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Introduction

As part of its Court Improvement Program, the Supreme Court of Chio conducted a
review of Ohio courts’ implementation of the Ohio Interstate Compact on the Placement
of Children (ICPC) and the processes Ohio courts use to effectuate the ICPC’s
requirements. The Court used a variety of methods in conducting the review, including
an assessment of the current ICPC, focusing on the 2006 amendments that were aimed at
improving the safety and timeliness of ICPC placements, a Statewide survey of child
welfare and adoption professionals, targeted interviews, and a review of representative
ICPC court case files. The following report details the results of the research and data
collection process and the conclusions drawn from the information gathered.

The Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children

Any adoptive or foster care placement that involves the placement of a child across State
lines implicates the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children, which has as
members all 50 States, the District of Columbia and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

The current ICPC? was adopted in 1960 as an answer to States’ concerns about
protecting children placed across State lines. Before the Compact was implemented,
States had no authority over children once they were placed outside of their borders.
The ICPC was intended to:

» provide a process through which children placed across State lines who are
subject to the compact may be placed in safe and suitable homes in a timely
manner;

« facilitate ongoing supervision of placements, delivery of services, and
communication between the sending and receiving States;

» provide operating procedures to ensure safe, suitable and timely placements;

» provide for the promulgation and enforcement of administrative rules
implementing compact provisions and regulating covered activities of the
member States;

! The Compact, in effect for almost 50 years, has been criticized for governing processes and structure that
are now outdated and in need of revision to ensure timely and appropriate child placements. In addition,
the current ICPC is under fire by those who believe States are not held accountable for compliance with its
provisions and that States have unilaterally interpreted the meaning and coverage of the compact and
changed its processes and procedures for interstate placements, Chio is the only state that has thus far
enacted the new ICPC developed in 2006 by a drafting team representing major national child welfare
organizations, led by the American Public Human Services Association (APHSA).



* provide for uniform information sharing and data collection between member
States;

* promote coordination between the ICPC and the Interstate Compacts for
Juveniles (IC])?, the Interstate Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance and
other compacts that impact placement of and provide services to children subject
to the compacts;

= provide for a member State’s continuing legal jurisdiction and responsibility for
placement and care of a child equivalent to that it would have if the placement
were intrastate; and

* in collaboration with Indian tribes, provide for the promulgation of guidelines
for interstate cases involving Indian children as permitted by federal law.

In 2006, the President signed the Safe and Timely Interstate Placement of Foster
Children Act of 2006, P.L. 109-239, which was aimed at further encouraging States to
improve child protection practices and hold them accountable for the safe and timely
placement of children across State lines. The legislation impacted the ICPC in several
respects, including:

»  Under section 471(a){26), States are required to complete and report on foster and
adoptive home studies requested by other States within 60 days. An exception to
the 60-day requirement that (available only until September 30, 2008) allow an
additional 15 days for cases in which the State’s failure to complete the home
study within 60 days is due to circumstances beyond the State’s control (for
example, a delay in receipt of the federal background check). The State
requesting the home study must accept the completed home study unless, within
14 days of receiving it, the State determines that to rely on the report would be
contrary to the child’s welfare. Portions of the home study involving education
and training of prospective foster and adoptive parents are not required to be
completed within the 60- (or 75-) day timeframe. In addition, States may contract
with a private agency to conducting the home study.

= Section 422(b)(12) of the Act modifies the Title IV-B State plan requirement to
require States to “make” (rather than the current requirement “ to develop plans
for”} effective use of cross-jurisdictional resources and to “eliminate legal
barriers” to timely adoptions.

«  Section 471(a)(15) of the Act requires States to:
» consider interstate placements in permanency planning decisions when
appropriate (section 471(a)(15)(C));
+ consider in-State and out-of-State permanent placement options at permanency
hearings (section 471(a)(15)(E)(i)); and
* identify appropriate in-State and out-of-State placements

2 The 1CJ. similar to the ICPC, regulates the movement and supervision between states of juveniles currently

under community supervision. It is designed to better ensure public safety and to create a more effective and efficient
means of transferring and tracking juveniles betwcen states. Ohio is an [CJ compact member; for comparison purposcs,
some of the case files reviewed herein relate to the ICJ rather than the FCPC.



when using concurrent planning (section 471(a)(15)(F)).

