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Carmen Hooker Buell, Secretary
North Carolina Department of Health

and Human Services
Adams Building, 101 Blair Drive
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603
Dear Secretary Buell:
This final report provides you with the results of our AUDIT OF TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE
CHILD-CARE CLAIMS AT THE NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES’ DIVISION OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT. Our audit covered child-

care claims for the period November 1, 1997 to March 31, 1999.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OBJECTIVE

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the State was paid for unallowable Title IV-

E (IV-E) child-care claims.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The State was reimbursed $186,282 Federal financial participation (FFP) in unallowable IV-E
child-care payments. Our random sample of 200 IV-E child-care line items showed that 28 did

not meet the requirements for FFP. Of the 28 unallowable line items, 5 were unallowable for
more than one of the following reasons:
» Original court orders did not contain required language such as “reasonable efforts”
and/or “contrary to the welfare” or were not signed by a judge.

Applications for child-care for service month tested were missing.
Documentation did not show the need for child-care services and/or services were for

reasons other than the foster parent(s)’ employment.

Attendance records for service month tested were missing.
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= Children were not placed in licensed IV-E Foster Care homes during the period of
services reviewed.

=  Vouchers/Action Notices for service month tested were missing or incomplete.

= Eligibility for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) was not documented or
child was not eligible.

* Documentation needed for a child 13 or older to receive services was missing.

= Unallowable therapeutic child-care services were provided.

= Foster Care maintenance payments were not paid with IV-E funds.
In our opinion, the unallowable payments were the result of the State’s inadequate review of its
consultant’s identification of children who were to be determined eligible for a specific grant. In
addition, each grant had different requirements; yet, the State’s accounting system did not

identify which grant program was used to pay for a child’s care. Also, the claims did not have
documentation to support eligibility factors and the need for services.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the State:

o Refund the $186,282 (FFP) overpayment;
o Develop accounting procedures that identify the grant used to pay for a child’s care;

O Maintain documentation to support eligibility for all child-care claims for required
periods; and

0 Monitor its consultant to ensure that only allowable child-care claims are filed for FFP.

In written comments to our draft report, State officials generally disagreed with our findings
and recommendations. The State officials’ written comments and the Office of Inspector
General’s (OIG) response to the State’s comments are summarized in more detail after the
RECOMMENDATIONS section of this report. The complete text of the State’s comments
is included in Appendix C.
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BACKGROUND|

The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) requested this audit of the North Carolina
Department of Health and Human Services’ Division of Child Development’s (State) claims for
IV-E Foster Care child care funds.

This is the second of three reports being issued by OIG. We previously reported on IV-E paid
claims totaling $6.2 million (FFP) for the period October 1, 1993 through October 31, 1997 and
Other Grants' totaling $68.4 million (FEP) for the period October 1, 1993 through June 30, 1995
(Common Identification Number (CIN) A-04-98-00123). A third report will cover Other Grants
for the period January 1, 1996 through March 31, 1999.

The ACF disallowed the State’s initial claims because documentation the State submitted did not
substantiate what appeared to be, in some cases, exorbitant child-care expenditures. North
Carolina appealed the disallowance to the Department of Health and Human Services’ (HHS)
Departmental Appeals Board. The ACF agreed to pay the claims with the condition that the OIG
would audit the disallowed claims, as well as the current claims.

Title IV-E Child-Care

In certain circumstances, child-care is an allowable cost for IV-E foster care children. Section
475 (4) of the Social Security Act states that “The term ‘foster care maintenance payments’
means payments to cover the cost of . . . daily supervision . . ..”

In ACYF-PA-82-01 issued April 30, 1982, ACF interpreted Section 475(4)(A) of the Act to
allow states to claim FFP for IV-E eligible foster care children who receive child-care based on
the employment of the foster parent(s). The ACYF-CB-PIQ-97-01, issued March 4, 1997,
reiterated that IV-E child-care must be based on the employment of the foster parent(s).

State’s Claim

Working under a revenue maximization contract, a consultant developed retroactive IV-E child-
care claims from child-care costs that had previously been paid from other Federal and/or State
sources. During the period this report covers, the State prepared the claims. However, the
consultant prepared the final assignment of children to specific grants.

! Other HHS grants reviewed included the Child Care for Families At-Risk of Welfare
Dependency Grant (At-Risk) the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), and the
Social Services Block Grant (SSBG). Other HHS grants to be reviewed for the third report
include At-Risk, CCDBG, SSBG and the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF).
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The North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services is the single State agency
designated to administer the Foster Care program. The State’s Division of Social Services is
responsible for IV-E Foster Care maintenance payments and the Division of Child Development
(DCD) is responsible for IV-E Foster Care child-care payments.

‘OBJECTIVE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY|

Objective

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the State was paid for unallowable IV-E
child-care claims.

Scope

Our audit included $1.9 million (FFP) of IV-E claims for the period November 1, 1997 through
March 31, 1999.

We selected and reviewed a random sample of 200 Title IV-E line items from paid child-care
claims. The sample was selected from a universe of claims totaling $3 million ($1.9 million
FFP) for the period November 1, 1997 through March 31, 1999. Our sampling unit was a line
item charge for child-care services where payment was assigned to I[V-E. Details of our
sampling methodology and projections are presented in Appendix A. Appendix B contains
details for each sample unit reviewed.

We reviewed applicable laws, regulations, IV-E guidelines, and information obtained from State
officials to determine whether the IV-E child-care claims were allowable for FFP.

Our internal control review of the State was limited to obtaining an understanding of the I[V-E
child-care program. However, we did observe that the State agency’s accounting system did not
show from which grant a child’s care was paid; therefore, the accounting system could not be
relied upon. In addition, limited tests of Foster Care child-care claims performed by the North
Carolina State Auditor’s Office during the 1998 Single Audit showed an error rate of 13.6
percent. Based on these and other observations, we did not rely on the State’s internal controls.
Therefore, the objective of our review was accomplished through substantive testing of 200
sample items.
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Methodology

The objective of our audit was discussed with ACF regional and headquarters officials to identify
requirements for the IV-E child-care program. We reviewed applicable Federal regulations, the
North Carolina State Plans, the State’s Child Day Care Services’ Manual, the North Carolina
Division of Social Services’ Family Services’ Manual, and work performed by the North
Carolina Office of the State Auditor.

We prepared and used a review form to apply the program criteria and to identify any
unallowable payments applicable to each sample item. Prior to our review, we submitted the
review form to the State for its input and made all changes suggested by the State.

For the 200 Title IV-E line items reviewed, supporting documentation was obtained from the
State which typically included an application/authorization form, a voucher/action notice, the
original court order, support for prior AFDC eligibility, foster care placement at the time of
service, age of child, need for service, facility license/registration, origin of maintenance
payments (must be IV-E), an attendance record and payment information.

We held discussions with State program officials and employees of the State’s consultant as we
reviewed the claims. During the course of our review, we made a “second request” to DCD staff
for missing documentation. In cases where DCD staff provided adequate documentation, we
considered the line items allowable.

Field work was performed at the State’s offices in Raleigh, North Carolina from May 2000 to
September 2000 and continued in the OIG’s Raleigh Field Office through April 2001. Our audit
was made in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.

On June 18, 2001, we issued a draft of this report to State officials for comment on our findings
and recommendations. State officials declined our invitation to have an exit conference to
discuss the draft report’s contents. On July 13, 2001, State officials requested, and OIG granted,
a 30-day extension of time to provide written comments. We also provided State officials with
copies of various audit working papers for use in preparing their written comments. We received
the State’s written comments dated August 16, 2001.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the statistical sample of 200 IV-E Foster Care child-care line items for the period
November 1, 1997 through March 31, 1999 showed that 28 of the line items did not meet
requirements for FFP. As a result, the State was reimbursed $186,282 (FFP) in unallowable
child-care payments. At the conclusion of our field work, the State’s DCD staft agreed with our
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determination that supporting documentation was missing on line items deemed to be
unallowable.

Similarly, the State Auditor’s office reviewed claims filed for the period March 1996 through
April 1998 and found 8 errors (13.6 percent) out of 59 cases reviewed. The State agency
concurred with the State Auditors’ finding.

In our opinion, the unallowable payments were the result of the State’s inadequate review of its
consultant’s identification of children who were to be determined eligible for a specific grant. In
addition, the State’s accounting system did not identify which grant program was used to pay for
a child’s care and each grant has different requirements to be met. Also, the claims did not have
documentation to support eligibility factors and the need for services.

Title IV-E Child-Care Line Items

Of the 28 line items, 5 were unallowable for more than one reason:
= Original Court Orders Lacked Required Language or Were Not Signed by a Judge

Eight line items were for children whose file lacked documentation of foster care placement
by a judge’s timely, signed order containing required language. Foster care payments are
allowable only if the foster child was removed by means of a judicial determination or a
voluntary placement agreement. According to 472(a)(1) of the Social Security Act, if the
removal was by judicial determination, the court order must contain language to the effect
that the child’s remaining at home would be contrary to his/her welfare and that reasonable
efforts have been made to prevent the removal.

= Missing Child-Care Applications

Eight line items did not include an application. In North Carolina, the application form is
used for determining and documenting eligibility under the IV-E program and for approving
the service.

According to the State’s Child Day Care Services Manual, Revised July 1997, Chapter 8,
Applying for Child Day Care Services, Section 1, Application Form Requirements. “4
formal request for child day care services must be initiated by completing a written
application. . . . The application must be completed at the time of initial determination of
eligibility and during routine redetermination of eligibility. Redetermination of eligibility
must be made at least every twelve months.”

Grant regulations under Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 74.21(b)(7)
require that recipients’ financial management systems include: “/ajccounting records,
including cost accounting records, that are supported by source documentation.”
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No Documentation to Show Need for Service or Need Other Than Foster Parent(s)’
Employment

Four line items had no indication that the foster parent(s) were employed or the files stated
the foster parents were not employed. Section 475 (4)(A) of the Social Security Act allows
for “foster care maintenance payments . . . to cover the cost of . . . daily supervision. . ..”

In ACYF-PA-82-01 issued April 30, 1982, ACF interpreted Section 475(4)(A) of the Act to
allow states to claim FFP for IV-E eligible foster care children who receive child-care based
on the employment of the foster parent(s). The ACYF-CB-PIQ-97-01, issued March 4, 1997,
reiterated that IV-E child-care must be based on the employment of the foster parent(s).

Missing Attendance Records

One line item did not have records that showed the child attended day care. Attendance
records are used to document services received and to authorize payments for child-care
services. Grant regulations under Title 45 CFR Section 74.21(b)(7) require that recipients’
financial management systems include: “/a/ccounting records, including cost accounting
records, that are supported by source documentation.”

Child Day Care Law, North Carolina G.S. 110-91 (9) states “. .. Each day care facility shall
keep accurate records on each child receiving care in the day care facility in accordance
with a form furnished or approved by the Commission, and shall submit attendance reports
as required by the Department. (August 11, 1993)

Child Not Placed in Licensed Foster Home for Month of Service

Six line items were for services provided during periods that the child was not in a licensed
foster care home; consequently, services were not reimbursable. The Social Security Act,
Section 472 (c) states that “For the purposes of this part, (1) the term ‘Foster family home’
means a foster family home for children which is licensed by the State in which it is situated
or has been approved, by the agency of such State having responsibility for licensing homes
of this type, as meeting the standards established for such licensing. . ..”

According to the North Carolina Division of Social Services, Family Services Manual,
Volume [: Children’s Services, Chapter IV - Foster Care Services 1205, IV-E Foster Care
Assistance, Revised 9-1-93, 1. General, “. . . 4 distinction should be made between eligibility
and reimbursability. . . . Once established, a child’s eligibility will continue as long as need
and deprivation continue and the child remains in the agency’s custody or placement
responsibility. Reimbursability, however, may change on a monthly basis dependent upon
the child’s placement. . . . The child has to be eligible and reimbursable for IV-E foster care
assistance.”
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= Missing Vouchers/Action Notices

One line item did not include a voucher/action notice necessary for determining [V-E
eligibility. Types of missing information included:

- need for services;
- applicant and authorization signatures; and
- authorization dates.

The Child Day Care Services Manual, Revised July 1997, Chapter 13: Voucher Procedures,
A. states: “. .. The intent of the voucher is to enable the parent to assume responsibility for
the selection of the provider rather than the local purchasing agency arranging the care.

The voucher serves as an agreement between the parent and the provider and is a

mechanism which places the liability for the selection of a provider with the parent instead of
with the agency. . . . C. ... Only an initial voucher is needed, with subsequent ones issued
when there is a change of provider. Once the voucher has been issued initially, it is not
necessary to issue another one when the individual’s 12-month eligibility period ends. A
Child Day Care Action Notice . . . is issued instead to document the new eligibility period.”

= Ineligible for AFDC or Eligibility Not Documented

One line item was for a child whose AFDC eligibility requirement was not met. To be
eligible for IV-E reimbursement, the foster child must have received or have been eligible to
receive AFDC based on the placement of the child within the 6 months prior to being taken
into custody by the Division of Social Services (DSS).

According to 472(a) of the Social Security Act, a child receiving foster care maintenance
payments must have been eligible to receive aid (AFDC) but for his removal from the home
of a relative.

According to the North Carolina Division of Social Services, Family Services Manual,
Volume I: Children’s Services, Chapter IV - Foster Care Services 1205, IV-E Foster Care
Assistance, Revised 9-1-93, IV. Eligibility Requirements for IV-E Foster Care Assistance,
A. AFDC Eligibility, “The child must have been eligible for AFDC. . . .”

* Documentation Needed for a Child 13 or Older to Receive Services Missing

One line item did not include an explanation why a child 13 years old or older received
services.

According to the State’s Child Day Care Services Manual, Revised July 1997, Chapter 8, 3.
Age of the Child, “. .. requests for services for children ages 13 through 17 should be
carefully evaluated to determine the need for care. Services may be provided for teenagers
in situations in which one of the following can be documented: the child has a special need,
is under court-ordered supervision, is receiving child protective services or foster care
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services and the teenager’s parent or guardian meets the applicable eligibility requirements,
or has a documented medical situation.

= Title IV-E Child-Care that Included Social Services

One line item was for developmental needs and behavior modification. These services were
not allowable for IV-E reimbursement.

The ACYF-PA-82-01 states “ Social services are not allowable cost items as title [V-E
maintenance payments under any circumstances, regardless of what type of person provides
them. Examples of unallowable ‘social services’ are . . . counseling and therapy . . . These
costs may be claimed under other programs, e.g., title IV-B or title XX (Social Services
Block Grant Program) of the Act or a State-funded program.”

The ACYF-CB-PIQ-97-01 reiterated that “. . . therapeutic child care is a social service and
is not an allowable expenditure under title IV-E foster care maintenance.”

=  Foster Care Maintenance Payments Not Paid by Title IV-E

One child-care line item indicated that maintenance payments were not paid by IV-E. If IV-
E did not pay for the child’s maintenance payment, [V-E cannot be used to pay for a child’s
day care.

North Carolina 1998 Single Audit Report Findings

As part of the1998 North Carolina Single Audit, the State Auditor’s office reviewed Foster Care
claims filed for the period March 1996 through April 1998. They examined 59 cases and found
8 errors, a 13.6 percent error rate.

The State auditors found that Federal reimbursement was claimed for children who were no
longer receiving foster care services or were receiving foster care services but were placed in
unlicensed facilities during the period the day care was claimed.

The State auditors recommended that the State agency: (1) revise its procedures to claim
reimbursement for only eligible children placed in licensed facilities, and (2) correct the claims.
The State agency concurred with the State auditors’ finding.

State’s Claim Preparation

The claims included in this audit were prepared by the State. However, the State’s consultant,
under a revenue maximization contract, performed the assignment of children to specific grants.
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The consultant developed a computer program to extract the names of IV-E Foster Care child-
care-eligible children from the State’s database. For most unallowable claims, the consultant did
not properly determine the allowability of the claims before assigning them to IV-E child-care
and the State did not adequately review these claims before submission to ACF.

Moreover, the State does not have an accounting system that identifies the child-care grant used
to pay for a child’s care. The State acknowledged in its brief to the Departmental Appeals Board
(relative to its original claim upon which ACF levied a disallowance) that it did not have an
adequate accounting system in place to provide ACF with adequate documentation to verify that
there would be no duplication of Federal funding or duplication of State matching in its claim for
IV-E child-care.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the State:

o Refund the $186,282 (FFP) overpayment;

o Develop accounting procedures that identify the grant used to pay for a child’s care;
O Maintain documentation to support eligibility for all child-care claims for required
periods; and

0 Monitor its consultant to ensure that only allowable child-care claims are filed for FFP.

STATE AGENCY’S COMMENTS AND OIG’S RESPONSE

In written comments to the draft report, State officials generally disagreed with our findings and
recommendations. The State agency’s comments and the OIG’s response to those comments are
summarized in the paragraphs that follow.

Original Court Orders Lacked Required Language or Were Not Signed by a Judge

The OIG questioned 16 line items where the original court order either lacked the required
“reasonable efforts” and “contrary to the welfare” language or the orders were not signed by a
judge. In their written comments, State officials agreed that 1 of the 16 line items was an error.
For 5 of the 16 line items, State officials provided additional documentation that showed the
children were eligible for IV-E child-care. Accordingly, we revised our costs recommended for
adjustment. The State’s comments and the OIG’s response regarding the remaining 10 line items
are as follows.

State Agency Comments - (line item #38) - State officials said that findings by
the court satisfy the “contrary to the welfare” and “reasonable efforts”
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requirements and that no specific words are required in a contrary to welfare or
reasonable effort determination.

OIG Response - (line item #38) — We continue to believe that the court order for
this line item does not have the required “contrary to the welfare” and “reasonable
efforts” language. In addition, the child in question was placed with his maternal
grandmother who was not licensed for foster care at the time the child was placed.
Also, the maternal grandmother was not licensed until after the 180-day eligibility
period. To be eligible for child-care to be paid by IV-E, a child must be placed in
a licensed facility within 180 days of entering custody of the county Department
of Social Services. Therefore, this line item remains recommended for
adjustment.

State Agency Comments - (line item #39) — State agency officials said that the
court had found that the children in this case were neglected juveniles. As such,
the court’s findings were equivalent to findings that reasonable efforts to prevent
removal were not required and that it was contrary to the children’s welfare to
remain in their father’s home.

OIG Response - (line item #39) — Contrary to the State’s assertions, we believe
this line item is not eligible for IV-E reimbursement. The child was placed with
his paternal grandparents and the court order showed that the home was not
licensed at the time of placement. The license, that was subsequently issued,
expired on May 24, 1998. Based on the State’s computerized licensure system,
the home was never re-licensed as of the end of our audit field work. The month
of child-care was July 1998.

State Agency Comments - (line item #40) — As in line item #39, State agency
officials said that the court had found that the children were neglected juveniles
and the court’s findings were equivalent to findings that reasonable efforts were
made and it was contrary to the children’s welfare to remain in the home.

OIG Response - (line item #40) — This line item remains ineligible for IV-E
reimbursement because the court order was not timely. The court order was
issued more than 180 days after the child was taken into custody. The child was
taken into custody on September 5, 1996 and the order was dated June 9, 1997.

State Agency Comments - (line item #50) — The State agency argued that the
court order in this case did have the “best interest” language. State officials did
not, however, address the “reasonable efforts” language requirement for this line
item.

OIG Response - (line item #50) — In their written comments (page 16 of the
State’s written comments), State officials agreed this line item was an error.



Page 12 — Carmen Hooker Buell

State Agency Comments - (line item #97) — In this case, the State agency also
argued that the court order did have the “best interest” language. State officials
did not, however, address the “reasonable efforts” language requirement for this
case.

OIG Response - (line item #97) — The child-care in this case was for
developmental needs. The county’s records show that the child received day care
for developmental needs from July 1997 to September 1998 even though the
foster mother was not employed. One notation in the child’s file implied that day
care only began when the foster mother had a heart attack in August 1997. Other
notations in the child’s case file state that no children in this foster home were in
day care from August 1997 through April 1998. Our sample month was August
1997. Therefore, this child-care line item continues to be recommended for
adjustment.

State Agency Comments - (line item #104) — State agency officials said that the
court had found that the children were neglected juveniles and that the mother, a
drug user, had not attained consistent substance abuse treatment during the time
DSS had been working with her. As such, the court’s findings were equivalent to
findings that it was contrary to the welfare of the children to remain in the home
and that reasonable efforts to prevent removal had been made but failed.

OIG Response - (line item #104) — In their written comments, State officials said
that county management agreed that this child’s day care costs should have been
charged to a funding source other than IV-E. (See page 11 of the State agency’s
comments).

State Agency Comments - (line item #143) — State officials said the mother in
this case expressed her intention to seek inpatient treatment for her substance
abuse problem. State officials further opined that the mother’s expected absence
from the home was equivalent to a “best interest” finding and “reasonable efforts”
were not required.

OIG Response - (line item #143) — The court order the State provided does not
contain the required “reasonable efforts” and “contrary to the welfare” language.
In addition, State records show that the child was placed with his first cousin.
The State did not provide documentation to show that the child was placed in a
licensed foster home within 180 days of taking the child into custody. This line
item remains recommended for adjustment.

State Agency Comments - (line item #145) — State officials said the court order
in this case stated that the custodial parent had no housing and no housing plan for
the children and that all efforts to assist the parent were unsuccessful. State
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officials believe that these findings are equivalent to “contrary to the welfare” and
“reasonable efforts” findings.

OIG Response - (line item #145) — The court order in question for this child
shows that the judge awarded DSS legal custody of the child. However, the judge
also ruled that the child’s mother was to continue her physical custody (emphasis
added) of the child. For the care to be eligible for IV-E reimbursement, the child
must be in foster care.

