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1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Public Law 106–169 established the John H. Chafee Foster Care Independence Program 
(CFCIP) at section 477 of the Social Security Act,1

1 Public Law 115-123, enacted on February 9, 2018, renamed the program to the John H. Chafee Foster 
Care Program for Successful Transitions to Adulthood.  

 providing states with flexible funding to carry 
out programs that assist youth in making the transition from foster care to self-sufficiency. This 
law required the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) to develop a data collection 
system to track Independent Living (IL) services states provide to youth and develop outcome 
measures to assess states' performance in operating IL programs. The National Youth in 
Transition Database (NYTD) was implemented by regulation in 2008. Consistent with the 
regulation, states engage in two data collection activities for NYTD. First, states collect 
information on youth and the independent living services they receive that are paid for or 
provided by the state agency that administers the CFCIP. Second, states collect outcomes 
information on youth in foster care at age 17 whom the state will follow over time and collect 
additional outcome information at ages 19 and 21. The collected information will allow ACF to 
track which independent living services states provide and assess the collective outcomes of 
youth. NYTD also provides a new source of data to assist in determining the effectiveness of IL 
programs nationwide. In addition, because a common identifier must be used for youth reported 
to both NYTD and the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS), 
ACF also will be able to analyze the information related to a youth’s foster care experiences 
reported to AFCARS along with their service and/or outcomes information reported to NYTD. 

1.2 Overview of the NYTD Review 

In order to ensure that data are available to be used for the purposes outlined above, it is 
important to periodically assess the accuracy of the child welfare data submitted by states. The 
primary way we monitor NYTD data quality is through our semiannual review of state NYTD 
data files. The NYTD regulation lists compliance standards to assess whether state data meets 
minimal standards for timeliness and quality (45 CFR 1356.85). For this reason, we also 
specified in the regulation at 45 CFR 1356.85(d)(2) that we may use other monitoring tools or 
assessment procedures to determine whether a state is meeting all NYTD requirements. 

The purpose of the NYTD Review is to evaluate comprehensively the state CFCIP agency’s 
policies and practices related to collecting and reporting timely, reliable and accurate data on 
youth in transition. To do so, the state’s NYTD data collection processes are assessed against 
the NYTD requirements in the federal regulation, policy issuances, and the NYTD technical 
bulletins by: 

• Validating and verifying that the state’s child welfare information system can collect, 
manage and report required data on youth in transition, including confirming that states 

                                                 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-02-26/pdf/E8-3050.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/afcars
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-02-26/pdf/E8-3050.pdf
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/laws-policies/technical-bulletins/nytd
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operating a Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS) or 
Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS) that receive federal 
financial participation (FFP) are collecting and managing NYTD data consisted with 
federal requirements; 

• Evaluating the state’s survey methodology, including validating the instruments used to 
collect outcomes data and reviewing the state’s approach to locating and engaging 
youth in the survey; and 

• Assessing the timeliness, accuracy, reliability and completeness of data. 

The NYTD Review has three distinct phases: pre-onsite, onsite, and post-onsite. In the pre-
onsite phase, the state and federal team conducts a series of pre-onsite planning calls together 
while the state prepares and submits documentation describing how it has implemented NYTD 
requirements. The onsite phase includes demonstrations of key aspects of the states’ data 
collection system and a review of a sample of case records. We also conduct stakeholder 
interviews during the review with youth, caseworkers and service providers. Through this 
process, we learn more about the state’s capacity to collect accurate data consistent with the 
definitions of the data elements specified in the NYTD regulation and to document the state’s 
readiness to use NYTD data for program management and evaluation. Following the onsite 
review, we prepare a report to document our findings, list suggested resources and supports if 
technical assistance needs are identified, and explain the actions the state should take to 
improve the quality and accuracy of data collection for NYTD as part of the post-onsite phase. 

Figure 1. Overview of the NYTD Review Phases 

Pre-onsite phase 

Planning conference calls 

System and survey 
documentation 

Test cases 

Case record review sample 

Requirements Workbook 

Duration: 
16 weeks 

Onsite phase 

Entrance and exit conference 

System demonstration 

Case record review 

Stakeholder interviews 

CQI discussion 

Duration: 
4 days 

Post-onsite phase 

Debrief conference call 

Final report 

Improvement plan 

Duration: 
16 weeks, plus up to 3 years 
to complete improvement plan

1.3 Requirements Subject to Review and Rating Factors 

There are two major areas assessed during the review: the general requirements for NYTD 
data collection and reporting and the 58 NYTD data elements. The general requirements 
include the populations to be reported to NYTD, the technical requirements for constructing a 
data file and data quality.  
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Figure 2. General Requirements 

1. The state reports information on all youth in the served population. 
2. The state reports information on all youth in the baseline population.  
3. The state reports information on all youth in the follow-up population. 
4. The state implements an appropriate survey methodology to collect youth outcomes data. 
5. The state follows ACF’s sampling procedures (applicable to states opting to sample only). 
6. The state reports NYTD data files following ACF’s specifications. 
7. The state conducts quality assurance to ensure NYTD information can be analyzed and 

used. 

During a NYTD Review, each of the seven general requirements and each of the 58 data 
elements are assessed against the requirements in the regulation and other policy and technical 
issuances. The state’s NYTD data also are evaluated for quality. In order for the data to be 
considered quality data, it must be timely, accurate, complete and reliable. Findings and 
observations from each component of the review are analyzed to determine a rating factor for 
each general requirement and each data element (see Section 2.7 for more information). 

The rating factors used to evaluate NYTD requirements and data elements are listed in Figure 
3. A state must make improvements in each requirement/element identified in the final report 
with a rating factor of “3” or lower (e.g., the state does not fully meet the requirement). These 
improvements may involve making changes to the information system, extraction routine, and/or 
data entry in order to fully satisfy the requirement. In other cases, improved training or clarifying 
guidance or documentation may be recommended. A “4” rating factor (e.g., state fully meet the 
NYTD requirement) is not assigned until all system issues and data quality issues have been 
addressed in the improvement planning phase. While there is not an expectation that data are 
100% accurate for every element, there is an expectation that the data be of a significant level 
of completeness and without inconsistency errors, and that this quality would also be 
maintained over a number of report periods.  
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Figure 3. NYTD Review Rating Factors 
Rating 
Factor 

General Requirements Definition Data Elements Definition 

4 The requirement has been met and the 
state has developed and implemented 
policies/practices that support the 
collection and reporting of high quality 
data to the NYTD system. For example: 
• The state has collected accurate, timely

and complete information on required
reporting populations.

• The state has implemented a survey
methodology using a valid survey
instrument and has achieved a high
survey participation rate.

• The state has followed all technical
guidance in conducting sampling and
reporting the NYTD file.

There are quality assurance processes in 
place to ensure all NYTD data are 
accurately entered into the system and to 
identify and resolve data quality issues. 

The requirement has been met and the 
state has sustained a high level of quality 
data for the element. For example: 

• The state’s methodology for collecting,
extracting and reporting information for
an element is consistent with NYTD
requirements.

• The state has a process to keep data
elements up-to-date, even for a youth
exits foster care.

• The state has reported consistently high
quality data for the element over time.

3 There are practice or design issues 
affecting data quality. For example: 
• There is inadequate training for workers

to understand how to collect NYTD
data.

• The state has reported missing or
logically inconsistent responses from
youth on the NYTD survey.

There are inadequate supervisory controls 
for ensuring timely and accurate data 
entry. 

There are data quality issues identified for 
a data element. For example:  
• There are data errors or data quality

advisories flagged for the element in
NYTD reports.

• Information for the element is not
consistently entered by workers.

There incorrect or ambiguous instructions, 
definitions, data entry screens or forms for 
the element. 
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Rating 
Factor 

General Requirements Definition Data Elements Definition 

2 There are technical problems prohibiting 
the system from meeting the requirement.  
For example: 

• The system requires modification to
collect accurate, timely and complete
information on required reporting
populations.

• The state’s survey instrument contains
incorrect questions, response options or
contains misleading information that
hinders a youth’s participation in the
survey.

There are technical problems prohibiting 
the system from collecting information 
consistent with NYTD requirements. For 
example: 

• The state’s data collection method
and/or information system has the
capability to collect the data, but the
program logic used to construct the
NYTD file has errors.

• The state uses default values for blank
information for the element.

• Information for the element is coming
from the wrong module or field in the
system.

• The system needs modification to
encompass all conditions or possible
values to collect information on the
element.

The extraction code for the NYTD report 
selects and reports incorrect information 
for the element.  

1 The requirement has not been 
implemented.  For example:  
• The state is not collecting and reporting

information on a required reporting
population.

The state does not conduct quality 
assurance on NYTD data. 

The data element is not collected or 
reported in the system. For example:  
• The state’s data collection method

and/or information system does not
have the capability to collect the correct
information for the element (i.e., there is
no data field on the screens or form).

There is no program logic to extract 
information on the element. 

0 State operating a SACWIS or CCWIS for 
which it received federal financial 
participation (FFP) found not to be 
collecting or managing NYTD data in its 
system consistent with federal 
requirements. 

State operating a SACWIS or CCWIS for 
which it received federal financial 
participation (FFP) found not to be 
collecting or managing NYTD data in its 
system consistent with federal 
requirements.
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2. Findings
2.1 Overview of the Onsite Phase in New York 

On September 25−28, 2017, the Children’s Bureau conducted the onsite NYTD Review visit in 
collaboration with New York’s National Youth in Transition Database (NYTD) implementation 
team in the Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS). The federal team consisted of 
representatives from the CB Central Office, CB Region 2 Office, staff from CB’s NYTD Help 
Desk, and young adult reviewers who are consultants from JBS International.  

The onsite review began with a demonstration of the state’s child welfare information system, 
CONNECTIONS. Next, the federal team completed the case record review using a 30-case 
sample of records reported in the 2016B file (April 1–September 30, 2016) and 2017A file 
(October 1, 2016–March 31, 2017). Finally, the federal team interviewed over 60 individuals 
including case managers, independent living service providers, judicial partners, foster parents 
and other child welfare officials.  In addition, we spoke to youth in foster care and youth formerly 
in foster care. The Children’s Bureau provided test case scenarios to the state on June 23, 
2017. The state was able to enter, extract and report these test data from CONNECTIONS on 
August 22, 2017.   

2.2 Overview of Findings 

As part of the post-onsite phase, the state’s documents, data, case file review findings, and 
onsite notes were assessed to make the final determination of findings. This section contains a 
summary of the significant reporting and data quality issues we identified as part of this 
comprehensive assessment. Where applicable, we note the data element, test case number or 
case review sample number in parentheses applicable to each finding. The state should review 
carefully all the findings in this report as we have made changes to the findings and rating 
factors. For additional information on specific issues for the general requirements and the data 
elements, please see Appendix C. 

Table 1. Summary Ratings for General Requirements and Data Elements 
Rating Number of 7 General 

Requirements With a Rating 
Number of 58 Data Elements 

With a Rating 

4 1 25 

3 2 11 

2 3 22 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 

Not 
applicable 

1 − 
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2.2.1 Data Collection on Youth Demographics  
(General Requirements 1, 2 and 4; Data Elements 4−19, 36) 

NYTD collects information on youth demographics in NYTD data elements 4−19 and 36. These 
data elements provide critical information on basic characteristics of youth reported to NYTD. 
Many of these elements already are required to be reported for other purposes, including 
reports to AFCARS. Having reliable and accurate data on the characteristics of youth is an 
important component in assessing the adequacy and quality of services provided to meet the 
unique needs of youth in transition. The NYTD Review identified challenges in the state’s 
collection and management of information on youths’ race (elements 6−11), foster care status 
(element 36), local agency (element 15), highest educational level completed (element 18), 
special education status (element 19), and whether the youth was adjudicated delinquent 
(element 17) or a member/eligible for membership in a federally-recognized tribe (element 16). 
During the system demonstration, the federal team identified a number of technical problems 
prohibiting CONNECTIONS from fully meeting the requirements to collect information on the 
characteristics of youth in the served population, including: 

• System logic that prevents data from being collected as required. We learned that 
the data field associated with element 11 (Race: Unknown) cannot be reported in 
combination with any other of the other elements on the youths’ race (elements 6−11). 

• Not collecting all allowable values. We learned during the system demonstration that 
CONNECTIONS does not permit workers to select “declined” for a youth who opts not to 
provide race information (element 12) and for youth who decline to provide information 
on Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity (element 13). We also learned during the system 
demonstration that youth placed in New York from another state via the Interstate 
Compact for the Placement of Children (ICPC) are not reported with the sending state’s 
local agency code. 

• Incorrectly mapping values. OCFS has a data exchange in place with the NYS 
Education Department (SED), but the state is incorrectly reporting the current grade 
level of youth rather than the highest grade level they have completed for “education 
level” (element 18). In addition, response options for element 18 are also being mapped 
incorrectly. 

• Collecting and reporting data that does not reflect the correct time period defined 
in the element. For element 19 we learned the state also reports information for any 
youth with the value “special education” from the OCFS/SED data exchange. The 
information pulled does not reflect a period of time. However, element 19 must reflect 
the youth’s special education status during the period in which she/he received services. 

• Poorly defined response options. During the system demonstration, we learned that 
workers indicate a youth’s membership or eligibility for membership in a federally-
recognized tribe by entering a value in a free text entry box. The following options map 
to “yes” for element 16: “ye”, “y”, “yes”, “Sioux”, “Cherokee”, “Seneca”. Otherwise “no” is 
reported by default. A second free text entry “comments” section is to be used (but is not 
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required) to log the name of the youth’s federally recognized tribe. The state lacks a 
method to report “blank” when membership in a federally recognized tribe is still pending 
verification (73 FR 10346). 