= Section 475(5)(C) of the Act requires States to consider in-State and out-of-State
placement options in permanency hearings. If a child is already in an out-of-
State placement, the hearing must determine if the placement continues to be
appropriate and in the child’s best interests.

*  Section 475(5)(A)(ii} of the Act increases the frequency of required caseworker
visits from every 12 months to every 6 months for children in out-of-State foster
care placements. In addition adding, a private agency under contract with either
State may perform those visits.

Specifically in relation to court practices:

*  Sections 438(a) and (b) of the Act include specific requirements for the highest
State courts participating in the Court Improvement Program, as follows:
* Section 438(a)(1)(E) requires State courts that receive the original court
improvement grant to assess their effectiveness in expediting interstate
placements, and that courts in different States cooperate in the sharing of
information. Courts are authorized to:

o obtain information and testimony from agencies and parties in other
States without requiring interstate travel by those parties.

o permit the participation of parents, children and other necessary parties
involved in interstate placement without requiring interstate travel (this
provision applies only to the original court improvement grant at section
438(a)(1).

* Section 438(b)(1) requires State courts to ensure that foster parents, pre-
adoptive parents, and relative caregivers are notified of any proceedings held
with respect to a child in foster care (this requirement applies to any of the three
court improvement grants under section 438(a)).

The Qhio ICPC

Ohio Revised Code Provisions

Ohio’s current ICPC provisions?, found at ORC Ann. 5103.23, mirror those of the
Compact as originally drafted. In addition to the goals stated above, the Ohio ICPC
provides for:

« conditions for placement to include:
o written notice of the intent to send, bring, or place the child in the
receiving state;
o provision by the sending state of additional documentation as necessary
and as requested by the receiving state; and

. The new [CPC will become effective if and when 34 states enact it.



o written notification, prior to placement, by the appropriate authorities in
the receiving state that the proposed placement does not appear to be
contrary to the best interests of the child.

penalties for illegal placements to include those levied in accordance with state
law and, in addition, potential suspension of any license or permit that
authorizes the sending agency to place or care for children;

the retention of jurisdiction over the child by the sending agency:

o to ensure decision-making and disposition of the child continues as if the
child had remained in the sending agency’s State, until such time as the
child is adopted, reaches majority, becomes self-supporting, or is
discharged with the concurrence of the agency in the receiving state, with
such jurisdiction to include the power to effect the return of the child
pursuant to law and the continued financial responsibility for the child;

o toallow for agreements between public sending State agencies and
authorized receiving State public or private agencies for performance of
service(s) with respect to the case by the receiving State agency as agent
for the sending State agency;

o toallow for a private charitable organization authorized to place children
in the receiving State to act as agent or perform services for the sending
state agency; and

o toallow for an agency in the receiving State to discharge the sending
State agency’s financial responsibility for the child (without relieving that
agency’s obligation to do so};

the institutional placement of children adjudicated to be delinquent in another
member State, but only after a court hearing on notice to the child’s parent or
guardian prior to the child being sent, if the court finds that equivalent facilities
are not available in the sending State, and that institutional care in the other State
is in the child’s best interest and will not cause undue hardship.

The Ohio ICPC also excludes certain placements:

the sending or bringing of a child into the receiving State by a parent, step-
parent, grandparent, adult brother or sister, adult uncle or aunt, or guardian, and
leaving the child with any such relative or non-agency guardian in the receiving
State; or

any placement of the child in the receiving State pursuant to any other compact
or agreement between the States which has the force of law.