State Agency Comments - (line item #178) — The State agency said that based on
information in a court order, this case should not have been questioned. In this
regard, State officials provided a quote from a September 18, 1990 court order
that said, “...That it is in the best interest of the Respondent that this Court adopt
as its Order the recommendations of the Wake County Department of Social
Services and the Guardian ad Litem and That the Respondent remain in the
custody of the Wake County Department of Social Services with placement
authority in that agency.”

OIG Response - (line item #178) — Even though the court order does contain the
required “reasonable efforts” and “contrary to the welfare” language, the line item
is still questioned. The case file for this child shows that the child was placed
with a relative and received both an AFDC payment and IV-E maintenance
payment in July of 1990. An individual is not eligible to receive both AFDC and
IV-E in the same month. Nothing in the file indicated that the relative’s home
was licensed. The AFDC payments that had begun in March of 1990 continued
uninterrupted through May of 1991. The IV-E payments began again in June of
1991 and continued through December of 1998. If this child did not qualify for
IV-E in June of 1990, as appears evident from the fact that it was only received
for 1 month, then the court order furnished would not be within the 180 days
required for IV-E eligibility. The child-care payment month of services was
January 1998.

State Agency Comments - (line item #190) — Similar to line item #178, State
officials provided a quote from a court order. The order, dated March 5, 1998,
states, “...That it is in the best interest of [XXXXX XXXXX] that his custody
remain with the Haywood County Department of Social Services, with placement
in their discretion and with authority to authorize necessary medical, dental,
psychological and psychiatric services for the juvenile.”

OIG Response - (line item #190) — Even though the court order contains the
required “contrary to the welfare” language, the order did not have the required
“reasonable efforts” language and the order was not timely. The DSS assumed
custody of the child on August 5, 1997 and the judge signed the court order
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March 20, 1998. The DSS should have obtained the court order within 180 days
of taking the child into custody.

Missing Child-Care Applications
The OIG questioned eight line items that did not have an application for child-care.

State Agency Comments - In their written comments, State agency officials
argued that under the IV-E program, no application is required. State officials
further contended that it is improper for Federal auditors to base audit findings on
whether or not a State has complied with State policies and procedures that are
not required by Federal law. Rather, they were discretionary policies and
procedures that the State has the authority to waive.

OIG Response — We agree that an application is not required in order to be
eligible for IV-E Foster Care maintenance payments. We do not agree that an
application for child-care is not required. In North Carolina, the application form
is used for determining and documenting eligibility for child-care under the IV-E
program and for approving the day care services. The State agency included the
requirement for a written application in its State Child Day Care Services Manual
that was developed to assist counties in administering the State’s child day care
programs. It is disingenuous for State officials to now assert that the State agency
is not required to follow its own policies and procedures that require an
application for child-care services.

In addition, the State agency did not provide any documentation that showed the
county offices were notified that the requirement for an application had been
waived. It appears that if the State agency did waive the requirement for an
application, the waivers were only applicable to line items where the OIG
questioned costs because an application was not in the child’s case file.

Also, Federal regulations require States to develop and follow policies and
procedures in order to obtain child-care grant funds. The OMB Circular A-87,
Attachment A, Section (C)(1)(c), requires that grant expenditures “...be
authorized or not prohibited under State or local laws or regulations.”

For one line item (#86), the State argued that at least 2 days of day care should
have been allowed because there was an application and voucher covering the
period in question. We agree and have modified our cost recommended for
adjustment accordingly.

In two other line items (#179 and #180) that involved the same child but for
different periods, the State provided copies of applications that covered the
months we tested. One application covers the period April 6, 1997 to April 5,
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1998. The other application appears to be an exact copy of the April 6™
application with the eligibility dates altered to show the child’s eligibility as April
6, 1998 to April 5, 1999.

The application date for the second application also appears to have been altered.
According to a written notation we initially received from the State during our
field work, “the application dates changed but no new signatures were obtained.”
Therefore, we adjusted our cost recommended for adjustment to allow 5 days of
child-care — April 1st through April 5™ 1998.

No Documentation to Show Need for Service or Need Other Than Foster Parent(s)’
Employment

The OIG questioned four line items because there was no indication that the foster parent(s) were
employed or the files stated the foster parents were not employed.

State Agency Comments

The State agency agreed that three of the four line items (#104, #191, and #192)
should have been charged to a funding source other than IV-E (See page 11 of the
State agency’s comments). In regard to the remaining line item (#97), the State
said that the child’s foster mother was hospitalized the last weekend in July 1997
and underwent a heart catheterization in August.

OIG Response

See OIG Response, Page 12, under the heading, Original Court Orders Lacked
Required Language or Were Not Signed by a Judge for the OIG response to
the State agency’s comments on line item #97. This child-care line item
continues to be recommended for adjustment.

Missing Attendance Records

The OIG questioned four line items (#91, #92, #97, and #173) that did not have records to show
the child attended day care.

State Agency Comments

The State agency said that it is official day care policy that day care providers are
paid based on enrollment and not attendance as shown in Part II, Chapter C,
Section 2, page 14 of the State’s Child Day Care Services Manual. State agency
officials also provided attendance records for four line items.
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OIG Response

(Line item #91) - The attendance record the State submitted is acceptable.
However, the application for day care is still missing. Therefore, this line item
remains questioned.

(Line item #92) — The attendance record for this child is acceptable. However,
other documentation the State agency sent has been altered (from the copy we
originally obtained during audit field work) to provide after-the-fact justification
for services to a child over 13 years old. This justification was not on the copy
the State originally gave to us during audit field work. This line item remains
questioned.

(Line item #97) - The attendance record the State submitted is acceptable.
However, the child-care in this case was for developmental needs. The county’s
records show that the child received day care for developmental needs from July
1997 to September 1998 even though the foster mother was not employed. See
Page 12, OIG Response, under the heading, Original Court Orders Lacked
Required Language or Were Not Signed by a Judge.

(Line item #173) — The State provided us a copy of a turn-around document
containing a notation that: “Wake County utilizes the turnaround printout as its
attendance record.” However, the document shows three payments for this
child’s care totaling $814. Our sample payment was $417. In the documentation
provided to us, the State did not provide any explanation for this discrepancy.
This line item remains questioned.

Child Not Placed in Licensed Foster Home for Month of Service

The OIG questioned six line items for services provided during periods that the child was not in
a licensed foster care home.

State Agency Comments — State officials agreed that the licenses for the foster
homes in three instances (#8, #61, and #67) were expired as of the month of the
child-care payment. State officials also said that the Children Services Manual

provided for a 90-day grace period after the license expiration date.

OIG Response — In each of the three line items, the homes were not licensed
during the service months. In addition, The Children Services Manual, Chapter 4,
Section 1213, cited by the State in its written comments also states that, “...If the
license is not renewed by the end of the 90 day grace period, the license is
terminated.” (emphasis added)

For line item #8, the month of service was August 1998. The licensed lapsed on
June 2, 1998 and was not re-issued as of September 30, 1999 (at the time the
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auditor reviewed this claim). For line item #61, the month of service was June
1998. The license lapsed on April 26, 1998 and was not re-issued until September
16, 1998, which is after the 90-day grace period. For line item #67, the month of
service was August 1998. The license lapsed July 14, 1998 and was not re-issued
until November 5, 1998.

Since the providers did not meet the re-licensing requirement within the 90-day
grace period, by State rules, the licenses are considered terminated. Accordingly,
these line items remain questioned.

Also, court orders furnished with the State’s comments showed that three other
child-care line items were for children not placed in licensed foster care homes.
Two child-care line items were for children placed with relatives who had not
been licensed as foster homes and one child-care line item was for a child placed
with his mother.

Missing Vouchers/Action Notices

The OIG questioned two line items (#86 and #91) that did not include a voucher/action notice
necessary for determining IV-E eligibility.

State Agency Comments — For line item #86, State agency officials provided a
copy of an approved application and voucher covering 2 days of the month
sampled. State officials were of the opinion that at least these two days should be
allowable. In the other case (line item #91), State officials provided a copy of a
voucher covering the period November 3, 1998 through November 2, 1999.

OIG Response — For line item #86, we agree that 2 days of day care should have
been allowed and have modified our cost recommended for adjustment
accordingly. For the remaining case (line item #91), the voucher and attendance
record the State submitted are acceptable. However, the application for day care
is still missing. Therefore, this line item remains questioned.

Ineligible for AFDC or Eligibility Not Documented

The OIG questioned two line items for children whose AFDC eligibility requirement were either
not met or not documented.

State Agency Comments — For line item #50, State officials agreed this case was
an error (page 16 of the State’s written comments). The State agency provided
additional documentation for line item #103.

OIG Response — For line item #103, the documentation the State provided is
acceptable. Accordingly, we revised our costs recommended for adjustment.
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Documentation Needed for a Child 13 or Older to Receive Services Was Missing

The OIG questioned one line item (#92) that did not include an explanation why a child 13 years
old or older received services.

State Agency Comments — State agency officials said that a narrative statement
written in the case file by the social worker provides the explanation for the
child’s need for day care.

OIG Response — As discussed on page 15 under OIG’s response to the State’s
Comments regarding Missing Attendance Records, the documentation the State
agency sent for this child is questionable because the record has been altered
(from the copy we originally obtained during audit field work) to provide after-
the-fact justification for services to a child over 13 years old. This justification
was not on the copy that the State gave us during audit field work. Therefore, this
line item remains questioned.

Title IV-E Child-Care That Included Social Services

The OIG questioned one line item (#159) because the services were for developmental needs and
behavior modification.

State Agency Comments — State agency officials said that this line item should
be allowable because the amounts paid for this child involved intensive daily
supervision, which is an allowable IV-E cost.

OIG Response — Based on the documentation we received from the State agency
initially and the documentation the State provided with its written comments, we
continue to believe the services rendered to this child were for developmental
needs and as such, are not allowable for IV-E child-care reimbursement.

Foster Care Maintenance Payments Not Paid by Title IV-E

The OIG questioned one child-care line item (#140) because the State’s records indicated that
maintenance payments were not paid by I[V-E. State officials agreed this line item was an error.
(See page 19 of the State agency’s comments.)

Other — Legal Criteria

State Agency Comments

In their written comments, State agency officials said that it was improper for Federal auditors to
base audit findings on whether or not a State has complied with State policies and procedures
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that are not required by Federal law. State agency officials further asserted that the policies and
procedures described in North Carolina’s Child Day Care Services Manual were discretionary
policies and procedures that the State has the authority to waive.

OIG Response

We do not agree that it is improper for the OIG to base findings on whether or not a State
complied with its own policies and procedures. In our opinion, Federal regulations require States
to develop and follow policies and procedures in order to obtain child-care grant funds. The
OMB Circular A-87, Attachment A, Section (C)(1)(c), requires that grant expenditures *“ . . . be
authorized or not prohibited under State or local laws or regulations.”

Final determinations as to actions taken on all matters reported will be made by the HHS action
official named below. We request that you respond to the HHS action official within 30 days
from the date of this letter. Your response should present any comments or additional
information that you believe may have a bearing on the final determination.

In accordance with the principles of the Freedom of Information Act (Public Law 90-23), OIG,
Office of Audit Services reports issued to the Department's grantees and contractors are made
available, if requested, to members of the press and general public to the extent information
contained therein is not subject to exemptions in the Act which the Department chooses to
exercise (see 45 CFR Part 5).

To facilitate identification, please refer to Common Identification Number (CIN) A-04-01-00002
in all correspondence relating to this report.

We would like to thank you and members of your staff for the cooperation and assistance
extended to us during our on-site review.

Sincerely yours,

[

2 ,
é%fzr/‘u
Charles J. Curt{

Regional Inspector General
for Audit Services, Region IV
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Direct Reply to HHS Action Official:

Southeast Regional Hub Director

Administration for Children and Families, Region IV
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

61 Forsyth Street, S.W., Suite 4M60

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8909
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SAMPLING METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS OF SAMPLE

OBJECTIVE

The objective of this sample was to determine whether the I[V-E Foster Care claims made
for child-care services between November 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999 met applicable
guidelines.

POPULATION

The population was the 14,945 line item expenditures for clients for child-care services
charged to IV-E Foster Care between November 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999. The
assignment to specific funding sources was created by the State’s consultant from data
furnished by the State’s HHS.

SAMPLE UNIT

The sampling unit was a line item charge for child-care services where payment was
assigned to IV-E.

SAMPLE DESIGN

An unrestricted random sample was used.

SAMPLE SIZE

A sample of 200 child-care line item charges was selected.
ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY

Using the HHS-OIG-Office of Audit Services RAT-STATS Variable Appraisal Program
for unrestricted samples, we projected the overpayment that resulted from
reimbursements for ineligible and unallowable line items.



RESULTS OF SAMPLE
Number | Sample | Number Value of
of Line Size of Errors Errors
Items
14,945 200 28 $5,178.57

PROJECTION OF SAMPLE
Point Estimate $386,969

90% Confidence Interval

Lower Limit $186,282
Upper Limit $587,655
Precision Amount  $200,686
Precision Percent 51.86%
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Legend:

(1) Documentation did not show the need for child care services and/or were for reasons

other than the foster parent(s) employment.

)

(3) Applications for child care for service month tested were missing.

(4) Application not signed by foster parent/authorized representative.

(5) Original court orders did not contain required language such as "reasonable efforts and/or

"contrary to the welfare" or were not signed by a judge.

(6) Foster Care maintenance payments were not paid with IV-E funds.

(7) Eligibility for AFDC was not documented or child was not eligible.

(8) Children were not placed in licensed IV-E Foster Care homes during the period of

services reviewed.

(9) Vouchers/Action Notices for service month tested were missing or incomplete.

(10) Vouchers/Action Notices were not approved or did not match application.

an

(12) Attendance records for service month tested were missing.

(13) Attendance record for service month tested does not show days.

(14) Payment codes indicated for other than foster parent/s employment.

(15) Unallowable social services (therapeutic) child care services were provided.

(16) Other.
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North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services
2001 Mail Service Center * Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-2001
Tel 919-733-4534 » Fax 919-715-4645
Michael F. Easley, Governor Carmen Hooker Buell, Secretary

August 16, 2001
Reference: CIN: A-04-01-00002

Mr. Charles J. Curtis
Regional Inspector General for Audit Services, Region IV
Room 3T41, Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8909
Dear Mr. Curtis:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the OIG Audit of Title IV-E Foster Care
Child Care Claims at the North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services’ Division of
Child Development for the period November 1, 1997 through March 31, 1999. We are also
appreciative of the extension of time granted for this purpose. After having reviewed the draft

report and various audit workpapers which were supplied to NCDHHS, we would like for

consideration to be given to the following comments/documentation prior to finalizing the report.

" The draft audit report states that: “Thirty-three of the 200 line items were unallowable for
various reasons.”’ Also in the report, questioned costs of $6,212.90 (FFP) relating to these thirty-
three line items were identified in the sample and extrapolated to the total population of IV-E day
care claims to arrive at the questioned costs of $ 257,591. Of the 3,000 attributes examined by
the OIG auditors, only 41 attribute errors were found which equates to an error percentage of

1.366 or 1.3 errors per 100 attributes examined.

Attached is documentation that negates a majority of the draft audit findings and reduces
the number of attribute errors even further. Based on the DHHS review and the documentation
attached to this response, more accurate error numbers would be 6 attribute errors out of the
3,000 attributes tested that equates to an error percentage of .2 or 0.2 errors per 100 attributes

examined.

Location: 101 Blair Drive * Adams Building * Dorothea Dix Hospital Campus * Raleigh, N.C. 27603
@ An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer
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OIG Initial Findings and NCDHHS Responses

A. Original Court Orders Lacked Required Language or Were Not Signed by
a Judge [Error Attribute 5]

OIG Finding: Sixteen line items were for children whose file lacked documentation of foster
care placement by a judge’s timely, signed order containing’ requzred language. Foster care.
payments are allowable only if the foster child was removed by means of a judicial
determination or a-voluntary placement agreement. According to 472(a)(1) of the Social
Security Act, if the removal was by ]udzczal determination, the court order must contain
language to the effect that the child’s remaining at home would be contrary to his/her
welfare and that reasonable eﬁ@rts have been made to prevent the removal. -

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 5:

Case 38: The Court order dated April 14, 1994 found that the children in this case were
“neglected juveniles in that they have not received adequate care and proper supervision from
their mother.” The court also found that “attempts by the Department of Social Services to
engage [the mother] in a services contract or other planning for the stability of the children
have been unsuccessful.” The findings by the court satisfy the “contrary to welfare” and
“reasonable efforts” requirements. See In re Helms, 491 S.E. 2d 672 (1997) (DSS made
reasonable efforts to prevent removal where it entered into four different plans with the mother
regarding child's care and protection in an effort to stabilize the child's home environment).

No specific words are required in a contrary to welfare or reasonable efforts determination;
rather, all that is required is a court determination "to the effect” that remaining in the home
would be contrary to the welfare of the child and that reasonable efforts to prevent removal
were made or were not required. See Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare, DAB
Decision No. 1508 (1995). Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost.
(Attachment 38)

Case 39: The Court order in this case dated November 17, 1994 stated that a prior court
order had awarded custody of the children to the father, that the father had abandoned the
children, and that the father’s whereabouts were unknown. The court also found that the
children were neglected juveniles. These findings are equivalent to findings that reasonable
efforts to prevent removal from the father’s home were not required and that it was contrary

to the children’s welfare to remain in his custody. Accordingly, this should be neither a
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finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 39)

Casgf40: A review of the file documentation indicates that a court hearing was held on
September 4, 1996 regarding the custody of this child as a result of the death of “an infant
sibling on August 28, 1996. Autopsy results on the deceased child indicated the infant had a
ruptured heart, healed bone fractures, and healing fractures.” The Court Order stated in its
Conclusion of Law: “That there is a reasonable factual basis to believe that the allegations
contained in the petition are true and the children have suffered actual physical injury and/or
there is a substantial risk of the minor children’s exposure to physical injury.” Further, the
Court Order stated “That the Richmond County Department of Social Services is hereby

granted the legal custody pending a hearing on the merits.”

The mother was charged with felony child abuse and first degree murder. A court order
dated June 27, 1997 states that the Department of Social Services had been unable to make
contact with the father. The court’s order dated July 29, 1997 found that the children were

neglected juveniles. It is clear that this situation meets the Family Services Manual

eligibility requirement definition: “That continuation in the home would be contrary to the
welfare of the child, or that placement is in the child’s best interest.” Moreover, reasonable
efforts to prevent removal are not required where the parent has committed murder. 42
U.S.C. § 671(a)(15)(D)(ii)(I). Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned
cost. (Attachment 40)

Case 50: Court Order dated November 13, 1996 is attached. Court Order states “That it is
in the best interest of the minor child that his non-secure custody remain with the Buncombe
County Department of Social Services with placement in the discretion of the Department

pending further hearings in this matter.” Accordingly, this should not be a finding.
(Attachment 50)

Case 87: We agree that the Court Order dated July 6, 1995 was not within the 180 day

required period.

Case 97: Court Order dated October 3, 1995 is attached with Judge’s determination “That it
is in the best interest of the child to remain in the legal and physical custody of the Guilford
County Department of Social Services.” Accordingly, this should not be a finding nor a

questioned cost. (Attachment 97)
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Case 98: Court Order dated August 12, 1994 is attached. Court Order states “That it is in
the best interest of [XXXXX] and [XXXXX XXXX] that they remain in the legal and physical
custody of the Guilford County Department of Social Services.” Accordingly, this should be
neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 98)

Case 100: Court Order dated October 23, 1996 is attached. The Court Order states in part
“That it is in the best [interest] of the child that she continue in the legal and physical
custody of the Guilford County Department of Social Services.” Accordingly, this should be
neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 100)

Case 101; Court Order dated May 26, 1995 is attached. The Court Order states in part
“That all parties consent and agree that it is in the best interest of the minor child to
continue in the legal and physical custody of the Department of Social Services.”

Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 101)

Case 103: Court Order dated July 15, 1992 is attached. The Court Order states in part, “/f is
in the best interest of the juveniles to remain in the legal and physical custody of the Guilford
County Department of Social Services.” Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a
questioned cost. (Attachment 103)

Case 104: The Court Order dated May 12, 1995 contains the court’s finding that the
juveniles were neglected and that the mother, a cocaine user, “has not attained regular and
consistent substance abuse treatment during the time that the Department of Social Services
has been working with her.” These findings are equivalent to findings that it was contrary to
the children’s welfare to remain in the home and that reasonable efforts to prevent removal
from the home had been made but failed. Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a

questioned cost. (Attachment 104)

Case 116: Court Order dated January 2, 1992 is attached. Court Order states “That the
Jjuvenile should remain in the legal custody of YFS and that their placement shall be the
responsibility of YFS. It would not be in the best interests of the juvenile to be returned to
their mother’s custody at this time.” The subsequent Court Order dated April 9, 1992 states

that “It is not in child’s best interest to be returned home” and “It is in the child’s best
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interest to remain in the legal custody of YFS with placement with foster care.”

Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 116)

Case 143: The Court Order dated May 15, 1995 states that the mother, an alcohol and drug
addict, indicated “her intention to seek inpatient treatment for her problem of substance
abuse.” The expected absence of the mother from the home was equivalent to a finding that
it would be contrary to the interests of the children to remain in the home without parental
care and supervision and that efforts to prevent removal from the home were not required.

Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 143)

Case 145: The Court Order dated August 17, 1995 states that the custodial parent had no
housing and no housing plan for the children and that “all efforts to assist [her] were
unsuccessfﬁl.” These findings are equivalent to findings that it was contrary to the children’s
welfare to remain in the home and that reasonable efforts to prevent removal from the home
had been made but failed. Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned
cost. (Attachment 145)

Case 178: Court Order dated September 18, 1990 is attached. The Court Order states in part
“That it is in the best interests of the Respondent that this Court adopt as its Order the
recommendations of the Wake County Department of Social Services and the Guardian ad
Litem” and “That the Respondent remain in the custody of the Wake County Department of
Social Servcies with placement authority in that agency.” Accordingly, this should be

neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 178)

Case 190: Court Order dated March 5, 1998 is attached. Court Order states “That it is in the
best interest of [XXXXX XXXXX] that his custody remain with the Haywood County
Department of Social Services, with placement in their discretion and with authority to
authorize necessary medical, dental, psychological and pyschiatric services for the juvenile.”

Accordingly, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 190)

B. Missing Child Care Applications [Error Attribute 3]

OIG Finding: Eight line items did not include an application. In North Carolina; the
applzcatzon form is used for determznzng and documentzng elzgzbzlzty under the IV-E program
and for approving the service. . :
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Accora’zng fo the State s Chzld Day Care Servzces Manual Revised July 1997, Chapter 8
Applying for Child Day Care Services, Section I, Application Form Requirements. *'A formal
request for child day care services must be initiated by completing a written applzcatzon

The application must be completed at the tzme of initial determination of eligibility and
during routine redetermination of elzgzbzlzty Redetermznatzon of elzgzbzlzty musz‘ be made at
Ieast every twelve months,” : \ : D

Gram‘ regulatzons under Title 45 Code of F ederal Regulatzons ( CFR) Sectzon 74 2] (b) (7)
require that recipients’ financial management systems include: “[aJccounting records,
including cost accounting records, that are supported by source documentation.”

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 3:

(1) Requirement for applications. Eight missing applications were questioned in the audit.
However, 1t should be noted that under a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to

the HHS FOIA Office, the federal Children’s Bureau provided the following information:

"(a) Documents relative to who may sign an application for Federal benefits for
children in foster care:

No documents, policy issuances or regulations exist under the Title [V-E program
regarding who may (or may not) sign an application for Federal benefits for children in

foster care, because no “application” is required. The purpose of the Title IV-E foster

care program is to provide Federal funds to States for the care of AFDC eligible children
who must be placed in foster care. Federal financial participation in State expenditures
for foster care maintenance payments is available at the Federal Medical Assistance

Percentage (FMAP), which varies among States from 50% to 78%.

A child usually enters foster care after being abused or neglected at home. In order to be
eligible for Title IV-E foster care, a child’s removal from home must be pursuant to a
court order that contains a judicial determination that it was contrary to the child'’s
welfare to remain at home, or a voluntary placement agreement. The voluntary
placement agreement must be signed by the parent or legal guardian and the State Title
IV-E agency representative. Most often a State eligibility worker determines if the child
meets the eligibility requirements at section 472(a) of the Social Security Act, including
the AFDC eligibility requirement.
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2

3

(4)

After determining that a child meets all eligibility criteria, including placement with a
licensed foster care provider, the State files a quarterly claim on the child’s behalf for
Federal reimbursement at the FMAP. No application, as such, is required to place a
child in foster care.” Letter to Jason W. Mannes, Esq., dated December 22, 1999,
signed by Amy Reynolds Hay, Assistant U.S. Attorney. (Emphasis added.)

Thus, according to the HHS FOIA Office and the Children’s Bureau, no application
is required for IV-E.

State policies and procedures. It should be noted that it is improper for federal auditors
to base audit findings on whether or not a State has complied with State policies and
procedures that are not required by federal law. The procedures and policies described in
North Carolina’s Child Day Care Services Manual on which the OIG auditors relied were
not required by federal law. Rather, they were discretionary procedures and policies that
the State has the authority to waive. Non-compliance with these State procedures and
policies cannot support a finding that the State’s claims for FFP were overstated. See,

e.g.. Ohio Department of Health and Human Services, DAB Decision No. 725A (1986)

(reversing disallowance based on State’s failure to follow its own policy because the

State had the authority to waive its administrative requirements).

Applicability of CFR Title 45, Part 74.21(b)7 is highly questionable. The cited
reference states that financial management systems shall provide “Accounting records,
including cost accounting records, that are supported by source documentation.” The
State of North Carolina and its subrecipient Counties have accounting records that are
supported by source documentation including client eligibility documentation. The
auditor’s implication that case applications are an absolute requirement to qualify as a

“financial management system” is without foundation.

Case specific points:
Case 71: Only the application form was missing. Of the 15 attributes tested, 14
attributes were present. In essence, all of the documentation was in the file that was

necessary to determine eligibility.
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Case 86: Two errors (application form and voucher/action notice missing for the month
of December 1998) were noted by the auditor. However, a review of the audit
workpapers revealed that there was an approved application dated December 30, 1998
along with a voucher/action notice for the period of December 30, 1998 through
December 29, 1999. This was apparently unacceptable by the auditor. We disagree. A
note from Forsyth County personnel indicated that the problem was an overdue
recertification. There was both an application and a voucher in the file as indicated. At
minimum, the portion of the payment relating to December 30 and 31 should have been

allowed. However, based on other Federal guidance, we believe that the entire amount

should be allowable as referenced below.

ACF Policy Interpretation Questions (PIQ) are Federal issuances that provide
interpretations of Federal statutes and program regulations that have significance for
program operations at all levels, Federal and State. Generally, they respond to grantee
inquiries, received either directly or through the regional offices. ACYF-CB-PIQ-85-06
provides official guidance for eligibility in cases of late redetermination which is
germane to Case 86. The policy states in part:
Question 3:
“We believe failure to hold a timely redetermination of title IV-E eligibility is a
program issue, not an eligibility issue. Similarly, we believe failure to hold a six
month case review is a program issue and not an eligibility issue. Is this correct?”
ACF Answer 3:
“You are correct in your assessment that failure to hold a timely redetermination of
title IV-E eligibility is a State plan issue (a program issue, as stated in your question)
rather than an issue related to the eligibility of the child for title IV-E foster care
maintenance payments. Under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
Program, a six month eligibility redetermination is a State plan requirement (45 CFR
206.10(a)(9)(iii)) and not a factor affecting the child's eligibility. While there is no
statutory requirement under title IV-E concerning the frequency of eligibility
redeterminations, such a procedure should be carried out periodically in order to
assure that Federal financial participation is claimed properly. (Section 471(a)(1)

allows for FFP for foster care maintenance payments only in accordance with the
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requirements in section 472. Therefore, the State must assure that the child meets

those eligibility requirements.) ACYF has advised State agencies in ACYF-PIQ-82-

14, that an appropriate period for redetermination would be every six months, at

which time factors subject to change, such as continued deprivation of parental

support and care and the child's financial need (section 406(a) or 407 of the Act)

would be reviewed and documented. However, if the State agency misses the six

month eligibility redetermination schedule in certain cases, those cases would not

be considered ineligible for FFP for that reason alone. When the eligibility review

is held, however, if the child is found to have been ineligible for any prior month,

no claim for FFP may be made for that month.

Also, we agree that failure to hold a periodic review as required in Section 471(a)(16)

of the Act is not an eligibility issue. Section 471(a)(16) is a title [V-E State plan

requirement for a case review system with respect to each child receiving title IV-E
Joster care maintenance payments. It is not an eligibility requirement for the
individual child in care. Failure to conduct timely periodic reviews of the status of
each child receiving assistance under title IV-E could result in the State's being out of

compliance with its title IV-E State plan; however, such failure would not affect the

individual child's eligibility under the program.” [emphasis supplied]

Thus, the Federal interpretation is that recertification is a program issue as opposed to an
eligibility issue. The child in question was eligible for the entire period, the costs were
allowable and the only problem was a programmatic late recertification. Accordingly,

this should not be listed as a questioned cost. (Attachment 86)

Case 91: Three errors were noted. Documentation negating two of the alleged errors is
attached which only leaves the missing application form. As noted above, all the eligibility

documentation for the other 14 attributes is available in the file to determine eligibility.

Case 171: Only the application form was missing. Of the 15 attributes tested, 14
attributes were present. In essence, all of the documentation was in the file that was

necessary to determine eligibility.

Case 179: Application forms are attached that cover the month tested, April 1998 (periods
April 6, 1997 to April 5, 1998 and April 6, 1998 to April 5, 1999). (See Attachment 179)
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Case 180: An application form is attached for the period of April 6, 1998 to April 5,
1999 that encompasses the date of service for December 1998. (See Attachment 180)

Case 184: Only the application form was missing. Of the 15 attributes tested, 14
attributes were present. In essence, all of the documentation was in the file that was

necessary to determine eligibility.

Case 185: Only the application form was missing. Of the 15 attributes tested, 14
attributes were present. In essence, all of the documentation was in the file that was

necessary to determine eligibility.

C. No Documentation to Show Need for Service or Need Other Than Foster
Parent(s)’ Employment [Error Attribute 1]

OIG Finding: Four line items had no indication that the foster parent(s) were employed or
the line items’ files stated the foster parents were not employed. Section 475 (4)(4) of the
Social Security Act allows Jor ﬁ)ster care maintenance paymenrs ~to cover the cost of . . .
daily superwszon . o L e

According to AC YF PA-82- 01 issued Aprzl 30 ] 982 FFP may be claimed for I v E elzgzble :
Joster care children who receive. child care based on the employment of the Joster parent(s).
The ACYF-CB-PIQ-97-01 zssued March 4, 1997, rezterated that IV-E child care must be
based on the employment of the foster parent(s) ' , :

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 1:

Case 97: The audit report is partially correct in that the foster mother did not work during
the month audited (August 1997). However, a review of the case file shows that the mother
had a heart attack the last weekend in July 1997 and was hospitalized at Moses Cone
Hospital in Greensboro. A follow-up case file note on August 13 indicates that the foster

mother also had a heart catherization at Moses Cone Hospital. The Child Day Care Services

Manual (Revised July 1997) states in Chapter 9, Section C:

“When both parents are in the same household, day care to support employment
may be provided only if both parents are working, or if one parent is employed
and the parent remaining in the home is incapable of providing care for the

child(ren) because of a physical or mental disability, ...” [Emphasis supplied]
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A heart attack requiring hospitalization qualifies for this exception as authorized in the Child

Day Care Services Manual. (See Case File Note — Attachment 97). Thus, this should be

neither a finding nor a questioned cost.

Case 104: County management agreed that the case was coded incorrectly by DSS

personnel. The case should have been charged to another day care grant.

Cases 191 and 192: These two cases were for the same family. The case was coded

incorrectly. The case should have been charged to another day care grant.

D. Missing Attendance Records [Error Attribute 12]

OIG Finding: Four line items did not have records that showed the child attended day care.
Attendance records are used to document services received and to authorize payments for -
child care services. Grant regulations under Title 45 CFR Section 74.21(b)(7) require that
recipients’ fi nancial management systems include: “[a]ccounting records zncludzng cost
accounting records, that are supported by source dacumentatzon & :

Child Day Care Law North Carolzna GS. 1 ] 0 91 (9) states .. Each day care faczlzty shall
keep accurate records on each child receiving care in the day care facility.in accordance with
a form furnished or approved by the Commission, and shall submzt attendance reports as
required by the Department. (August L1, 1 993) '

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 12:

It should be noted that it is official day care policy that day care providers are paid based on

enrollment--not attendance. The State’s Child Day Care Services Manual, Part II, Chapter C,

Section 2, page 14 states: “Payment for child day care services is based on the child’s

enrollment according to the plan of care developed by the service worker and the parent.”
Attendance records are kept at the local level (counties and LPA) and provide only part of
the basis for payments to the various child care providers. Therefore, we disagree that the

absence of an attendance record should be the sole basis for disallowing the cost.
Case 91: Missing Attendance Record for January 1999 is attached. Thus, this should be
neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 91)

Case 92: Missing Attendance Record for February 1998 is attached. Thus, this should be
neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 92)



Appendix C

Mr. Charles J. Curtis Page 12 of 99
August 16, 2001
Page 12

Case 97: Missing Attendance Record for August 1997 is attached. Thus, this should be

neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 97)

Case 173: Missing Attendance Record for July 1998 is attached. Thus, this should be

neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 173)

E. Child Not Placed in Licensed Foster Home for Month of Service [Error
Attribute §]

OIG Finding: Three line items were for services provided during periods that the child was -
not in a licensed foster care home; consequently, services were not reimbursable. The Social
Security Act, Section 472 (c) states that *For the purposes of this part, (1) the term Joster
Jamily home” means a foster family home for children which is licensed by the State in which
it is situated or has been approved, by the agency of such State having responsibility for
lzcenszng homes of thzs type as meetzng the standards establzshed for such chensmg

Accordzng to the North C'arolzna Dzvzszon of Soczal Servzces Famzly Services Manual
Volume I: Children's Services, Chapfer IV - Foster Care Services 1205, IV-E Foster Care
Assistance, Revised 9-1-93, I. General, ... . 4 distinction should be made between elzgzbzlzly
and reimbursability. .. . Once establtshed achild’s elzgzbzlzly will continue as long as need
and deprivation com‘znue and the child remains in the agency s custody or placement
responsibility. Retmbursabzlzty however, may change ona monthly basis dependent upon
the child’s placement. . The chzld has to be elzgzble and rezmbursable for V- E fosz‘er care
assistance.”

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 8:

Case 8: We agree that the foster home license had an expiration date of June 2, 1998 and

that the month audited was August 1998. However, according to the Children Services

Manual, Chapter 4, Section 1213 states:
C. 90-Day Grace Period (10 NCAC 41F .0804)
1. A license is automatically provided a 90 day grace period after the license
expiration date.
2. If the license is not renewed by the end of the 90 day grace period, the
license is terminated.
The provider clearly had a 90-day grace period after the license expiration date. In this

instance, termination of the license could not occur until September 2, 1998. Thus, this
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should not be listed as a finding since the license was not terminated during the month of

August 1998.

Case 61: We agree that the foster home license had an expiration date of April 26, 1998 and

that the month audited was June 1998. However, according to the Children Services Manual,

Chapter 4, Section 1213 states:
C. 90-Day Grace Period (10 NCAC 41F .0804)
1. A license is automatically provided a 90 day grace period after the license
expiration date.
2. Ifthe license is not renewed by the end of the 90 day grace period, the
license is terminated.
The provider clearly had a 90-day grace period after the license expiration date. In this
instance, termination of the license could not occur until July 25, 1998. Thus, this should not

be listed as a finding since the license was not terminated during the month of June 1998.

Case 67: We agree that the foster home license had an expiration date of July 14, 1998 and

that the month audited was August 1998. However, according to the Children Services

Manual, Chapter 4, Section 1213 states:
C. 90-Day Grace Period (10 NCAC 41F .0804)
1. A license is automatically provided a 90 day grace period after the license
expiration date.
2. Ifthe license is not renewed by the end of the 90 day grace period, the
license is terminated.
The provider clearly had a 90-day grace period after the license expiration date. In this
instance, termination of the license could not occur until October 12, 1998. Thus, this should

not be listed as a finding since the license was not terminated during the month of August
1998.

F. Missing Vouchers/Action Notices [Error Attribute 9]

OIG Finding: Two line items did not include a voucher/action notice necessary for
determining IV-E eligibility. Types of missing mformatton zncluded '
- need for services;
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- applicant and authorization szgnatures and
- authortzatzon dates

The Chzld Day Care Services Manual Revzsed July 1 997 Chapter 13: Voucher Procedures :
A. states: . .. The intent of the voucher is to enable the parent to assume responstbility for
the selection of the provider rather than the local purchasing agency arranging the care. The
voucher serves as an agreement between the parent and the provider and is a ‘mechanism
which places the liability for the selection of a provzder with the parent instead of with the
agency. ... C.... Only an initial voucher is needed, with subsequent ones issued when there
isa change of provzder Once the voucher has been issued initially, it is not necessary to
issue another one when the lndzvzdual s 12-month elzgzbzllty period-ends. A Chzld Day Care
Action Notice . . . is issued znstead to document the new eligibility perzod P :

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 9:

Case 86: Two errors (application and voucher/action notice missing for the month of
December 1998) were noted by the auditor. However, a review of the audit working papers
revealed that there was an approved application dated December 30, 1998 along with a
voucher/action notice for the period of December 30, 1998 through December 29, 1999.
This was apparently unacceptable by the auditor. We disagree. A note from Forsyth County
personnel indicated that the problem was an overdue recertification. There was both an
application and a voucher in the file as indicated. At minimum, the portion of the payment
relating to December 30 and 31 should have been allowed. However, based on other Federal

interpretations, we believe that the entire amount should be allowable.

ACF Policy Interpretation Questions (PIQ) are Federal issuances that provide interpretations
of Federal statutes and program regulations that have significance for program operations at
all levels, Federal and State. Generally, they respond to grantee inquiries, received either
directly or through the regional offices. ACYF-CB-PIQ-85-06 provides official guidance for
eligibility in cases of late redetermination. The policy states in part:

Question 3:

“We believe failure to hold a timely redetermination of title IV-E eligibility is a program

issue, not an eligibility issue. Similarly, we believe failure to hold a six month case review

is a program issue and not an eligibility issue. Is this correct?”
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ANSWER 3:

“You are correct in your assessment that failure to hold a timely redetermination of title
IV-E eligibility is a State plan issue (a program issue, as stated in your question) rather
than an issue related to the eligibility of the child for title IV-E foster care maintenance
payments. Under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program, a six
month eligibility redetermination is a State plan requirement (45 CFR 206.10(a)(9)(iii))
and not a factor affecting the child's eligibility. While there is no statutory requirement
under title IV-E concerning the frequency of eligibility redeterminations, such a procedure
should be carried out periodically in order to assure that Federal financial participation
is claimed properly. (Section 471(a)(1) allows for FFP for foster care maintenance
payments only in accordance with the requirements in section 472. Therefore, the State
must assure that the child meets those eligibility requirements.) ACYF has advised State
agencies in ACYF-PIQ-82-14, that an appropriate period for redetermination would be
every six months, at which time factors subject to change, such as continued deprivation of
parental support and care and the child'’s financial need (section 406(a) or 407 of the Act)
would be reviewed and documented. However, if the State agency misses the six month
eligibility redetermination schedule in certain cases, those cases would not be
considered ineligible for FFP for that reason alone. When the eligibility review is held,
however, if the child is found to have been ineligible for any prior month, no claim for

FFP may be made for that month.

Also, we agree that failure to hold a periodic review as required in Section 471(a)(16) of

the Act is not an eligibility issue. Section 471(a)(16) is a title IV-E State plan requirement

Sfor a case review system with respect to each child receiving title IV-E foster care

maintenance payments. It is not an eligibility requirement for the individual child in care.
Failure to conduct timely periodic reviews of the status of each child receiving assistance
under title IV-E could result in the State's being out of compliance with its title [V-E State

plan; however, such failure would not affect the individual child's eligibility under the

program.” [emphasis supplied]

Thus, the Federal interpretation is that recertification is a program issue as opposed to an

eligibility issue. The child in question was eligible for the entire period, the costs were
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allowable and the only problem was a programmatic late recertification. Similarly, there was
a lapse in the Child Day Care Action Notice for the same period of time as the application.
Accordingly, this should not be listed as a questioned cost since the child was eligible and

authorized under a prior notice.

Case 91: Voucher is attached that covers the period November 3, 1998 through November
2, 1999. Sample case was for the month January 1999. (See Attachment 91)

G. Ineligible for AFDC or Eligibility Not Documented [Error Attribute 7]

OIG Audit: Two line items were for children whose AFDC eligibility requirement was either
not met or not documented. To be eligible for IV-E reimbursement, the foster child must
have received or have been eligible to receive AFDC based on the placement of the chzld
within the 6 months prior to- bezng taken mto custody by DSS. -

Accordmg to -l 72(a) of the Soczal Securzty Act a chzld recezvmg foster care '}hazniénance .
payments must have been eligible to receive aid (AFDC) but for hzs removal from the home
of a relative. . , i

Accordmg to the North Carolina Division of Social Services, Family Services Manual,
Volume [: Children’s Services, Chapter IV - Foster Care Services 1205, IV-E Foster Care
Assistance, Revised 9-1-93, IV. Eligibility Requirements for IV-E F\ oster Care Asszsz‘ance A.
AFDC Eligibility, “The child must have been eligible for AFDC. .

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 7:
Case 50: Case was apparently in error.

Case 103: Documentation is attached showing the child was “AAF” (AFDC designation)
from 4-1-91 through 4-30-92. Date of custody was 4-3-92. Accordingly, this should be not
be a finding. (Attachment 103)

H. Missing Documentation Needed for a Child 13 or Older to Receive Services
[Error Attribute 2]

OIG Audit: One line item did not znclude an explanatzon why a chzld 13 years old or-older
recezvea’ servzces g « -

According to the State s Child Day C’afe,Services Manua'l,_‘Revised July 1997, Chapter 8, 3.
Age of the Child, *. .. requests for services for children ages 13 through 17 should be
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carefully evaluated to determine the need for care. Services may be provided for teenagers
in situations in which one of the Jollowing can be documented: the child has a special need,
is under court-ordered superws:on is receiving child protective services or Joster care
services and the teenager’s parent or guardzan meets the applzcable ellgzbzlzty requzremerzts
or has a documented medical situation: .

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 2:

Case 92: The case file indicates application was made on 2/2/98. (Service month audited
was for the same month, February 1998). The social worker in the case narrative specifically
states that the child met the “Age of Child requirement—(1) Child is in foster care and (2)

Foster parent works 2™ shift.” The subsequent revision of the Child Day Care Services

Manual, Chapter 8, specifically enumerates this type of situation as an eligible child.
“For example, a single parent works second or third shift and the child would be
home alone at night or has a documented medical situation.”

