
State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller
Division of Management Audit

H. Carl McCall

Comptroller

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

ADOPTION SUBSIDY PROGRAM

REPORT 96-S-2



State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

In an effort to reduce the costs of printing, if you wish your name to be deleted from our mailing list or if
your address has changed, contact Raymond W. Cecot at (518) 474-3271 or at the Office of the State

Comptroller, Alfred E. Smith State Office Building, 13th Floor, Albany, NY 12236.

Division of Management Audit

Report 96-S-2

Mr. Brian J. Wing
Acting Commissioner
Department of Social Services
40 North Pearl Street
Albany, NY  12243

Dear Mr. Wing:

The following is our  report on selected aspects of the New York State
Department of Social Services Adoption Subsidy Program.

This audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller's authority as set
forth in Section 1, Article V of the State Constitution and Section 8, Article
2 of the State Finance Law.  We list major contributors to this report in
Appendix A.

February 4, 1997



Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Department Of Social Services
Adoption Subsidy Program

The Department of Social Services (Department) supervises New York State's
child welfare system, which includes the Adoption Subsidy Program
(Program).  The purpose of the Program is to find and maintain stable and
permanent alternative homes for hard-to-place and handicapped foster
children who have a goal of adoption. The Program encourages  adoption of
these children by paying adoptive parents part of the children’s continuing
costs for their special needs.  Department procedures in fiscal 1995-96 set the
subsidies to range between $295 and $1,332 per month, per child.  As of
December 31, 1995, the adoptive parents of 25,144 children were receiving
adoption subsidies in New York.   The total budget for the Program for fiscal
year 1996-97 is $200 million.

Our audit addressed the following question relating to the Program for the
period April 1, 1994 through June 30, 1996:

! Have the  Department and the districts done an effective job in
ensuring the Program meets its goals?

The Department needs to increase and improve its monitoring of district
operations to ensure districts comply with Program requirements.  We found
that districts do not comply with Department procedures relating to the
screening process for prospective adoptive parents.  In addition, adequate
controls are not in place to ensure the adoptive parents remain eligible for the
subsidies they receive.  We also found that under current practices, potential
adoptive parents throughout the State are not made aware of all children in
need of adoption, and districts are not considering all potentially available
adoptive families when recruiting to place eligible children.

Districts are required to perform a home study of prospective  adoptive
parents to ensure the parents can provide a stable environment that supports
all aspects of a child’s development.  However, in our test of 100 adoptions
at three districts, we found many instances of noncompliance with Department
requirements.  Two home studies did not contain a statement why the
applicant was determined appropriate and acceptable even though he/she had
committed a crime.   (See pp. 5-7)

Department procedures require districts to document annually that the
adoptive parents continue to be legally responsible for the child’s support, and
that the child is, in fact, still in receipt of financial support from the parents.
However, Department procedures do not define what constitutes legal
responsibility, the minimal amount of financial support necessary to continue
eligibility for the subsidy, or the steps districts should take to verify adoptive
parents meet these conditions.  Of the 62 adoption cases we reviewed that had
been finalized for more than one year, 34 had no available documentation that
the parents continued to be eligible for the subsidies.  In addition, we



Comments of
Department
Officials

identified 19 instances where the Department may have continued to pay
subsidies after adoptive children had died.  (See pp. 7-9)

If an adoptive home has not been located for a child within the prescribed
parameters, Department procedures require that the child be photographed
and listed in a publication known as the Blue Book, which is a major tool for
alerting prospective adoptive parents of the availability of children who seek
adoption.  We found numerous problems relating to the maintenance of the
Blue Book.  For example, children must first be registered with the Depart-
ment to be photo-listed in the Blue Book.  However, procedures are not in
place to ensure that the districts register all eligible children.  For a six-month
period, Department records indicate that on average districts statewide did not
register 1,333 children available for adoption.  This represents about one
quarter of the children statewide with court approval for adoption during this
period.  (See pp. 11-12)

