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Executive Summary

Authority
The Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-351) (Fostering Connections Act), and the Safeguarding Child Support Information Final Rule[footnoteRef:1] from the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) codifies the availability of additional resources  to promote the safety, permanency, and well-being of families.  Under section 471(a)(29) of the Social Security Act (the Act), state child welfare agencies must exercise due diligence to identify and notify all adult relatives of a child who was removed from the custody of his or her parents within 30 days of the removal, subject to exceptions due to family violence.  The Fostering Connections Act also expanded OCSE’s authority to share data with state child welfare agencies for child welfare purposes (section 453(j)(3) of the Act).  In 2010, OCSE issued revised regulations regarding the State Parent Locator Service (SPLS) and the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) that authorized state child support agencies to share certain information about parents and relatives of a child involved in a child welfare case with state child welfare agencies (45 CFR 302.35(d) and 303.70).    [1:  75 FR 81894.] 


Pilot Overview
In the spring of 2013, child support staff from Indiana and Washington approached OCSE with a request to grant child welfare staff access to the FPLS State Services Portal (SSP).  The two states reported that child welfare staff recently contacted child support staff to request FPLS information.[footnoteRef:2]  The states asked if it was feasible to provide child welfare staff with direct access to FPLS information.  Such access would allow for the direct submission of queries by child welfare staff to the FPLS as an aid in finding family placements for children as well as reduce the burden on child support staff of fielding child welfare queries for FPLS information.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  See the Information Memorandum jointly issued by the Children’s Bureau (ACYF-CB-IM-12-06) and the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE-IM-12-02) for more information on locate services and referrals.   ]  [3:  The FPLS includes two databases; the National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) (a central repository of employment, unemployment insurance, and wage data from State Directories of New Hires, State Workforce Agencies, and Federal Agencies), and the Federal Case Registry (FCR) (a national database of child support cases that includes information on individuals involved in those cases). Additionally, the FPLS has access to external locate sources such as the Social Security Administration (SSA), Veterans Affairs (DVA), the Department of Defense (DOD), and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).] 


As a result of this request, in the fall of 2013 OCSE and the Children’s Bureau (CB) conducted a pilot providing child welfare staff with direct SSP access.  CB and OCSE invited nine states to participate in the pilot: Alabama, Arizona, California, the District of Columbia, Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts, Oklahoma, and Texas.  OCSE developed a SSP module for child welfare use, offered training and distributed a user manual, provided technical support for set-up and access, coordinated the signing of Memoranda of Understanding for each jurisdiction, and made help desk support available for the duration of the 60 day pilot.  CB and OCSE worked together and reached out to assist state child welfare and child support agencies, along with their information technology (IT) staff, in preparing for the pilot.  CB designed a pilot evaluation instrument.       

The pilot ran from October 1st – November 30th, 2013.  Child welfare staff from six jurisdictions – Alabama, Arizona, the District of Columbia, Indiana, Iowa and Texas – accessed the SSP during this time.  However, due to communication issues, Iowa staff had access to the SSP for only 30 days.  DC’s child welfare staff did not receive access until November 22nd and submitted requests only on one day in the final week of the pilot.  Three states – California, Massachusetts, and Oklahoma – withdrew from the pilot due to logistical and technical issues (see p.7). 

During the pilot OCSE monitored access and compiled usage statistics.  At the conclusion of the pilot CB conducted an evaluation to gather feedback, identify issues, and solicit recommendations for improvement.  Interviews with participating states focused on their experiences with the portal while interviews with non-participants focused on barriers to their participation.   

Pilot Recommendations:
Based on the evaluation, we judge the pilot a success and recommend that SSP access be offered to child welfare agencies nationwide as an option for accessing FPLS information to locate parents, relatives, and youth for the National Youth in Transition Database (NYTD) survey.  The information was judged valuable by the majority of users in most states.  

However, a number of factors will influence SSP usage by child welfare agencies including:
· Fee structure.  All states use other means for collecting client information including commercial products, other government databases, social media, and Internet search engines.[footnoteRef:4]  Child welfare agencies will compare the costs of these services to the SSP fees when deciding which services to use. [4:  For a complete listing of information resources used by participating states, please see each state’s response in Appendix B: Question #6.] 

· Response time.  Many child welfare activities, such as conducting child abuse and neglect investigations and child placements, require quick action by caseworkers.  Workers cited the real-time response of current data sources as a key advantage over the SSP.  Receiving FPLS information as quickly as possible is critical for them to work more effectively.
· Ease of use.  Convenient, easy-to-use services and features will allow workers to effortlessly access information needed for managing cases.  All interviewees noted that the standard SSP notification that results were available did not specify which query had results.  If users had submitted multiple queries, they had to search each one to determine which had results.  Note: User suggestions for improving the notification process are listed in the next section.