Ohio Administrative Code Provisions

Administrative rules have also been promulgated to effect the ICPC’s purposes. The
following is a summary of Ohio Administrative Code ICPC rules:

OAC 5101:2-52-02 General requirements applicable to interstate placements of children:

» Designates the ODJFS ICPC Office as the single authority responsible for reviewing
and authorizing placement requests

» Lists the types of placements the ICPC is applicable to:



o Adoption
o foster care
o relative (when parent is not making the placement)
= Lists the persons or agencies required to submit requests to the ICPC office:
o a party State to the compact (officers/employees) proposing to place a
child in Ohio
o an Ohio PCSA or PCPA proposing to place a child in another State
o Ohio courts proposing to place in another State
o any other person/agency proposing to place a child into or outside Ohio
= Lists the situations exempt from ICPC requirements:
o parents/immediate relatives/ guardians with full legal rights sending or
bringing child to parents/immediate relatives/ guardians
o placement of child into a medical or educational facility or institution
o visits not exceeding 30 days or the school vacation period

OAC 5101:2-52-04 Requirements applicable to interstate placement of children when a
PCSA, PCPA or Ohio court is the sending agency:
= Must inform the ICPC office of need to obtain placement evaluation and the
receiving State’s authorization to place the child
« Lists all documentation which must be submitted to the Ohio ICPC office {and other
documentation required for court ordered priority placement) to initiate interstate
placement
» Upon approval, the PCSA, PCPA, or court must:
o Make travel arrangements for child
o Submit JFS form 01662
o Maintain financial responsibility for child during the duration of
placement
o Retain jurisdiction until either adoption, age of majority, child becomes
self supporting, transfer of custody
*  When a change in status for the child - must submit JFS form 01662
» Arrange for child’s return or alternative placement if receiving State indicates it is
necessary

OAC 5101:2-52-06 Requirements applicable to interstate placement of children when the

PCSA, PCPA, or PNA is the receiving agency:

» Evaluate the placement

»  Submit evaluation and recommendation to ICPC office within 30 days of the
evaluation request (18 days if court ordered priority placement)

= Provide supervision and reports to ICPC office as requested by sending agency

= Notify ICPC office and sending agency if placement disrupts

OAC 5101:2-52-08 Interstate placement requirements for Ohio parents or legal

guardians when placing their child into another State or territory:

» Inform the ICPC office of need to obtain placement evaluation and the receiving
State’s authorization to place the child

=  Submit required documentation to place a child into a residential center

= For adoptive placements - must submit listed documentation to the ICPC office



= Make travel arrangements for child

= Maintain financial responsibility for child during the duration of placement

= Relain jurisdiction until either adoption, age of majority, child becomes self
supporting, transfer of custody

Safe and Timely Interstate Placement of Foster Children Act of 2006 Provisions

Provisions corresponding to the provisions of the Safe and Timely Interstate Placement
of Foster Children Act of 2006 noted above are found in the Chio Administrative Code
and the Ohio Revised Code at:

OAC 5101:2-52-06(B), which requires the agency to complete and report on foster and
adoptive home studies within 30 days (note: this requirement exceeds that of the Safe
and Timely Interstate Placement of Foster Children Act).

ORC § 2151.417, which requires, in any court review or citizens board review of child's
placement or custody arrangement pertaining to a child who will not be returned to the
parent, that the court consider in-state and out-of-state placement options and determine
whether the in-state or the out-of-state placement continues to be appropriate and in the
best interests of the child.

OAC 5101:2-42-65 (E)(1)-(3), which provides as follows in relation to a child placed
through the ICPC into a substitute care setting outside of Ohio:

e That the out-of-state children services agency (CSA) be requested to provide
needed supervision and services to the child as identified in the child's case plan
and to submit written supervisory reports on a monthly basis.

e That the substitute care placement setting be contacted within ten days of the
child's placement and at least every other month thereafter.

e That monthly face-to-face visits with the child within the substitute care setting
be conducted. The agency may request the supervising CSA in the other state to
conduct these visits.

Survey and Interview Results

Survey

As part of the ICPC review, the Supreme Court of Ohio commissioned a survey in order
to obtain practitioner feedback on how Ohio’s courts have implemented Ohio's ICPC
and the processes used to effectuate its requirements. Participants were urged to use
complete candor relating their day-to-day ICPC processes and decision making in
completing the Survey. All Survey responses were tabulated in a way that ensured the
anonymity of all respondents.

Survey questions consisted of both multiple choice and open-ended formats. Survey
takers were given the opportunity to provide alternative answers to the answer choices



in all multiple choice questions by selecting “other” and filling in a comment box. Out
of an estimated pool of 400-500 potential respondents, 103 took the survey.