In addition to these technical challenges, we observed inconsistent data entry.  For example, 
during the case record review, we noted that records reported contained additional information 
that was not reported to NYTD.  Case records often contained educational records of the youth, 
including special education documents and orders of adjudication due to delinquency, but this 
information was not entered into CONNECTIONS. 

It is notable that the state has entered into an agreement to report educational data to the child 
welfare system directly from SED. However, OCFS is still responsible to ensure that data is 
accurate and reported according to guidance. As improvements are made to the data sharing 
agreement to conform to the requirements of NYTD, the state should also reexamine the 
business processes used to support the workforce in confirming that the information is correct. 

2.2.2  Data Collection on Independent Living Services 
(General Requirement 1; Elements 20−33) 

NYTD collects information on independent living (IL) services provided to youth. Given NYTD’s 
goal of providing data to help determine which services are related to positive outcomes for 
youth, complete and accurate services data are vital. In New York, OCFS directly administers 
the independent living program in all 58 Local Departments of Social Services (LDSS) and the 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe. Local Departments of Social Services have the option of providing 
independent living services to youth in foster care either directly or through a purchase of 
services contract. OCFS allocates funds to Local Departments of Social Services based on the 
population of older youth in foster care. The counties then determine how to support the 
provision of independent living services to youth and each individual LDSS can establish MOUs 
or contracts with a variety of providers appropriate to the service context. 

The population for independent living services is youth between ages 14 and 21 in foster care. 
Independent living services may also be provided to youth in a preventive services case and for 
special needs youth over age 21. The Education and Training Voucher Program (ETV) is 
administered by the organization, Foster Care to Success at the statewide level. New York 
State awarded 877 ETVs in FY 14. 

As per the federal option, young adults may remain in foster care to age 21 if they are in school, 
working or have a medical condition and approximately 1,700 youth over age 18 are in New 
York’s extended foster care system. In general, youth who leave foster care after age 18 receive 
a 6-month “trial discharge period.” Youth who leave care may re-enter care up to age 21 if they 
have “no reasonable alternative” to foster care and as long as they re-enter within 24 months of 
their discharge. 

The state also provides aftercare services to youth between the ages of 18 and 21 years who 
were in foster care and are discharged to independent living. These aftercare services are often 
provided during the “trial discharge period” when custody of the youth is retained for at least six 
months with regular casework contacts and service provision. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of Independent Living Services Provided in FY 2016*

*State did not begin reporting IL service data until the second half of FY 2013. 
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During the system demonstration, we identified a number of data collection challenges that 
prevent the state from collecting accurate, reliable and complete information on the services 
delivered to youth in New York. 

Multiple individuals are responsible for providing and entering data on Independent Living 
Services provided to youth and young adults in New York State. LDSS staff including case 
managers, case planners or caseworkers are responsible for entering information on both paid 
services and services provided directly by agency staff, child care staff, foster parents, or 
service providers in the community. Services information is required to be documented in the 
Family Assessment and Services Plan (FASP), which is required to be created within 30 days of 
a case opening and updated as service needs change or at least twice a year. The FASP is the 
assessment that should drive the services to be provided to the youth based on strengths and 
other service needs. 

However, we noted the following: 

• Independent living services provided to youth who have left foster care. Youth 
receiving services but who have been discharged from foster care are not reported to 
NYTD. Because these youth are not considered “at risk” of re-entry to foster care the 
state does not keep such cases “open” for services in CONNECTIONS. 

• Information on ETVs provided to youth. The state indicated that case-level data on 
ETVs are not entered into CONNECTIONS by the state’s ETV vendor. As a result, the 
state does not report ETVs under element 32 as required.  Further, because the state 
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limits reporting on independent living services to youth in foster care (open case), the 
state would have been unable to report youth eligible to receive ETV up to age 23 or 
other services. 

• Use of FASP session screens to Report Services. The FASP provides a structured 
method to determine service needs by identifying the strengths and needs of the youth. 
The FASP is one method to conduct the overall Independent Living Assessment for the 
youth. When a service is identified in the FASP module and the service category is 
created (“provided’), the service is reported to NYTD. The CONNECTIONS system then 
reads the service data and category to report to NYTD. However, to understand the 
services that were provided one needs to look at the caseworker progress notes to 
determine the details associated with the service. During the case record review, we 
found few examples of additional information provided on the services and therefore 
could not validate that the service was provided to the youth. Conversely, if the 
information about the service is recorded in the caseworker progress notes and not in 
the FASP, the service is not reported to NYTD. If the service is not marked as 
“completed” in the FASP the service continues to be reported to NYTD. Lastly, because 
the FASP may not be updated to change the service status from “provided” or 
“purchased” to “completed” until the next six-month period, these services continued to 
be reported erroneously to NYTD. 

Due to the program and technical challenges, the state’s data collection practices for services 
are not reporting accurate and complete information on the Independent Living Services to 
youth. As a result, this requirement and all independent living services data elements (20-33) 
are rated a “2”. 

Feedback From Stakeholders Regarding the Independent Living Program 

The state of New York coordinated multiple interview sessions in Albany and New York City with 
stakeholders connected to young people who were receiving independent living services. 
Stakeholder interviews included case workers, supervisors, Administration for Children’s 
Services (ACS) and LDSS staff, contracted independent living providers, court representatives, 
and most importantly the young people who receive independent living and foster care services. 
These stakeholders expressed varying degrees of familiarity with the NYTD reporting system, 
but all expressed a commitment to working with OCFS/ACS and other agencies to serve and 
support young people who were transitioning from the foster care system to independence. One 
overarching theme multiple stakeholder groups expressed was that they would like to see more 
of the NYTD data so that they could find ways to more appropriately and completely address 
young peoples’ needs through targeted and specific services. Additionally, stakeholders 
reported that since Local Departments of Social Services were not the primary provider of 
services, there is a great deal of difference in the degree to which contracted service providers 
administered services and met the needs of young people. Finally, while some stakeholders 
said that OCFS/ ACS agencies had a strong relationship with housing programs, others 
expressed some concern about accessing public housing assistance and the risk of 
homelessness for young people leaving foster care. 
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The caseworkers who were interviewed stated that they were familiar with NYTD, and had 
received training on entering data and the survey effort. Caseworkers also noted that they 
believe that the data should be more widely available to highlight problems within the system 
and address the lack of independent living and other services. Furthermore, caseworkers noted 
that some young people are difficult to engage because they are reluctant to want to move 
toward independence. Finally, caseworkers expressed confusion about the ease with which 
young people may or may not re-enter the foster care system as well as with trial-discharge 
period of time. 

Lawyers who represent young people and judges who oversee cases expressed concerns 
about the lack of coordination between the juvenile justice and the foster care system. They felt 
that the lack of coordination often meant that young people who were eligible for services did 
not receive them. Some of the gaps in services and supports identified include getting driver’s 
licenses, lack of diverse placements after discharge, and limited services in rural areas. 

The iFoster program was highlighted as a positive program that was designed to assist young 
people in finding employment and fostering communication and positive relationships between 
the agency and the young person. Stakeholders commented that they look forward to the 
continued support to help youth gain and persist in employment with specific job training 
programs.  

Finally, the young people expressed concerns about the varying degree to which the contracted 
agencies disseminated funds for clothing and other necessities and the restrictive nature of 
some placements. Young people stated that best practices were not being shared across 
providers and suggested that one way to address the issue would be to incentivize the those 
providers who were seeing positive outcomes. Youth did remember taking the survey- once 
they made the connection to the $15 gift card. ACS youth said that there are concerns about 
caseworkers and others being responsive to their needs. However, many shared that they have 
contacts at ACS who they can go to. Once the officials at ACS are made aware of their needs, 
they are addressed with the private agencies and are often resolved to the satisfaction of youth; 
however, youth do not understand why they need to go to ACS to have their concerns with the 
private agencies resolved. 

2.2.3  Data Collection on Youth Outcomes 
(General Requirement 2−4; Elements 34, 35 and 37−58) 

States are required to collect outcomes information using the survey questions listed in 
Appendix B of the NYTD regulation on a baseline population of youth in foster care at age 17 
and a follow-up population cohort of 19- and 21-year-old youth. While the NYTD survey 
questions are listed in the NYTD regulation, states are responsible for crafting a survey 
instrument and selecting a method for administering the survey. The NYTD Review documents 
and assesses the state’s efforts to administer the NYTD survey appropriately, from invitation to 
survey completion, to ensure that outcomes data are collected accurately and that the state’s 
outcomes data collection methods reflect best practices in survey administration and youth 
engagement. During the onsite review, we discussed New York’s process for administering the 
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baseline and follow-up survey, including its efforts to locate and engage youth in this outcomes 
data collection effort.  

General Information on the State’s Survey Effort 

In New York, the administration of the NYTD survey is conducted by a contracted research 
entity, with support provided by the LDSS. Between FY 2011 and 2015, the state contracted 
with the University of Albany’s Center for Technology in Government to conduct the NYTD 
survey. Starting in FY 2016, the state transferred these responsibilities to the Center for 
Human Services Research (CHSR). CHSR re-branded the survey effort and implemented new 
procedures to track its progress administering the NYTD survey. 

CHSR has multiple ways to administer the survey. While most youth take the survey in person 
or by phone, the state also has an online survey youth may access and complete by 
themselves. NYTD “liaisons” in the LDSS support CHSR by assisting with locating, engaging 
and surveying eligible youth in the baseline and follow-up populations. 

During the NYTD Review, CHSR demonstrated their database system developed to record all 
information on their attempts to locate and survey youth and young adults. This rare glimpse 
into a state’s survey effort provided invaluable information on the efforts needed to locate and 
engage youth in the survey. The state attempts to reach each youth 2-to-3 times between 
survey waves to stay connected to youth and to update locating information such as mailing 
addresses, phone numbers, email addresses, and social media account names. During the 
case record review, we were able to determine how the youth was contacted and information on 
how the survey was administered in detail. While 2-to-3 attempts were the standard to complete 
the survey, we also found multiple examples where a youth was contacted more than 5 times to 
complete the survey. We also saw examples of multiple methods to engage the youth (via a 
“liaison,” over the phone, and other methods). Youth receive a $15 gift card (to Target or 
another store of their choice) as an incentive for participating in the NYTD survey. (Youth in the 
ACS focus group remember taking the survey by the fact that they got the gift card). 

The state’s instrument contains prompts to help the youth understand the survey questions and 
response options. During the submission of the survey documents in advance of the onsite 
review, we found that the state’s survey instruments (i.e., paper and web-based versions of 
each of the baseline and follow-up surveys) contained different, incorrect versions of the survey 
questions and response options. Since the review, the state has made corrections to the survey 
instruments to reflect the correct survey questions and response options. While the paper 
surveys were not developed in collaboration with youth, they were intended to be youth-friendly 
and attractive. 

We should also note that the state added questions to the survey instrument to collect additional 
outcomes information from youth on such topics as important life documents (e.g., birth 
certificate, driver’s license); barriers to educational attainment; relationships with biological 
family; and involvement in transition planning. 

Data Collection on Youth Outcomes at Age 17 
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The current practice is that during baseline reporting years, a weekly pull is conducted by OCFS 
to identify who is eligible to take the NYTD Survey. Detailed information is then transmitted to 
CHSR to locate and administer the survey. CHSR then contacts the agency and, as 
appropriate, the youth directly to take the survey. It is critical to appropriately identify youth to 
participate in the baseline survey so that they take the survey at age 17 to be eligible to 
participate at ages 19 and 21 (follow-up). We note the following challenges that New York has 
experienced over the first 3 Cohorts of baseline youth: 

Baseline Cohort 1. The state began surveying youth at age 17 in Cohort 1 in the second half of 
FY 2011 (April 1, 2011 to September 30, 2011). Consequently, the state reported on only about 
half of eligible youth in Cohort 1 (and only surveyed 34% of this smaller group of youth). Since 
that time, the state has surveyed approximately half of eligible baseline youth in Cohorts 2 and 
3. 

Baseline Cohort 2. We note that the state reported data for only about 60% of the number of 
17-year-olds in foster care reported to the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting 
System (AFCARS) in the Cohort 2 baseline population (962 of 1,651). 

Baseline Cohort 3. Thus far in reporting data for FY 2017, the state’s Cohort 3 baseline 
population has closely mirrored the size of the corresponding population of 17-year-olds in 
foster care reported to AFCARS, suggesting the state is capturing the correct universe of youth 
for the 17-year-old NYTD survey. During the NYTD onsite review, we became aware of a small 
population of youth that the state excludes from its baseline population. These youth adjudicated 
delinquent but who are placed in OCFS operated facilities. Because these youth meet the 
definition for inclusion in the baseline population (in foster care), the state must report these 
youth records in its corresponding data files. As members of the baseline population, these 
youth are eligible for the NYTD survey. We acknowledge that the state continues to work to 
include these youth in the NYTD Survey. 

The state has reported 1,459 youth in the baseline population and 843 are valid participants 
(participated in the survey while in foster care within 45 days of their birthday).  The state’s 
Baseline Cohort 3 is at a 58% response rate (current as of the 2017A & B Regular 
Submission). 