Finally, sufficient time, an understanding of the roles and responsibilities of all partners assisting in setting up and administering SSP access, and clear communication is critical to success.  If the pilot goes nationwide, we recommend that ACF continue the practice of facilitating conference calls with all state partners (child welfare program staff, child support program staff, and IT support staff from both agencies).  These calls, which were conducted with each pilot jurisdiction, are essential.  We recommend that the calls include a clear explanation of the benefits of the FPLS data to child welfare, the reduced workload of child support staff, and detailed discussion of partner roles, responsibilities, and expectations.  Follow-up calls with all parties during set-up and during the early stages of SSP usage will help to keep the project on track and address any issues.

Further recommendations made by all nine participating and non-participating states are found in the next section.

Evaluation Process and Results

Evaluation Process
CB drafted and OCSE reviewed an FPLS SSP evaluation instrument.  The team shared the instrument with all nine jurisdictions.  Please see Appendix A for the instrument.  The instrument collected data from three sources:
1. OCSE collected SSP usage statistics.  These statistics are summarized in the table on page 4.
2. The team asked states to collect some aggregate information and background information prior to the planned interviews.  Please see Appendix B for these responses.  Indiana also provided written responses to the interview questions.  These are also included in Appendix B.
3. The team drafted questions to ask participants during a post-pilot conference call with each state.  The interview results for the six participating jurisdictions, including recommendations, are found under the Participant Interviews heading.

Participant Interviews
CB conducted separate conference calls with each of the six participating state child welfare agencies: Alabama, Arizona, the District of Columbia, Indiana, Iowa, and Texas.  At least two staff members from each state participated.  Participants included SSP users and those who managed or supported them such as direct service workers, both child welfare and child support managers, administrators, policy staff, and technical staff.

Individual states granted SSP access according to their practice models.  In jurisdictions with a unit assigned to search for clients on behalf of the entire agency (Arizona, DC, and Texas), this unit was granted access and fielded requests, submitted queries, and returned results to child welfare staff.  In others, select social workers were granted access.  For example, Indiana gave access only to child welfare investigators.  Finally some jurisdictions decided to grant access only to a unit’s manager.  This manager would gather and submit all queries and funnel responses to the requesting worker.  The six participating state child welfare agencies implemented the SSP pilot as follows:

· Alabama – Four counties;
· Arizona – Two cities (Phoenix and Bullhead City); all searches done by the family locate team;
· District of Columbia – Entire jurisdiction; all searches done by the Diligent Search Unit;
· Indiana – Implemented in all 18 regions but only by a selected 18 investigators;
· Iowa – Two rural and two urban geographical areas;
· Texas – Entire state, which is served by the state office Program Support Finders Team.

Iowa had access to the SSP for about 30 days due to the state’s erroneous distribution of the test URL rather than the production URL.  The state distributed the production URL upon discovery of the error.  However, the state reports that it appears users had been discouraged by the lack of access for 30 days and hence did not use the service extensively during the remaining period of the pilot.

As noted above, the DC child welfare agency had very limited SSP access.  This was due to a misunderstanding by the District child support staff who did not realize the pilot was limited to 60 days and consequently did not give high priority to assisting the Diligent Search Unit with SSP access.  When child support realized this near the end of the pilot, they moved quickly to provide SSP access.  CB conducted an on-site visit to the participating DC office on November 26th to meet face-to-face with the supervisor of and a worker from the Diligent Search Unit to learn directly about their processes and determine if the Pilot Evaluation instrument needed modification prior to conducting the conference calls; the instrument was not modified as a result.

The following table summarizes SSP usage by state:

	State
	FCR
	Locates

	
	Users
	Queries
	Matches & Unique Persons[footnoteRef:5] [5:  This column shows totals for successful FCR queries using an SSN.  Matches and unique persons returned totals are equal as one unique person is returned for successful FCR matches.] 

	Users
	Queries
	Matches
	Unique Persons[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Locate unique persons totals may be lower than matches since information on the same person may have been returned from different locate sources. ] 


	AL
	2
	0
	0
	4
	1
	1
	1

	AZ
	6
	401
	205
	6
	543
	449
	221

	DC
	2
	8
	8
	3
	3
	0
	0

	IA
	6
	13
	6
	6
	14
	17
	3

	IN
	19
	129
	68
	20
	1,082
	907
	394

	TX
	11
	8
	5
	13
	154
	179
	85

	Totals
	46
	559
	292
	52
	1,797
	1,553
	704



Jurisdictions used the SSP to locate parents and relatives for placement or case planning services, to initiate termination of parental rights, to issue court summons for Child in Need of Services (CHINS), to identify potential adoptive homes, for guardianship, to find runaway youth, or to gather information during the investigation phase of a child welfare case.  Courts in Arizona required its use as part of due diligence.  Please see submitted answers in Appendix B: Question 4 for further details.   