The following is a summary of the Survey results, with both quantified data and
qualitative commentary. Quantitative data is provided on the responses of those in the
top three professional positions (by numbers of respondents) represented in the survey
(Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.), Caseworker or Social Worker, and
Child Welfare Supervisor), along with data on all respondents’ Survey answers for each
question. The complete Survey results are available at

http:// www.surveymonkey.com/sr.aspx?sm=jC2CX_2fWffkzl Pd1TSv3qbNgZ6Fjyskk0
cCQfhd6PI2M_3d.

Survey Question 1

Position currently held:

Of the 99 total responses given for this question, the top three answers were Judicial
Officer, Caseworker or Social Worker, and Child welfare Supervisor (hereafter referred
to as “Major Category Respondents”). The number of responses for each position is
indicated after the position title:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.) 18
CaseWorker or Social Worker 19
Child Welfare Supervisor 32

Commentary: Eight court administrators also responded, along with one parent’s
attorney, two agency attorneys and three GALs. Those respondents who checked the
“other category” (16 out of 99 responding to this question) included: child welfare
administrators and managers; probation officers; court clerks and investigators; and
CASA directors.

Survey Question 2
Length of time in current position held by Major Category Respondents:

Judicial Officer {Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o  Of the 16 who answered:
o 56.3% (9) have been in the position 1-5 years
o 18.8% (3) have been in the position 6-10 years
o 25.0% (4) have been in the position for 11-15 years

CaseWorker or Social Worker
* Of the 19 who answered:
o 52.6% (10) have been in the position 1-5 years
o 15.8% (3) have been in the position 6-10 years
o 15.8% (3) have been in the position 11-15 years
o 15.8% (3) have been in the position more than 20 years



Child Welfare Supervisor
*  Of the 32 who answered:
o 6.3% (2) have been in the position less than a year
34.4% (11) have been in the position 1-5 years
28.1% (9) have been in the position 6-10 years
15.6% (5) have been in the position 11-15 years
15.6% (5) have been in the position more than 20 years

o 0 0 0

Cominentary: Survey takers were generally well-experienced. 33% of 100 people
responding to this question had been in their positions between 1-5 years. 61% had been
in their positions 6-20 years or more.

Survey Question 3

In the current position held by the Major Category Respondents, the numbers of
respondents who have dealt with cases where ICPC was an issue, and the numbers of
cases handled by each category, were as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
»  Of the 8 who answered:
o 25.0% (2) have dealt with 0-5 cases dealing with ICPC

25.0% (2} have dealt with 6-10 cases dealing with ICPC

12.5% (1) have dealt with 11-15 cases dealing with ICPC

12.5% (1) have dealt with 16-2() cases dealing with ICPC

12.5% (1) have dealt with more than 20 cases dealing with ICPC

1)

cC © 0 ¢ O

12.5% (1) indicated “other”

CaseWorker or Social Worker

o Of the 13 who answered:

o 38.5% (5) have dealt with 0-5 cases dealing with I[CPC

23.1% (3) have dealt with 6-10 cases dealing with ICPC
7.7% (1) have dealt with 11-15 cases dealing with ICPC
7.7% (1) have dealt with 16-20 cases dealing with ICPC
15.4% (2) have dealt with more than 20 cases dealing with ICPC
7.7% (1) indicated “other”

o 0O O ¢C C

Child Welfare Supervisor

o  Of the27 who answered:

o 7.4% (2) have dealt with 0-5 cases dealing with ICPC

22.2% (6) have dealt with 6-10 cases dealing with ICPC
29.6% (8) have dealt with 11-15 cases dealing with ICPC
11.1% (3) have dealt with 16-20 cases dealing with ICPC
22.2% (6) have dealt with more than 20 cases dealing with ICPC
7.4% (2) indicated “other”

o 0 0 0 0

Commentary: The survey was aimed at those with significant ICPC experience.
Respondents who had dealt with fewer than 5 ICPC cases in their careers were asked to
leave the Survey at this point. 21 persons (out of a total 81 respondents), or 25.9%, fell



into this category. Of the remaining people responding to this question, 18, or 22.2%,
had dealt with more than 20 cases, and one respondent dealt with more than 350 ICPC
cases.