Thus, this should be neither a finding nor a questioned cost. (Attachment 92)

I. Title IV-E Child Care that Included Social Services [Error Attribute 15]

OIG Audit: One line item was for developmental needs and behavior modi ﬁcatzorz T hese
servzces were not allowable for I V-E rezmbursement .

The ACYF-PA- 82- 01 states that Soczal services are not al[owable cost items as tztle IV-E
maintenance payments under any circumstances, regardless of what type of person provzdes
them. Examples of unallowable ‘social services' are . .. counseling and therapy . . . These
costs may be claimed under other programs, e.g., title I V-Bor tztle XX (Soczal Servzces Block
Grant Program) of the Act or a State funded program ’ ~»

The ACYF-CB-PIQ- 97-0] reiterated that . . t‘herapeuttc chzld care is a soczal service and
is not an allowable expenditure under title I V E foster care mazntenance g :

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 15:

Case 159: The audit cited one case as “developmental needs and behavior modification.
These services were not allowable for IV-E reimbursement.” This case was further labeled
in the report draft as a “therapeutic” claim. Several points need to be made in regard to this
finding.

(a) IV-E clearly provides for the cost of “daily supervision.” Itis documented in the case
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file that both foster parents work and that the child is eligible for day care under the IV-E
grant. At a minimum, the portion of the payment relating to “daily supervision” is
allowable for this child. The applicable policy issued April 30, 1982, ACYF-PA-82-01
interpretation, states that child care that provides daily supervision during a foster
parent’s working hours when the child is not in school is an allowable expenditure under
Title IV-E. Only social services (citing counseling, therapy, psychological or educational
testing) are unallowable. Even in situations where “social services” are provided, the
daily supervision component is an allowable cost. Yet the auditors have consistently
taken the position that not even the daily supervision component is allowable for high
cost cases that they consider therapeutic in nature. The audit position is contrary to
Federal regulations and policy interpretations.

(b) Certain handicapped children are going to require higher degrees of supervision which
translates into higher day care supervision costs/rates. These should be treated as
allowable costs as referenced in ACYF-PA-82-01. This position is specifically
enumerated in ACYF-PIQ-86-04 which addresses higher foster care maintenance
payments in cases that have increased supervision for children with special needs. The
policy specifically states that:

“Yes, these costs are allowable for FFP under the title [V-E foster care program.
Certain categories of children, including those with physical or emotional disabilities,
may require more day-to-day supervision and attention than those without such
conditions. A supplement to the basic maintenance payment for a particular child is
Jjustified when the child has greater than usual needs for the items included in the
definition, as determined by the State agency.”

(¢) Such is the case in question. Additional information regarding this case was obtained
from the day care provider, Rockingham County Enrichment Center. According to the
Center:

“The Rockingham County Enrichment Center is a daycare center for developmentally
delayed children ages 15 months to three years. We provide intensive daily
supervision/direct care for children exhibiting mild to severe developmental delays;
they may simply exhibit a delay in speech, be immobile, and/or require tube feeding.

We are licensed for a maximum of ten children per classroom with one teacher and
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two assistants in each classroom.

Aiso, [Cxxxx Bxxx] received speech therapy through an outside service provider.
No portion of the 82,298 received monthly for her from DSS was ever used to pay for
the speech therapy she received.

The above monthly subsidy amount received from DSS covered the developmental
daycare slot, transportation to and from daycare, and high risk intervention services
in the classroom.”

It is clear that the amounts paid for this child involved intensive daily supervision which is an

allowable IV-E cost. This should not be a finding. (Attachment 159)

J. Foster Care Maintenance Payments Not Paid by Title IV-E [Error
Attribute 6]

OIG Audit: One child care line item indicated that maintenance payments were not paid by
IV-E. IfIV-E did not pay for the chlld’s mamtenance payment V- E cannot be used to pay
for a child’s day care. . , , g

NCDHHS Response to Error Attribute 6:

Case 140 This error resulted from a keying error that was originally posted as an August
reimbursement (when the child was IV-E eligible). Later, the county indicated that the

payment was reclassified from August to June (a non-IV-E eligible month).

Other — Legal Criteria

State Child Day Care Services (Manual). The audit cites the State's Child Day Care Services
Manual in several findings. As stated above, we disagree with a number of the auditors’ findings
and associated questioned costs that the State failed to comply with procedures described in this
State Manual. More important, however, we point out that it is improper for federal auditors to
base audit findings on whether or not a State has complied with State policies and procedures
that are not required by federal law. The procedures and policies described in North Carolina’s
Child Day Care Services Manual on which the OIG auditors relied were not required by federal

law. Rather, they were discretionary procedures and policies that the State has the authority to
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waive. Non-compliance with these State procedures and policies cannot support a finding that

the State’s claims for FFP were overstated. See, e.g.. Ohio Department of Health and Human

Services, DAB Decision No. 725A (1986) (reversing disallowance based on State’s failure to
follow its own policy because the State had the authority to waive its administrative

requirements).

In conclusion, we are not so naive as to think that the State or local government agencies never
make errors. Errors are routinely made at all levels of government: local, State and Federal—

even auditors make errors. It is even common practice for Federal agencies to establish an error
tolerance level that is deemed reasonable. We feel that this should likewise be applicable in this
situation. With error attribute rates as low as .004, we feel that there should not be any payback

associated with this audit.

While the additional response information and documentation provided is essentially self-
explanatory, our staff will be glad to meet with the OIG audit staff to provide any additional
clarification deemed necessary. (Copies of the response attachments with uncensored
confidential client data have been remitted under separate cover to the OIG’s Raleigh Office that
performed the audit work.) Again, we appreciate this opportunity to provide input relative to the

audit process.

Sincerely,

v Aorste ) Lcecd

Carmen Hooker Buell

CHB:dcs

cc: Lanier Cansler
Satana Deberry
Peggy Ball
Gary Fuquay

Honorable Ralph Campbell
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Attachments are numbered to match assigned Case sample
numbers.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA =) IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE L\;
oz DISTRICT COURT DIVISION 3
H
RIS NG S o o .
COUNTY OF NEW HANOVER oy FILE NO. %4 J p/awz;&, M~ a5
g Lyny R"CJ‘ NPT
IN THE MATTER OF: “-"%7 )
. v_‘.Y._.._.———-;——-""““

)
)  ORDER ON ADJUDICATION
)

This Cause coming on to be heard and being hsard before
the undersigned District Court Judge presiding at and over the
14 April 1994 Session of Juvenile Court for New Hanover County
for adjudication upon the merits of ths Petition filed herein
by the New Hanover County Debpartment of Sccizl Services and

appearing befors the Court this date ars the following persons:

mather of the zghove nzmed juveniles,

represented by Jana Lucas, Attcrney at Law; L )

SRR, taternel grancdmother and custodien o

[ )

the above named
juveniles; «iBRNEENNEN Guzardian ad litem, reprssented by
Regine Frloyd-Davis, 2ttorney 2dvocats; Marlo Helm, Social
Worker, and Julia Tzlbutt, BAttorney, on behalf of the New
Hanover “County Depariment of Social Services, Petitioner
herein, and it appearing tao the Court by clear, cogent and
convincing evidence as follows: v
1. That N is the eldest of “EEE——
SRR four children. (MR is six years of age, having a
date of birth of 24 September 1987. IEEEEERREEY s four
years of age, having a date of birth of 11 October 1989, NN
@Iy three and half years of age, having a date of birth

of 22 September 1990, and SIS s not quite a year of
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o age, having & date of birth of 2 June 18%3. That at various

~—17

times SN =nc her four children have stayed with
SRR < othor, CENNSENNIEESEERP At other times,

<Ry -C the children have had residence independent
from her mother, JNEEIINNEEENR- Th2t “CEEEENNRERETNY | s
*relied upon. her mother to care for her children on occasions.

N 2. That “ maternal grandmother of the
children, found the childreﬁ alone and without adult
supervision on at lezst two occasions in recent months.

3. That TSN, s 2 past history of drug
dependsncy. There is no finding as . there is no evidence of
present drug use.

4. That the New Hanover County Department of Social
Slervices has providsd protective services to the four‘
children over & pericd of several months. Thet the Department
oi Social Services has relied substantiazlly upon ~
meternal graﬁdmother, to monitor the condition of the children
and to assure that the children's well-being, especially in the
absence of their mother, CHEENENGNTENNy .

5.  That on 7 March 1994, the New Eanover County
Department of Social Ssrvices filed herein a Petition alleging

the above named juveniles to be neglected juveniles. At the

f_iling of the Petition on 7 March, 1994, all four children were

in the care of their maternal grandmother, NN

a

6. That attempts by the Department of Social Services
to engage NN in = services contract or other
. planning for the stability of the children have been
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unsuccessful. That the Department of Socizl Services filed
herein 1its Petition on 7 March 1894, &end the matter was

+

s_cheduled'for adjudication at the 30 March 1994 hearing. At
that hearing, YNNI -=Cussted that she be allowed to
be represented in this matter and the matter was continued
until today with the. entry of an Oxrder on 30 March 1994,
providing that EEEEEESessy JEREENERe, SEXEERRTETS -
YNNI SIce to remain in the home of thelr maternal

grandmother, WD,

THAT BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE COURT CONCLUDES AS 2
LAW that the above named juveniles, ¥IEENEEEEERRESGED,

SERraEstETTy, ORISR -1 GEENNEREEEmER - neglected

juveniles in that they have not received proper care and

s
W
-
]
[2d]
pes
O
rry

edequate care or preoper supervision from their mother, EEEE—em

EREERNRRYy
- NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: .

1. That legal custody of GEEEENEEERTEENERY TSONEDRNENTNN |
axumpeteamy >nd QNI < h=-cby grznted to the New
Henover County Department of Social Services for placement of
the ch‘iidren in the physical <custody of their meternal
grandmother, NN

2. That visitzation by NSRS -~ -h her children
is allowed =specifically conditioned upcn NP
obtaining an alcohol and drug abuse evaluation, her compliance
with the recommendations resulting from such an evaluation and
further conditioned ugen her submitting te a test of her blood,

P

breath or urine for alcohol or any controlled substance. That



Appendix C
Page 25 of 99

3%

visitation iIs to be supervised ar under the supervision of the
of Socizl Services as the department dezms
However, that should three successive drug tests be

negative, then visitztion shall not be supervised,

3. This cause is retained for further Orders of this

Court and is to be reviewed within six menths as required b
Y

statute, unless sooner review is necessitated by a substantial

T N

change of circumstances.

This the 14th day of 2pril, 1994.

. -?//‘
S
4 cletays
John W Smith” 7 7
District Court Judgs
7

464 .s5a8D
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‘ STATE OF NORTH CARCLINZ -ANOWER INUTHE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
DISTRICT COURT DIVISION
Lt
COUNTY OF NEW HANOVER FILE NO. 94 J =17 -9 H
IN THE MATTER OF: Ny_‘V[M«;»

ORDER OF ADJUDICATION
AND OF CUSTODY

r —— -3

This Cause coming on to be heard and being heard before

the undersigned Chief District Court Judge presiding at and
over the 17 November 1354 Sessicn of Juvenile Court for New
Hanover County for adjudication upon the merits of a Petition
filed herein and appearing before the Court this date are the
following persocns: And it appearing to thz Court from the
stipuletion cof the Parties and by clear and convincing evidence

as follows:

1. That the above-named Jjuveniles are the children of

SRR That CEERBEETENy c the father of
deemeErerrecesry, GUNEEEERENEESS :nd the twWins UEEEEE® and
L T Y That by prior order of the Court, custody of all
five children, including AR - : S granted to I,

CEEENERNERY -nd the juvenile matter closed.
2. That the children and their father, iR

were residing in the home of TR, .
parents of qyuEEEENN <That much of the care of the children
was assumed by WmeneeaEtERTEENENRRSS , csDccially SRS

3. That during June 1593, il :rried and left

his parents' home tzaking the children with him. In Qctober
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1593 concomitantly with protective services involvement, U
CEENERyy . Thc chlldren returned to his parents' home. During
January 1594, wllEER lcft his parents' home, abandoning
the children.

4. That <N, cc rot know the present
whereabo‘uts of GHIIEREEEERP 2nd have received no support or

assistance from their son nor from GEEEEEEEREENEEETRNEE

the mother of the children.

to and have

5. That
received AFDC for the four children to whom they are related

put have besen unabls to receive any assistance for En——

i

CEERNNy  That

these five children without greater financial resources. L]

and CESDNEEEpwRe® =r2 willing and well suited to raise the

children if adequate financial support is provided.

cannot &afford to raise

€. That the New Eanover County Department of Social
Services reguests that 1t be granted legal custody of the

zbove-named juvenll es and that — pursuse

foster care licensing of their home so that more adequate
financiél support czn be guaranteed the RN The guardian
2d litem concurs.

That based on the foregoing the Court deteTmines as a
matter of law that the above-named juveniles are neglected
juveniles and are in nesed of custodial disposition as follows.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

1. That custody of the above-named juveniles is hereby

granted to the New Hanover County Department of Social Services

8]
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for continued placement in the home of —

2. That foster care licensing of the home of-

_is toc be expedited to the extent possible.

3. That this Cause is retained for further Order of

thlis Court and 'Is to be reviewed within twelve months unless

sooner review is sought by either parént of the juveniles.

This the 17th day of November, 1994.

vu//] :j A~ ,\Mb«.‘tv E- T

a ueline I?‘J_‘LS Goodson
£ District Court Judgs

A

JOHNSWMS
11/17/94
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THEIS CRUSE, coming on to be heard and being heard -befors™

the undersigned Judge presiding at the September 4; 1996, term
of Richmond Juvenile Court; and it appearing that this matter
is before the Court for a five-day non-secure custedy bezring
Attorney &t Law; that the minor children were pot present but
was represented by , Richomond County
Attorney Advocate; that ths Richmond County Department of
Sccial Services (hereinafter referred to as "Department of
Social Services") wzs present and represented by

Attarney zat Law; and the Court, after hearing
evidence of the parties, reviewing metters of rescord, and
hearing from counsel, makes, by clear, stroag &nd convineing
evidence, the following:

PINDINGS OF FACT

1. Richmond County Department of Socizl Services began an

investigation rsgarding the minor children herein based upcn
the death en infast sibling, who died on

August 28, 1995,

2. Rutopsy results on the deceased child indicated the infant
had & ruptured heart, healed bone fractures, aand healin
fractures.

3. the mother of the minar childrea, related
to the Department of Social Services' investicator that the
infent YANMEMEMMStopDed breathing and that she tried to give
the child CPR and “pounded on her chest”. _

4. The mother did pot kmow if she had rolled over on the
iofznt or amy other reason to cause the child to stop

brezthing.

. During the course of interviewing the mother on Septenker
1998, tha worker noted a severs burn cn the arm of

ot
3, 199
playing with an

and also observed SN
electrical outlet with exposed wiring.
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STATE COF NORATE CAXOLIN: . I TEZ GENERAL CCURT OF SJUSTICT )

DISTRICT COURT DIVISION

COUNTY OF RICHMOND FILE NO.
IN RE: 5 ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁaij N
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CONCLUSIONS QOF LAW
- 1. That this matter is properly before the Court and the
Court has jurisdiction ovar ths parties and the subject ratter :

herein.

2. That there is & resasouable factual basis to believe that
the allegations contained in the petition ars true and the
children have suffered ectuel physical injury end/or there is
a substantial risk of the nminor children's- exposure to
physical injury. b

TEEREFQORE, it 1s ORDERED, ADJUDGED- AND ODECREED as
follows: '
That the Richmond County Departmaent of Social Services is
reby granted the legel custody pending a hearing on the
arit

n

2. That the Richmond County Department of Sociszl Services
shall have placement euthority with respect to the physical
Placement of the minor children herein, pending a hearing on
the merits. ‘

) Entered this day of Sepfémber, 1896.

S o Signed thig %te CZ_ day of { & , 1397.
A 77

7L ' 1
. |
TA WALLACE

Judge Presiding .

SPING & LAPPING
AITOANETS AT Law

WwTRALE W C 29337

2.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
DISTRICT COURT DIVISION
COURT OF BUNCOMBE JUVENILE DIVISION
88 J 418

IN THE MATTER OF:

NON-SECURE

mincor child ’ ORDER

THIS CAUSE coming on for a non-securs hearing and being heard

before the Honeorable JNNNNNNNNNNY Judge Presiding in the

District Court, Juvenile Division, on the 13th day of November,
i1996. )

The followilng persons were present in Court:

1. CORNENRNNey, -arcnts of the minor child.
2. sOmEEma ttorney for NI
3. _ Guardi;an Ad Litem for the minor cnild.
4. “Guardian Ad Litem staff.

5. «dNEEMNRy, Sccial Worker for ths Buncombe County

Department .of Social Services.

6. JAEENIEEEENENwRmmmgSy, Attorney for the Buncombe County

Deparﬁmant of Social services.
THE COURT FINDS AS FACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. That the Buncombe County Department of Social Services

filed a.juvenile summons and petition on November 8, 1336 allaging
that the miner child is a neglected child and obtained a non-secure

custody corder.

2. That father of the minor child, has a
significant problem with violence and that the minor child was
exhibiting aggressive and viclent behaviors for which the parents
were not seeking appropriate services.

3. That the minor child was born on June 13, 1592.

4. Tha iR - c ther of the mincr child, tastified

in this matter and acknewledged that had been kicked out of
three (3) day cares for his behavior bu® that she did net sze a
significant problem. ackneowledged that the Haywood
County Department of Social Service had been involved witi her
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family in the past and that they had left Haywood County and went
to Kentucky 1in order get Haywood County Department of Social
Services out of their lives. bants the Buncombe County
Department of Social Services out of her life as well. She dia
acknowledge that the minor child had behavicral probleas but did
not appear to understand the seriousness of his behavioral prablems

or the need to follow through with treatment for the miner child or
to accept services in order to attempt to address his problems.

5. That on August 21, 199§ entered inte a
Protecticn Plan with the Buncombe County Department of Social
Services in which she acknowledged that has a history of
extremely violent behavior and she agresd to ensure that she would
not allow unsupervised contact between ntil
such time as JSMM®r 23 enrclled in and successfully completed
a2 program to address his viclence. _ vioclated that
agreement by moving back in with ithout advising the
social waorker where she lived ar that she was maoving back in with

lthough sha acknowledged on the witness stand that she

was obliged to do both.

6. That thers is a reascnable factual basis to kelieve the
matters alleged in the juvenile petition are true and that there is
a reasonable factual basis to believe that there is no other
reasonable means available to protect the juvenile other than non-
secure custody. .

7. That it 1s in the best interest of the minor child that
his non-secure custody remain with the Buncombe County Department
aof Social Services with placement in the discretion of the
Decartment pending further hearings in this matter.

EASED ON THE 230QVE FINDINGS OF FRACTS THE COURT CONCLUDES &S A
MATTER OF LAW AS FOLLOWS:

1. That it is in the best interest of the minor child that
his nen-securzs custoedy remain with the Buncombe County Department
of Social Services with placement 1in the discretion of the
Department pending further hearings in this matter.

2. That there is a reasconable factual basis to believe the
mattars alleged in the juvenile petition are true and that thers is
2 reasonable factual basis te belisve that there is no other
reascnable means avallable to protect the juvenile other than non-

secure custody.

IT IS TEEREFORE, ORDERED:

B! That the non-secure custody cf the minor child,

_shall remain with the Buncombe County Depariment of Social

.04
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Services with placement in the discretion of the Department pending

further hearings in this matter.

2. That this matter shall be scheduled for a mandatory pre-
trial conference on 1:15 p.m. on December 17, 1886 and an
adjudication hearing shall be scheduled for January 13, 1937.

This the Trﬁay of ::]stzlﬂfixk , l936.