Table 2. Summary of Baseline Survey Effort To Date in New York 
Cohort 1 at Age 17 Cohort 2 at Age 17 Cohort 3 at Age 17*

*Current as of the 2017 A&B Regular Submission 

 
12% 53% 58% 

During the system demonstration, we learned that the state does not currently allow youth to 
take the survey more than 45 days after the youth’s 17th birthday. As noted in NYTD Q&A #2.56
and #5.9, we encourage states to continue efforts to engage youth in the NYTD survey beyond 
the 45-day timeframe. Since the state was made aware of the guidance regarding this issue, the 
state has taken the steps to correct this issue and now allows a youth to participate even if the 
45 days have passed. 

https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/data-elements/
https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/compliance-standards-and-penalties-for-noncompliance/
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Data Collection on Youth Outcomes at Ages 19 and 21 

Table 3. Summary of Follow-Up Survey Effort To Date in New York 
Reporting Period Participation Rate for Youth 

in Care 
Participation Rate for Youth 

Discharged From Care 
Cohort 1 at Age 19 (FY 13) 100% 21% 

Cohort 1 at Age 21 (FY 15) 71% 26% 

Cohort 2 at Age 19 (FY 14) 82% 35% 

Because the state only surveyed youth in the last 6-months of the reporting period for FY 2011, 
the state’s ability to have a high participation rate at ages 19 and 21 was not possible for Cohort 
1. Across cohorts of young adults eligible to participate in follow-up survey, the state continue to 
struggle to survey youth who have left foster care. We know the state offers extended foster 
care and is working to strengthen the program. As more youth participate in extended foster 
care it creates the opportunity to survey more young people. We recognize that state is 
interested in the outcome of the young adults they survey, as evidenced by the additional 
information the state is collecting in the additional questions. 

We should also note that historically the state identifies youth in the follow-up population by 
contacting the Children’s Bureau to obtain the finalized cohort lists for each survey wave but the 
state should obtain these lists directly from the NYTD Portal by running the “cohort management 
report”. Post-onsite, the state has also developed a Quality Assurance Checklist to manage the 
cohorts of youth. New York also developed program code to compare baseline and follow-up 
youth with the contractor’s survey data. 

Table 4. Comparison of Cohort 1 Youth Outcomes at Ages 17, 19, and 21  in New York 
and United States 

**

Outcomes (Cohort 1) Age 17 
New 
York 

Age 17 
Nation 

Age 19 
New 
York 

Age 19 
Nation 

Age 21 
New 
York 

Age 21 
Nation 

Employed full- or part-
time 

21% 13% 36% 34% 48% 50% 

Receiving public 
assistance 

N/A N/A 0% 36% 20% 38% 

Finished high school 
or GED 

2% 8% 49% 54% 37% 31% 

Attending school 97% 94% 68% 54% 37% 31% 

Referred for substance 
abuse treatment 

27% 
(lifetime) 

27% 
(lifetime) 

19% 
(past 2 
years) 

15% 
(past 2 
years) 

4% 
(past 2 
years) 

10% 
(past 2 
years) 
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Outcomes (Cohort 1) Age 17 
New 
York 

Age 17 
Nation 

Age 19 
New 
York 

Age 19 
Nation 

Age 21 
New 
York 

Age 21 
Nation 

Incarcerated 29% 
(lifetime) 

36% 
(lifetime) 

24% 
(past 2 
years) 

22% 
(past 2 years) 

4% 
(past 2 
years) 

22% 
(past 2 
years) 

Had children 8% 
(lifetime) 

7% 
(lifetime) 

12% 
(past 2 
years) 

12% 
(past 2 years) 

20% 
(past 2 
years) 

27% 
(past 2 
years) 

Homeless 8% 
(lifetime) 

16% 
(lifetime) 

12% 
(past 2 
years) 

20% 
(past 2 years) 

6% 
(past 2 
years) 

28% 
(past 2 
years) 

Connection to adult 94% 93% 90% 90% 89% 87% 

Medicaid coverage 67% 83% 77% 72% 83% 66% 
**State began collecting NYTD outcomes data in the second half of FY 11. Therefore the state's 
Cohort 1 data represent only approximately half of eligible youth. 

Table 5. Comparison of Cohort 2 Youth Outcomes at Ages 17 and 19 in New York and 
United States 
Outcomes (Cohort 2) Age 17 

New York 
Age 17 
Nation 

Age 19 
New York 

Age 19  
Nation 

Employed full- or part-time 20% 14% 42% 40% 

Receiving public assistance N/A N/A 24% 31% 

Finished high school or GED 6% 5% 56% 58% 

Attending school 96% 93% 61% 52% 

Referred for substance abuse 
treatment 

25% 
(lifetime) 

27% 
(lifetime) 

10% 
(past 2 years) 

14% 
(past 2 years) 

Incarcerated 27% 
(lifetime) 

32% 
(lifetime) 

13% 
(past 2 years) 

19% 
(past 2 years) 

Had children 5% 
(lifetime) 

5% 
(lifetime) 

12% 
(past 2 years) 

10% 
(past 2 years) 

Homeless 15% 
(lifetime) 

17% 
(lifetime) 

10% 
(past 2 years) 

20% 
(past 2 years) 

Connection to adult 93% 93% 89% 89% 

Medicaid coverage 69% 85% 80% 77% 
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2.2.4 Sampling and File Reporting 
(General Requirements 5 and 6) 

To date, the state has not opted to sample. As a result, General Requirement #5 is not 
applicable and will receive no rating. 

In preparation for the NYTD Review, the federal team determined that the state had an issue 
with the reporting of NYTD services: all youth were reported as having received all service 
categories. After notifying the state regarding this finding, updates were made to the state’s 
extraction code. However, we determined that these code changes resulted in the state 
incorrectly reporting values for elements 14 (foster care status – services), element 15 (local 
agency) and elements 20−33 (independent living services) for non-served youth (elements 14, 
15, 20−33 apply to served population youth only). During the case record review, we observed 
records of youth reported to be in the served population but for whom no services were reported 
(e.g., elements 20−33 all “no” for records 4, 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 15, 18, 21, 25 and 30). 

We also worked with the state to correct other technical issues. For example, the state now 
uses the proper format to report the date of birth for youth (element 4). We also walked the 
state through the proper naming of files for submission (corrected versus subsequent). Since 
the review, New York has provided files in compliance with both technical issues. 

Finally to note, the state is now in compliance with the requirement to report survey data in the 
period in which the survey was completed. In test case #4 and in case record #27 that the state 
reported survey data collected in the subsequent report period (2017B) in the prior report period’s 
data file (2017A). Because these youth turned age 17 during the 2017A period and because the 
state had not surveyed the youth during the 2017A period, the youth records are to be reported in 
the 2017A file with “blanks” for elements 34−58 until survey data are collected and reported in the 
2017B period (see NYTD Q&A #2.55). 

2.2.5 Data Quality, Analysis and Use 
(General Requirement 7) 

The state is using NYTD system tools such as the NYTD Portal and the NYTD Data Review 
Utility (NDRU) to identify and address missing or other erroneous information on data elements 
that fail a NYTD data standard. However, other quality assurance efforts were limited before the 
onsite NYTD Review. Since the review the state has developed a set of internal quality 
assurance “checks” for the survey effort and other aspects of capturing and reporting services 
data. While these set of tools for quality assurance are important, the state will need to continue 
to update these procedures and processes as changes are made to the system and other 
aspects of NYTD data collection. 

The state has updated its survey instruments to reflect the correct collection of survey 
responses and use of appropriate skip patterns. The web and phone surveys now employ skip 
logic and the paper surveys are more clearly laid out. The state will want to check that the new 
designs for the paper surveys are understood by the youth and are soliciting accurate 
information. Per NYTD guidance, the state cannot automatically change or “correct” a youth’s 

https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/data-elements/
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response to survey questions if a logically inconsistent survey response is provided for a survey 
question instead of consulting with the youth first (see NYTD Q&A #3.25). 

During the stakeholder interviews, it was unclear if the state has shared NYTD data with 
providers and community stakeholders, staff, tribal partners and young people. Of particular 
note, youth in the focus group identified that they were often asked their opinion, but “nothing 
ever changes” leading to a high level of frustration. 

During the onsite review, the state’s CQI team indicated that youth well-being (particularly 
academic success) is a key outcome of its new child welfare practice model. As the state 
continues to build an enhanced infrastructure at the local level to use data to diagnose practice 
challenges, we encourage the state to use NYTD data as an indicator to benchmark its 
performance serving youth in transition. In order to further the state’s efforts to analyze and use 
NYTD data as part of a CQI framework, we recommend the following strategies: 

• Integrating NYTD data with other administrative data sets like AFCARS. 
• Analyzing NYTD data in conjunction with what else is known about services provided to 

youth (e.g., services not paid for provided or by Chafee, but paid for or provided by local 
mentoring programs, workforce development programs, etc.) to determine which 
services (type/dosage) really lead to improved outcomes. 

• Conducting analyses to identify different youth response rates by demographic variable 
and by administration method (e.g., surveys conducted by phone versus surveys 
completed online). 

• Conducting analysis of service data by locality to determine gaps in services or service 
needs. 

• Disseminating NYTD data to state staff, youth, service providers, courts, foster parents 
and other stakeholders. 

• Continuing efforts to develop and use a youth-specific tool to conduct case reviews. 
• Developing performance measures using NYTD data to raise visibility of practice issues 

impacting transitioning youth. 

We know the state has a new contract to operate a new youth advisory board. We urge the 
state to engage young people as stakeholders in CQI efforts.  

https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/youth-outcome-survey/
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3. Conclusion and Next Steps 
3.1 Conclusion 

As noted in Section 1.2, the NYTD Review is a comprehensive evaluation of a state’s 
methodology for collecting and reporting NYTD data. This report summarizes NYTD findings 
including the extent to which the state is meeting all of the NYTD requirements and is collecting 
and reporting high quality data on the 58 NYTD data elements. Demonstrating its commitment 
to assisting states with accurate and timely NYTD data collection and reporting, the Children’s 
Bureau will work with New York to assess options for system and business process 
improvements during the post-onsite phase through the improvement plan. 

3.2 NYTD Improvement Plan 

In support of continuous quality improvement, states must complete and monitor a NYTD 
improvement plan based on findings from the NYTD Review for any elements/general 
requirements that receive a rating factor of “3” or lower. The Children’s Bureau will provide an 
improvement plan template for the state’s use, but the state may opt to use its own tool for this 
purpose provided that it conveys the information necessary to monitor the state’s action 
planning and progress. After receipt of this final report, the state should evaluate each general 
requirement and data element identified as needing correction and determine the length of time 
it will take to complete the item. Within 30 days of receipt of the final report, the state is to 
submit the initial improvement plan electronically to the Children’s Bureau with estimated dates 
for completing each action item. The Children’s Bureau Regional Office will work with the state 
to determine if technical assistance is needed and available to implement the plan. All items in 
the improvement plan must have a rating of “4” before the plan is considered completed. Once 
the improvement plan is completed and approved, a letter will be sent to the state from the 
Children’s Bureau’s acknowledging completion. 
Upon receipt of the state’s initial improvement plan, the Children’s Bureau will review the due 
dates to ensure the plan will be implemented in a timely manner. The electronic version of the 
improvement plan is used by the state and the Children’s Bureau for tracking changes, progress 
notes, and the Children’s Bureau’s approval of completed action items. As changes are made to 
either the program code or screens, documentation noting the updates must be included with 
the electronic improvement plan. This may include including screen shots or revised program 
code that reflect the changes made to the system. 

The state is to provide semiannual updates of its progress to the Children’s Bureau. As updates 
are received and reviewed, the Children’s Bureau will notify the agency of the next improvement 
plan due date. Please note that the state is to summarize its progress implementing the NYTD 
improvement plan in its Annual Progress and Services Report2

2 Instructions for completing the APSR are published in a program instruction (PI) each year. See 
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/laws-policies/policy-program-issuances  for more information or contact your 
regional child welfare program specialist for more information. 

 (APSR) and, if applicable, the 
state’s Advance Planning Document (APD) Update3

3 Please contact your assigned Division of State Systems analyst for more information or visit 
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/research-data-technology/state-tribal-info-systems. 

 if changes are being made to the SACWIS 
or CCWIS. 

                                                 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/laws-policies/policy-program-issuances
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/research-data-technology/state-tribal-info-systems
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Appendix A. Test Case Findings 
As noted in Section 2.1, the Children’s Bureau provided test case scenarios to the state on June 
23, 2017. The state was able to enter, extract and report these test data from CONNECTIONS 
on August 22, 2017. Findings from the test cases were discussed during the final pre-onsite 
phase planning call on September 14, 2017. 

Test Case 1 Findings: 

• Element 4 (date of birth). The date of birth is incorrectly formatted. The month must be 
prefixed with “0” if the month value is below 10. 

• Element 11 (race: unknown). The state incorrectly reported “no” for the element of 
“Race-unknown” for a multiracial youth with one race unknown. 

• Element 13 (Hispanic or Latino ethnicity). The state incorrectly reported “unknown” 
for the element of “Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity.” The youth declined to provide ethnicity 
information. The state currently does not have “declined” as an option in 
CONNECTIONS. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state incorrectly reported “grade 12.” 
CONNECTIONS only logs the youth’s current grade level. As a result, the state was 
unable to report the highest education level completed by this youth. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state incorrectly reported 
“yes.” No independent living needs assessment was conducted during the 2017A period 
(last assessment completed was September 16, 2016). 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention).  The state reported “yes.” There 
is no indication in the case scenario that the youth received this service. 

Test Case 2 Findings: 

• Element 13 (Hispanic or Latino ethnicity). The case scenario indicated that the youth 
was not Hispanic. The state indicated that “no” is listed as the value in CONNECTIONS, 
but the value “unknown” was in the file extract. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). There is no indication in the 
case scenario that the youth received an independent living needs assessment. 