Survey Question 4

In the past five years, the numbers of Major Category Respondents (no matter what
position they have held) who have seen improvements in the way ICPC cases have
been handled were as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
¢ Of the 11 who answered:
o 27.3% (3) answered “Yes”
o 54.5% (6) answered “No”
o 18.2% (2) indicated “Other”

CaseWorker or Social Worker:
e Of the 10 who answered:
o 20.0% (2) answered “Yes”
o 80.0% (8) answered “No”

Child Welfare Supervisor:
e Of the 25 who answered:
o 44.0% (11) answered “Yes”
o 52.0% (13) answered “No”
o 4.0% (1) indicated “Other”

Commentary: A total of 66 persons responded to this question; 39 (59.1 %) said that they
have seen no improvement in ICPC case handling in the last five ycars.

Survey Question 5
The length of time Major Category Respondents have worked in child welfare broke

down as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o Of the 11 who answered.
o 27.3% (3) have worked in child welfare 4-6 years
o 18.2% (2) have worked in child welfare 7-10 years
o 54.5% (6) selected “other” and have worked in child welfare 15-27 years

CaseWorker or Social Worker
e Of the 10 who answered:
o 10.0% (1) have worked in child welfare 1-3 years
o 20.0% (2) have worked in child welfare 4-6 years
o 40.0% (4) have worked in child welfare 7-10 years
o 30.0% (3) selected “other” and have worked in child welfare



Child Welfare Supervisor
»  Of the 26 who answered:
o 3.8% (1) have worked in child welfare 1-3 years
o 3.8% (1) have worked in child welfare 4-6 years
o 34.6% (9) have worked in child welfare 7-10 years
o 57.780% (15) selected “other” and have worked in child welfare

Commentary: Again, the responses were from seasoned child welfare professionals. Of
the 66 total responses to this question, 86.9% of respondents have worked in child
welfare for more than 7 years, and 59.1% for more than 10 years.

Survey Question 6
The number of ICPC cases that Major Category Respondents were involved with in a
position previous to their current job was reported to be:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o Of the 11 who answered:
o 72.7% (8) were involved with 0-5 ICPPC cases
o 9.1% (1)} was involved with 6-10 ICPC cases
o 18.2% (2) were involved with more than 20 ICPC cases

CaseWorker or Social Worker
¢ Of the 10 who answered:
o 70.0% (7) were involved with 0-5 ICPC cases
o 20.0% (2) were involved with 6-10 [CPC cases
o 10.0% (1) was involved with 11-15 ICPC cases

Child Welfare Supervisor
s Of the 26 who answered:

o 57.7% (15) were involved with 0-5 ICPC cases

o 23.1% (6) were involved with 6-10 ICPC cases

o 3.8% (1) was involved with 11-15 ICPC cases

o 15.4% (4) were involved with more than 20 ICPC cases

Commentary: Of the 66 total respondents to this question, 57.6% were involved with the
ICPC in a previous position, indicating a high level of familiarity with the ICPC and its
processes among the response pool.

Survey Question 7

Major Category Respondents’ rating of the frequency of the following reasons for
delay in the ICPC process, based on their experience over the past five years in cases
where ICPC was an issue was as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o  Of the 9 who answered:
o 44.4% (4) indicated that there very frequently was a delay in the home
study being completed by the local agency in the receiving state

10



o 55.6% (5) indicated that there frequently was a delay in the sending
state ICPC office reviewing and approving the package and sending
it to the receiving state ICPC office

o 44.4% (4) indicated that there frequently was a delay by the receiving
state ICPC office processing the case and sending it to the local
agency in the receiving state for the home study to be completed

CaseWorker or Social Worker
e Of the 8 who answered:

s 37.5% (3) reported there very frequently was a delay by the receiving state
ICPC office in processing the case and sending it to the local agency in the
receiving state for the home study to be completed

*  25% (2) reported that there very frequently was a delay due to negotiations
between the two ICPC offices regarding issues of concern found by the
home study

o 50.4% (4) reported that there frequently was a delay in the sending state
ICPC office reviewing and approving the package and sending it to the
receiving state ICPC office

Child Welfare Supervisor
e Of the 25 who answered:
o 28% (7) reported that there very frequently was a delay in the home
study being completed by the local agency in the receiving state
o 40% (10) reported there frequently was a delay by the receiving state
ICPC office processing the case and sending it to the local agency in
the receiving state for the home study to be completed.