Some jurisdictions cited the employment information as particularly valuable as it was not available from other sources.  Others appreciated the New Hire information.  Indiana found the search of prison records particularly helpful as workers currently only have access to prison records within the state.

Workers compared FPLS information to other sources for cross-verification.  Worker assessment of FPLS data quality varied; some reported it was current and reliable while others indicated it could be out-of date.  In general, workers want as many reliable sources of information as possible and viewed SSP as another useful tool, but not to the exclusion of other sources.

A number of jurisdictions noted that FPLS information would be useful for locating youth for information collection as part of NYTD.  However, the SSP fee structure will be a factor here as well; jurisdictions will decide by comparing potential NYTD penalties to SSP usage fees.

The six participating states that used the SSP during the pilot period made the following recommendations:
· The notification that results are ready should assist the user in locating those results in the SSP.  Users would submit multiple queries over multiple days.  The notification provided no guidance as to which query had returned a result, so users had to re-enter information on each person to locate the results.  States understood that the notification could not supply personal identifying information (PII).  However they had suggestions for improving the notification and shortening the time to retrieve results:
· Report the date/time the user submitted the query and add a date/time criteria to search results.  This will limit the number of searches users must do to find results.
· Report the last four digits of the SSN.  Since jurisdictions kept lists of submitted queries, this information would help them locate the results.
· Add a text field for users to enter, at their option, a code or other non PII to each query and include that text in the notification.  If the results listing could also include this text, then that would aid the workers in searching the results.
· Include PII in the notification and distribute notifications securely (such as via a new tab on the SSP to display detailed notification information).
· Include PII in the notification but require the viewing of notifications and results in a secure room.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The secure room solution would only work for jurisdictions which limit SSP access to a single unit housed in a central facility. ] 

· Remind users to adjust the junk filters on their inboxes so that responses are not routed to junk email. 
· Improve usability by allowing users to delete notifications/responses or bolding unread notifications/responses.  Workers felt the list would quickly become unwieldy without this ability.
· Faster response times would assist workers with time-sensitive tasks.  Investigators work on tight deadlines to interview family members and close investigations.  Social workers want to find stable placements for children as quickly as possible.  Immediate responses (as workers noted they receive from many of the other services they currently access) would support more rapid and effective service delivery to children and families.
· Alert users when all sources have been searched and no more results are forthcoming.  Workers noted that sometimes results of one query arrived over several days and they did not know when all results had been received.  
· Date-stamp information from each source so workers know if it is current.
· More query options would make it easier to request data, especially when only limited PII is available.  Workers were stymied if they did not have a date of birth or social security number.  A common work-around was to use another resource to get the PII needed for SSP searches.
· Add hands-on training.  Although workers found the training and manual useful, some noted that hands-on training would reinforce learning.
· Make refresher or on-going training available.  The delay for some states between training and pilot implementation made it difficult for workers to remember how SSP worked. 
· Add a module in training on how to read incoming results from various sources.  To integrate training and SSP usage, one state created a webpage with links to the training manual and sample responses as well as the SSP.  Workers liked finding everything in one place. 
· Creating new or strengthening existing bi-directional interfaces between the titles IV-D and IV-E automated systems would free up workers from both program areas from having to submit the queries.

Non-Participating States Interviews
As noted in the Executive Summary, three states were unable to participate in the pilot.  CB conducted conference calls with these states to learn why they did not participate and document suggestions for assisting states in avoiding such issues should OCSE offer SSP access to child welfare agencies nationwide.  

California, Massachusetts, and Oklahoma child welfare agencies all expressed interest in participating in the SSP pilot.  Staff members participated in training and the states initiated steps of the set-up process before opting out of the pilot.  States cited communication issues and the limited time allotted for pilot set-up as principal barriers.  These issues are related.  With additional time the communication issues would have been resolved and better communication would have reduced the needed set-up time.  Examples cited by the states and suggested recommendations follow:  

· Better educate child support agencies on the requirements and benefits of sharing information with child welfare agencies.  States must understand the need for child support agencies to share information with child welfare agencies and the benefits of sharing.  For example, state child support staff were unfamiliar with the state child welfare agency’s requirements to identify and notify relatives, which is key to winning child support endorsement of this effort.  The pilot also benefits child support agencies by freeing staff from serving as a conduit for child welfare requests for FPLS information.  ACF should encourage staff participating in SSP set-up to share these benefits with co-workers as it builds support for SSP.
· Collaboration between child support, child welfare and the state IT agencies is challenging because all groups need to learn each other’s language and point of view.  ACF can help agencies to recognize this challenge and encourage them to spend time understanding each other’s perspective, values, goals, and language. 
· States had trouble assigning the various roles and responsibilities of this collaborative effort.   Although states have to make these assignment decisions, ACF can lay out the steps and discuss the needed skills to help guide states in assigning roles and responsibilities.  Follow-up calls with all parties, including ACF, will help to advance the process.