• Element 36 (foster care status – outcomes). Because the youth is not in the baseline 
or follow-up population, elements 34−58 are to be left blank. The state is unsure how 
this value was reported. 

Test Case 3 Findings: 

• Element 15 (local agency). The state incorrectly reported the code for Kings County for 
a youth under the placement and care of New York County. 

• Element 18 (education level). The state reported grade “11.” CONNECTIONS only logs 
the youth’s current grade level. As a result, the state was unable to report the highest 
level completed by this youth. 
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• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported “yes.” The state explained that it 
viewed driver’s education as a critical support to assist the youth in retaining 
employment. 

• Element 25 (budget and financial management). The state reported “yes.” The foster 
parent helped youth set up a savings account in prior period. They discussed his needs 
briefly in the current period, but did not provide any services. 

• Element 33 (other financial assistance). The state reported “no.” The youth’s driver’s 
education classes paid for by agency. 

• Element 34 (outcomes reporting status). The state reported “decline.” The case 
worker was unable to connect with the youth to complete the survey. 

Test Case 4 Findings: 

• Element 4 (date of birth). The date of birth is incorrectly formatted. The month must be 
prefixed with “0” if the month value is below 10. 

• Element 16 (federally recognized tribe). The state reported “yes.” Youth’s membership 
in a tribe is pending verification, so “blank” is the appropriate response. The state 
reported that it currently lacks a method to report “blank” when membership in a 
federally recognized tribe is still pending verification. 

• Element 18 (education level). The state reported grade “12.” CONNECTIONS only logs 
the youth’s current grade level. As a result, the state was unable to report the highest 
level completed by this youth. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported “yes.” There is no indication in the 
case scenario that the youth received this service. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported “yes.” There is 
no indication in the case scenario that the youth received this service. 

• Element 29 (mentoring). The state reported “yes.” While youth has a mentor, it is not 
clear from scenario whether the agency paid for or provided this service or if they simply 
made a referral for such a service already available in the community. NYTD services 
should only be reported if they have been paid for or provided by the state agency. 

• Element 34 (outcomes reporting status). The state reported “participated.” The youth 
had a birthday within 45 days of the end of the 2017A period and was surveyed timely in 
the 2017B period. As a result, elements 34−58 should be left blank and reported in the 
2017B file. 

• Elements 35 – 58. State reported values for the survey. Due to the timing of the survey, 
they elements should have been left blank and reported in the 2017B file. 

Test Case 5 Findings: 

State indicated that this youth has “no open services case” and was not reported in the test 
case file. Elements 1−33 are in error. 
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Appendix B. Case Review Findings 
As noted in Section 2, CB pulled a random sample of 30 youth records (ten records from each 
reporting population from the last data file containing information on that population) and 
provided encrypted youth identification numbers to the state so these records could be made 
available for review during the onsite review. New York provided both the electronic records and 
paper records for these youth in support of the case review. The periods under review were 
April 1, 2016 – September 30, 2016 (the “2016B” report period) for youth in the follow-up survey 
and October 1, 2016 – March 31, 2017 (the “2017A” report period) for the services and baseline 
populations.  Of the 30 records in the sample, all were reviewed. The list below summarizes our 
findings from the case review. Please note that 11 cases in the sample (1, 3, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 
26, 27, 28, 29) the state erroneously reported information on elements 14−33. 

Case Record 1* Findings: 

• Elements 6−13. During the case record review, we identified this record of a youth for 
whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6-13) 
but “not reported” was selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity 
elements (6−13). 

• Element 18 (educational level). This element was reported as blank. The case record 
suggested that 9th grade was the highest grade completed. 

Case Record 2 Findings: 

Element 18 (educational level). This element was reported as blank. The case record 
suggested that 10th grade was the highest grade completed. 

Case Record 3* Findings: 

• Element 18 (educational level). This element was reported as “10th grade.” The case 
record reported that the youth completed the 9th grade and had begun 10th grade. 

• Element 45 (other financial support). The survey question related to “other financial 
support” was missing from the hard copy of the survey. 

Case Record 4 Findings: 

Element 18 (educational level). This element was reported as “12th grade.” The case record 
supports that the youth completed one semester of college. Therefore, “college” should have 
been reported for the youth. 

Case Record 5 Findings: 

• Element 8 (race: Black/African American). This element was reported as “yes.” 
However, the family assessment did not report the youth as “Black/African American.” 
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• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). This element was reported as “no.” However, 
progress notes and a court order indicate the court has found the youth to be 
“adjudicated delinquent.” 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported this element as “no.” However, the 
family plan and service plan stated the youth did have an IEP. 

• Element 21 (academic support). The state reported the youth received “academic 
support.” However, there was no documentation to support the youth received this 
service. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported the youth 
received “health education and risk prevention” services. The service was reported in the 
FASP module (initial date 2/4/2106 and last modification date 5/3/2016). The service 
was not received during the period under review. 

Case Record 6 Findings: 

• Element 10 (race: White). CONNECTIONS reported “yes” for “Race-white.” A youth 
information sheet completed by a provider in the case file lists “N/A” for “White.” 

• Element 13 (Hispanic or Latino ethnicity). CONNECTIONS reported “no” for “Hispanic 
or Latino Ethnicity.” A youth information sheet completed by a provider in the case file 
lists “yes” for “Hispanic.” 

• Element 16 (federally recognized tribe). During the case record review, this record 
was identified as a record that was updated after the period under review to indicate that 
the youth was not a member of federally recognized tribe. However, during the period 
under review, no tribal membership information was known. Consequently, “blank” was 
the correct value to report for the report period. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “no.” The 
youth participated in the Casey Life Skills Assessment on 1/27/2016 and 4/13/2016. At a 
Service Plan Review (SPR) meeting on 3/16/2017, the goals were discussed with the 
youth and team. A reassessment was recorded in the FASP on 3/23/2017. Therefore, 
the element should be “yes.” 

• Element 21 (academic support). The element was reported as “yes” by the state. 
However, there is no documentation to support that the youth received those services 
during the period under review. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported that the youth had received this 
service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case 
record. 

• Element 25 (budget and financial management). The state reported that the youth 
had received this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was 
found in the case record. 

• Element 26 (housing education and home management training). The state reported 
that the youth had received this service, however, no documentation to validate this 
information was found in the case record. 
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• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported that the youth 
had received this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was 
found in the case record. 

Case Record 7 Findings: 

• Element 8 (race: Black/African American). The state reported “no” for “Race- 
Black/African American.” However, a psychiatric evaluation stated the youth is African-
American. 

• Element 13 (Hispanic or Latino ethnicity). The state reported “no” for element 13, 
despite “Puerto Rican” being selected from among the list of Hispanic “origins” in 
CONNECTIONS (we also located documentation in the case record (e.g., in a 
psychosocial assessment) in which the youth was reported as being Hispanic/Latino). 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “yes” but 
there were no formal assessments in the file to document the assessment. 

• Element 21 (academic support). The state reported “yes.” Case notes in April 2016 
document the agency’s attempts to provide “academic support” services to the youth; 
however, the youth refused to participate in services. Therefore, it should have been 
reported as “no.” 

• Element 24 (employment programs or vocational training). The state reported “yes” 
to providing this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was 
found in the case record. 

• Element 25 (budget and financial management). The state reported “yes” to providing 
this service. The FASP on 11/21/2013 indicates that the youth was referred and 
waitlisted to a program. No services are documented in the period under review. 

• Element 36 (foster care status – outcomes). The state reported the youth was in 
foster care on the date the survey was completed (“yes” to element 36). However, the 
youth left foster care on 4/19/2016; therefore the element should be “no.” 

Case Record 8 Findings: 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “blank,” however record cards 
document that the last grade completed was 11th grade. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “yes” to 
“Independent Living Needs Assessment.” THE FASP dated 4/26/2017 says a IL Needs 
Assessment was done; however there was no documentation of the assessment or 
mention in the case notes. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported that the youth had received this 
service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case 
record. 

Case Record 9 Findings: 

• Element 14 (foster care status services). The state reported “yes” for foster care 
status. However, the youth left foster care on 7/21/2016 and was not in foster care 
during the entire period under review. 
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• Element 19 (special education). The state reported the youth did not receive “special 
education” services. The IEP in the case file indicates services were received during the 
period under review. 

• Element 36 (foster care status – outcomes). The youth was reported in foster care at 
the time they took the survey. The youth was in “trail discharge” status during the period 
under review. Therefore, this should be reported as “no.” 

Case Record 10 Findings: 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “under 6th grade” but the case 
record indicates the youth completed high school. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “no” for 
Independent Living Needs Assessment. The FASP was updated on 1/12/2017 with the 
strengths and needs section completed. Therefore, this should have been reported as 
“yes.” 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported the youth received “career 
preparation.” During the period under review, the youth was referred to an internship, but 
did not go. Therefore, the state should have reported “no.” 

• Element 24 (employment programs or vocational training). The state reported “yes,” 
but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported “yes,” but 
there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

Case Record 11 Findings: 

• Element 8 (race: Black/African American). The state reported “no” “Race- Black/ 
African American,” but a physical exam record in the file indicated the youth as “Black.” 

• Element 10 (race: Black/African American). The state reported “yes” for “Race- 
White,” but there is conflicting information in the case file. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported this element as “blank” but the 
youth’s report indicates 9th grade. The field in CONNECTION was also completed with 
“9th grade.” 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state indicated “no.” 
However, there is an IL Reassessment date of 10/20/2016 in CONNECTIONS. 
Therefore, the state should have reported “yes.” 

Case Record 12* Findings: 

Case Record 13* Findings: 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The state reported “no” for “adjudicated 
dependent” but the court order in the case file indicates “yes” was the correct response. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported the current grade instead of the last 
grade completed. The correct response was “11th grade.” 
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• Element 19 (special education). The state reported “yes” to “special education” but the 
youth was not in school during the period under review. 

Case Record 14* Findings: 

Element 18 (educational level). The state reported the current grade instead of the last grade 
completed. The correct response was “10th grade.” 

Case Record 15* Findings: 

Element 36 (foster care status – outcomes). The state reported “yes” for “Foster Care Status- 
Outcomes” but the youth was adopted on 10/19/2016 due to adoption. The correct response 
should be “no.” 

Case Record 16* Findings: 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The state reported “no” for “adjudicated 
delinquent” but the court order in the case file indicates “yes” was the correct response. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “12th grade.” The paper file has 
evidence of the youth is currently enrolled in 11th grade. 

Case Record 17 Findings: 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated 
Delinquent” but the court order in the case file indicates “yes” was the correct response. 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported “yes” for “Special Education” statue 
but the last IEP in the file was for 2015. The corrected response should be “no.” 

• Element 24 (employment programs or vocational training). The state reported “yes,” 
but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported “yes,” but 
there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 28 (family support and health marriage education). The state reported 
“yes,” but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

Case Record 18 Findings: 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported the youth did not receive “Special 
Education” services. The Social Summary completed on 10/26/2016 indicates the youth 
attends special education services. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported the youth did 
not receive “Health Education and Risk Prevention” services. However, the youth 
attended a family planning workshop on 11/8/2016. 
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Case Record 19 Findings: 

• Element 21 (academic support). The youth is in college but the state reported that they 
youth received “Academic Support.” The element of “Academic Support” can only apply 
to services to help a youth complete secondary education. 

• Element 22 (post-secondary educational support). On 9/13/2016 the Case Planner 
went with the youth to a college financial aid meeting and explained loans and helped 
the youth make the decision to refuse loans. The state did not report this as a service 
during the period under review.   

• Element 26 (housing education and home management training). The state reported 
“yes,” but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 32 (education financial assistance). The state reported “no” but the youth 
received an ETV. 

Case Record 20 Findings: 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported that the youth was not receiving 
“Special Education” but case notes indicated that the youth were receiving such 
services. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “yes,” but 
there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 22 (post-secondary educational support). The state reported “yes,” but there 
was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported “yes,” but there was no 
documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 24 (employment programs or vocational training). The state reported “yes,” 
but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 25 (budget and financial management). The state reported “yes,” but there 
was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 26 (housing education and home management training). The state reported 
“yes,” but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 28 (family support and healthy marriage education). The state reported 
“yes,” but there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 29 (mentoring). The state reported “yes,” but there was no documentation to 
support that services were provided. 

• Element 30 (supervised independent living). The state reported “yes,” but there was 
no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 31 (room and board financial assistance). The state reported “yes,” but 
there was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 32 (education financial assistance). The state reported “yes,” but there was 
no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 33 (other financial assistance). The state reported “yes,” but there was no 
documentation to support that services were provided. 
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Case Record 21 Findings: 

Element 21 (academic support). The state reported “yes,” but there was no documentation to 
support that services were provided. 

Case Record 22 Findings: 

• Element 14 (foster care status services). An activity report in the file states the youth 
was placed in care on 2/22/2017.  However, the state reported “no.” 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The FASP on 3/2/2017 reported that the youth 
was “Adjudicated Delinquent.” The state reported “no” for this element. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “8th grade.” The paper file has 
evidence of the youth currently enrolled in 9th grade. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported than an 
“Independent Living Needs Assessment” was purchased on 3/2/2017, the case record did 
not yield documentation to validate that an assessment reported for the youth had been 
conducted. 

Case Record 23 Findings: 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated 
Delinquent” but the court order in the case file indicates “yes” was the correct response 
(Article 3 filed on 5/14/2015). 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “10th grade.” The paper file has 
evidence of the youth currently enrolled in 9th grade. 