Commentary: Among all respondents, the most frequently cited reasons for delay
related to processing and information responsibilities between ICPC offices: delays in
the sending state ICPC office reviewing and approving the package and sending it to the
receiving state ICPC office, delays by the receiving state ICPC office in processing the
case and sending it to the local agency in the receiving state for the home study to be
completed, and delays in the completion of home studies.

In addition to the reasons listed in the survey, respondents were permitted to cite “other
reasons” for delay. 18 of 58 responding to this question did so. One representative
comment: “The amount of time it takes w/ the back and forth and low priority of the
ICPC work in the receiving state which causes it to be as long as 6 months in getting an
answer. This is a ridiculous length of time for a child to sit waiting on a willing home be
‘allowed’ to take them in.” Many of those who provided written comment cited lack of
effective communications between sending and receiving agencies as a delay factor.

Survey Question 8

When placement in a case was identified as requiring ICPC approval, the frequency
of the reporting of that fact to the judicial officer was assessed follows by Major
Category Respondents:

11



Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
*  Of the 8 who answered:
o 100% (8) indicated that fact was reported 90-100% of the time

CaseWorker or Social Worker
e Ofthe 7 who answered:
o 57.1% (4) indicated that fact was reported 90-100% of the time
o 14.3% (1) indicated that fact was reported less than 25% of the time
o 28.6% (2) did not know

Child Welfare Supervisor
o Of the 24 who answered:
o 62.5% (15) indicated that fact was reported 90-100% of the time
o 8.3% (2) indicated that fact was reported 50-74% of the time
o 4.2% (1) indicated that fact was reported 25-49% of the time
o 25.0% (6) did not know

Commentary: Responses to this question indicate that that judges are consistently made
aware of the need for ICPC approval, with only 3 of the 55 (5.5%) who had knowledge of
this issue indicating that the judicial officer was made aware of the need for ICPC
approval less than 25% of the time.

Survey Question 9
Asked who at was that brought the ICPC issue to the attention of the judicial officer,
the Major Category Respondents answered as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o Of the 8 who answered:
o 62.5% (5) indicated it was the social worker or the attorney for the social
worker that brought the ICPC issue to the judicial officer.

CaseWorker or Social Worker
e  Ofthe9 who answered:
o 625% (5) indicated it was caseworker /social workert
o 25% (2) indicated it was the lawyer for the child welfare agency
o 25% (2) responded that they did not know

Child Welfare Supervisor
e Of the 23 who answered:
o 52,2% (12) indicated it was the caseworker brought up the ICPC
o 21.7% (5) indicated it was the supervisor brought up the ICPC
o 4.3% (1) indicated it was the GAL brought up the ICPC
o 26.1% (6) did not know who brought up the ICPC

* Some questions, such as this one, permitted multiple answer selections. Thus, the number of total
answers to a particular question may not match the total number of respondents and the percentages of
answers may not add up 100% in some questions.
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Commentary: Caseworkers were identified by 50% of all respondents as the person
bringing the ICPC issue to the attention of the judicial officer. 7 respondents checked
“other” in identifying who brought the issue to the attention of the judicial officer.
“Others” identified were the attorney for the birth parent or adoptive family, a CASA or
GAL, and probation officers.

Survey Question 10

The question “If the court was made aware of the need for an ICPC application,
when, in most cases, was it brought to the attention of the judicial officer?” elicited
the following responses from Major Category Respondents:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
e Of the 8 who answered:

o 25% (2) indicated it was within 5 days of the agency’s discovery of the
need for an [CPC

o 25% (2) indicated it was between one week and 30 days of the
agency’s discovery of the need for an ICPC

o 25% (2) indicated it was between 30 and 90 days of the agency’s
discovery of the need for an ICPC

o 25% (2) did not know

CaseWorker or Social Worker
o Ofthe8 who answered:
o 12.5% (1) indicated it was within 5 working days of the agency’s
discovery that an ICPC was needed
o 25% (2) indicated it was more than 90 days from the agency’s
discovery that an [CPC was needed
o 50% (4) did not know