In addition to the common concerns, each state faced challenges related to its circumstances:

· California staff reported that their commitment to participate waivered due to 1) needing more time to implement the pilot; 2) a concurrent effort in the state providing child welfare with FPLS access via the California Parent Locator Service was already underway; and 3) concerns about the difficulty of managing SSP access for the 20,000 of their child welfare information system users statewide.  The county-administered structure of California’s child welfare system, which is separate from the state’s child support services agency, added to this complexity. 
· Massachusetts did not have the infrastructure in place to set up the proxy server required to give child welfare access to the SSP and could not resolve this issue in time to meet the pilot schedule.  This problem is now resolved.   
· Oklahoma could not meet the MOU security requirements in time (by pilot start date) to participate in the pilot.  However, the state met the security requirements within days after the pilot start date.

Despite these barriers, all three state child welfare agencies expressed interest in using SSP if it were made available.

Conclusion and Next Steps
Because of the positive reaction to the SSP pilot and the requirements of the Fostering Connections Act, we recommend that SSP access be offered to child welfare agencies nationwide as an option for accessing FPLS information to locate parents, relatives of children involved with child welfare, and youth for the NYTD survey.  Based on input from the participating states, we also see this has an opportunity to strengthen or create robust bi-directional interfaces between the child support and child welfare automated systems to provide another potentially more effective and efficient method for child welfare workers to access FPLS information.  Finally, we encourage greater collaboration between child support and child welfare agencies, including agency’s IT department, to facilitate better and more efficient data exchanges that can lead to improved outcomes for children and families. 

To expedite nationwide SSP access for state child welfare agencies, OCSE designed a rollout plan and will provide a written description of the plan to child support and child welfare directors.  OCSE will schedule conference calls to introduce the SSP, which will provide an overview of FPLS data, the pilot results, required documentation, security requirements, portal access/connectivity, training, and fees.  This information will help all state child welfare agencies begin the process of accessing FPLS data through the SSP.




Appendix A

FPLS State Services Portal Pilot 
Evaluation Instrument


Data OCSE will collect:

OCSE will monitor the FPLS State Services Portal during the pilot and collect pilot usage data for the evaluation.  CB anticipates that OCSE can provide the following data:

· Number of FPLS State Services Portal pilot queries per state by date and time.
· Number of unique persons who access the FPLS State Service Portal by state.
· Number of matches returned from the FPLS State Services Portal pilot by state.
· Number of unique person records returned from the FPLS State Services Portal pilot by state. 
· Number of FPLS State Services Portal pilot queries per state per application by date and time.

Data pilot states will be asked to provide:

As a condition of participating in the FPLS State Services Portal pilot, CB will ask each state’s title IV-E agency to collect the following information during the pilot and provide it to CB at the pilot’s conclusion.  

CB will ask states to provide totals for questions 1 – 4.  These questions do not ask for any personal identifiers.  Questions 5 and 6 ask for information about other procedures and systems the states use to contact parents and relatives.  Question 7 asks for contact information for staff using the FPLS States Services Portal for follow-up interviews (the follow-up interviews are discussed in the next section). 

CB will not ask states to collect statistics related to access to and responses from the FPLS State Services Portal as OCSE will collect the information described under Data OCSE will collect above. 

1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries?

2. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  If so, how many were contacted? 

3. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1 or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2)?
 
4. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: 
· Finding foster care placements?
· Permanent homes?
· Locating parents to free children for adoption?
· Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)?
· Investigations?
· Other uses (please provide a description)?  
Note:  This question is for the reason(s) a child welfare worker used the FPLS State Services Portal for a query.  It is not a count of usage, successful placements or permanent homes.   Also, a child welfare worker may have several reasons for a query – in other words, the worker may have wanted to find candidates for foster care homes as well as permanent placements.  Therefore when summed, these numbers may exceed the total number of queries.

5. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,   
a. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information?
b. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  If yes, what data do you get?

6. Other than FPLS, what other procedures/systems/products/services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis. CLEAR from Westlaw, State Parent Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use?  What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services?

7. We would like to interview some staff who used the FPLS State Services Portal during the pilot.  Can you provide us with the names and contact information of several staff who were “heavy users” of the Portal?  (See the following section for questions CB proposes to ask during these interviews.)
 
Post-pilot evaluation interviews:

CB will select nine child welfare staff from at least five pilot states for the interviews.  These will be field staff who have used the FPLS State Services Portal during the pilot period.  CB will select the staff from the names provided in response to question #7 above. 

CB will conduct all interviews by phone except for two interviews with DC staff.  CB will travel to a DC child welfare office for these two interviews to directly observe staff portal access and use.

CB will ask all interviewees the following questions.  However, the interview format provides flexibility by allowing additional probes or follow-up questions which will enrich the FPLS State Services Portal Pilot Evaluation.

Interview questions for users:

General:
1. What is your role/responsibilities?