Case Record 24 Findings: 

• Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent). The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated 
Dependent” but the court order in the case file indicates the court found the youth 
“Adjudicated Delinquent” on 12/26/2016. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “Independent 
Living Needs Assessment” as “yes.” The FASP stated that an assessment was provided on 
10/6/2016, but the case record did not yield documentation to validate that an assessment 
reported for the youth had been conducted. 

• Element 21 (academic support). The state reported “yes,” but there was no 
documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The state reported “yes,” but there was no 
documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 25 (budget and financial management). The state reported “yes,” but there 
was no documentation to support that services were provided. 

• Element 28 (family support and healthy marriage education). The state reported 
“no”” but the progress notes in the case file indicate that youth participated in a “Healthy 
Relationship” workshop during the period under review. 
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Case Record 25 Findings: 

• Element 13 (Hispanic or Latino ethnicity). The state reported the value “no” for 
element 13, but “not reported” was selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS. 
Consequently, “unknown” would be the appropriate value to report for the youth’s 
ethnicity. 

• Element 17 (Adjudicated Delinquent). The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated 
Delinquent” but case file progress notes indicate the youth was in a detention center 
from 12/31/2013 to 1/22/2014. While a placement in a detention center does not mean 
the youth was adjudicated dependent, no further information was provided on the court 
case. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “6th grade.” The paper file had a 
copy of an IEP that stated it was for the “9th grade.” 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported that the youth was not receiving 
“Special Education” but an IEP was found in the case record for the period under review. 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). An Independent Living Needs 
Assessment was completed on 8/23/2016, before the period under review. 

• Element 27 (health education and risk prevention). The state reported “no” but the 
progress notes in the case file indicate that the youth was enrolled in the “Bridges to 
Health” program on 2/1/2017. 

Case Record 26* Findings: 

• Element 17 (Adjudicated Delinquent). The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated 
Delinquent” but the court order in the case file indicates the court found the youth 
“Adjudicated Delinquent” before the period under review. 

• Element 34 (outcomes reporting status). The state reported the youth as “declined” to 
participate in the follow-up survey. However, the state was unable to reach the youth 
directly. After 11 unsuccessful attempts to contact the youth, a gatekeeper declined on 
the youth’s behalf.  Because the youth did not decline himself, “unable to locate or invite” 
was the appropriate non-participation reason to report. 

Case Record 27* Findings: 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “10th grade.” The paper file has 
evidence of the youth currently enrolled in 9th grade. 

• Element 19 (special education). The state reported that the youth was not receiving 
“Special Education” but the FASP listed the youth as a designation as “emotionally 
disturbed.” 

Case Record 28* Findings: 

Element 17 (adjudicated delinquent).  The state reported “no” for “Adjudicated Delinquent” but 
the court order in the case file indicates the court found the youth “Adjudicated Delinquent” 
before the period under review. 
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Case Record 29* Findings: 

• Element 14 (foster care status services). The state reported “yes” for “Foster Care 
Status - Services” but the youth is incarcerated at Rikers for an extended period of time. 
This placement does not meet the definition of foster care. 

• Element 18 (educational level). The state reported “9th grade.” The paper file has 
evidence of the youth currently enrolled in 8th grade. 

Case Record 30 Findings: 

• Element 18 (educational level). The case file contains school transcripts that stated the 
youth did not pass the 9th grade. The state reported “6th grade.” 

• Element 20 (independent living needs assessment). The state reported “Independent 
Living Needs Assessment” as “yes.” On 11/23/2016 there was a note of an “Updated IL 
Assessment” but the case record did not yield documentation to validate that an 
assessment reported for the youth had been conducted. 

• Element 23 (career preparation). The youth received career services from a contracted 
agency. These were provided during the period under review but the element was 
reported as “no.” 

• Element 28 (family support and healthy marriage education). Progress notes 
throughout the case file indicated that this parenting youth received extensive training on 
“Family Support.” This element was reported as “no.” 

• Element 31 (room and board financial assistance). The stated reported “no” but there 
are receipts of housing subsidies that were provided to the youth during the period under 
review. 

*Indicates that the record was reported to be in the served population but no services were reported, 
therefore the state erroneously reported information on elements 14−33 in the file. 
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Appendix C. NYTD General Requirements and Elements – Final Ratings 
and Findings 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

1: The state reports information on all youth in the served population findings: Rating: 2 

Local departments of social services (LDSS) staff including case managers, case planners and caseworkers are responsible for 
entering information on both paid services and services provided directly by agency staff, child care staff, foster parents, or service 
providers in the community. Services information is documented in the Family Assessment and Services Plan (FASP), which is 
required to be created within 30 days of a case opening and updated at least twice a year. During the system demonstration, we 
learned that the state does not have a consistent process for collecting or reporting services data on: 

o Youth who have been discharged from foster care and who are not considered “at risk” of re-entry to foster care (state does 
not keep such cases “open” for services, refer to test case #5 findings); and 

o Youth who receive Education and Training Vouchers. 

During the case record review, we noted that among youth who received an independent living service, 17 of 19 records contained 
insufficient supporting documentation or conflicting documentation that prevented us from validating the accuracy of services 
information. In particular, we noted: 

• Inconsistent reporting on independent living needs assessments conducted with youth (element 20); 
• Lack of information on services provided by foster parents; 
• Services reported under the wrong category; 
• Services documented in progress notes (but not logged in the FASP module);  
• Services data not entered timely; and 
• Referrals provided to youth that were incorrectly reported as services (i.e., “provided direct” or “purchase provided”). 

We also noted that, because the FASP is only updated twice a year, often independent living services information was not accurate 
to the six-month period in which this information was to have been reported to NYTD. For example, we noted one record (26) in 
which a youth was discharged from foster care prior to the start of the period under review. However, because the FASP was not 
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updated to change the service status from “provided” or “purchased” to “completed” until the next six-month period, these services 
continued to be reported erroneously to NYTD.  

For all these reasons, we cannot validate that the state’s data collection practices are reliably providing accurate and complete 
information on the services provided to youth. As a result, this requirement and all independent living services data elements (20-33) 
are rated a “2”. We recommend the state consider modifying the business process used to capture information on the independent 
living services provided to youth in transition, including ensuring LDSS workers and voluntary agency staff understand how 
CONNECTIONS is to be used to collect information.   

2: The state reports information on all youth in the baseline population findings: Rating: 2 

The state runs a weekly report to identify potential baseline youth who will turn age 17 while in state custody in an appropriate 
placement or who enter foster care within 45 days after their 17th birthday. The report is provided to the state’s survey contractor, the 
Center for Human Services Research (CHSR) who then contacts the applicable agencies and youth to administer the NYTD survey. 
We noted a number of challenges in the state’s efforts to identify and report the correct universe of baseline population youth 
records. First, the state began reporting outcomes data on youth in the second half of FY 2011. Consequently, the state only 
reported about half of eligible youth in Cohort 1. Second, we noted that the state reported only about 60% of the number of 17-year-
olds in foster care reported to the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS) in the Cohort 2 baseline 
population (962 of 1,651). Thus far in FY 2017, the state’s Cohort 3 baseline population has closely mirrored the size of the 
corresponding population of 17-year-olds in foster care reported to AFCARS, suggesting the state is capturing the correct universe of 
youth for the 17-year-old NYTD survey. However, we learned that the state excludes from its baseline population a small 
subpopulation of youth adjudicated delinquent who are placed in OCFS operated facilities. Because these youth meet the definition 
for inclusion in the baseline population, the state must report these youth records in its corresponding data files. As members of the 
baseline population, these youth are eligible for the NYTD survey. 

During the system demonstration, we learned that the state does not currently allow youth to take the survey more than 45 days after 
the youth’s 17th birthday. As specified in NYTD Q&A #2.56 and #5.9, we encourage states to continue efforts to engage youth in the 
NYTD survey beyond the 45-day timeframe. Finally, we noted in test case #4 and in case record #27 that the state reported survey 
data collected in the subsequent report period (2017B) in the prior report period’s data file (2017A). Because these youth turned age 
17 during the 2017A period and because the state had not surveyed the youth during the 2017A period, the youth records are to be 
reported in the 2017A file with “blanks” for elements 34-58 until survey data are collected and reported in the 2017B period (see 
NYTD Q&A 2.55).

https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/data-elements/
https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/compliance-standards-and-penalties-for-noncompliance/
https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/data-elements/
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Update to Onsite Review. The state has implemented a process to ensure all baseline youth are appropriately identified for inclusion 
in the appropriate file for reporting of baseline survey data. This includes a QA checklist to be conducted by the contractor. The state 
has also corrected the technical issues to allow the survey data to be reported in the submission period it was collected (buffer 
youth). 

3: The state reports information on all youth in the follow-up population findings: Rating: 3 

The state identifies youth in the follow-up population by contacting the Children’s Bureau to obtain the finalized cohort lists for each 
survey wave. (However, the state should obtain these lists directly from the NYTD Portal by running the “cohort management 
report”). After obtaining the cohort list, the state provides an Excel spreadsheet with each follow-up population youth’s child 
identification number (CIN) to CHSR and the state’s data warehouse (DW) team. The DW team uploads the youth’s information with 
the CIN’s to a database table (EDW.NYTD_CIN_FLP). CHSR conducts the survey using the youth’s information from the 
spreadsheet with CIN’s provided by OCFS. After completing the surveys, CHSR sends a spreadsheet to OCFS which includes the 
survey data for follow-up youth. The state’s extraction routine reads the spreadsheet and uses the CIN and birthday (element 4) to 
obtain other case-level data from CONNECTIONS for each follow-up youth record. The state conducts quality assurance to ensure 
that all eligible youth are accounted for in CHSR’s report (regardless of participation in the survey). 

The state has experienced minor challenges managing and consistently reporting the cohort of youth in the follow-up population. For 
example, the state initially failed the outcomes universe standard in the 2016A file by omitting 27 follow-up youth records. In addition, 
the state had to update the Cohort 2 – Age 19 follow-up on one occasion (July 2016) in order to correct erroneous birthdays in two 
youth records. We recommend the state develop additional quality assurance processes to ensure that it is able to report the same 
cohort of youth over time. Finally, we noted that the state does not currently allow youth to take the survey after the six-month period 
in which the youth turned age 19 or 21. As specified in NYTD Q&A #1.35, we encourage states to continue efforts to engage youth in 
the follow-up NYTD survey in certain circumstances. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has implemented a quality assurance process for cohort management of the follow-up 
populations. This includes a QA checklist to be conducted by the contractor. 

The state has also corrected the technical issues to allow the survey data to be reported in the submission period it was collected. 

https://www.childwelfare.gov/cb/research-data-technology/reporting-systems/nytd/faq/reporting-populations-and-reporting-requirements/
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As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “3”. Please note, however, that we will 
continue to closely monitor the quality of outcomes data reported by the state.   

4: The state implements an appropriate survey methodology to collect youth outcome data findings: Rating: 3 

The state began surveying youth in Cohort 1 in the second half of FY 2011. Consequently, the state only reported about half of 
eligible youth in Cohort 1 (and only surveyed 34% of this smaller group of youth). Since that time, the state has surveyed 
approximately half of eligible baseline youth in Cohort 2 (53% in FY 14) and Cohort 3 (55%, 2017A period). The state has continued 
to struggle surveying youth in the follow-up population who have left foster care, reaching only 21% of such 19-year-olds and 26% of 
such 21-year-olds in Cohort 1 and 35% of such 19-year-olds in Cohort 2.  

The state contracts with the Center for Human Services Research (CHSR) to lead the NYTD survey effort.  NYTD “liaisons” in the 
local offices support CHSR by assisting with locating, engaging and surveying eligible youth in the baseline and follow-up 
populations. CHSR attempts to reach youth 2-3 times between survey waves to stay connected to youth and to update locating 
information such as mailing addresses, phone numbers, email addresses, and social media account names. The state also sends 
weekly reports to CHSR regarding any updates in the youths’ contact information or foster care status that may be useful in locating 
and engaging youth to participate in the NYTD survey. In addition, Welfare Management Services (WMS) System searches are 
periodically conducted by OCFS on behalf of CHSR to obtain updated contact information. 

While most youth take the survey in person or by phone, the state also has an online survey youth may access and complete by 
themselves (though we observed that the online survey instrument was not optimized for use on mobile devices). During the case 
record review, we observed that often 10 or more contacts/attempts were required to successfully engage a youth’s participation in 
the NYTD survey. We observed three cases in which placement providers assisted CHSR in engaging youth in the NYTD survey (11, 
25 and 27). In two other cases (1 and 26), adult gatekeepers were not helpful in locating the youth (one declined on the youth’s 
behalf and the other could not understand English). Youth receive a $15 gift card as an incentive for participating in the NYTD 
survey. While most youth take the survey in person or by phone, the state also has an online survey youth may access and complete 
by themselves. The state has a youth-friendly website to share information about the NYTD survey effort and provides a common 
point of contact (toll-free phone number and email address) for questions about the NYTD survey effort.   

The state’s instruments or survey administrator provide basic information about the survey’s purpose, that survey responses will be 
kept confidential, and that the survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. However, we noted that this introduction varies 
depending on the survey instrument and administration method used. The state added questions to the survey instrument to collect 
additional outcomes information from youth on such topics as important life documents (e.g., birth certificate, driver’s license); 
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barriers to educational attainment; relationships with biological family; and involvement in transition planning. Based on our review 
and discussion about the state’s NYTD survey instrument, we identified the following concerns: 

• The state is using incorrect versions of the required NYTD questions or response options in its paper survey to collect 
information from baseline population youth (elements 40, 45, 46, 47, 52-53, 55−58); 

• The state is using incorrect versions of the required NYTD questions or response options in its paper survey to collect 
information from follow-up population youth (elements 40, 45, 46, 47, 50, 52−53, 55−58); 

• The state is using incorrect versions of the required NYTD questions or response options in its web-based survey to collect 
information from baseline population youth (elements 37-41, 47, 50, 53−58); and 

• The state is using incorrect versions of the required NYTD questions or response options in its web-based survey to collect 
information from follow-up population youth (elements 37−41, 47, 50, 52−58). 

