 9.2 months.

The average number of months the child had 4 or more medications prescribed was

3.5 months.
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Thirty six percent (35.7%) of the children was prescribed 4 medications only one
month during the calendar year.
Three percent (2.7%) of the children was prescribed four or more drugs all twelve
months of the calendar year.
The average number of drugs prescribed each month was 4.2 drugs.
e The Primary Care Physician was the medical doctor category with the most medications
prescribed for the children during the calendar year.
e The five drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year:
o Methylphenidate

o Trazodone HCL
o Risperdal
o Seroquel
o Clonidine

o The five classes of drugs prescribed the most during the calendar year:

Drug Class Drugl Drug2

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

e Achild in DCS custody and administered medication was more likely to be a white male,
adjudicated dependent neglect and thirteen years of age; and the Primary Care Physician was
prescribing approximately two drugs (1.7) per month for the child.

Brian A Children
e The average number of DCS children prescribed at least one drug per month was 1226
children.
e For the children who were in DCS custody for at least one day during the calendar year and
prescribed at least one drug during the calendar
Twenty six percent (26.4%) of the children were prescribed at least one drug.
A child’s average age was twelve years (12.2).
A child’s average length of time in custody was eight months (8.3).
A child’s average number of months being prescribed at least one drug was six months
(5.7).
e  The child’s average number of drugs being prescribed each month was two prescriptions
.7).
e  Twelve percent (11.6%) of the children prescribed at least one drug was prescribed a
medication every month of the calendar year.
The average age of the child was 12.2 years.
The average number of months the child had 4 or more medications prescribed was
5.6 months.
The average number of drugs prescribed each month was 2.4 drugs.
o Eleven percent (11.3%) of the children prescribed at least one drug was prescribed 4 or
more drugs for at least one month of the calendar year.
Average age of the child was 13.6 years.
The average length of stay in custody is 9.8 months.
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The average number of months the child had 4 or more medications prescribed was
3.8 months.
Thirty two percent (31.9%) of the children was prescribed 4 medications only one
month during the calendar year.
Three percent (3.4%) of the children was prescribed four or more drugs all twelve
mon