2. How often do you access the FPLS (e.g., for every child welfare case/most cases)?

3. What is your objective when accessing the FPLS?  Examples include finding a placement; locating a parent so that a child may be freed for adoption (TPR); finding family members to serve as a non-placement resource such as respite care, or participate in family team meetings, or provide family support leading to reunification.

Training:  
1. Did you take the webinar on accessing and using the Portal? 
Probe:  Did you understand how to use the Portal after the training?  Anything you would change about the training (including content, delivery method, timing – i.e. right before you used the Portal)?  Is the webinar available if you need to view it again?

2. Did you use the Portal User Manual? 
Probe:  Is the manual easy to use?  Can you find the information you need?

Using the Portal:
If conducting an in-person interview, request a demonstration.  However, the interviewee should not submit a query without a valid business reason (i.e., they should not submit a query only to demonstrate how it works).  If possible, request a virtual demonstration, using software such as Microsoft Live Meeting, from remote (conference-called) interviewees.

1. Was the Portal easy to use from the beginning or was there a learning curve?
Probe:  How did you get help (if you needed it) once you were using the Portal?

2. How long does it take you to submit a query?

3. Once you have submitted a query, how long does it take to get a response?  Did you get it quickly enough that it is useful?

4. How do you know when there is a match for a submitted query (e.g., an automated notification)?

5. How do you get the information back from submitted queries?  (e.g., does it come directly to your desk, does someone tell you it has arrived and you go get it, is it emailed to you)?

6. Do you find the information up-to-date and accurate – i.e., can you make contact with the person?

Other means of collecting parent/relative contact information:
· If you didn’t use the FPLS State Services Portal, would you still have access to the FPLS?
Probe: If yes, how would you access it (e.g., calling a child support contact, submitting a request through your computer system)?

· Do you use other services or methods to locate parents, relatives, or case participants (e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis, CLEAR from Westlaw, SPLS)?  Why do you use these other services?  Are they effective?  How would you compare these services to the FPLS State Services Portal?
  

Interview questions for supervisors and administrators:

1. What is your assessment of the pilot set-up process?  Do you have any suggestions for making the process easier for other states?

2. What is your assessment of the 60 day pilot process – how did you feel it went?

Note:  Before asking the next question, provide the state with information on fees so they can use that information to assess the value of the Portal and compare it to other services they may use.

3. What is your assessment of the value of the Portal and the information?  Is this a service you would continue to use?  Are there other services you prefer? 


Interview questions for technical staff:

1. What were the processes for setting up Portal access and granting user access?  

2. Did you have the support and guidance needed for this set-up?

3. Any technical issues during the 60 day pilot period?  If you needed assistance during this period, who did you contact?  Were the issues resolved?

4. Do you have any recommendations that would make Portal set-up and on-going maintenance easier?






Appendix B

State Responses to Written Evaluation Questions

Note: This appendix contains the responses as submitted by participating states.  Responses are bolded.  We adjusted formatting for consistency and readability.  We removed Question #7 and the associated responses; these responses were the names and contact information of state staff interview participants.  

ALABAMA

1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries?	0

1. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  If so, how many were contacted? 	N/A 

1. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1 or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2)?		0
 
1. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: 
· Finding foster care placements?	1
· Permanent homes?			1
· Locating parents to free children for adoption?	1
· Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)?	1
· Investigations?	1
· Other uses (please provide a description)? 	One child welfare worker in one county reports that they attempted to use the system for a general query. They were unable to find any information helpful to the case.

1. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,   
12. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information? No
12. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  If yes, what data do you get? 
Yes.  County staff have close working relationships between their child welfare and child support units.  Any time a child is placed in foster care, our staff complete the necessary information packet to provide to child support to seek out possible legal fathers for that child or to begin obtaining child support for the child while they are in custody.  The open communication line between these units can be very effective.  Child support has even assisted counties in some cases when they reach the point of TPR to continue to help us locate possible absent parents through their system and contacts.

1. Other than FPLS, what procedures/systems/products/services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis, CLEAR from Westlaw, State Parent Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use?  What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services? 
DMV, SSN, some utility company websites, jail websites, putative father registry, food stamp data base, child support data base. Unsure of the cost.  Some of these are free and supported through a simple web search.






ARIZONA

1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries? 82

2. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons? If so, how many were contacted?  0

3. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1 or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2)?  4

4. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: ( Note: Due to data limitations, an alternative response will be provided for this inquiry. Arizona's reply will address the question i.e. ''for how many children did the child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities'').

a. Finding foster care placements?  (Note: Foster Care includes Congregate Care) 4
b. Permanent homes? 1 The searches for this category were conducted for situations in which the child had a case plan goal of adoption by a relative
c. Locating parents to free children for adoption? 57 The searches for this category were conducted for situations in which a severance court hearing was scheduled.
d. Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)? 1
e. Investigations? 96
f. Other uses (please provide a description)? 192  Searches for absent parents and guardians in order to facilitate service of process for dependency and guardianship hearings.

5. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,
a. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information? No
b. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system? If yes, what data do you get?
Yes; manual access has been provided to certain/ limited screens  within the Arizona IV-D system.  This includes HPP (Hospital Based Paternity}, and certain demographic screens (i.e. NCDE- the Non-custodial parent demographic information and CPDE the Custodial Parent demographic information).
In addition, we receive automated data on IV-D child support payments for IV­ E children we refer from our child welfare agency to child support.

6. Other than FPLS, what procedures/ systems/ products/ services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis. CLEAR from Westlaw, State Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use? What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services?
The Arizona IV-E Agency has worked diligently to enhance their internal locate tools in order to conduct extensive and documented searches for absent parents, guardians, and relatives in order to facilitate service of process and possible placement resources. No cost is associated with the majority of the tools, with the exception of Accurint. The monthly fee of this product is $155 per user.
An outline of the sites and technology currently utilized is provided below:
CHILDS: Children's Information Library and Data Source. CHILDS is a repository of all report of child abuse and neglect and related records. It is the Arizona Division of Children, Youth and Families' automated child welfare record keeping system. The locator searches CHILDS for any information relating to the whereabouts of the subject.  Including but not limited to addresses, telephone numbers, employment, relatives, and/or associates.

ATLAS: Arizona Tracking and Locate Automated System  (IV-DJ.  ATLAS handles child support cases from initial set-up to financial reporting.  The locator searches ATLAS for any information that will assist in locating the subject.

AZTECS: Arizona Technical Eligibility Computer System (IV-A). AZTECS is the computerized system used by the Arizona Family Assistance Administration to determine eligibility for various public assistance programs. The locator searches for addresses connected to the subject in SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program}, Cash Assistance, and Medicaid cases.

Locator Phone Calls: The locator calls all phone numbers found if believed to be linked to the subject for which we are searching. When contacting people, the locator asks for knowledge of subject, knowledge of subject's whereabouts, last known possible employers, relatives, friends, and/or associates.

Federal Bureau of Prisons Inmate Locator, Department of Corrections, and County Jails: The locator searches all prisons and jails within the state of Arizona, all federal prisons and all applicable out of state prisons and jails. County jail search includes Maricopa, Pima, Pinal, Yavapai, Apache, Yuma, Mohave, Coconino, Navajo, La Paz, and Cochise County Jail Systems as determined from subject residence history.

Parole & Probation/Supervised Release: The locator requests information on subject's current address as applicable.

Su preme Court Public Access: The locator searches for information about court cases from available courts in Arizona, including detailed case information, the parties in the case, and their address of record. Courts include Superior, Municipal and Justice Courts.

Last Known Employer: The locator searches for a possible lead on the current employer by determining if the subject informed the last known employer of such information.  This information is typically obtained from the Arizona
Unemployment Insurance Benefit Program (UIB) or the Unemployment Insurance Tax Program (UIT)

GUIDE (EGO11: The locator searches for work history information, wages, unemployment history, and work address (UIB or UIT)

AZ MVD: The locator searches for an Arizona driver's license and vehicle registration information.

AZ Hospital Paternity Screens (HPP/: The locator searches for information  on subject's name, address, phone number, and  social  security  number provided to the hospital paternity program.

Social Networking Profile/Internet: The locator searches for leads in identifying and locating subjects.  Search engines include, but are not limited to Facebook, Google and Switchboard.

Accurint: The locator searches national social security number trace for current and previous addresses. The search provides most currently reported addresses for individuals with the same last name as the subject and who have shared an address with the subject in the past. Search also provides possible neighbor listings including residential and business address and phone numbers as well as possible "Geographic Relatives" (people with the same last name as the subject who live in the same geographic area as the subject). Search verifies deceased status. Some of the searches include but are not limited to advanced person search, real time phone search, property assessment search.  The monthly fee is $155 per user.

ICE: The locator searches for information from the US Immigration  and Customs Enforcement (ICE) intake, release, and deportation records for all personnel  processed .

Foreign Consulate: The locator contacts the appropriate Consulate office to determine if any record of subject is available.

Interpol Washington: The locator contacts the Interpol Agency to determine if any record of subject is on file in the International Travel Database.

Other Public Internet sites: The locator will use sites such as, but not limited to Social Security Death Index, US Obituaries, County Assessor's Offices, Arizona Registered Sex Offender and local newspapers.

In their entirety, the resources referenced above are extremely useful. Continued access to FPLS information would be of great benefit as a supplement to our current locate arsenal, especially for subjects that are discovered to be out of state.  We have found the New Hire information to be the most useful allowing us to locate and obtain information on subjects who reside outside of the State of Arizona.


 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries?     3

2. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  If so, how many were contacted?  Answer: This was a restricted field and we were unable to access this information.

3. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1) or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2) )?  Answer: DC only had 3 days to use the system and it was not used in this capacity during that timeframe so we are unable to comment.
 
4. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: 
· Finding foster care placements? 0
· Permanent homes?0
· Locating parents to free children for adoption? 0
· Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)? 0
· Investigations?  6
· Other uses (please provide a description)?   

5. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,   
a. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information?
Answer: No, currently working with Child Support on this issue.

b. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  If yes, what data do you get?  Answer:  No.

6. Other than FPLS, what procedures/systems/products/services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis,  CLEAR from Westlaw, State Parent Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use?  Answer: Accurint.  What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services? Answer: $ 139.00 per person.

 



INDIANA
Note: Indiana submitted written answers to the post-pilot evaluation interview questions.  We included those responses.

FPLS EVALUATION
1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries? 52

2. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  If so, how many were contacted? 19

3. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1) or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2) )? 
We do not know how many placements were actually made because we do not receive that information. The Investigators used the portal for 1256 investigations plus 63 searches for Others/Fathers/Mothers/Parent Locator requests 63, making a total of 1319 portal searches.

4. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: 
· Finding foster care placements?
· Permanent homes?
· Locating parents to free children for adoption?
· Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)?
· Investigations?
· Other uses (please provide a description)?  
We do not know what the referral is for when we receive it.  The only way we would know what it will be used for is if it comes as a YCP (Youth Connections Program) or Round table, or specific request.

5. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,   
a. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information?
No
b. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  If yes, what data do you get?
Yes (sanction and collection data), but not address or locate data.  DCS Investigators do not get any direct information from the Child Support Division. The Family Case Managers do request information, if needed.

6. Other than FPLS, what procedures/systems/products/services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis,  CLEAR from Westlaw, State Parent Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use?  What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services?
Accurint-We receive a weekly usage report, however, we are not the only ones using it so do not know the cost for us. We also use Indiana Department of Corrections, Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles, the Federal Department of Prisons, Indiana Offender Data Bases, Indiana Sex Offender Registry, Federal Sex Offender Registry, and any other data bases that we can find. There is no cost to using any of these for our purposes.

Post-pilot evaluation interview questions:

General:
1. What is your role/responsibilities?
 Role: Regional Parent Locator and Investigator. 
	
Responsibilities: 
· Accept and receive referrals from designated staff of Indiana Department of Child Services to locate individuals deemed imperative to a child’s welfare, safety and permanency. 
· Assist DCS Staff with the execution and service of legal documents relative to Court hearings supportive child welfare, safety and permanency.
· Assist DCS Foster Care Support Staff by researching various web based data bases and Law Enforcement Agency to ensure lack of criminal history of prospective Foster Parents and/or potential relatives seeking placement of children with whom Indiana Department of Child Services maintains adjudicated care and control. 

2. How often do you access the FPLS (e.g., for every child welfare case/most cases)?
· During the FPLS Pilot Period, Indiana Child Department of Child Services Investigators accessed the FPLS 1319 times. This was done for locate referrals from other DCS staff during that period, not all cases.
  
3. What is your objective when accessing the FPLS?  Examples include finding a placement; locating a parent so that a child may be freed for adoption (TPR); finding family members to serve as a non-placement resource such as respite care, or provide family support leading to reunification.
· Indiana DCS Investigators accessed the FPLS for purposes of finding a potential placement; locating a parent so that a child may be freed for adoption (TPR – Termination of Parental Rights); finding family members to serve as a non-placement resource such as respite care, or provide family support leading to reunification, locating non-custodial parents and other relatives to inform them of Indiana Department of Child of Services involvement with a respective child. 

Training:  
1. Did you take the webinar on accessing and using the Portal?  Yes
Probe:  Did you understand how to use the Portal after the training? Yes
  Anything you would change about the training (including content, delivery method, timing – i.e. right before you used the Portal)?  No  
Is the webinar available if you need to view it again? Yes

2. Did you use the Portal User Manual? Yes
Probe:  Is the manual easy to use?  Yes Can you find the information you need? Yes

Using the Portal:
1. Was the Portal easy to use from the beginning or was there a learning curve? A learning curve.

2. How long does it take you to submit a query? Less than one minute

3. Once you have submitted a query, how long does it take to get a response? 24 to 72 Hours Did you get it quickly enough that it is useful? Yes

4. How do you know when there is a match for a submitted query (e.g., an automated notification)? Automated Notification

5. How do you get the information back from submitted queries?  (e.g., does it come directly to your desk, does someone tell you it has arrived and you go get it, is it emailed to you)? Directly to the DCS Investigator (receive an email and access the response in the portal)

6. Do you find the information up-to-date and accurate – i.e., can you make contact with the person? Yes.  (In some instances the information is verified through other sources. The investigator provides the information to the case manager and would only learn that the information was invalid if the case manager requested locate again for that same person)

Other means of collecting parent/relative contact information:
1. If you didn’t use the FPLS State Services Portal, would you still have access to the FPLS? No  
Probe: If yes, how would you access it (e.g., calling a child support contact, submitting a request through your computer system)? 