We encourage the state to build on the improvements made to its survey methodology since 2015 and consider the following 
recommendations: 

• Partner with frontline caseworkers, service providers and vendors who typically interact with youth (e.g., Foster Care 2 
Success, mentors) to better market the NYTD survey, especially between survey waves; 

• Ensure that placement providers are granting consistent access to youth for the purposes of administering the NYTD survey; 
• Continue to consider ways in which technology may be used to reach and survey youth (e.g., optimizing the online survey for 

mobile devices, using email and social media to connect with young people); 
• Develop a consistent youth-friendly introduction to the survey that explains the purpose, goals and how the data will be used 

and protected as part of an informed consent protocol; and 
• Provide all survey participants a designated point of contact at OCFS who can follow-up on any concerns disclosed as part of 

the survey.  

Finally, we encourage the state to leverage the expertise of its new youth advisory board to market the survey and to provide input 
on addressing the findings described above. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has made changes to all the survey instruments to be in compliance. 

Since the onsite review, the state has submitted the 2017B file that reports the survey responses of Cohort 3, Baseline youth. 
Compiling the 2017 files, the state has reported 1,459 youth in the baseline with 843 valid participants for a 58% response rate (26 
surveys are currently blank and could be reported in the 2018A file increasing the participation rate). We should note that the state 
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reported 4 surveys that were not timely, reflecting a change in practice to accept late surveys and report them to NYTD. Furthermore, 
the blank surveys in the 2017B file also signify that “buffer” youth are reported in the period they were surveyed. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “3”. 

5: The state follows ACF’s sampling procedures (applicable to states opting to sample only) findings:  Rating: N/A 

This general requirement does not apply to New York as the state has not opted to conduct sampling. 

6: The state reports NYTD data files following ACF’s specifications findings: Rating: 4 

The state has used the incorrect label to submit prior files addressing a corrective action (i.e., state submitted a “subsequent” file 
instead of a “corrected” file). (Section 6 of NYTD Technical Bulletin #1). In all files submitted to date, the state has failed to report all 
applicable data elements for an individual youth in one record per reporting period (45 CFR 1356.83(f)). This finding is based on our 
determination that the state is reporting only a portion of data applicable to youth in the served population (i.e., elements 14−17 
contain data while elements 18−33 are left blank). As a result, we cannot determine whether these youth are members of the served 
population whose records are missing services information or whether these youth are not in the served population (because no 
services were delivered) and were incorrectly reported to be served. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has reviewed and implemented the correct procedures for naming the NYTD files for 
submission. The state submitted program the logic to only report elements depending on the population the youth is in (served and/or 
surveyed). The 2017B file was submitted correctly. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. Please note, however, that we will 
continue to closely monitor the files to determine if they are in compliance.  

7: The state conducts quality assurance to ensure NYTD information can be analyzed and used findings:  Rating: 2 

The state is using NYTD system tools such as the NYTD Portal and the NYTD Data Review Utility (NDRU) to identify and address 
some errors in youth records. For example, the state’s NYTD data team sends “missing data reports” to LDSS offices, OCFS 
Regional Office directors, NYTD liaisons to address gaps in the state’s NYTD reports. However, we observed no structured process 
to determine the accuracy or completeness of data on youth served by the independent living program. We also identified a variety of 
serious data errors and gaps during our pre-onsite review of state data reports that the state was able to explain or address/resolve 
quickly. As a result, we imagine that such issues could have been detected and addressed swiftly by the state on its own if a data 
quality assurance process was in place. Despite some improvements in data quality since 2011, we note that the state still struggles 
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with several specific and significant data quality challenges, particularly missing or inaccurate education record information (see 
related findings below in elements 18 and 19). 

In discussions with the state’s CQI team, we learned that the state has made youth well-being (particularly academic success) a key 
outcome of its new child welfare practice model. As the state continues to build an enhanced infrastructure at the local level use data 
to diagnose practice challenges, we encourage the state to use NYTD data as an indicator to benchmark its performance serving 
youth in transition. In stakeholder interviews, we spoke with many supportive professionals who had not heard about the state’s 
NYTD data collection efforts or reviewed the state’s data. In our focus groups, young people expressed frustration about being asked 
for their input on this and other survey efforts when “nothing ever changes”. Similarly, we learned that while local agencies work hard 
to provide support to CHSR to administer the NYTD survey, the outcomes of their effort are not shared with them in the form of data 
reports that summarize the experiences of survey participants. We strongly encourage the state to establish a feedback loop with 
young people, local agencies and other stakeholders so that they can learn how NYTD data can inform their understanding of the 
experiences of young people. In order to further the state’s efforts to analyze and use NYTD data as part of a CQI framework, we 
recommend the following strategies: 

• Integrating NYTD data with other administrative data sets like AFCARS. 
• Analyzing NYTD data in conjunction with what else is known about services provided to youth (e.g., services not paid for 

provided by CFCIP, but paid for provided by local mentoring programs, workforce development programs, etc.) to determine 
which services (type/dosage) really lead to improved outcomes.   

• Conducting analyses to identify different rates of response to youth by demographic variable and by administration method 
(e.g., surveys conducted by phone versus surveys completed online). 

• Conducting analysis of service data by locality to determine gaps in services or service needs. 
• Disseminating NYTD data to state staff, youth, service providers, courts, foster parents and other stakeholders. 
• Continuing efforts to develop and use a youth-specific tool to conduct case reviews; and 
• Developing performance measures using NYTD data to raise visibility of practice issues impacting transitioning youth. 

We also strongly encourage the state to engage young people as stakeholders in these CQI efforts by consulting with its new youth 
advisory board. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has submitted a Quality Assurance Checklist which will help to identify issues in the NYTD data 
prior to submission and will support the reporting of accurate and timely information. Subsequently, the state can be to utilize the 
NYTD data across the child welfare system for system improvement efforts. 
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DATA ELEMENTS 

1. State findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

2. Report Date findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

3. Record Number findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

4. Date of birth findings: Rating: 4 

The state is using the incorrect date format to report a youth’s date of birth (test case #1 and #4). The month must be prefixed with 
“0” if the month value is below 10. During the case record review, we noted a number of records (6, 8, 11, 17, 22 and 25) that 
contained no birth certificates. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state corrected this issue in the 2017B file submission.  As a result, we are changing our 
preliminary rating for this requirement from a “3” to a “4”.   

5. Sex findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

6. Race: American Indian or Alaska Native findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6-13) but “not reported” was 
selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6-13). 
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7. Race: Asian findings: Rating: 4  

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was 
selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6−13). 

8. Race: Black or African American findings: Rating: 4  

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was 
selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6−13). During the case record review, we identified three 
youth (5, 7 and 11) with conflicting information about whether the youth was African American. 

9. Race: Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander findings: Rating: 4  

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was 
selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6−13). 

10. Race: White findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was 
selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6−13). We also identified two other youth (6 and 11) with 
conflicting information about whether the youth was White. 

11. Race: Unknown findings: Rating: 2  

During the system demonstration and as noted in test case #1, we learned that CONNECTIONS does not permit the selection of 
both a specified race and an unknown race. The system must permit the selection of multiple races, including allowing “race: 
unknown” (“yes” for element 11) to be selected in combination with another race category when at least one race of a multiracial 
youth is unknown. During the case record review, we identified one record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and 
ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all 
race/ethnicity elements (6−13). 
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12. Race: Declined findings: Rating: 2  

During the system demonstration, we learned that CONNECTIONS does not permit workers to select “declined” for a youth who opts 
not to provide race information. During the case record review, we identified one record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported 
race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not reported” was selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all 
race/ethnicity elements (6−13). 

13. Hispanic or Latino ethnicity findings: Rating: 2 

During the system demonstration and as noted in test case #1, we learned that CONNECTIONS does not permit the selection of 
“declined” for a youth who opts not to provide ethnicity information. In test case #2, the state correctly entered “no” for the element in 
CONNECTIONS, but the incorrect value “unknown” was in reported in the extraction of the file. During the case record review, we 
identified one record (1) of a youth for whom the state reported race and ethnicity data (e.g., “yes” or “no” for elements 6−13) but “not 
reported” was selected for the youth in CONNECTIONS for all race/ethnicity elements (6−13). For another record (7), the state 
reported “no” for element 13, despite “Puerto Rican” being selected from among the list of Hispanic “origins” in CONNECTIONS (we 
also located documentation in the case record (e.g., in a psychosocial assessment) in which the youth was reported as being 
Hispanic/Latino). For another record (25), the state reported the value “no” for element 13, but “not reported” was selected for the 
youth in CONNECTIONS. Consequently, “unknown” would be the appropriate value to report for the youth’s ethnicity. 

14. Foster care status services findings: Rating: 4 

During the system demonstration, we learned that the state is reporting as “in foster care” youth who are on a “trial discharge.” The 
definition of foster care used for NYTD purposes, excludes youth who are at home but in the placement and care responsibility of the 
state agency “whether the state considers this a trial home visit, at-home supervision, after care or some other status.” (73 FR 
10342). During the case record review, we identified three records (9, 22 and 29) in which the state reported incorrect information on 
the youth’s foster care status. Of these youth, two were reported to be “in foster care” (i.e., “yes” for element 14) but were not 
determined to be in foster care during the period under review (record #9 was on a trial discharge with parent and record #29 was 
incarcerated). 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has submitted the corrected code to reflect that youth are not in foster care when they are “trial 
discharge.” CB has reviewed this code and it appears accurate. We encourage the state to identify and test if the code is operating 
accurately based on youth currently in trial discharge. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “3” to a “4”. 
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15. Local agency findings: Rating: 2  

During the system demonstration, we learned that youth placed in New York from another state via the Interstate Compact for the 
Placement of Children (ICPC) are not reported with the sending state’s local agency code. The state must capture and report the 
“sending” state’s FIPS code for this element.  In test case #3, the state incorrectly reported the FIPS code for Kings County for a 
youth under the placement and care of New York County. 

We also note that the 2017B file failed the 90 percent error-free information for this element. 

16. Federally recognized Tribe findings: Rating: 2 

The state failed the 90% error-free standard due to missing information on a youth’s membership in a federally-recognized tribe in 
the 2011A, 2011B, 2012A, 2012B, 2013A, 2013B and 2014A NYTD reports. In our pre-onsite review of state data files submitted to 
date, we noted that no youth were reported to be members or eligible for membership in federally-recognized tribes between FY 
2011 and 2013 (i.e., all records missing element 16 in FY 2011 and 2012; all served population records contained the value “no” for 
element 16 in FY 2013). Since FY 2014, between 15 and 23 youth were reported to be members or eligible for membership in 
federally-recognized tribes (although in the 2014B report the state reported 17 records with the out of range value "ye" for element 
16). 

During the system demonstration, we learned that workers indicate a youth’s membership or eligibility for membership in a federally-
recognized tribe by entering a value in a free text entry box. The following options map to “yes” for element 16: “ye”, “y”, “yes”, 
“Sioux”, “Cherokee”, “Seneca”. Otherwise “no” is reported by default. A second free text entry “comments” section is to be used (but 
is not required) to log the name of the youth’s federally recognized tribe. The state lacks a method to report “blank” when 
membership in a federally recognized tribe is still pending verification (73 FR 10346). The state’s CONNECTIONS tip sheet 
incorrectly notes that workers should report “no” for this element if a youth’s membership or eligibility for membership is not yet 
known (we noted this in test case #4, in which a youth whose tribal membership was pending verification was incorrectly reported 
“no” instead of “blank”). Finally, we encourage the state to consider routinely inquiring about a youth’s possible tribal membership at 
intake (including collecting this information on intake screens).  

During the case record review, we identified one record (6) of a youth whose record was updated after the period under review to 
indicate that the youth was not a member of federally recognized tribe. However, during the period under review, no tribal 
membership information was known.  Consequently, “blank” was the correct value to report for the report period. 
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17. Adjudicated delinquent findings: Rating: 2 

In our pre-onsite review of state data files submitted to date, we noted that no youth were reported to have been adjudicated 
delinquent in FY 2011 and 2012 (i.e., all records missing element 17). Since FY 2013, between 283 and 947 youth have been 
reported to have ever been adjudicated delinquent. 

During the system demonstration, we learned that the state is only reported youth adjudicated delinquent if there was a placement 
associated with the court’s disposition. Element 17 should reflect whether or not a youth was ever adjudicated delinquent regardless 
of their placement or foster care status. During the case record review, we identified 10 records (5, 13, 16, 17, 22−26 and 28) of 
youth who had been adjudicated delinquent based on a review of case notes or based on court orders found in the case record.  
However, the state incorrectly reported “no” for element 17 for all of these records. We recommend that the state develop procedures 
to routinely inquire whether youth served by the Chafee agency were ever adjudicated delinquent. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the required code that will report “yes” for youth who have any juvenile justice 
placement prior to the end of the file submission period. The state is working to add a self-reporting indicator to identify any 
adjudicated delinquent status. 

18. Educational level findings: Rating: 2 

The state failed the 90% error-free standard due to missing education information in the 2011A, 2011B, 2012A, 2012B, 2013A, 
2013B, 2014A, and 2017B NYTD reports. Since 2014A, the state has reported nearly 500 records each report period missing 
educational level information. In test cases 1, 3 and 4, the state incorrectly reported the youth’s current grade level rather than the 
highest grade level completed.   