S«\ =
EONORABLE J"UDK&?M
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De:criptiou ofActmn (~/) PRSATIR =S T EffectiveDate. .

crRTA TSRS AT 'B“J“‘ TR R E N 5 2y xﬁ"-‘\’bf“-ﬂzi:- - o
Rcdetmmanon or L:I mmhty fro CLY..J A?Tthmmh d‘ 5//“?‘3 T-oe of Chanee: fn Pﬂfmn Fc_
- Tcrrrm:aon raml"' c:r?. ﬂnon pc*iod W‘llT enc on C Hours of czre
" Pavmentto current Drowder willendord | ' ' __ Q Other
2 Reinstatement Comments:
1 Frowider chosen is not approved
Tt Tronsportation Payments: beginon _ar /- and end on #
§ T |
Parent must pay the following fee bezuznm H Coun s Cased: /e ¢ 77 ;
Tvoe of Care - -’Month_lv Parent Fee - Daily Parent Fee DCS I'Dr.-. :A co 1YY ST 77 I
ull-Time s ’ 5. Cat. Code &0 & Pavment Code Y ¢/
~a & ; . s - N - .
374 Cars S5 3 Child eligible for: & STC U smas 3un
Half Time S ' S ! 42 of adults tn Work First Case: I 0 220 22
. - - ’ - !/
Days/Eours Child Carets Needed: (M T W Ta 2 S S From 7/ 45 Campm Undl Y oo’
(Circle days ard eater Umes. M T W Th F S S From am/pm Untl IToT

Dates School-age Care {s Needed:  From; Unal: Befogg/After Scheol/Summer

(Enter dates m/d/yr and cirles ope) From: Undl: Befare/After School/Summer

From: Until: Before/After School/Summer

Zomments: e (Arks N €=, O e e Sl AT C T A s e ' /JJ‘/‘/H’ -7 X A4

E o it R e Caie  Sam Uremc o fures Coendipiad, ST -

ST 7 FHenw cg IR 19%
4 Check (V') if attachments are Included far additional children. B
\rtenton Parent: fyour child care paymenis stop or are changed, you have 60 deys or uniil __// Ay 57 10 csk for
caring. {fyou do not ask for a hearing by then, you cannot have a necrmg [ the hecring decizion is i vour;{:var, vou wiil racar
strosctive Sengfiiz (¢ cover the beregfis tha ! you miszec. How to ask for a hea aring i expicined on the back of Fehts farm. Please raad
our rights and resgoasibilities on the back of this form. : L

‘rom: Worker's Name Qﬂ inheg wF Ll fE " Telephope# 7272 855"
.gency Name ety e oo Ne ot L o8 Sae, 0 Sl uaed 7 Date Senv/ Comple:edf_f,_/;‘ 7/6’- s
ddress;rt (0 Foow G689 R N i ) N A
o : DCD-045Q Rev 697
. o~
C.w}-y’.’;’_ N

—
=y
[N



Appendix C
Page 37 of 99

: e Ch D) enta =
TG rewarcimg e Ezir?z‘awr."or e mmd“"‘ﬁﬂ.ﬂ Beloty aga

.‘ S A@MWM
- CHILD DAY CARE ACTION NOTICE

raticz is to inform yau of @ change which is adout to take place in your child care. Please read it caref
cause it is very imgoriant (o vou oL '

TO: Pravider:
idress: Name:

Address:

trznsgorztion Pavments: begin on

a a'er; >

scrmnon of Acton (V): / Effective Date: . | 2=~ 3 O- CTS 7
Pﬁdﬁ’":upauon of Eligibility from J2-30- qgr_hrowq (2-29-99 Tvoe of Change: O Parent Fez
Terminztion: Family certification period will ’end on O Hours of car
Payment o current provider will end on i 0 Othex
Pinsiiamea [ Cormments:
Frovidsr chosen is not 2ogroved 1{ |

\

~=* must pav the following fee besinning: % i County Cases: LO ZD ] D -
1 Care Moathlv Pareut Fee Dail‘v Parent Fee | DCS IDZ: /D O 0 l ( LT 5(./ &) :_) (o
[ime S e S i T Cat. Code O?,D Payment Code 6 i
as: s K \ S ( \ Child eligible for: 0 scc Q S— rSar |
1 Time S — S o #ofadults in W ork First Case: D 0 0 l ‘Dﬂfﬂ“g’
siHours Child CareisNeeded: M T W Ta F S S From
(Cirsiz days and enter drmes.) M T W Ta F S S From
:s School-age Care is Nesded:  From: - Unul:
(Znter dates avdiye and cirles tyge) From: Up i
’ TLIT L I-'rom:. oLl . Until: el

menLA o mw (C <@ NUrnbz Chcma?d

‘beck (V) if aikachments are inciuded for addidonal children. : - - Coe

\don Bacent: [ your child care paumanes stop or are chengzd, /GJ have 80 days or undl : to ask fora ’

g [youdanotash for ¢ haaring by ther, you cannot have a | hearing. Ifthe hearing dzcision is in your fevar, you will receive i -
iciive Genglits to cover the bw-refzc: that you missed. How to ask for ¢ hearing is explained on the back of ’)x:/or-' Please read -
rights and responsibilides oa the back of this form.

¢ YWorker’s Name M "‘TV—Q k_/ Telephone & P\ lﬂ QSS S
cy Name (\Sﬁ Date Sent/ Completed \—(ﬁ - Ci
2ss: A\ 5 D ,7 0L 7

/ T - . DCD-1450 Rev.59
d. /el |

= Pa + of ‘51/‘%//4
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. /

SOCTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT TEMPORARY
: ASSISTANCE AND g,
MAINTENANCE

DIVISION

Ann Kamiltan, ACSW, Ph.D.
DIRECTOR :

Katherine G. Knecht. ACSW David L. Bradshaw, avo
DIVISTON DIRECTOR

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR/

“J” }//Ztmu AJ/ 7”/;Q7 Concors 7

J/]b@“— 44]' e W,chazf,u oL pruckeo en ANV
j&n %Waf., G- 14-55 AFnnsh. [2-29-9F _fecacese

a—

[

Hcenty, |

(3’549 727 2555

'! ) P.0. Bax §89, Winston-Sulern, Narth Carolina 27102
Duy Care Seraees (336) 727-2555  Fax (336) 727-2782
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— e T =<
Wz By (Date): ,/f' / 7 g
T N Stk o AL C
- Voucher No.:_ /372 &

AédrESS Date of Birth: /0 ‘A Q- G

Issued by e Cout
Telephone #: If served from waiticg list: 0 sCC 4 sCC-wF O sm
Eligibility Period: From: /) - A 7,"5/ Through: // A-7 7 Payment by: QParent O Acency
Parent must pay the following fee beginning: County Caser: / ; a0/ \/‘

Tvoe of Care Monthly Parent Fee  Dailv Parept Fee | DCS ID#: O s ) E" S C;' =
Full-Time $ ) s Pl Cat. Code O D Payment Code _Cg;_&
3/4 Car S i S // Child eligible far: @ SCC Q Smazco
Half Time S S #ofadults in W orI\ First Ca;e ./(D 1

Transportation Pavments: begin on i ’ _and end on s O [ d TE
Days/Hours Child Careis Needed: ( M T W Th FJS S From (o= amlpm Unill _ S8 L
(Cirele days and entar timzs.) M T W~ Th F S S From am/om Uniil /
Dates School-zge Care is Needed:  From: . Unul: %I{_,C;’ Before/After Schoal/Sum
Zxier dates /dyr and cirels type) From: Until: Befara/After School/Sur
From: Until: Befors/After School/Sur
» Tymaments: 20810 )

-/

O Check (V) if attachments are included for additional children.

I uaderstand that I have the right to select the provider to provide child care for my children. [uadarsiand tias [ will have to pay &

providar (f [ receive child care after I become ineligible for assisiznce or if [ recezm 2ny child car2 which is not eppraved by this

Releasz of Information: I certify Lhat I have read oc had read to me the release of information statement on 2 back of Lhzs form
Date li- =

Parent/RA Signatur;

. N g P . - _ 2
YWorker’s Name // b/L Tl /L‘ A Telephone Sal DS
Agency Rep.Signature D2, AL YENTIY. ©3 ' Date 7=
NOTICE TO CHILD CARE PROVIDER: You must be operating legally in order to accept child carz payment with public
If you have never done this before, please call the number given belaw bzfore taking children in care to find out how much yot
paid to provide this child cere service.

Agency Contact e e o Telephone ___ .. ...
Gl T S

(TN TV S N T I R s
d on this vouchsraad ¢

To be Completed by the Child Care Provider: Iagree to provide ciild care for the child’tea n2me
continuation page, if amached. I will begin taking care of the child/rzn an the following dat: D SORAL

[ understand [ must be errolied as an eliginle child care provider before I receive my first paymant for the child/ren. [know that
information about the child’r=n and family is conwmnua’, and that [ must allow ths pareatagess © L'ne nildran and the car

whenever the child/ten are (n carz. - .
A i i ; : AT e~ T

Child Care Provider & veoe bovosm G20 00 o Lic/Reg= ./?-; B

r. N A DS
Name of Contact Person = . o.n - - v L e Tele phbone m.moﬂr - ST

. fioe fo S —— . , N
I, ocatlon Address A . 0TI e - X ~ :

27 A e . ’ : e UL
onature of Provider I R A RN County R N A

\ote to Provider: Return white copy to the person named on the tap of the lorm. Feep the pink copy for your filss. Give
DCD-D45 Ryl &

yellow copy to the parent.



Appendix C
Page 40 of 99

TO: Parcnt/RA:

Address:

Child’s Nz

Fold hare N S

=
D gscription of Actiog (V'): Effective Dats: .

G Redetermination of Eligibility from trough Tvpe of Chanezr U Paren: Fe:
qf oa: Family certification pedod willendon D U Hours ofca
Pavmm to current providar will end on —\?/QH/LQQ O Other:

@ Reinstaiement Camments:
Q Providar chosen {s not 2aproved
0 Traasporztion Payments: bzgin on and end on Col

r
. Parent must pay the follovwiag fee besinning: ‘ County Case#:

§

W‘voe of Carc Mlonthlv Parent Fea  Dailv Parent Fee | DCS IDE:

S S . Cat. Codsn Paymernt Code
S S Child elizgidlafor: QO SCC Q Smazd
S S Zofadulisia Work First Case: 0 0 O 1 O
Days/Hours Child CareisNeeded: M T W Tn F § S From am/pm Uniil | 2r
L (Cizcle days Eﬂd\ eatar timas) M T W Th F § § From am’pm Unill as
Dates School-age Care is Needed:  From: Until: . Before/After School/Sume
(Enier datzs m/d/yy aad cirles type) From: Until:‘ Beafore/Afier School/Sumnm

From: Until: Before/Afizr School/Sumre

Comments: ( Cx{’/m wvf DJ'L/”J‘() LYC'Q)Q A/%——"U Lf//,if.\/‘y‘—\
(A (”/Q@) N ﬂ/} Ny Ob 5// ;(O//QQ 4

CJ Cb'~c'—‘ (/) if’ nttarhmcm‘ are included for dd'cioml caildren.

9 rsf"/'a‘

! —~
/.2(!/1':5

/j_m" co not ask /:.7 a ’.earw Oy thize, you cannor /('v= c l 2aring. // Az fzoring o :
¢ (510 covzr thz Ganefis tnat you missed. How to csk for @ hearing s 2xplainzd on thz back of th: ':/o . PICGSE rs

1z

vour nah s and responsipilitiz=qn the bagk of this
jm \\Orneﬁ_j \amn( 9@

Aceedy Name 7\) ) Date Sant/ Completed_j_z_lg__/;
= . I - +
Address
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cs-DsS-5-L1+4 . o
31793 ;

czme to the agency to make zn

epplication for child care services. Thess szrvices wers requescad to

support éﬁg;a;;;;ggz>fraining/ CPS/ FC/Special Ne=ds. Ths apblicanc works/zctend:s

L;:}iDC:y E;kzj—l[(c 2 during the following days and hours:
e F)_/icbzm 1940230 & 350-9° 30 am

Fhe gpplicant stetes Chat A\ ) OAL lives in the2 homz znd is
nzbole £o assist dn day care due to:

—

For eligiblity. The =splicant hes the following wmoalnly incoze:

1 ,\(\k\é ‘\r\) \'\ A ﬁ\(k A= et P_}T‘\ g (\u‘hﬂ QJ\- (\\4--\(‘\“ M"\\l R
N = — B
o o -
L,X\g¥>\ N VIR >;£3F3?1¢ C nng CE)Q)x;-xu* \QDU\lvlj ;; ! &}T’

A
FEZ: (:) EFFECTIVE:

Is the appliczat income eligible for sarviczs? ggéEZNO/CA due to CPS

policant isﬁés not)in the Workfirst Employmsnt Sesrvices.
Czzegery: C:k;l(:) Sarvice Code:ég( [ Family Size: (

Cetrtificacion Period:cgl;ljcxg?’_ C;[ {{CQf? Aoplicant has rzad and signs

mSS-1463. Voucher(s) # 73&5

were assigned znd zpplicznt was givan originel and

Originzl vouch2r to bz racurnsd by: éQl f&oicggb . Blue copy retzinzd.
Intzke forms submicced for case sec-up. Turchatv zccion awaits assignmenc of

wA oo 3lad.
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JUL-ZS W1 15:86 FEOM:CHILO CAY ~
: CM:CRILD LAY CARE 335-333-8@84 TN:G1Q 712 zoes -

JUL-13-2201  FRI @32:08

_Carolina Divisicn of Socizl Se ‘css
. o " Indivigual Basic Daca File 97
" arrative Coomrentation Fecord

4. Narrative ”

[D:

g Roic]

-— Czsa Name arnd Number:
Date| 3. Family Memrers

.q/// T -’ I [ rA G D/ﬁw? n )4 %

Joss13( & [4‘:9/77[_7 /F/"/N <K e wesls
[Yoses Cove 2709

Pt . s FHows  Frem fras2i
Yern ™ ATl fadfEn D on
S il Lt //Le:(,%f Crﬁfr/cm 2/
AT [MosES (Canse

A
=

J/
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b 97
STATE OF NORTH CARCLIMA 7% =7 IN TuE GENZRAL COUET OF JUSTICE
. C - DISTRLCT GOURT DIVISION
GUILFORD COUNTY e T I ‘
IN THE MATTER OF: : 0ORDEE
95~1-647

This mattar {s properly bafora the court for a hearing, under G. §. 74-377,
to rdataraine the nesd for the contivued non—zacura cysztady cf tha juventilas nazad
ebove.  Thiy court bas jurisdiction over the aubject watiar aof thix proc=ading
and of the parson of the juventlas. Aa Ocder to Assums Custody wig ancared uoder
G. S. TA~575, acd a petition under G. §. 7A~560 wes £1lad, as appears of record.

Przseat {o court ars the SR
Asaistant County Attoma‘?,

AR, Soci:l Vorksr,
Coordirator, QRN

THZ COURT HARES THE POLLOUWING FINDINGS OF PACT BY CLEAR AND COXVINCING
EVIDENGE:

Attarnay Advocate, N
SroReeEm Liten Prograz

1. Pursuant of G. §. 74-577(f), upon evidince statad balow, the court makas
the ZolleWwing findings of fact ralevant to tam critmcis for coctinumd pogsscura
cugstody met forth fa G. §. 7A~574(a)5

That a peritien wslleging mgl-c.r. and degendency wxx filed Saptezber 26,
1995 st 3:04 p.=.

2. Thac the child fs curzestly im the lagal and physical of the Guilferd
County Department of Social Servicsa.

3. Thatv thers Lz a ressonable and faztual basla #or filing the petitica.

4. -That the parent was advised of the right to counsel and that sha may be
requirad to rewimburxm ths stata Ffor the fasx cof th& cour: appoLntnd attoraay, Mr.
Escald Hutlar. . . .

5. That it 1a in the best intscsst of the child to tsnsin in the lagal and
phyvical cuxtody of tha Guilford County Department of Social servicsa.

6. That the Guilford County Department of Social Sarvicas 1z allawad ta
placae the child back fn the homa with her mothar.

-

7. That tha machar cooperate with the Guilford County Department of Social
Sarvices aad to show that she ia giving the medication ts har child as psrscribed
by the doctor, end that sll doctor's appointmants arx cet.

8. That tha mother alsc take hear medication a8 perscribed.

9. That the nother ls o cocparat= With the Guilfard Coun\:y Dapatthent of
Social Saxvices, the heelth dapartment azd arny agency that i \m:king uith har,



we/l

Lg/d

Councy Dapartaent of Social

‘WIHUE’D - “!«.Gl T'-?O

TILE NO. 95".1"347
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ciluids EXi MR S GAL b
97

IT 15 Xaw THXEXYCEZ O2DERED, ADJUDGZD AND DEICREED:

L. Thzt the child ragaip ?

n the legal acd physfcal custody of the Guilfeyrd
Searvicas with that

ag«ncy haviog placemag:
Tmsponslblllty and the autherity to coansent for cedicsl

tims,

-1

and educxtiopal naeds.

2. That the pothar togperarta with any agsncy that

i1 halping her gt this

3. Toat thiz gatlsr coze og for a harring au the macitx Decenbar ZG 1993

4. That this mattaer he feLainad for furthor orderz aof this colre.

-

- Thia the 3zd day of Qetober, 1535,

(s
SHIREY K. ALEEWA! Ci)
- JUDCE FEE3IDING

9 Al
E9
\_/g

S
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NQRTH CAl AL COURT OF JUSTICE
s -
QUILFORD  ~ f COURT DIVISICHN
IN THE MATTER OF ORDER
S4-j~252 .
G4~ =BG
4~ j-~295

This matter

is comivg o0 Tor @ Raviaw, Friday, fugust
18, 1994 purscant to, an Qrder entered on July 20, 197%.

Fresemt i Cowrt sre

Attcrne
_Attarnay Advecate

of the mirmor children:

-
)
o - cmr——— :

w Sccial Worker ol
i smaent of Sccial

THE COURT MAKES THE FOLLOWING FIMDINGS OF FACT:

1. That all thres (3) children are currently in ihs
lzgal and physical custody of the Guilford County Depgartamant
cf Soclial Services as the result e¢f an adjudication of

megelct and dependzncy. b
2. T Thas T = o =ntly living with her
paternal i o e e e
. thct she is doing well in her grandmother’s home.
3,

That the Guardian ad Litem, the fTather's attocrne
and the mother x11 agrees that 1t ie in £the child’s bsst
irntarest that she be placed in the legel and physical
custody of her paternal grandmother.

4. Thnat the twe (2) younger chil:iren,‘

oYY - = - -r=nCly in Toster care in Guilford

S County: that they are doing wall in their faster home.
-
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AuUgust 12, 1394
pags two
ated on July 20, 1794

rminz what steps’
towards

=, That this mattsr was
and was schadhled Tor taday’s
the Department of Sccial Sarvices iy
reunification.

4. That the Department of Sccial Services has made

following reasocnable effats:

(2) Arranged a visitation schedula once @ washk fur
twe youngsr children and every other wzel with all thre= (3)
children.

Arranged with the Toster mother fto bzgan Tull da

(h
this we=sk-end.

)
on the week-ends beginning

[ {g) R=7T2
| Sarvigces smergenc s
bean active In azsisting wWwith housivg as well as food stanps
and athzrr emsrgancy 2

(d} Assistancz, counsaling and casez managemsnt has

= provided to in ordsv to assist him g the

ling of his didsability claim:
icded in 7iling his claim by the Episcopal Servant Cernter o

tha PR ic cluc being

<
¥

(e)  f=sistindiiRENENN i~ the completicn of the

n2cessary applicatioens to ohtain Turther =ducation.

h () PFrovided transportaticn by the use ¢f bus tickets.

{g) FRefarred them to Urb3n Ministriss in crder to
receive Tood aszistance, and has confirmed that food
voeuchers: and assistarce is avaifable Tor the parants.

| . : .
(h) The ongoing Sacial Worksr has given the parents ar
! BU0 pager number Tor tham to zall him as needed.

hie Department of Scciasl Servicss has made
Torts for reunification.

been calss=d by

of
T
v
<
{i}

E. That theve are scme delays tha
' the parents.

RN
O\\
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August 12, 1994
psge thress
g. That the parents have not ka2pt regular appdintments
with emergency assistancs, ths Episcepal Savrvants Centers
that they were lats and completly misssd a visit with thsis
children: that there have been irmcansist=nt statzmants
reported which have caused delays in ocbitaining hous
10. That it is-in the best interast of § L
Mfahat she be placed in the legsl and physw‘:l c(.x"t(.dy
ot her paternal grandmother

in the best interest
thay remain in the lagzl 3
Guilfard County D2oartm=nt of

11,

That it is

3 physical
Sacial

TP -
stody ofF thse

“au
Services.

at her paternal grandmother. : ;
Maving the aaihority to consent to
sducaticrnal ne=ds of the child.

any mndL al and

IT IS FURTHER QRD

«f the Builferd

remain in the legal and physical custody
County Despariment of Svcial Sarvices with that agendy fiaving
placsment responsibility and the autheority ta coensant to say
medical and sducaticnal nesds.
IT IS FURTHER CGRDERED that the sarvicas that the
Department of Sccial Servicss has 'mp7Pm inted be contirusd.
> IT IS FURTHER ORDERED thaif the parents wve to fully
cocperate with the Dzpartment of Sccisl Sarwvices to tiasly
me=t thelr appointments and to Timely maks &1l visitation.
IT-I158 FURTHER CRDEFRED that the Depariment of Sccial

Szrvices has the discreticon to ircrazase the visitation wnd
to allow covarnignt visits; that pricr to sxcerising any

cvernight visits or any extended visits, the Guardian ad

Litzm L2 netifisd 72 hours pricr to any such visits,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this matisr- come back on Tov
a2 Faviaw om Fgoruary 10, 1975,

THIS MATTER [3 RETAINED FOR FLRTHER ORDERS OF THE
COURT . ’
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fAugust 12,.i?94
page four

This the 1zin day of August, 1994,

IERARY F. ALLOUAY N
JUDGE FRESIDING

k=
2 TR
Y = o
= T \i
- j" ) - N
.. ) =
— >~
e S
/ e
= 2 /C
/—

NOERTH CARQLINA-GUILFeND COUNTY
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA CHINTEE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
CUILFORD COUNT’I’ :: ey 27 ﬁD{S"@""T COURT DIVISION
UL FCRG CTINTYL 05 G '
IN TEE MATTER OF e \,J_%__{,__ ORDER
This mearer is coming ¢n Wednesday, October 23, 1695 for & 7-Day Raview -y

Hezring pursuant to G.S. TA-577 DUrsuzme 1o an order ears ed on October 1, 1896.

Present in Cour: are the mother, JRIRIRIERERN A.rame represeqding h

SRR - <o County Attormey, Armorne:
B e T ———— szl.ord

County Degartment of Sacial Services.
THE COURT MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS OF FACT:

. Thet & peuton was fisd on September 26, 1996 zaz 3:53 g.m. alleging gegiect
and dapendency;

2. That the chﬂd“ currenty in the legal and physical custady of

the Guilferd Courty Department of Sodial Services;
3. That thers appears 1o be a facmaeily basis for the fling of the penton

4. That at the presext time the parents comtimue to comsemt (o tha cild | peing
placed m the lezal and physical custody of the Guilford Courmy Deperunem of Social
Services;

~

5. That areasoreble efforts report and e home evaluation iive teen submiried 1o
the cours by the Socizl Workers with the Guilford Counry Department of Sodial Servicss,
Protective Services and Prevemmve Servicss and they are incorporared hsrain by refersnce
as fndings of facy;

THE COURT CONCLUDES A.: AMATIER OF LAW

L. That there is 2 reasonable facrual basis to telieve that the mazters allegad in tha
Detiion ars tue.

2. That ¢t i3 in the bes of the child thar she comdmue in the legal end physical

<.

custedy of the Guilford County Deparumert 6f Social Services.