Child Welfare Supervisor
»  Of the 23 who answered:

o 17.4% (4) indicated it was within 5 working days of the agency’s
discovery that an ICPC was needed

o 21.7% (5) indicated it was between one week and 30 days of the
agency’s discovery that an ICPC was needed

o 8.7% (2) indicated it was between 30 and 90 days of the agency’s
discovery that an ICPC was needed

o 39.1% (9) did not know who brought up the ICPC

Commentary: 18 (43.6%) of the 55 who responded to this question indicated that the
need for an ICPC application was brought to the attention of the judicial officer between
5-30 days after the need was identified. 16.5% responded that the need was not brought
to the attention of the judicial officer until 30-90 days after it was identified. “Other”
responses included: “ICPC is automatically started when seen as needed”; “It depends
on when it is determined that an ICPC is needed. The judicial officer is made aware of at
the next regularly scheduled hearing unless a problem comes up that requires court
intervention (i.e. request for expedited ICPC)”; “It would be brought to the court's

13



attention at the next scheduled review or through the SAR, whichever occurred first.”

Survey Question 11

When asked how often a placement was made in another State without following
ICPC requirements after a judicial officer became aware that the ICPC was required,
the Major Category Responders answered as follows:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
e Of the 8 who answered.
o 12.5% (1) between 75%-89% of the time
o 25% (2) less than 25% of the time
o 50% (4) judicial officers always follow ICPC requirements
o 12.5% (1) did not know

CaseWorlker or Social Worker
» Ofthe 7 who answered:
o 14.3% (1) between 50-74% of the time
o 14.3% (1) less than 25% of the time
o 42.9% (3) the judicial officer always follows ICPC requirements
o 28.6% (2) did not know

Child Welfare Supervisor
o Ofthe 23 who answered:
o 26.1% (6) less than 25% of the time
o 39.1% (9) the judicial officer always follows ICPC requirements
o 30.4% (7) did not know

Commentary: 23 of the total 54 respondents to this question (44%) indicated that the
judicial officer always follows ICPC requirements. Only 4 (7.5%) indicated that the
judicial officer makes a placement without following ICPC requirements over 25% of the
time.

Survey Question 12

Major Category Responders answered as follows to the question of whether the case
was continued for further information when the judicial officer became aware that
the ICPC was required:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o Of the 8 who answered:
o 100% (8) said yes

CaseWorker or Social Worker
o Ofthe 6 who answered:
o 100% (6) yes

Child Welfare Supervisor
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o Of the 20 who answered:
o 52.2% (16} yes
o 20% (4) no
Commentary: Only 8 of the 49 (16.3%) total respondents indicated such cases would not
be continued.

Survey Question 13
In response to the question of how long (on average) the judicial officer continued the
process when cases were continued, the Major Category Respondents answered as

follows::

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
s Of the 8 who answered:
o 25% (2) said within 30 days or less
o 75% (6) said within 30-60 days

CaseWorker or Social Worker
e  Of the 7 who answered:
o 42.9% (3) to the next regularly scheduled hearing
o 14.3% (1) within 30 days
o 14.3% (1) within 30 - 60 days
o 28.6% (2) did not know

Child Welfare Supervisor
o Of the 20 who answered:

o 30% (6) to the next regularly scheduled hearing

o 5% (1) a hearing was scheduled within 30 days or less

o 30% (6) a hearing was scheduled within 30-60 days for an update
o 35% (7) did not know

Commentary: Of the 36 respondents who had knowledge about this question, 24 (66%}
indicated that the continuances were for 30-60 days or less.

Survey Question 14
When asked how often the attorney for the child welfare agency asked for an early
review date regarding any ICPC matter, Major Category Respondents answered:

Judicial Officer (Judge, Magistrate, Master, etc.)
o Of the 8 who answered:
o 25% (2) said 50 -74% of the time
o 12.5% (1) said 25-49% of the time
o 62.5% (5) said less than 25% of the time

CaseWorker or Social Worker
o Of the 6 who answered:
o 16.7% (1) 90-100% of the time
o 16.7% (1) 75- 89% of the time
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