During the system demonstration, we learned that the state collects education level from two sources: data inputted into 
CONNECTIONS and, for youth in foster care in primary or secondary school only, data exchanged with the NYS Education 
Department (SED) twice a year (codified in a memorandum of understanding between OCFS and SED). CONNECTIONS permits 
workers to enter the current grade level of the youth instead of the highest level completed by the youth. The state’s code checks 
CONNECTIONS for a value for element 18 first because there may be a “delay in [obtaining] the SED data”. However, it is unclear 
how the state conducts quality assurance to ensure that the data it receives from SED are accurate and that the information on grade 
level is mapped the same way education level data from CONNECTIONS is mapped. It is also unclear if the state conducts any 
quality assurance to address discrepancies between education data collected in CONNECTIONS and education data exchanged by 
SED. We did confirm, however, that the state is receiving only the current grade level from SED (not the highest grade level 
completed by the youth required for NYTD purposes).  
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We also noted the following errors or concerns in the state’s data mapping for element 18: 

• The state maps the education level “ungraded program” to “under 6th grade” for element 18.  The state explained that 
“ungraded program” refers to the education level of certain youth with severe disabilities. The state should report the 
functional grade level for such a youth for element 18 instead of defaulting “under 6th grade”; 

• The state maps the value “left high school – no diploma” to “6th grade” for element 18.  The state must accurately determine 
and report the last grade level such a youth completed instead of defaulting “6th grade”; 

• The state maps the value “equivalency diploma” (i.e., a GED) to “12th grade” for element 18.  The state is to report the last 
grade level such a youth completed prior to earning a GED. 

• The state permits the selection of “other” as a value (mapped to “blank” for element 18) for a youth’s education level in 
CONNECTIONS but it is not clear how workers interpret this option; 

• The state permits workers to select the value “college” but it is not clear whether workers are correctly interpreting that 
“college” refers to the completion of at least one semester for element 18. 

Finally, during the case record review, we noted 16 records contained inaccurate educational level information (1−3, 8−11, 13−14, 
17, 22−23, 25, 27 and 29−30).  Some of these records had not been updated in a year or longer. 

Update to Onsite Review. We acknowledge that the state has begun efforts to correct the data reported to NYTD for this element.  
The state has developed a preliminary process to accurately report the last grade completed for those youth/ young adults when 
SED data is not available. The state will also need to consider if the proposed procedure to report one grade level less than the 
information on current enrollment will accurately reflect “last grade complete” as required by the element. 

We urge the state to consider when and how to notify caseworkers and others when SED data is not available for the youth and that 
the CONNECTIONS field should be completed. 

19. Special education findings: Rating: 2  

In our pre-onsite review of state data files submitted to date, we noted that no youth were reported to have received special 
education services in FY 2011 and 2012 (i.e., all records missing element 19). The state also failed the 90% error-free standard due 
to missing special education information in all files submitted between FY 2011 and 2013.  In FY 2015-2016 and in the 2017A report, 
the state reported missing special education information (most notably in 2015A, 2015B and 2016A reports in which over 500 served 
youth lacked special education information). We also noted that the state reported that some youth who had completed 12th grade or 
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who were enrolled in post-secondary education or college also were receiving special education services.  Please note that element 
19 applies only to youth in primary or secondary school (e.g., grades K−12). 

As noted in our findings for element 18 above, we learned that the state collects education level from two sources: data inputted into 
CONNECTIONS and, for youth in foster care in primary and secondary school, data exchanged with the NYS Education Department 
(SED) twice a year. However, it is unclear how the state conducts quality assurance to ensure that the data it receives from SED is 
accurate and that SED’s definition of special education is the same as the definition used in CONNECTIONS for element 19. It is 
also unclear if the state conducts any quality assurance to address discrepancies between special education data collected in 
CONNECTIONS and education data exchanged by SED (the state’s code checks CONNECTIONS for a value for element 19 first. If 
there is no value, then the state extracts data from SED on a youth’s special education status). CONNECTIONS permits workers to 
enter information on whether a youth had an active Individualized Education Plan (IEP). However, there is no date associated with 
this special education information. Consequently, the state is unable to report whether the IEP is active during the report period in 
which the youth received IL services. 

During the case record review, we identified four records (11, 13, 15 and 17) of youth who were reported to have been receiving 
special education instruction during the period under review but no documentation could be located in the record to validate this 
information. In six other cases (5, 9, 18, 20, 25 and 27), the state reported that the youth was not receiving special education but 
case notes indicated that the youth were receiving such services. Finally, we noted one record (#8) of a youth for whom the state 
reported no information for element 19 (i.e., left element 19 “blank”). No case record information regarding special education services 
was found.  

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the corrected code that indicates that CONNECTIONS will use the SED data and 
apply the start and end date of the applicable “Type of Disability” (special education services) for youth. Therefore, the state will be 
reporting if the youth received special education services during the period under review. 

For youth with no SED data, the OCFS data will be used. We urge the state to consider when and how to notify caseworkers and 
others when SED data is not available for the youth and that the CONNECTIONS field should be completed. 

 Additional Quality Assurance checks are designed to improve the accuracy of the data. 

20. Independent living needs assessment findings: Rating: 2 

This data element is intended to capture information on assessments that systematically identify a youth’s independent living skills, 
strengths and needs. With the exception of the FASP, independent living needs assessment tools used in the state (e.g., Casey Life 
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Skills Assessment) are not integrated with CONNECTIONS. As a result, workers must enter information from the assessments in 
case notes (the state noted that there is “no mandatory place to enter information” on assessments in CONNECTIONS. In test case 
#1 and #2, the state incorrectly reported that the youth had received an independent living needs assessment during the report 
period. 

During the case review, we identified four records (2, 6, 10 and 11) of youth who had received an independent living needs 
assessment but the state incorrectly reported “no” for element 20. In four other records (8, 20, 24 and 30), we were unable to validate 
that an assessment reported for the youth had been conducted. 

21. Academic support findings: Rating: 2 

This data element is intended to capture services designed to help a youth complete high school or obtain a GED. In our pre-onsite 
review of state data files submitted to date, we noted that that who already had completed 12th grade or who were enrolled in post-
secondary education or college were reported to have received “academic support.” During the case record review, we identified 
eight records (2, 5-7, 19, 21, 24 and 25) of youth who the state reported received this service, however, no documentation to validate 
this information was found in the case record. 

22. Post-secondary educational support findings: Rating: 2 

This data element is intended to capture services designed to help a youth enter or complete college or other post-secondary 
education. During the case record review, we identified one record (2) of a youth who the state reported received this service, 
however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. Another youth (19) received a post-secondary 
education support that was not reported in element 22. 

23. Career preparation findings: Rating: 2 

This data element is intended to capture services designed to help a youth find, apply for, and retain appropriate employment. In test 
case #3 and #4, the state incorrectly reported that the youth was receiving career preparation services (“yes” for element 23), but the 
case scenario did not indicate that the youth received this service. During the case record review, we identified two records (2 and 
30) in which the youth had received career preparation services but the state incorrectly reported “no” for element 23. In five other 
records (6, 8, 10, 20 and 24), the state reported that the youth had received this service, however, no documentation to validate this 
information was found in the case record. 
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24. Employment programs or vocational training findings: Rating: 2 

During the case record review, we identified five records (2, 7, 10, 17 and 20), in which the state reported that the youth had received 
this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

25. Budget and financial management findings: Rating: 2 

In test case #3, the state incorrectly reported that the youth was receiving budget and financial management services (“yes” for 
element 25), but the case scenario did not indicate that the youth received these services. During the case record review, we 
identified five records (2, 6, 7, 20 and 24), in which the state reported that the youth had received this service, however, no 
documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

26. Housing education and home management training findings: Rating: 2 

During the case record review, we identified four records (2, 6, 19 and 20), in which the state reported that the youth had received 
this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

27. Health education and risk prevention findings: Rating: 2 

In test case #1 and #4, the state incorrectly reported that the youth received health education and risk prevention. During the case 
record review, we identified three records (2, 18 and 25) in which the youth had received health education/risk prevention but the 
state incorrectly reported “no” for element 27. For another three records (5, 10 and 17), the state reported that the youth had received 
this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

28. Family support and healthy marriage education findings: Rating: 2 

During the case record review, we identified two records (24 and 30) in which the youth received family support/healthy marriage 
education but the state incorrectly reported “no” for element 28. For another two records (17 and 20), the state reported that the 
youth had received this service, however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

29. Mentoring findings: Rating: 2 

In test case #4, the state incorrectly reported that the youth was receiving mentoring services (“yes” for element 29), but the case 
scenario indicated that the state agency did not arrange or support the mentoring relationship. During the case record review, we 
identified one record (#20) of a youth that the reported had received mentoring, however, no documentation to validate this 
information was found in the case record. 
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30. Supervised independent living findings: Rating: 2 

During the case record review, we identified one record (#20) of a youth that the reported was in supervised independent living, 
however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

31. Room and board financial assistance findings: Rating: 2 

During the case record review, we identified one record (30) in which the youth had received room and board financial assistance but 
the state incorrectly reported “no” for element 31. In another record (20), the state reported that the youth had received this service, 
however, no documentation to validate this information was found in the case record. 

32. Education financial assistance findings: Rating: 2 

Case-level data on Education and Training Vouchers (ETV) provided to youth are collected and managed by the state’s ETV vendor, 
Foster Care 2 Success. However, this information is not shared or exchanged with the state so that it can be included in the state’s 
NYTD data file. As a result, the state does not report ETVs under element 32 as required. During the case record review, we 
identified one record (19) in which the youth had received education financial assistance but the state incorrectly reported “no” for 
element 32. In another record (20), the state reported that the youth had received this service, however, no documentation to validate 
this information was found in the case record. 

33. Other financial assistance findings: Rating: 2 

In test case #3, the state incorrectly reported that youth did not receive other financial assistance (“no” for element 33), but the case 
scenario indicated that the youth received support to take driver’s education classes. During the case record review, we identified two 
records (4 and 20) of youth who were reported to have received other financial assistance but no documentation describing such a 
payment was found in the case record. 

34. Outcome reporting status findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. During the case record review, we identified one 
record (26) of a youth the state reported “declined” to participate in the follow-up survey. However, the state was unable to reach the 
youth directly. After 11 unsuccessful attempts to contact the youth, a gatekeeper declined on the youth’s behalf. Because the youth 
did not decline himself, “unable to locate or invite” was the appropriate non-participation reason to report. 
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35. Date of outcome data collection findings: Rating: 4 

We noted that the state reported a few later surveys in the 2011A, 2011B, 2014A, 2014B, 2016A, 2016B and 2017A NYTD reports. 
While we did not identify any technical problems with the manner in which CHSR determines and records the survey date, we 
learned that the date format exported from Qualtrics does not match the year, month, day (yyyy-mm-dd) format required for NYTD 
reports. To convert the date to the correct format, both CHSR and later OCFS attempt to edit the dates to align with NYTD 
requirements. We encourage CHSR and OCFS to streamline this process so one person/party is transforming dates to reduce the 
chance for human error. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has established a process to address the findings for this data element requirement. There were 
no issues with the date format for 2017B file#2914. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. Please note, however, that we will 
continue to closely monitor this element in file submissions. 

36. Foster care status—outcomes findings: Rating: 3 

In test case 2, the state incorrectly reported a value for element 36 for a youth who was in neither the baseline nor follow-up 
population. During the system demonstration, we learned that the state incorrectly determines a value for this element by reporting 
whether or not the youth was in a foster care placement at any point during the report period rather than at the specific point in time 
for survey participants (i.e., the date of outcomes data collection) and for non-participants (i.e., the date on which a reason for non-
response was determined). In addition, as noted in the element 14 findings, we learned that the state is reporting as “in foster care” 
youth who are on a “trial discharge.” The definition of foster care used for NYTD purposes, excludes youth who are at home but in 
the placement and care responsibility of the state agency “whether the state considers this a trial home visit, at-home supervision, 
after care or some other status.” (73 FR 10342). During the case record review, we identified three records (7, 9 and 15) of youth the 
state were reported were in foster care. However, in each case, the young person had been discharged prior to the survey (7) or 
prior to the date the state determined the youth would not participate in the survey (9 and 15).  In record #9, the youth was on a trial 
discharge home during the entire period under review. Finally, we noted on the state’s survey instruments, young people are asked 
to report whether or not they are in foster care. We recommend removing this question as the state should be able to report a youth’s 
foster care status. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the code that will allow the survey completion date based on the date the youth 
participated. Based on the “Date of Outcome Data Collection” (element 35) the foster care status will be determined. Furthermore, 
youth on trial discharge will not be considered in foster care. 
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We urge the state to audit this new procedure to determine it has been implemented accurately. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “3”. Please note, however, that we will 
continue to closely monitor this element in file submissions. 

37. Current full-time employment findings: Rating: 4 

The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

38. Current part-time employment findings: Rating: 4 

The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys.  The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

39. Employment-related skills findings: Rating: 4 

The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 
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We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

40. Social Security findings: Rating: 4 

Both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect version of the survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

41. Educational aid findings: Rating: 4 

Both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect version of the survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

42. Public financial assistance findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
42−44 in the 2016A and 2016B periods (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #9 and #10). In the paper version of 
the state’s survey instruments, there are no instructions or skip patterns that indicate that survey questions that correspond to 
elements 42−44 are applicable only to youth in foster care. We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 
42−44 for youth who are not in the baseline or follow-up populations. 
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Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to determine if the procedures and new surveys are operating as intended to 
improve data quality. 