/]
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3. That reasocable efforts bave been made in  this m=ftar (o pravem: the gesd for
placzment a.nd otherwiss encourage reunificaton.

[T IS THEREXORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECRED:

L. Thao SR = 1. ir. the non-secure legal and physical cunody' of the
Guilford County Deparmmemt of Social Servicss with said ageuncy having placemenr
responsioility and the authority to consent to any medical and or educaconal nesds.

(I8}

. Thar visaton be at the discredon of the C-uﬂford Courty Department of Social
Servicss and (s to be supervised.

_ 3. That the mother of the minor chiid is to continue to cogperate and follow
through with course of treamment, themapy counseling or other zssessments through
CuLo rd Counry Mental Health, Guilford Coumy Commmumicy Collezz with respe: to
parestng classes or other educadon or vocationz! opportunites, cth:mse cooperats and
sumrmi to voluntary essessment and sppropriate treamment as recommexdad through
Alcaiol 2zd Drug Servicss.

4. That the mother coogerats with the Guilford Coumcy Departmemt of Social
Services :

5. That a hearing on the marits shall be hald on November &, 1996,
THIS MATTER IS RETAINED FOR FURTHER ORDERS OF THE COURT.

This 23rd day of Octaber, 1996.

. ROBINSON
JUDGE PRESIDING
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TATE OF NORTH CARCLINA IN TH

1)

GUILFORD COUNTY PISTRICY COURT DIVIZION

In THE MATTER OF

mattar iz propacly B2fors the cowerh for 3 S
g er . 7A-T77, ta dstermins the nessed faor the cantinued
nonsacure cusiody af tha Jjuvenile namsd above. This couw T
has Jjurisdiciian ovsr the subiect mabtier of this grocasding
and af the persaon of the juvenils. An Ordsr T2 Assums
Custady was entered under G.S. 7&-878, and & pgstiticn under

G.E. 7A-I&0 was filzd, &3 zppsSars OFf racord.

snt in couwrt are the ol ths oicoe ohild:;
i Attarmsy

7 o iR, Dot
= -1 i )

Advoc at - < - 5rdi g 1o
County Attornzy TN ;
L ‘

THEZ COURT MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINES OF FACT BY CLEAS
AND CORNVINCING EVIDINCE:

1. That this matter iz before ths caurt pursuant ta &
petition Filed on May 22, 1993 at 8:I6AM, allzging neglect
and depsndancy.

. imat the mother of the mimer crild i3
-a =0 in couwrt. Ehe rsprasants to thz
¢ = toward regaining custody @F fhar

f.  That 2ll partiss cans2ant and agres that it . is inm
Ehe bast interest of the minor cnild ta centinue {n" tha
l=2gal amd ghysicel custady of Lhe Department of Social
=

S. That the sfforts by the Déga tment of Sacial
Ssrvices wars naEcessary and LN the best interszt aof £he
child. Triat thers was no tims for the dogartmsnt Lo work
wWwith the family BDefore sz2hking thns cushcedy af Sf= minac
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May ., 1995
Fage Twa
& That all gartiss agrss that this matiar shculd LDA
: - . FE oy
szt for an Adiudicatory Hsaring an AuuLSu Z, 1 7S anc tf
znv 7-Day H3arings betwesn now and that dats snouwla b2
waivad.

THE CQURT CONCILUDES AS A& MATTER OF LAU:

1. Thers 1s & r tuwel mDasis
the matters allesag=ad i he iticn aras Lrus.
ne raascnable mesns othegr than cantinued nonszcure custady
availabile ta orotesct the juvanils.

z. Faasonabls effarts have besn made by thes Guilsord
County Departasnt af Sgoial Ssrvices Lo prazvant or 2liminasts
the ne=d for placzmsnit of the juvenils in cushody.

IT I3 THEREFGARZ ORDERED, ADJU GeED, AND DECREED:

1. That a2nzin in ths nar
and physical custady ot the Builford County

Bacial Sarvicss with glacemant esgcnsibili
authority to consent fto any medical or educztianzl nreeds.

. . That visitation between the child sad the mother o-
any sxtended ‘emily member be &t ths discre=tion @+ the
Degartment of Social Serviges, but na lass than cncs a wesk
batwean the child and mothzr 1f the maothaer i= ak = ta keaep
that visitation schedule.

T That ths Ueg %ﬂewt af Sccial Servicze work with
the mothar fgwards raunificatian.

4, That al1 -Day Hzarings betwssn now and the
Adjudicatory Hearing arz waivad.

. That the mother sign the necessary rolzzss of
infaraation fcrms 1if sMe snters into &Ny Typs GF sUuDstancs
souss program, and &ll cther ralsase cf infoarmation farms
necessacy Ly help the cowt with infarmatiaon toviards
deternmining whether ta raturn the minar child ta hee.
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Fage Thres

z. That this mettsr shzll come back on for an
Agdjudicatary Hearing en August Z, L$93.

THIS MATTZR IS RETAINED FOR FURTHER GQRIDZRS OF THZ

his Zath day of May, 1993.

% G AT e £ %Zi_/ﬂ«u

LAWRENCE C. MCSWaIn
JUDC: FRESIDING

Ml
ot
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NORTH Cas0OLINA FILED IN THEE GINZIFAL COURT OF JUSTICE
DISTRICT CQURT DIVISION
GUILFORD CCOUNT: ey AT L M) L2 - e2 J 253
e . €2 J 283
;_;u;'l;;;;..jj‘_,/}ei:’,L oL 92 J 134
(/A $2 T 228
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) _——LRNDFER
)
)
)
)
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THIS MATTER COMING ON TO BE HEARD AND BEING HIZARD bzfcrs the
undar;:.gnad presiding Judge 2t the July 15, 19392, Saszsica of
Juvenils Court, High Peoint Divisian, Guilferd County, North
Czrolipa the Court makes the following findings of fact oy
r, c

!
clear, cogent and ceonvincing evidence.

thoss prasant hefors t

rd Ceunty Desarim

T 2
Servicss; <P 6 ssistant County Atiarnsy; RS
v A

Advacate.

The Court finds that all parties agree and stipulats to =z
finding that all juveniles namad above are nsglactad and depen-
dent juveniles in that they did not rsceivs proper care and
supervision <from thelr parent and lived in zn envirenment

injurious to their welfars.

The Court finds thnat (NN the mother of the juvenilas,
was residing at Pathways, yamily Shelter, in
April, 13%2; that she left Pathways at 9:00 a.m. on April 1, 19
and had not returned as of 9:00 p.m. thzt evening, leaving h
two childran, unatitended when thsy rsturned f£r
schoal; and that her whereabouts wsre unknown and infcrmation an
other relatives was unavalilable; and that thzsz childran wers
taken into custedy of the DOspartment of sSscial Servicss pursuant
To & petition filed April 2, 1992, and a non-sacure custedy order

issusd thersafcar,

The Court finds that ] as asksad to lsave Fathways
because she had gotten intec a £1ghtT with another rasidsnt; that
she did not locate other housing for hersslf and hzr voungsr
cchilédren, SEENEENEEEEPS - 2C there werz no achar relatives wha
were able or willing to care for the children; and thz “Wjpand

24



Appendix C
Page 58 of 99

- (03

=
m taksn intoc the custody <f the Deca*g,.ent af social

- Servicaes pursuant ta a petition filad ril I, 1882 and a
nen-sacure custody order issued tharsafter,

The Court finds

ESSSRIE, Py <= Sorn on Juns g,
1992; that JNIMMEENNNN: i : not raceive any pranatal care faor the
child; tha :-.aa no clotﬁ’nq for the child ard did na:
nave a stzble living arrangemant; that t;a cnild tested pesitiva
for <ocaine at birth; and th ac the child wzas tzken into +the
custady of +thes Department of Social Services cursudant to a
Petition filed June 11, 1992, and a non-sacura custody ardsr
lssued thereartsr.

The Cgurt finds Lnat S B =nd -her family have been
provided sarwvicsas by the D°pcruﬁﬂn;-0' Sccial Sservices since 1984
including: AFDC money payments, food stamps, transportation
services, assistance in locating housing in 1288 and 1350 through

) the Housing 2uthority, and assistance an at l=zast two occasiors
in placing ths family in a homszless shelter; and that the
Department of Soclal Sservices has mads rezsanzble efrforts to
rrevent the rzamoval of the juvaniles frowm thsir haomes

The Court finds that the the Deparitmant of Sccial Ssarvicss
and the Guardian ad Litem have reconman:ad that the legal and
physical custody of the juveniles resmain with the Department of
Sccial Services with the agsncy having placsmeant rasponsikbilicy
and authority te censznt for madical and educazicnal nseds; and
that visitation ke at the discretion of the Dspzrimant of Saocial

- Serwvices

The Court finds that ths the Department of Saoclizl Sarvices
and the Guardian ad Litem have recomnende:’ That CONEREEES sUomic
herself to Gresnpeint for a drug and zlconcl zssassment and that
she follow the recommendations with regard %©o treztmant and/or
counseling.

The Ccourt finds that the Guardian ad Litem recommends that

AR, = crdersd To camplete a psychological assassment and
sST

be praovided with life mandgement counseling and assi

The Caourt finds that the Guardian ad Litem recommends that
e Department of Social Ssrvices arrange for JCSEEEIRENTIEN to
ttand 4-H canp.

Baszd on the forzgoing Findings cf Fact, the Court cencludas

as a2 Matter of Law that:

(1) Ths Court

has jurisdiction <vsr the partiss and
subject mattar

(lr

(2) Said Jjuvenlles are dependent and neglscted as
defined by G.S. 7A-317(Ll3) and (21)

A5
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(3) The DRapartmant of Sccial Sarvices has made
raasonable efforts to pravaent the removal of Lths

. : ) -

juvenilss frem their home.

(4) It 1is in the bast interest of the juvaniles to
S IEmain o ln -tha . legal and Hny51_al-cus*OQJ af the
Guilford County Department of Social Sarvices.

Based on the faorsgoing Findings of Fact and Conclusicns of
Law and with the consent of all partiss harein, IT IS KIZE3Y
QRDEIRED, ADJUDRGED AND DECREED that said ]uvenlles are neglsactad
and dnmenaenc as dafined by law.

IS ORDERED that the legal and phvsical custodvy of sald
S ramain with the Guilford County Departmant 'of Sacial
LY 1at agancy having placemant resgonsibility and the
sent to medlcal treatment znd educational nseds.

IT IS QRDEIRED that_submit hersel?f to z substancs

abusa asssssmant and evaluation at Grzenpoin t; and, as <inma
permits and cilrcumstances evolve, that she obtain a mental hezaltn

avaluation to dstarmins her needs regarding lifs management and
caunsaling to bresak the cycle of her unstabls lifsstyle.

IT IS QRDERED that the Department of Social Sarvices axecute

a contract with thes mother which should sat forta the terms and
conditions of reunificaticn as well as the timssabla as to the
agancy's expectations of thne matnsr's completicn: of the condi-
tions; and that this con

tract Include lifs management proagrams,
1er sarvices that will be bsnafjcial

parentipng classas,
te the mother of ths juvsniles, _
IT IS ORDERED that the Department of Social Services assist
as appropriats with obtaining housing and addrsszing

other neeads.

IT IS ORDERED that the Department of Socizl Serwvices pravida
the funding for (I :-c=nd the <-5 camp as soon as

possiblas

IT IS ORDERED that wvisitation betwsen the qgthe: and the
juveniles ke af the discreticn ©f the Dspartment of Social
Sarvices. : :
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. " 8 ‘ EIS CURRENT CASZ DATA
' CASE-ID 78545654 CREATED 19953061 LAST-CEG 2001134 FOPM-ID (2332543
~ - CO 41 CO-CASE 001810 DIST 109 CO-REASSIGN 0 Q00000 TERM 70 (33120491
~ ASZHEZAD/PAYEER INC 900333246 pué
JDRZSS LINE 1 3 LANCER o7 ADDRESS LINE 2
CITY GREENSBORO  STATE NC ZIPCODE 27405 WORKZR~NO
SUB-PAY-CODE 11 SUS-PAYEE-NAME
APPLICATION-NC 0516177 APPL~DATE 02281995 APPL~TYZE 2
ONGOING-DISP: DATZ 03011995 REASON Al RETRO-DISP: DATE 00000000 RZASON

AID-PROG I AID-CATG AS CEILD-CARE: AMT 0000 VENDORS (0 HOLD/TERM
PYMT-REVW-PERD (000000 00000Q PYMT-TYBE 9 MO-2Y¥YMT-AMT 00000 BPYMT-ZFF 0gacea
MEZD-STAT A MED-EFF-DATE 01012001 MEDICAID-CERT-PERD (01012001 12312001
MED-DEDUCTIBLE-BAL (00000.00 MEDIC-CLASS (C PAT-MO-LIABILITY-AMT 00000

GROSS INC 00000.00 DISREGD 00000.00 TOT-UNZARN 00000.00 MAIN-AMT Gd382.00
WORK-EX? 00000.00 NZT-EARNED 00000.00 RSDI-AMT 00000.00 AMBULATORY-CAS
CHILD/ADULT-CaRZ (00000.00 SSI-AMT 00000.00 DOMICILIARY-DATE 0000.400

GRANT-RECQUBMENT 0000 QO000a0 TOT-COUNTABLE-MO-INC (0000.00
FOOD~STAMD STEDP-ZARENT EPICS CIM N S8SI N VA-Biy W
SELECTION: KEY: 78545684
e
/
o
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=
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JUL-12-20Q% FRL o3:s8 ID: TEL : 103 2:za
.2 ’
© -EJASOL ‘ EIS APPLICATION DATA FOR ASEBLICATION NG 6384842¢
= AID-CAT  QIl ELTE CS ADPL-DT casz-1n
. ORI AAF 01251351 3 2715573
~\DDRESS LINZ 1 WORKER CO CO-CASE DIST IND-CT FOOD-STAMP-NO HEAD INers
2T D . . 132 41 001810 132 01 0001310 N
ADDRESS LINE 2 VER AFS BD P/DISPOSITION DATE REASON NOTICE STaTus
710 KENT ST Y A 030413591 A1 y 2
CITY STRTE ~ ZIP RAPP RECVED R/DISPOSITION DATE BEZASON NOTICE I
HIGH 20INT NC 27250 ARV
LN INDIVIDUAT, NAME BIRTH-DT RACE SZX CLM  SsSN INDIV-1D
ozm——.—___.____ Q1041891 3 M N 19003332461
SELECTION ¥

EY
£04-INQUIRY IS COMPLETE

S -
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\/!u[.'\ '

WM

e
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ELIGIBILITY HISTORY FOR 9003332451

PGM CLS SSI CO PAY CASE ID LIV CD DB/BML cot

; _ AMB SN ‘PROVDR NUM (AUTO R3N DIST
11/01/1993 11/01/1993 06/30/1934 AAF C N 60 1 32679865
(
13/01/1593 10/01/19%93 10/31/1993 IAS C N 41 9 785434684 )
(
04/01/19393 04/01/1%93 06/30/1993 IAS ¢ N 41 9 78545834 )
10/01/18%2 10/01/1992 03/31/1993 TAS C N 41 9 78545684 )
( )
05/01/1992 05/01/1592 05/30/1992 IAS <C N 41 9 78545684
( )
04/01/1991 04/01/1991 04/30/1992 AAF C N 41 1 27166708
. ( )
{ )
SELECTION K=Y 5003332461
604~-INQUIRY IS COMFLETE
‘ )
Bys
S TR
= <
P N ‘>
-~
>

30
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This matter shall be raviewed on October 321
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1, 1992,

Entered this 15th day of July, 1392:

Signed this 7fﬁ day of l%u¢d7kf, 1352,

o

o

Judgea

Presiding }¢7
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SN Tt IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE "7~
NORTE CARQLINA o . .-  DISTRICT COURT DIVISION '
goy oy Dl RL o 957248 -
GUILFORD COUNT? \'“,4,., Coeoln 95 247 /9 #
. Gubre e 95114 J 5
4_L -
Vo e <
IN THE MATTER OF: ; ) ' it/
) D= A1 A
) J 3 A
) L
) 7!

THIS MATTER COMING ON TQ BE HEARD AND BEING HEARD before the
undersigned presiding Judge at the May 12, 1995, Session of Juvenile’ C_ou:':, Gr‘:_ensboro
Divisio:, Guilford County, North Carolina, the Court makes ti= following findings of fac: by
clear, cogent and convincing evidencs.

The Cour finds that those present before the Court arc (EESENDNBERIEN mocher of the
juveailes; Ms. Marilyn Cahoan, attorney appointad to represan: Ms. Linda Marrs
and Ms. Cynthiz Cole, Guilford County Department of Social Services; Ms. Lynne G. Schiftan,
Deputy County ARemey; and Mr. Don Rumsey, Aromey Advocate.

The Cour: finds after hearing evidence from all parties thzt the allegations in th= Petition
have bezn proved by clear, cogent and convincing evidsnce and that sald juveniles ars negleciad
as dzfined by law.

Tae Coust finds that SR, 25 bom on or about March 7, 1993, and t=sied positve
for cocaine; that the mother admiteed to using cozzine on a razuiar basis and net recaiving
prenatal care; that ancther child, RESTNNENNSINN. v25 Do o July 28, 1993, also tesung
positvs for cocains, and another child, has bzen in the lega! cusiody of tha
Department of Secial Services. for several years and has serious medica! prablzrus due to the
mother’s use of coczine during that pregnancy.

The Cour finds that the mother has not attzined regular 2nd cansistant substance abuse
treatment during the Sme that the Department of Social Servicas has been waorking with her but
has indicated in Cour on this date that she intends to comply with such,

Based cn the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Court corclucss as a Matter of Law that -3

-

(1) The Court has jurisdiction over the partes and subject matzer.

(2) Saic juveniles are neglect=d as defined by law.

TN

ey e e
Signed this 224/ /__éy of May, 1595.

RN
s

) ./'. R . - / ,/- .
\éq}:-’.’ e ot L (,/L»C.v'-\)bu‘ﬁiw\__.

! Judge Presicing




Appendix C
Page 65 of 99

AL -10TDO(THY) 06:41  YOUTH & FAMILY SVCS P. 020

3/
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MECKLENBURG COUNTY

Youth and Family Services Department

COURT SUMMARY

July 10, 1332

Re: Mother: RN
DOB: 10/13/85 N
Father:
DO8: 7/04/87 Address Unknown
Father: QD
. DOB: 1/13/39 F
Address Unknown
DOA: 4/03/90 Fathar: -
FILE#: 90-J-624,625,626,627 Address Unknown

Type of Hearing:!: Review

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The — chitdren—wgre plaed in DSS legal and
physical custody o 10/03/91,) based on mother's being

sentenced to 8 yesrs in prison for violating tha-terms.of
her probation. ﬁwas -incarcerated for possession
with intent to sell and deliver cocaine. Th

children came into DSS custedy on 9/25/90Q,. due to tne
mother’'s incarceration. The children,were returned to her
custody on 1/10/91. In both cases the children were
adjudicatad dependent. '

‘”Jas parolled on 2/11/92. Since that time DSS has
een working with her and providing services in order for

ravnification to occur,

720 Easc Fourth Srr=r ¢ (Charlamr= Naebh mooalin. 767A9 = /7AN 176 42mA
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34

- PLACMENT

All four children are in the foster home of ANNIEEEREEES

The chidlren are deing very well with 1ittls or no problems
ceparted by the faster mother,

SERVICES OFFERED

GRS <25 referred to Open House before the last court
hearing which wa$ on April 9th. Open House recommanded that
attend the 16th week After Care Program. As of

this writin as not attended the urogram
w2s also referred to the Msatrolina Aids Progect We
referred to MAP? hoping she could receive counssloing for
herself and her children to help explain to her children

COURT SUMMARY J. EQUPT
PAGE 2 116

about her conditian. has stated to this worker
that she has spoke with her daughter concerning her HIV

status.

As of this writing —-=51des in a hotel on Wilkinsen
Blvd. Shs informed us that she is 1n the process of moving
into her own zpartment.

a5 also statsd that she has applied for Food
Stamps, AFDC znd SSI. ’

VISITATION

has Dbeen visiting with her «children on the
weekends. Tha weeskend visits have been going very well. The

childrfen state thit they have a great time on thess visits
and want them to ba longer. #ﬁas been very good
about calling thvs worker on a weekly basis to schedule the

visits,

The only concern we have was that one cof the chidlren
informed us that they were being spafiked on these visits

We discussed this with qand fael like she
understands the importance otC using any ophyscial

discipline. There have been no morz incidents reportad.

YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES RECOMMENDATIONS

1) That the children remain in the 1legzl and physical
custedy of the Department,

2) The: GNP ::cend the 2fter Care progrsm at Open

House and follow all recommendations.

=S
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107 00(THU) 06:42  YOUTH % FAMILY svCs TEL:70¢-

’

COURT SUMMARY J. HOUPT

PAGE 3

3)  That QRSN cbtain sufficient
for herszlf and her chidlren.

REQUESTED REVIEW PERIOD: Sixt Days

Respectfully submitted,

u@m o

John Houpt, Soc1al Warker
Youth and Family Servicas
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MECKLENBURG COUNTY
Richard W. Jacobsen, Jr. Department of Social Services John K. Skidmore
Director Interim Director, YFS
Jacabrwi@en. mesldenbyrg ne i Skjdmik@co.muhmhuw.nc_us

Youth and Family Services Division

Tuly 6, 2001

To: Danny C. Stewart, Director
OfTice of the Internal Audit

From: Mary D. Franklin, Behavioral Health Tech.