2. Do you use other services or methods to locate parents, relatives, or case participants (e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis, CLEAR from Westlaw, SPLS)?  ACCURINT From Lexis Nexis. Why do you use these other services? Collaborative and Confirmatory response.  Are they effective? Yes 

How would you compare these services to the FPLS State Services Portal? Effective and Supportive. 



IOWA

1. How many persons did your staff directly contacting using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries?  1
1. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  No  If so, how many were contacted?  NA
1. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information?  0
1. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities:
3. Finding foster care placements – 0
3. Finding permanent homes – 0
3. Locating parents to free children for adoption – 1
3. Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support) – 0
3. Conducting investigations – 3
3. Other uses (please provide a description) – 1 (located parent for placement option and paternity testing)
1. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal:
4. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information?  We do have an automated interface with our child support system to make a referral to child support when a child goes into foster care.  
4. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  Yes  If yes, what data do you get?  Child support case number, names of parents associated with the case, address information for these parents  
1. Other than FPLS, what procedures/systems/products/services does your state use to locate parents or relatives?  Staff may utilize the custodial parent and relatives to locate the other parent or other relatives.  Staff may utilize Internet search engines, state and federal prison websites, etc.  Current protocol is for staff to submit a request to State parent locator service (SPLS) child support staff to utilize SPLS and if necessary, FPLS.  Please note that Iowa only has one child support staff to process requests for the entire state.  



TEXAS

1. How many persons did your staff directly contact using information provided by FPLS State Services Portal queries?
None.  FINDRS does not perform this function in the locate process.  

2. Did persons directly contacted provide contact information for other persons?  If so, how many were contacted? 
N/A - see response to question #1. 

3. How many foster care placements did your state make (or anticipate making) as a result of FPLS State Services Portal information (this could be either a direct FPLS contact as in 1) or a contact provided by an FPLS contact as in 2)?
Unknown  - see response to question #1 above. 
 
4. How many times did child welfare staff use the FPLS State Services Portal in support of each of the following activities: 
· Finding foster care placements?
· Permanent homes?
· Locating parents to free children for adoption?
· Building a family network to support a child (by providing respite care, other support)?
· Investigations?
· Other uses (please provide a description)?  
FINDRS (Family Inquiry Network/Database Research System) serves as the primary point of contact for staff attempting to locate persons that CPS Program staff are unable to find.  Upon completion of the search, pertinent information is provided to the CPS staff, who can use it to take any further action as appropriate.  The FPLS State Services Portal was used to support all of the functions described in the first five bullets and encompasses all the uses/reasons that FINDRS utilized the FPLS State Services Portal.    

5. In addition to the FPLS State Services Portal,   

a. Does your child welfare information system have an automated interface with your child support information system to submit a request for FPLS information?
FINDRS does not have an automated interface with the child support information system to submit a request directly for FPLS information.  Current processes require a hard copy form to be completed by the DFPS worker and the completed form must then be submitted to FINDRS.  FINDRS then logs the request and emails the scanned form to the Office of the Attorney General Child Support Division (OAG) for processing.  Results are returned to FINDRS where they are logged and then forwarded to the DFPS worker. 
b. Does your child welfare information system receive any information from your child support information system?  If yes, what data do you get?
FINDRS has view access to the OAG Child Support System through a portal.  A user profile for FINDRS staff is assigned that allows the staff to view certain screens that may contain locate such as parties involved on a case, address, phone number, employment and paternity information (birth certificate and acknowledgement of paternity) as well as court ordered child support information.  

6. Other than FPLS, what procedures/systems/products/services to locate parents or relatives, e.g., Accurint from LexisNexis, CLEAR from Westlaw, State Parent Locator Service (SPLS), does your state use?  What is the cost, if any, for these other procedures/systems/products/services?
The FINDRS Team is the sole unit dedicated to providing locate services to CPS.  Requests are submitted on approved forms to a specific mailbox where they are logged on the Filemaker database & distributed to FINDRS investigators.  Once the request is processed by an investigator on the team, results are returned to the requestor for review and action.  The following databases are utilized by FINDRS.  
Filemaker Pro
Accurint from LexisNexis
CLEAR from Westlaw
State Parent Locator Service
Texas Dept. of Criminal Justice
Texas Dept. of Public Safety Sex Offender Registry
National Sex Offender Registry
Texas Dept. of Public Safety Criminal Records
Bureau of Prisons
Vinelink
Office of the Attorney General Child Support Database (TXCSES)
Department of Defense - Service Members Site
Facebook
Databroker
Publicdata.com
TIERS (Texas HHSC eligibility database)
FINDRS also utilizes other free online resources such as White Pages and 411.com
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