43. Public food assistance findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
42−44 in the 2016A and 2016B periods (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #9 and #10). In the paper version of 
the state’s survey instruments, there are no instructions or skip patterns that indicate that survey questions that correspond to 
elements 42−44 are applicable only to youth in foster care. We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 
42−44 for youth who are not in the baseline or follow-up populations. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to determine if the procedures and new surveys are operating as intended to 
improve data quality. 

44. Public housing assistance findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
42−44 in the 2016A and 2016B periods (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #9 and #10). In the paper version of 
the state’s survey instruments, there are no instructions or skip patterns that indicate that survey questions that correspond to 
elements 42−44 are applicable only to youth in foster care. We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 
42-44 for youth who are not in the baseline or follow-up populations. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 
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We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to determine if the procedures and new surveys are operating as intended to 
improve data quality. 

45. Other financial support findings: Rating: 4 

The paper versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instrument use the incorrect version of the survey question to collect 
data on this element. During the case record review, we identified one record (3) in which the state reported “no” for element 45 but 
the copy of the survey (conducted by phone) omitted the survey question that corresponds to element 45. The state is to verify that 
its phone-based survey (Qualtrics) includes a survey question to collect data on element 45. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

46. Highest educational certification received findings: Rating: 4 

The paper version of the state’s baseline survey instrument omits the response option “high school diploma/GED” from the survey 
question that collects data on this element. However, we noted that this response option does appear correct on the state’s online 
baseline survey). The paper version of the state’s follow-up survey instrument incorrectly includes the value “TASC” with the required 
option “high school diploma/GED”. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

47. Current enrollment and attendance findings: Rating: 4 

Both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect version of the survey 
question to collect data on this element. 
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Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

48. Connection to adult findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

49. Homelessness findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

50. Substance abuse referral findings: Rating: 4 

The web-based version of the state’s baseline survey and both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s follow-up 
instruments use the incorrect version of the survey question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided updated paper, telephone, and web surveys. The surveys now reflect the correct 
question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “4”. 

51. Incarceration findings: Rating: 4 

Data collection, mapping, reporting and data quality for this element is sufficient. 

52. Children findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
52-53 in the 2014A, 2016A, 2016B, and 2017B periods (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #12). 
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The paper version of the state’s baseline survey and both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s follow-up instruments use 
the incorrect version of the survey question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to help respondents answer only 
applicable questions. The surveys now reflect the correct question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

53. Marriage at child's birth findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
52-53 in the 2014A, 2016A and 2016B periods (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #12). The state is using the 
incorrect version of the survey question to collect information on element 53 from youth in the baseline and follow-up populations. 
Also, both the paper and web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect version of the survey 
question to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to help respondents answer only 
applicable questions. The surveys now reflect the correct question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

54. Medicaid findings: Rating: 3 

The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect response options to collect data on this 
element. We recommend that the state develop a youth-friendly prompt to assist young people in understanding the meaning of 
“Medicaid” used in the survey question that collects information for element 54. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to help respondents answer only 
applicable questions. The surveys now reflect the correct question and responses as outlined in the NYTD Final Rule. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to monitor the correct questions and responses are used. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “3”. 

55. Other health insurance coverage findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
55−58 in the 2014A report (see records flagged for Internal Inconsistency Check #14). The state’s follow-up survey instrument does 
not include skip logic directing youth who do not report having other health insurance to skip the questions about other health 
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insurance types (elements 56−58). (The baseline survey instrument does, however.) The web-based versions of the state’s baseline 
and follow-up instruments use the incorrect response options to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 

We urge the state to develop an oversight procedure to determine if the procedures and new surveys are operating as intended to 
improve data quality. 

As a result, we are changing our preliminary rating for this requirement from a “2” to a “3”. 

56. Health insurance type: Medical findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
56−58 in the 2011B, 2013B, 2014A, 2014B, 2015A, 2015B, 2016A, 2016B, 2017A, and 2017B reports (see records flagged for 
Internal Inconsistency Check #16). We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 56−58 for youth who are 
not in the baseline or follow-up populations. In our review of the state’s pre-onsite phase documents, we noted that the paper version 
of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey question to collect 
information on the element. The state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments do not include skip logic directing youth who do 
not report having medical health insurance to skip the questions about mental health or prescription drug coverage (elements 
57−58). The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect response options to collect data 
on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 

57. Health insurance type: Mental health findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
56-58 in the 2011B, 2013B, 2014A, 2014B, 2015A, 2015B, 2016A, 2016B, 2017A, and 2017B reports (see records flagged for 
Internal Inconsistency Check #16). We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 56−58 for youth who are 
not in the baseline or follow-up populations. In our review of the state’s pre-onsite phase documents, we noted that the paper version 
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of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey question to collect 
information on the element. The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect response 
options to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 

58. Health insurance type: Prescription drugs findings: Rating: 3 

In our pre-onsite review of data reports, we noted that the state reported a few logically inconsistent survey responses for elements 
56−58 in the 2011B, 2013B, 2014A, 2014B, 2015A, 2015B, 2016A, 2016B, 2017A, and 2017B reports (see records flagged for 
Internal Inconsistency Check #16). We also learned that the state is reporting “not applicable” for elements 56−58 for youth who are 
not in the baseline or follow-up populations. In our review of the state’s pre-onsite phase documents, we noted that the paper version 
of the state’s baseline and follow-up survey instruments use the incorrect version of the required survey question to collect 
information on the element. The web-based versions of the state’s baseline and follow-up instruments use the incorrect response 
options to collect data on this element. 

Update to Onsite Review. The state has provided the program code and a macro to help the state ensure logically consistent survey 
responses. This is followed by a set of QA Checks. The state has also updated paper, telephone, and web surveys (as applicable) to 
help respondents answer only applicable questions. 
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Appendix D. NYTD Improvement Plan General Requirements and Data 
Elements Final Ratings and Findings to Address  
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

1: The state reports information on all youth in the served population. Rating: 2 
Findings to address: 

1.1 The state must establish a business practice to consistently and accurately capture information on all independent living 
services paid for or provided by the state, including: 

• Youth who have been discharged from foster care and who are not considered “at risk” of re-entry to foster care; and 

• Youth who receive Education and Training Vouchers. 

2: The state reports information on all youth in the baseline population. Rating: 2 
Findings to address: 

2.1 The state is to create code to include the small population of youth adjudicated delinquent who are placed in OCFS operated 
facilities.  

2.2 The state is to modify its reporting process to include outcomes information in the NYTD data file from youth in the baseline 
population who were surveyed late. 

3: The state reports information on all youth in the follow-up population. Rating: 3 
Findings to address:  

3.1 The state is to modify its reporting process to include outcomes information in the NYTD data file from youth in the follow-up 
population who were surveyed late. 
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4: The state implements an appropriate survey methodology to collect youth outcome data. Rating: 3 
Findings to address: 

4.1 The state has corrected all of its survey instruments and added prompts help direct youth to answer only the questions that 
are appropriate to them.  The state should determine the method to evaluate if the survey instruments are functioning as 
appropriate in directing youth to answer only the questions that are appropriate to them and if the prompts are working to collect 
high-quality data. 

4.2 The state should develop a plan to “market” the survey to youth and other stakeholders to ensure a high rate of participation. 

4.3 The state should develop a consistent youth-friendly introduction to the NYTD survey that explains the purpose, goals and 
how the data will be used and protected as part of an informed consent protocol. This should be done in collaboration with the 
new youth advisory board. 

4.4 The state should provide all survey participants a designated point of contact at OCFS who can follow-up on any concerns 
disclosed as part of the survey. 

7: The state conducts quality assurance to ensure NYTD information can be analyzed and used. Rating: 2 
Findings to address:  

7.1 The state must develop a quality assurance process to ensure that NYTD data are accurate, complete, timely, and consistent 
in definition and usage across the agency. Specially, the state is to:  

• Develop a process to periodically examine the accuracy or completeness of data on youth served by the independent 
living program. 

• A process to re-examine accuracy of survey data so that state does not “correct” a youth’s responses. 

7.2 The state is strongly encouraged to develop a plan to integrate NYTD data into the state’s CQI work. To do so, the state 
should review the recommendation made in General Requirement #7 findings. It will be critical to involve youth and other 
stakeholders in developing and implementing the plans. 
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DATA ELEMENTS  

11. Race: Unknown findings to address: Rating: 2  

11.1 The state’s system must be updated to enable the state to allow “race: unknown” (“yes” for element 11) to be selected in 
combination with another race category when at least one race of a multiracial youth is unknown. 

12. Race: Declined findings to address: Rating: 2 

12.1 The state’s system must be updated to enable the state to allow the selection of “declined” for a youth who opts not to 
provide race information.  It must then be the only reported race. 

13. Hispanic or Latino ethnicity findings to address: Rating: 2 

13.1 The state’s system must be updated to enable the state to allow the selection of “declined” for a youth who opts not to 
provide ethnicity information.  

15. Local agency findings to address: Rating: 2 

15.1 The state must report the “sending” state’s local agency code for youth placed and served in New York from another state 
via the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children (ICPC).  

16. Federally recognized Tribe findings to address: Rating: 2 

16.1 The state is to report “blank” for this element when the federally recognized tribal membership or eligibility for membership is 
not known or is pending verification.   

17. Adjudicated delinquent findings to address: Rating: 2 

17.1 The state is to revise its data collection process to enable the reporting of whether or not a youth in the served population 
was ever adjudicated delinquent, regardless of placement or foster care status. 
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18. Educational level findings to address: Rating: 2 

18.1 The state must report the last grade level completed by youth instead of the current grade level of the youth. For youth who 
complete a GED or who attend GED classes, the state must report the last grade completed by the youth prior to earning a GED 
or beginning GED classes. 

18.2 The state must modify its data mapping to ensure that youth who complete at least one semester of study at a college or 
university are reported with an education level of “college”. 

18.3 The state should revise their mapping of grade levels into a discrete set of clearly defined, mutually exclusive options to 
report SED data appropriately to NYTD (see findings in element 18 for more information).   

18.4 The state is to establish supervisory controls to ensure that information on a youth’s education record is entered/updated 
timely, especially for youth who are no longer in the state’s custody. 

19. Special education findings to address: Rating: 2  

19.1 The state is to establish supervisory controls to ensure that information on a youth’s special education status is 
entered/updated timely, especially for youth no longer in the state’s custody.   

20. Independent living needs assessment findings to address: Rating: 2 

20.1 The state should conduct quality assurance to ensure independent living needs assessments are accurately reported during 
the report period in which they are delivered and that the specific assessment conducted meets the definition provided in 45 CFR 
1356.83(g)(20). 

21. Academic support findings to address: Rating: 2 

21.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

21.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “academic support” are clearly defined and meet 
the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(21). 
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22. Post-secondary educational support findings to address: Rating: 2 

22.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

22.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “post-secondary educational support” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(2X). 

23. Career preparation findings to address: Rating: 2 

23.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

23.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “career preparation” are clearly defined and meet 
the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(23). 

24. Employment programs or vocational training findings to address: Rating: 2 

24.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

24.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “employment programs or vocational training” are 
clearly defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(24). 

25. Budget and financial management findings to address: Rating: 2 

25.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

25.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “budget and financial management” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(25). 

26. Housing education and home management training findings to address: Rating: 2 

26.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 
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26.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “housing education and home management 
training” are clearly defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(26). 

27. Health education and risk prevention findings to address: Rating: 2 

27.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

27.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “health education and risk prevention” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(27). 

28. Family support and healthy marriage education findings to address: Rating: 2 

28.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

28.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “family support and healthy marriage education” 
are clearly defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(28). 

29. Mentoring findings to address: Rating: 2 

29.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

29.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “mentoring” are clearly defined and meet the 
definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(29). 

30. Supervised independent living findings to address: Rating: 2  

30.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

30.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “supervised independent living” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(30). 
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31. Room and board financial assistance findings to address: Rating: 2 

31.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

31.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “room and board financial assistance” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(31). 

32. Education financial assistance findings to address: Rating: 2  

32.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1).   

32.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “educational financial assistance” are clearly 
defined and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(32). 

33. Other financial assistance findings to address: Rating: 2 

33.1 The state must revise its business process for collecting information on IL services to ensure that service information is 
consistently captured regarding activities and supports paid for or provided by the state (see General Requirement #1). 

33.2 The state must revise its data mapping to ensure the activities reported as “other financial assistance” are clearly defined 
and meet the definition of the element found at 45 CFR 1356.83(g)(33). 

36. Foster care status—outcomes findings to address: Rating: 3 

36.1 The state should develop a quality assurance process to ensure the developed code is reporting “foster care status- 
outcomes” correctly for youth who participate in the NYTD survey. 

42. Public financial assistance findings to address: Rating: 3 

42.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 



NYTD Review Final Report – New York, Issued April 17, 2018 Page 63 

43. Public food assistance findings to address: Rating: 3 

43.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

44. Public housing assistance findings to address: Rating: 3 

44.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

52. Children findings to address: Rating: 3 

52.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

53. Marriage at child's birth findings to address: Rating: 3 

53.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

54. Medicaid findings to address: Rating: 3 

54.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

55. Other health insurance coverage findings to address: Rating: 3 

55.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

56. Health insurance type: Medical findings to address: Rating: 3 

56.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 
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57. Health insurance type: Mental health findings to address: Rating: 3 

57.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 

58. Health insurance type: Prescription drugs findings to address: Rating: 3 

58.1 The state should monitor their quality assurance process and improvements to the survey instruments to ensure the actions 
address logical inconsistencies in survey responses. 
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