Re: ooy

Mr. Stewart,

_-Fanrfaxing a copy of the Custody Order, at 180 days from irﬁtial placement date of

10/2/1991 0 T also cross-referenced this Order with the Juvenile Courts file, and this
istheo

ourt Order that is of 180 days of the placement date of 10/2/199]

If you have any questions or concerns please fel fres to contact me at 704-336-
7384.

-~

Mary D Franklin
Behavioral Health Tech.

CHARLOTTS
USA ~
PEOPLE ¢ PRIDE « PROGRESS

S 720 East Fourth Street ® Charlotte, North Carolina 28202 ¢ (704) 336-2131 » Fax (704) 336-7429
O www.co.mecklenburg.oc.uv/codss
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L AUG - 10" QO(THU) 06:42  YOUTH & FAMILY SVeS TEL:704-330-1503 y P02
. 116
STATE OF NORTIl CAROLINA IN TEZ GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG DISTRICT COURT DIVISION

(ON;

FILE #: 90-1-625, 625, 627, 628

IN THE MATTEZR CF:

- Children.

This mattec came on for adjudication on Januwary- 2, 1992. - Present for
the hearing were TS attorney: YFS social workers,
substituting for the

~

mothar’s =Ztacunay, and the juveniles' advoca\te,~

The mothec freely, wvoluntarily, and with full knowledge of *he
cansequences stipulated to the follewing findings of fact and the Cour:t
Tinds a factual vasis for the stipulatisns:

1. Ths mother stipulated that paragravhs 2, ¢, e, f, and g of the
© verified patition are true.

Based upan the above findings of fact, the Court hersby CONCLUDES AS A
MATIER OF LAW and ORDERS as faollaws:

L. That the juveniles are dependsnt as defined by NCGS §74-517(13).
. e
2. That the childrzn should have weekly visitation with each other.

3. That YFS has made reascnable efforts towards reunification in this
case.

4. That the juvenile should remaia in the legal custody of YFS and
that th2ir placement shall be the ra2sponsibility of YFS, It would

not be in the best interests of the. juvenile ta be returned ta
their mother's custody at this time.

5. That YFS shall conduckt a home study on the maternmal uncles.

6. That the Court will hear this matter fof disposition en Apcil 9,
1992, at 3:00 a.m.

This the IO""&J;;:EEZ_‘.%(’.&”‘;‘\-' 1992,
' (ECEIVEEL . )

Tas Honorabdle Marilyn R. Bissell
‘Discrict Court Judge Presiding

MECKLENBURG CQUNTY
HTH & FAMILY SYC

N
&w@fa(/@@mﬂ
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= R RV T2V - S V3 14:04 iD: 3357453
STATE Ct NUKLI LasuLiia FAR:7043357 423 FRGE
SCUNTY QF MECKLENZURC -
. IN THE CENERAL COURT OF IUs ‘_Mi <[ENZURG.COUNTY .igr\:‘d Junlg;‘-t W1, &4, @
TRICT COURT S10: et
C{STRICT COURT DIVISIGN 7 -g— -&1 P
3 A4 24 5 116

R 9193 f LSPUSLTLUSAL BEARIE OROER
|

7 7 R dj
. / / - . '7 o~
_' 2/ 3 [0 it Rtll
(Names _ ’ ! . /7
a - rroan PN ;3 3 . : T
A DISPOSITIONAL HIARING was conductzad ia this cass an «,?#bQ/t-a — - = 1992
L. The following persons were prasent for the hearing
child(ren) %y Adv ca:em
mother CAL
fathar T Court Counsalor
o~ mathar's atcy_“ - Qther(s)
fathar's accy — :
[ —" YTS atcy
{ — Socizl warh
2 on 2/ =277, 199 72, the child was adjudizatsd [} abusad, [ | neglacctad
(>,] depandanr or [ ] ths Court oplaced the <child inte custady act  cnoe
d a

ingu=acy/undisciplined disposition.

&1i
3. The Court rscsived and cansidersd the follaowing [:éff/?;g’S;mmary, { ] Weices
Case Plan, {{"Reasanabls EZfforcts Repart, [_ | GAL Reporc, {__] Cthar

Based aon the written reports, the case raccord, and the stacements made and othea:
nes p t inds tha following facts:

evide rasentzd a2t this heacing, the Courct f
L. The problems which lead ta the adjudication and®which must b2 resolvad to achiawe
raunificaticn and/or otharwise concluds this casz arz:

T =l LV S
— s w4 ¥ =D

- APR 2 1 1992

2. Ths case plan [/T/;;asenced 2t this hearing is appro::ia:e,Mf:%jﬁf;§§ﬁ$sﬁ pla:
b — N * = *
15 amsndad as follows is appropriace
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i Faxi7
. ATDIRT 4
FAX 7043337423 PRGE !
-5 do the toltaowing wichin the 2 f{rame(s) indicucad:
- had TIME FRAME
116

(v) The following tre =nt/services should b2 providsd to mesz
and facil lca:a reu if'ca ion:
The permanent plzn for this child is [7] resunificaticn with __ /27 e#Z"e0<
(] Ras ncec yat besan datzrmined and [__ ] musc be established by
Visication Qzﬁgﬁgn the child and ths

mothar [ ] is or { _] is not desirable;

fathaz [__] is or {_] is not desirable;

(other caretakar or relative) {_] is { ] is not dasirable.

The juvenils's mothner is (1 employed, [__} unempleyad zzraing [_ ] gzress, ([_
net incoms zs follows: 3§ per .
The juvenile's facher, , is [ 1 emoloysd, [ _
vnamglaysd, earaning | | gross, [} ne=c income a2s follows: 3§ per
Tha juvanile's facher, , i { ] emoleyed, [_
unemplcyed, eazrming ] grass, [__] net income a2s follows: 3 per
{ 1 It is in cthe caild's best inmtersst to be returned ©o thz physical/le
custody of where he/she will receive propsr cars
supervision for cthe following ressons; or [qufffz is not in cthe child's b
interesc co ba returned home at this time, for the foliewing r=asons éaqﬂhvn=c<

S F et =7 -

j—
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TLlC NDL3IS3 UTAUS UL 14:zg o
-~ c4 . P ST
- A 17042387423 BHEE &
~. 7.0 (] othar: )
3% - : -
. 16
- - i
Zasad upon =he abews FINDINGS OF FaclT, tha Courc CCONCLUDES AS A MATTER OF LiW cnat
1. Y73 p//f/;;s, [ ] kas nct ma asonabls =2ffcres sinee the last hearing
2. ;7% r=asconable effaris requirement s noc agplicabls beczuse [__ | permzns
olam is net reunification oc [ | child is in relativs placemenz, [__
raunification has cccurrsd.
3, { ] Mocher has a duty to pay child supgert and [__] is [__] is not zble to do
at this time.
{ ] Father has a duty to pay child supserz and [__] is [__1 is not abls to da
ar this time. ’
&, Mocher has a duty to reimburse the stat= for thes cest of har legal repressnacati
and (1 is, (__] is not able to do so at this tire.
Fither has a dety to rezimburse che stacs for tha cest of his lagal ragresantzcd
and [__1'is, [__] is ast able te da so at this time.
5. Mother has a duty ts pay for [_ ] .any medical cars or othsr trsatment of the chil
[ ] any ind4v‘iual trezoment ardarad by che Court, and [ ] is, [ ] is =n
financially zbls to da sc. ) .
6. FTather has a duty za say for [__] any medical care or ather creatment of cths chil
- { ] any individual tr=atment ordered by the Courc, z2ad [ ] is, [ 1 is =
financially zble o do so.
7. It is in the child's best interest to [é:%/?;;;i" in the lzgal custody of YrS wi
placement with  Smsremz c42E& or [__1 place I=gal cuscody with:

ORDERS the

3%

based on ths abowve FINDINGS OF FACT and CONCLUSIONS QF Ls&W, che Cau
QW

THEZRZIFORZ,
follawing:

1. The child be placsd/ramaia in ths lagal custody of [ ¥ES with olacemz
.o = e . —_ |
with oyl Lérres ; oc | ] that legal custody b= 9osplac
with N

2. \{_]}—The child's placement and care ars the rssponsibility of YFS, and YFS

to provide or arrange for ths foster care ar othsr placament of the chil

3. (::%//Gésitaticn shall taks place as fallows:

LB T LELST pIERT/N L . PSS T 2 ARAMSE fFon eUERLLL 4

MR LTS ID gy SrTS .
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- - N el N At :
Tl iv3.nd WIsuD Ul 15025 FAX 7543357429 PLes
! EEUCICE S W Rz 7.

w

140.

L1.

{__] Zeginning _ , shall  gay anii
supparc in t¥e amount of evary vt
furcther crder [__ | tarough the Clezk of Supeziaoc Courz (|

. 116

[ ] B2ginning s shall  pay chil
suppert in the amount af avary wnzt
further ozdez [__] through the Clark of Superior Courc [ ) o

father, y shall pay s and mothar shzl

pay $__ - to the 0ffice cof the Clark af Sugerior Court for Macklanber

County to ceimburse the stats of the cost of their lagal raprassntzcion.

shall pay towards the medical trsatman

/¢

fé:f/%FS shall provide the follawing traacment and sarvices:
DS 7TV Prow DL ST, SIS | Lol TELe A G REEAADIN G

TS/ ARTI s s d/‘& /}L,(‘——&L?/l/

Mecklanbuzg County must pay Ior the cast of tha child’'s cglacemenc in wholz =
in part; [ ] the cast of the child's medical or cther treatment; (_ ] the cos
of tne parents' treatment; [ ]-transgsrteticn of the child to sscvicss,

{ ] The parenz(s) sazll comply with the czse plan a
spezifically including, but noc limited to ths follawi

Othes: AF2 Soics T8 Fipard7  LISHA FIF22 T A4S 44 A

TH DR TS

-

For purpeses of this aorder “child' shall mean all children vhosz names app=z

in che capticn and ."parencs' shall mean sither aor both parents of any child an
be understood to he tha Department of Social Services (9SS).
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3. That over the weekand prsceding this hearing, -
OBy consumed alcohol and drugs and was brieily hospitalized
at New Hanover Regional Medical Center. The Department of
Social Serwvices filed hesrein a Motion reguesting Nonsecurs
custody of HUiED:nd QMNP ic- vlacement in the home of a

h

first cousin, NENEEEEND That nonsacure custody was
granted by Order of 15 May 1995.
4, That CYEENENENp consents to the continued placement
of the children with (EENRENEEERP =nd continued placement of
DRy i - -~ SRSEEEEN, c=nding furthsr heazing.
5. _ That GEUENEESEERE indicztss her intsntion to seek
in-patient treatment i"or a problem of substance addiction.
NQW, THEREFQRE, IT IS EZREDY CRDERED AS FQLLOWS:
1. That lagal custody of SEIEERCNANEEN 2nd of NS
m is heraby grantad to the New Hanover County Dapartment of
Social Services for"placement in the home of YWEEKEEIEENERP --
ctherwise &s necess.ary. Placement may be made with other
relatives 1if necessary and iIf concurred in by the guardian ad
litem.
2. That %this Cause is continued for further Ozder of
this Court and is to be set for adjudicetion on 13 July 1895 to

allow SNMNEESSINEDS -0 complete in-patisnt treatment. \

This the 1Sth day of May, 1985. ij

ﬂait:,:_@) b R S

-

_ Rebecca,W. Blackmore -7, 5
District Court Judge = 7
=

"
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] HEW HB{\VDER CouNTY <) 7,{7
£l . ﬁ { Err” = j/r) g Ll

N ] .'.u

fsan % |

u/TI‘TE\\G?NERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
HE5

/4

yoteo 1

H

N

STATE OF NORTH CAROL
/{ BO C e 1."‘1
Ru

STRICT COURT DIVISION

“_ gr A "‘._G C v -_.-_

COUNTY OF 'NEW HANOVE!

IN THE MATTER OF: FILE NO. 92 J 363, 364
FILE NO. 94 J 152

—

) ORDER ON REVIEW

This cause coming onm to be hegrd and being heard beforas
the undersigned District Court Judle presiding at and cver the
17 August 1995 Session of Juvenile Court for New Hanover
County, for review of.previlqu“s adjudicatery and custodial
corcers of this Court and appearing be:‘fore the Court this date

are the following persens: oiNEEENEENNER® ~o:her of the

above-named children, reprasented by Mzark Terrell, Attorney at
Law; (RIS :ther of the zbove surnamed juveniles,
represented by Steve Porter, Attorney at Law; ﬁes Stravhorn,
Sccial w'or'}:er 'and Julia Talbutt, Attornsy, on behal‘f of the New
Hanover County Department of Social Sarvices; MDD
Guardian ad litem, represented by Pegina Floyd-Davis, Attorney
Advocats, And it eppearing to the Court from the repaorts of
the Department of Social Services, the Guardian ad li;em and
from the official file in this cause as follows:
1. That puruant to prier Order of this Court of 1§ May

1994, legal custody of S RENNNEEENND SEENNNESESS - c

was retained by the New Hanover County

Department of Social Services with physical custody retainad by

their wother, QRN
2. Tnhat, in light of R o= to

Raleigh, North cCarolina in March of 1995, the Court requested
g !
= O ~ L
/
/ /k\ ’____,__,._——
Q — e L_C‘ r< \Ul‘ h Col \\T
MEW hM\O\:? COU\ T
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the Wake County Department of Social Services to continue to

nonitor this case and requested a Guardian ad litem. ThRat both

Wake County and New Hanover County wars to continue to provide

support to EENNNSEEERN-1d her family,
3, That GEENEEERNNNP® ~cved back to Wilmington 2

July 1895, because she had lost her housing in Wake County,

ofNmeNEgEEENYy 2d no housing plans in place upon her return to
Wilmington so she moved into a one bedroom apartment in AN
faapy oith CEEIEEIECCEEEENRGS 2nd another adult, ATEERRE, -

SEmwTwTTRCENEY orc adviszed that there must be a plan for housing
for GEEEMESUNEDEEGS :ad the children by 14 July 1995.  The
Department placed the children back into fost%r care on 20 July

1395, when it became apparent that no plan was in place for

= resolving housing and stability issues. All efforts to assist

Gy - SEEEEEESIERS ore unsuccessful.

4, CEENEETEINENE® i vworking at S Cafcoteria with her
motner.  CEENEEIR states she is looking for affordable
housing and trying to save money for a down payment and the
first month's rent. No parent 1is .paying child support for
these children.

5. All the children are doing well in foster care a'ﬁd
they all attend dayv care. These children need a permanent,
stable, safe and loving home. ’

NOW, THEREFORE, I‘T 1S HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:
R That legal custody of — and R
oy oo - is retained by the New Hanover

County Department of Social Services for continusd placement in

39 o
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foster care with pavsical custedy continuing with their mother,

2. That this cause is retained for further orders of

this Court and is tc be reviewed within six months, at which
. L, . - . ;

time, there is to ke & determination as to the appropriateness

of reunification as a permanent plan. Sooner review may be

sought by any party upon a substantial change of circumstances.

{

This the 17th day of August 1995.

J. El TCorbehiag, II
Dlstg' Cagrt udge
927363+
-
e
= 2
~

08
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'1 T FILED f)/ ‘A8 wwis .
a1 A0 P i3

_QET<;£:hf.:éZ;LJ Ed —A;xgérﬂ_' ‘i%nJA/l;

P2’

10'CouATY

= FROSU .
AW HANOVEY P T 3/5:4"4
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINAVN WANMNEMIN"THE GENERXL COURT OF JUSTICE / ¢
DISTRICT COURT DIVISION 5157

COUNTY OF NEW EANOVER FILE NO. S5 J 112-114

IN THE MATTER OF:

CONTINUZID CUSTODY

)
)
) ORDER CN _NEED FOR
)
)

This Cause coming on te ke heard and being heard befors
the undersigned District Court Judge presiding at and over the
18 May 13995 Session of Juvenile Court for New Hanover County
for determination on the need for continusd nonsgcure custody
and appearing before the Couxt this dataz ars the following
persons: - mother of the actove-namsd juveniles,
represented by James Maggard, Attorney at Law; Ethel sStanlevy,

Sociel Wbrker, and Julia Talbutt, Attorney, on behalf of New

Hanover County Departmé’nt of Sccial S=2rvicss, Petitioner
herein; ¢ENEEENE GCuardian ad litem District Coordinator
and William Norton Mason, Attorney Ad'.f‘oca:a. And it appearing
to the Court from the verififed Petition as follows:

1. That the New Hanover County Cepartment of Social
Services filed hereln a Petition allecing the above-named

. juveniles to be neglected juveniles.

2. That this matter was praviously schaduled to be

heard on 26 April 1995, and on 1l May 1935, blUt was continued

to allow the parents of the above-named juveniles to ¢btain
atterneys. That oSNNS 25 by consant of NN
father of the juvenile, and (HINSENEEEEP® rother of the

juvenile, besan placad with his paternal grandmother, RS

OE——

37
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grs27s81 15:34 POCKINGHAM CO. MHC + 315 713 38335 q NQ. 324 oc
LD - ((209
. z %wzyém 4 am»h/ 150
i PG Bow 255 @W Plons 126-302.91:

H D

W ortoonik, SN otk Gamolina BT275-0355 e 136-352-431

DATE: 7/27/01

TO:  DANSTEWART, INTERNAL AUDIT DEPARTMENT, DHHS
FROM: KATHY S. EANES, ADMIN. ASSISTANT/DD SERVICES {) 50
RE:  DSS SUBSIDY/CARMEN B.

This memo is to follow up our phone conversation of this afternoor.

The Rockingham County Enrichment Center is a daycare ceater for
developmentally delayed children ages 15 months to three years. We provide
intensive daily supervision/direct care for children exhibiing mild to severe
developmental delays; they may simply exhibir a delay in speech, be immobile,
and/or require tbe feeding. We are licensed for a maximum of ten children
per classroom with one teacher and two assistants in each classroom.

Also, (TR rcccived "sp.ee.c‘h' therapy through an outside service
provider. No portion of the $2,298 received monthly for her from DSS was
ever used to pay for the speech therapy she received.

The above monthly subsidy amount received from DSS covered the
developmental daycare slot, transportation to and from daycare, znd high nsk
intervendon services ia the classroom..

Please conrtact me at 336-3.42-84_1'9 should you have any further questons.

7/27/01
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OF HEALTIH Alb Hual SERVICES

AT
N \ ~ounty Human monznok
L LGH106- Wake Gounly Ollico e hEr AT} RUIL DATEY 07/21790
™~ Ghild Day Caic DEVISTON 0F CHLLI DEVELUPHENT hZQ>?ﬁﬁ SR
092 WAKE COUNTY 5y pox 46033 SUNSTOIZEN CIILD CARE A L) A PAGE: D43
JuLy 1990 oilelgh, NG 27620-6033 PURCHASED SERVICES REPORT
w aleigh FURHARGUIN ZWORK SHEL Y SERVICE BAYS: 23

PROVIDER-1D: 92117

SIGMA FUnRe

d Faciuirv-an:

n S CLIENT-HAME nogn DCS-1D SvQ HOITHLY - HOUNINY SvC FH 5PE P JBAT CLU CAT 1D RP WIC HW BN SERVICE  PARENT  PAVDEID
) Y'Y ‘ vy tnxcm:_ twnm DAY S BFELE SC GRI'Y 5T CD CD AD ED CLT CU AU FEE AU
0186 20034035079 0790 k3 ] n.ny o 2y N:.:ca 2 020 011 0oH 513.00 0.00 313.m
0106 20034035079 w790 19.25 n.ounooan 20 RU3Z 2 020 0}1 U Y 1549.00 u.00 15a.Mm
0106 20034035079 U790 a7 . 00 :._m: 23 210 RU3Z 2 0w vl w N 3a7.00 .00 Ja71.u1
1108 290390835000 9790 30700 voun oo 20 RU3 2 020 b)Y 0N Jaz .oy 0.00 347,
1100 N..:cu.\_cumacc [Ura R 19.¢5 u.ag no 20 RU3Y 2 020 01l ©Y 1hn.00 ¢.00 154,
1100 20034035000 N7y 315.400 (LI 1 - 20 ROG 2 020 :_u von 313,00 0.00 313,04
1291 20034003266 U790 J13.00 i, 73 20 QU6 2 02 g1l oo 313.00 0.00 313,00
1291 n.::u«.c«.ummm_ 0794 19.25 Hh,u0 vy 20 RU3 2 n2u 011 0 Y 1h49.00 0.00 159,01
1291 20036063266 0790 397,00 .o 23 20 RO3 2 #20 011 4N 3n7.00 :.c:. 37 .0
0693 2U0308901710 4790 170,04 0. un 24 itin ' 2 020 Bl v RIS V.00 e ul
0693 20030901710 Q790 200.00 .00 6 20 T14 5 020 011 o o g.an a.u0 u.u
0693 20038901710 U790 ag. 00 .00 0w 20 T13 5 020 811 0 N 0,00 0.00 0.0
1190 20020092570 0790 1ne. o0 n.oo  on 20 Ta3 5 020 01l o N 0.00 g.00 0. ut
1190 200200925706 U798 35.00 n.oou ot 20 k1S 5 pz2u 811 U N 0.00 v.00 ) [
1190 20020092578 0790 39700 .o 25 20 RS 2 vZ0 01t O N 3a7 .00 0.450 367,047
1198 20020092570 4’90 313,00 w23 20 ORBE 2 120 BIL v N 313,00 U. 9o 315.m
1009 20027973253 0790 3a7.00 noun23 20 RG3 2 020 011 O H Jaz.uu .00 347.01
1009 20027973253 0790 313.00 n.og 2 20 RO6 2 020 011 O W 313.00 0.00 313.m
1009 20027973253 079n 192.25 w.onooun 20 R03 2 02 011 DY 159,00 .00 154.m
0993 20036454957 1790 3a7.00 nonn o 20 RUA 2 020 811 oo 3alr.0n v.un 3a7.m
BY93 20036454957 0790 313.00 n.gu 23 20 rla 2 020 D11 U N 313.00 v.00 313.m
0943 20036454957 0794 19.¢5 wogu oo o 20 Ria 2 026 :.y— 0w 1549 .04 v. 00 15090
U292 20034052202 #7490 313,00 w.0u 73 Z0 RUG6 2 020 Ul1 U N 313,00 o0.00 313

\X&N& \«\A\ﬂm QSSJ\ VI ZES THE TURNIROUND PRIN7OVT

, - As T \ﬁwﬁm&b\\\_\wmk RECarR . w

B T £ S L R o A an s S



Appendix C
Page 81 of 99

GHB106-1

092 WAKE COouNTY

JuLy

@0 PROVIDER-1D:

FACILLTY-1D:
CLIEHT-NANE

1998

921171
J9240130

HC DEPT ar

DEVIS1ON ¢ Cit1

SUBSIBIZED CIILD CARE

PURCIHASED SER

hon bes-1p SVE HORTIHLY
HHYY MHYY  PAYMENT
. RATE
0790 20051077356 n79g 313.00
0193 20051077345 0798 395.00

MOHTHLY

PARENT
FEE

=“==

0.00

AHD 1TUMAN SERVICES
LB DEVELOPMENT

VICES REPORT

TURNARGUND/WURKSHEET

SVC Fi) SPE FD RAT CL CAT ND RP WK HW EHIl SERVICE

© 4 RECHIVED JuL

9 B /@QG::_ DATE: 07721790
PAGE: B52
SERVICE DBAYS: 23

PARENT  PAYHEN

DAY SP FEE SC GRP ST CD CU AD ED CLT CD AMOUNT FEE AMQULY
23 25 RO6 2 009 011 0 W 313.00 0.00 313.0
23 25 R15 2 009 011 v N 395.00 n.00 395.m
Futin 25 TUTAL. $50,813.65 $3,361.00 $a7,052 . ¢
FACLLITY TOTAL: $56,916.65 $3,361.00 $53,553.6"
|||||||||||||||||||||||| W e e el lLTITI?
PROVIDER TOTAL, $56,914.65 $53,553.0"

$3,361.00

ﬁwxxrb mww¢>)r\\k
.\~ _ .N\. Y - J /AA
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- NORTH CARQOLINA IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
DISTRICT COURT DIVISION
COUNTY OF WAKE e T S S0 J 192

THIS MATTER comes before the Court by way of Petition

allsging abuse and neglect. A hearing was held on September 18,
1590, ‘at which time the following persons wers present:ﬁ

Ettorney ba

\ attorney for'y
attorney for Guardian ad
social worker, Wake

Respondent's mothe M
Resoona=nt'
Litem, . . _
County Departmenc of Social Serv1c=s,
Assistant Wake County Attorney.

qattorney for Respondent's father, made a
motion to continue based upon the absence of his client and the
fact that hs has had no contact with his client. Upon this
Court's determination that the allegations within the Petition
were without regard to the Respondent's father, said motica was
denied.

andl

Testimony was elicited on behalf of Petitioner from Denise
Billman, social worksr, Wake County Department of Social
Services, and Also introduced into
evidence was cnild sexual abuse &valuation-CHMZ fro 1930,
by Kimberly Crews, M.Ed. and Denise Everett, M.D. gt R

No evidence was provided by the Respondent s

Based upon the evidence and testimony presented, the Court
finds the following facts to be established by clear, cogent and
convincing evidence: N

]

~ EINDINGS QF FAC

1. That ths Respondent is a three year old minor male.
2. THéE“ﬁfior”Eb.May 31Q_199OL¢E§e Respondent resided with
3. That from January 1990 until his removal from the home,

rovided services to the Respondent and
his mother. Said services included transportation, day care,
health support ssrvices, referral to developmental evaluation
center, employment services, referrals to mental healt , and

children's protective services.
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4. That as a result of a proktective services rsport, &ne
5

Respondent received a child sexual abuse evaluation on May
~7_19%0.

5. This Court finds as additional findings of fact those
facts contained within the aforesaid report
- i A copy of said document is
hereoy incorporated by rsference.

a
attached hareto and

6. That from January 1990 until the child's removal from
the home, the conditicn of the homa and the physical condition of
‘the child with regard to cleanliness and appropriate clothing
dsteriorated. Said detericration paralleled the rsducticn in the
emotional stability of the mother during the same time.

7. That on severazl occasions, including May 31, 189S0, the
Respondent was observsd by o be outside
unsupervised. On soms of the occasions, the child was outs’ae,
and his mother was in the house with the door closad. TThE T family
rasided on a highway for vehicular
traffic. ©n May 31, 1590, the Re spondenc was observed to be at
the edgs of the highway ''checking out' the blue and white cruiser
of the policeman who had been called to assist in the removal of
ths child. The officer questionasiiigNRNNNNENS - ~cther this
child was the child he was to assist in picking up, and when it
was confirmed, the officer stated, "It's a good thing.

§. That when the family lived in~‘, the child
. was observed to be unsuoerVLSed away from his motncr s home with
her door closed.

[

g. That th= Respondent was observed rzpeatadly b
to ba dirty and wearing dirty, ill-fitting clothing.
Moreover, the juvenile wore pampers while in the care of his
mother although she acknowledged that he did not nead to wear
diapers. The mother explained that it was easier for her to let
him to wear diapers because they were "on the go a lot.

10. ° That the Respondent's mother, upon being advised that
thers were allegations of sexual abuse of her son, she deniad tne
sexual abuse and questioned 'can they tell if a mama raped her
own baby?"

11. That this Court adopts as additional findings of fact
for dispositional purposes only those facts contained within the

aforedescribed Court Summary as amended of
dated August 21, 1950, and Guardian ad Litem Report to the Court

as amended of SNEEERNENES<:ted August 20, 1990.

12. That the Wake County Department of Social Services has
made reasonable efforts under the circumstances to make it
possible to allow the Respondent to return home.

Ly



5

Appendix C
Page 84 of 99

- |

e

5 o Page 3 g I 178

13.¢aATh:t itoisZind tne bESL interest of the. _Respondant that
this Court adopt as its Order the recommdndations of the Wake
County Department of Sccial Services and the Guardian ad Litem.
ed upon the foregoing findings of fact, this Court
S as a matter of law: :

,'..‘
=]

as
conclude

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. That the Respondent is a neglected juvenile as dafined
by N.C.G.S. §7A-317(21) in that he has not received proper care
and supervision from his mother and lives in an environment
injuricus to his welfare, to wit: ths Rsspondent has been
exposed to and can describe various sexuzl acts. He exhibits a
preoccupaticn with sex and sexual orientaticn way beyond that
which is age appropriate knowledge, sp2ach, or activity,
Exposure to the acts has been wnlle the Faspondent was in the
care of his mother. Moreover, the Respondent has been obsarvad
cn more then one cccasion to be unsupervised in areas which are
dangsrous to the Pespondent at his age. Furthermore, the
Respondent has been observed to be dirty and in dirty and
1ll-fitting cloLhing Thes2 conditions have continusd despite
the efforts of the Waks County Department of Social Services to
have the mother improve the conditions. ’

2. That the Wake County Department of Social Services has

made reasonable efforts under the circumstznces to make it
possible to allow the Respondent to return home.

3. That it is in the best interests of the Respondent that
this Court adopt as its Order the recommendations of the Wake
County Department of Social Services and the Guardian ad Litem.

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of
law, IT IS HERERY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DZICREZED:

1.- That the Respondent is a neglected juvenile as defined
by N.C.G.S. §7A- 517(21) in that he has not received proper care
and supervision from his mother and lives In an environment
injurious to his welfare, to wit: the Respondent has been

exposed to and can describe various sexual acts. He exhibits a
precoccupation with sex and sexual orientation way beyond that
which is age appropriate knowledge, spesch, or act1v1ty
Exposure to the acts has been while the Re;oondﬂ1t was in the
care of his mother. Moreover, the Respondant has been observed
on more than one occasion to be unsupervised in areas which are
dangerous to the Respondent at his ages. Furthermore, the
Respondent has been observed to be dlrty and in dirty,
ill-fitting clothing These conditions have continued despits
the efforts of Wake COLntY Department of Social Services to have
the mother improve the conditions.

C;f?/e/ﬁ)
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2. That the Respondeant remain in the custody of the Wake

County Department of Social Services with placement authority in
. that agsncy.

That the= Reéspondent shall remain in his physical

3.
placement with mso long as it is
deemed in his best interests in the discretion of the Waks County
Department of Social Servicess and the Guardian ad Litem.

4. That th espondent and his mother have ragular,
supervisead v151t=tlon as developed by the visitation plan betwaen
the Wake County Department of Social Services, and
the Respondent's mother.

5. That this Court encourages the Respondent's mothar to
receive mental ne=ltn assessment and treatment. .

6. That this Court encourages the FRespondent's mdther to

cocperate with ths Wake County Department of Social Services
concerning the best interests of her‘son, including parenting
;Classes.
7. That ths Respondent be assessad for participation in
the sexual abuse counseling and be evaluatad at Developmantal
Evaluation Center.

8. That the matter be reviewed in six (6) months or
earlier upon motion of any party.

This the 3 day of 1930.

7

/@/la/w\

Honorable George F. Bason
Judge Presiding

ADJS96 °
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Shirtey D Sorrzli
08/16/2000 03:43 PM

To: Joyce Senter

cc:

Attached are copies of the two applications you requestad. They are copies of
applications.Information was the same so the worker just changad the dates. There is no nead for
carbon copies of application for faster children since we are the custodians and the one copy is
enough for our records..
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& _ S-hirIE\/ D Sarrell
08/16/2000 03:43 PM

Ta: Joyce Sentar

cc: _
Subject:

Attached are copies of the two applications you requested. They are copies of
applications.Information was the same so the worker just changed the dates. There is no need for
carbon copies of application for foster children since we are the custodians and the one copy is
enough for our records.. ’
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Altention: Joyce Senter

Mrs. Senter,
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Lcan not find a court order within 6 months of when wa took custody rq
wm closast one we have is the March of 1997, If there is anything eise

can help you with just let me know.

Thanks '
Gayla Holland- Haywood County Department of Social Services

Jife i

52,
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Fhone 704 9328520
Fax (704) 4526573
e-mail: ttesman@havecad.msin.ac.us

Tony 8eaman, CSWM

Oirectar

Uy
1y

September 05, 1687

Ann H. Davis, Esquire —
Atlomey Advocate

P. 0. Box 188 .
Waynesviile, North Carolina 28786
in the Matter of: L

Dear Ann:

This is to advisa you that the Review in the abova-subject matter fas been continued to
the September 25, 1997 sassion of DSS Juvenilz Court at $:30 a.m.

Should you have any quastions, please da not hasitate to contact me.

Yaurs very truly,

Benise M. Zullig for
R. Kirk Randleman, Agency Attomey

Kelyied

cct James W. Kirkpatrick, Esquire
Constancs C. Moara, Esquire
Bill D. Noland, Coordinatar-GALP
Guardians ad Litem

NOTE TO GALs: - H you hava previousfy tumed in 2 Ceurt Report, please includa 3 signed
and dated Addendum staling any change or no changes, as applicable, for tha periad that
this case was coninued. Send your Report o Bill Neland cr bring it with you io Court.

"An decredited Human Services Agency”
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I HAYWOOD cou&’v_.,. - ‘
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
R Phona 704) 432852
" 438 Eaxt Marshall Street Fax (704) 452-3873
\Waynaesville, Narth Carsitna 258738 o-mail. tbeaman@haywood.main.ac.us

'Tony Beaman, CSkM
Oirector

Septembar 28, 1997

Ann H. Davis, Esquire

Attorney Advocate

P. 0. Box 1986

Waynesville, North Carolina 28786 -

In the Matter of:

Dear Ann:
]

This is fo advise you that the Adjudication in ths above-subject mattar has been
continued to the November &th, 1997 session of DSS Juvenile Court at 9:30 a.m.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitatz {o contact me.

Yours very truly,

Denise M. Zullig for
R. Kirk Randleman, Agency Attorney

dmz

o< James W. Kirkpatrick, Esquire
Canstanca C. Maare, Esquira -
Bl D. Noland, Coordinalor-GALP
Guardians ad Litem
NCTE TO GAls: If you have previously tumad in a Court Repcrt, please includa a signed
and dated Addendum stating any changs or no changss, as applicable, for the pericd that
this cass was cortinued. Send your Repart to Bill Noland or bring it with yau to Caurt.

"dn Accredited Human Services Agzncy”

n
~X
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THIS REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE IS: () ALLOWED ( ) DENIED

lafiad A - e tod T W v e

DATE CASE RESCHEDULED: -

55

District Court Judge

LR g T i k,ﬁmw"rrmv:""i*ﬁiaqmbm,h"m‘b:*iﬁn-

ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that the foregoing Mation and Order to Continue was served by
depositing said copy in 2 postpaid, properly zddressed enveslope, in a post office
d=pasitory under the exdlusive control of the United Statss Postal Ssrvics addressad to
Constance C. Mcors, Esq., 46 Scuth Main Strest, Waynasville, NC 28785 ths
Guardian ad Litem Attornay Advocats, P. O. Box 198, Waynesville, NC 25788 ths
Guardian ad Litem Program Coordinatar, P. O. Box 378, Wzynasville, NC 28785.

This the 20th day of November, 1997.

Pt —

R. Kirk Randleman, Agency Attornsy

Haywood County Departmeant of Sccial Services
436 East Marshall Straet

Waynesviile, NC 28788

(704) 452-5700
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) STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA . IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTIGE
™ COUNTY OF HAYWOOD ©- - DISTRICT COURT DIVISION
| ST e $2-J-80

IN THE MATTER QF:

R R MOTION AND ORDER
a-miner-chifd:

¥

)

i

} ———TORGONTINUANGE

Motion Filed by: R. Kirk Randleman, Esquira

Date Calendared for Tral: December 4, 1987 .

Basis of Maticn: Interrogatory of kay witness will have to bs
rescheduled dus to unavailability prior to
heanng data.

Date: ’ Navember 20, 1297

e

R. Kifk Randlsman, Agency Attorney

Haywood County Departmant of Sccial Servicss
486 Ezst Marshall Strest

Waynesville, NC 28788

Consentad to by Opposing Party:

" Aftemey for Data:

Signature

Dats case will ba ready fortrial:  January 29, 1838

=y
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DOB FILE

} 10/14/83 | 92-1-80

| —Dismmiveed TR Poniing 10/26/08 ] 021,134
DSS CUSTODY: [ 8/5/97 ] HOW: [ NONSECURE
ADJUDICATION: | NEGLECT | DATE: [ 3/5/98

NOTICE OF REVIEW:

RELINQUISHED 10/9/98

Mother

Svd w/TFR Per 10/9/98 (i Cous)

RELINQUISHED 1/15/93

Father

FOSTER

Placement

. GAL: _LIZ SMITH

57

ATTORNEYS: ANN DAVIS

| AA

COMDMIENTS; | 7-DAY HRG. 8/7/97, CONT. 5/4/97, 9/25/97, 11/6/97, 12/4/57

——> X% | ADJUDICATION 1/29/98, CONT. 3/5/98

ADJUDICATION - DISPOSITION 3/5/98 — Orders

1" 6-MONTH (post-Adj.) REVIEW 9/3/98, CONT. 9/28/98 ~ by Consent-Cook appid.

CONT. 10/9/98 — Order (Mother svd w/TPR Petition — Relinquished rights)

Dismiss TPR P2t 102658 | PERMANENCY PLANNING REVIEW 4/1/95 — Order

6-MONTH REVIEW 10/14 /99 - Order, 6-MONTH REVIEW 4/6/00 — Order

6-MONTH REVIEW 10/5/00 (per 4/6/00 Order) — Consent

6-MONTH post-Rel. REVIEW 4/%/01 (per 10/5/00 Consent) - Consent

6-MONTH post-Rel. REVIEW [0/01 (per 4/9/01 Consent)
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i NORTH CAROLINA "IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUu ...

HAYWOOD COUNTY .. . DISTRICT COURT DIVISION
: o 92--80

IN THE MATTER OF Uy e
) ORDER ON
uvenile, B s )oo . ADJUDICATION

THIS CAUSE, coming on to be heard before the undersigned District
Caurt Judge presiding at the March 5,-19987 session of Juvenile Court for
Haywood County, North Carolina, for Adjudication on a peuuon filad by the
Haywood County Department of Social Services.

Esq., attomey for the

Child Praotective Services
investigator with the Haywood County Department of Social Services:
Social Worker Supervisor with the Haywood County Depariment of

Sacial Services; Outpatient Therapist with Smoky Mountain
Counseling Centar,

Present for the hearing were:

Coordinator of the Guardian ad Litem Program;
» £sq., Attomey Advocate; and SENNEEEENESRNER Csc.. Agency
Attorney with the Haywood County Department of Social Services.

The Court, after considering the evidence presented, makes the following:

FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. Tha‘other of the minor child, was not present at the

hearing.

2. That‘tﬂer of the minor child, surrendered his rights
on January 15, 1998.

3. That Child Protective Sarvices Invesﬁgator“received
a report of neglect on July 28, 1997, due to the mother having remaved the child
from counseling and refusing to take him back and that the child appeared to
have Iost weight during the summer.

4, That ‘upon Investigator Sprousa's initial visit to the home,
?u[d not let Investigator Sprouse into the house or lat her see the
: Iid, and slammed the door in Investigator Sprouse's face. That it was
necessary for Investigator Sprouse to retum to the home with a police officer in
order to conduct her investigation.

S. That when Investigator Sprouse visited the haome of the mather and
child, she observed an inadequata food supply consisting of a loaf of bread, a jar
of peanut butter, a jar of mayonnaise, a bottle of Mountain Dew, one box of
macareni and cheese and one can of scup.
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‘ 8. That Investigator Sprouse observed that the child appeared
malnourished and very skinny, and appearad tg be relegated tc his badroom all
day long.

7. That SRR o izke the child to the dociors
appointment that Investigator Sprouse had scheduled and further refusad to sign

a rem authornzing a cnild medical exam (CME).  Thal INVeSUgalor Sprouse
spake with Judge Holt and obtained a nonsacure custody order.

8. That Dr. Steven Wall performed the CME on the child and the
medical records indicated the child was 52.5 inches tall and weighed 33 pounds.

9.  That resezrch of the child's medical records by [nvestigator
Sprouse indicated that the child was last seen by the doctor on March 14, 1995,
and at that ime was 49.5 inches tall and weighed 50 pounds.

10.  That the August 1887 CME r=port from Dr. Wall and Investigator
Sprouse's photographs of the child at the time of the investigation werz admittad
irto evidence.

11. ;l‘na“oufpadont therapist at Smoky Mountain

Counseling Center, was the child's therapist from June of 1997 to August of
1997, and saw the child four times during that period.

REER o d that the child was eight years of age when
she first started sesing him, that he was very verbal and engaged in play
therapy, and she observed that he was very thin, vary pala, slouched, would not
smile and had a disheveled look about him.

13. ThMﬁed that the child did not present as a nomal
eight year old and had extremely pocr sodialization skills. That the child had
trouble with his speech, was unable to play with games, had difficulty with
puzzies, and would throw toys instead of play with them.

14. tified that during the counseling sessions, the
child exprﬂssed a great intersst in food, always talked about food and tnmg
fungry. That the child stated during one session at 11:00 a.m. that he had not
had breakfast, and during ancther session at 1:.00 p.m. that he had nct had

‘braakfast ar lunch that day.

15, That{y R =stified that the cnild stated he did not usually
have breakiast, at the most a piece of br=ad and statad in front his mother that
he would like to have a real breakfast like catmeal. That the mother told the
child that she had no money and only faod stamps.

18.  That the child told t he had no toys at home and
spent most of Nis time in his bedroom because his mether made him stay there.
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That the child told {MIEEREFat he hated his mather, that his mother did nat
want him at home, that he had a gun and wantzd to shoat his mother, beczuse
his maother did not want him at home, only his sister, and he feit he was ‘he
reasaon his sister could not come home. :

17.  Tha dfied that this child is very angry and very hur,
and that his poor socalization skills and inability to work puzzles and play with

toys werz indicatve arf e child Being Kepl 11 Als Dedrsom st ot trs e amd——————
not having exposure to toys.

BASED on the foregoing, the Court CONCLUDES AS A MATTER OF
LAW: )

1. That this matter is properly bafora the Court and the Court has
Junsdxc“on over the parties and the subject matter of this action.

2. That

e = Neglected juvanile pursuant to
N.C.G.S. 7TA-517(21). :

3. That it is in the best interest of JEER L T
custody remain with the Haywood County Dnocrrment of Socrcf Semces with
placement in their discretion.

IT IS THEREFORE ORD:RED ADJUDGED AND DECREED, AS
FOLLOWS:

1. - S be and hereby is adjudicated a
Neglect =d1uv=mle as dermed by N. C G S. 7A-517(21).

2. That.itis in the best interest of g G—_—GNGEGREEEE: s
custedy remain with the Haywaod County Department of Social Services, with
placement in their discretion and with au‘thonty tc authariza necessary medical,
dental, psychological and psychiatric sarvicas for the jUVEﬂIIf:‘,

This the 5th day of March, 1998. -

Signed this the 2.2 dayof Moo Dy , 1998, )

WJ@_VV'
V. Smew, Jr.
D(SJI“I Court Judge Presiding
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