We found other major weaknesses in the maintenance of the Blue Book.  As
of February 28, 1996, the Blue Book contained 1,540 children.  However,
521 of these children were not available for adoption for various reasons.
According to Department reports, an additional 1,024 children were not listed
in the Blue Book even though they were registered with the Department; there
was no apparent reason for them not to be listed.  Department reports also
show 2,002 children had their Blue Book listing delayed at the districts’
requests for 10 months on average, up to a maximum of 61 months.
Pursuant to Department procedures, such delays should not last longer than
six months.  (See pp. 12-12)

Department procedures also require districts to register prospective adoptive
parents who express an interest in adopting a handicapped or hard-to-place
child.   The registry, known as the Prospective Adoptive Parent Registry
(PAPR), is meant to serve as a statewide resource that enables all districts to
identify prospective adoptive parents for special needs children awaiting
adoption.  However, of  the 49 districts that responded to our survey, 21
indicated they did not use PAPR.  Thus, the districts are not aware of all
potentially eligible adoptive parents statewide who may be suitable for
children in their district.  (See pp. 13-14)

We have included 12 recommendations in the body of this report that address
the concerns we identified during this audit.

Department officials agreed with 11 of the recommendations contained in this
report and indicated that they have taken steps to implement them. Depart-
ment officials disagreed with our recommendation that the Department contact
the Federal government to define what constitutes the minimal amount of
financial support deemed to constitute an adoptive parent’s legal responsibility
for a child’s support.
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Background

Introduction

The Department of Social Services (Department) supervises New York State's
child welfare system, which includes the Adoption Subsidy Program
(Program).  The State mandates that every child is entitled to a caring,
permanent family environment which supports all aspects of a child’s
development.  Since the 1980s, a growing number of  infants have been born
HIV positive or addicted to drugs and placed in long-term foster  care.  Also,
many older, emotionally disturbed or physically  handicapped children remain
in foster care until the age of 21.  The purpose of the Program is to find and
maintain stable and permanent alternative homes for hard-to-place and
handicapped foster children who have a goal of adoption. The Program
encourages  adoption of these children by paying  part of the continuing costs
for their special needs.  Section 453 of the State Social Services Law provides
for subsidy payments to adoptive parents of handicapped or hard-to-place
children until their 21st birthday.  Department procedures in fiscal 1995-96
set the subsidies to range between $295 and $1,332 per month, per child.

The Department's Division of Family and Children Services oversees the
activities of the 58 local social services districts (districts), which carry out the
Program.  In addition, the Department’s five regional offices provide technical
assistance to the districts in implementing all Department programs.  As of
December 31, 1995, the adoptive parents of 25,144 children were receiving
adoption subsidies in New York.  The total budget for the Program for fiscal
year 1996-97 is $200 million.

In 1982, Title IV-E of the Social Security Act made Federal funding available
to subsidize “special needs” adoptions.  Under Title IV-E, reimbursement is
50 percent Federal, 37.5 percent State, and 12.5 percent local.  About 80
percent of the State’s adoption subsidy caseload falls into the special needs
category. The remaining 20 percent of the caseload is funded 75 percent by
the State and 25 percent by localities because the State’s definition of “special
needs” is broader than that of Title IV-E.
 
A  handicapped child is defined as one who possesses a specific physical,
mental, or emotional condition or disability.  A hard-to-place child is one who
has not been placed for adoption within six months from the time the child’s
natural parental rights are terminated (i.e., free for adoption); has not been
placed for adoption for six months after termination of a previous adoption
placement; or who possesses or presents any personal or familial attribute,
condition, problem or characteristic which,  according to Department
regulations, would constitute an impediment to adoption.
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Audit Scope,
Objective and
Methodology

According to Department regulation (NYCRR 424.2), every person who
applies to adopt a handicapped or hard-to-place child shall have his/her name,
address and additional pertinent information contained in a Departmentally
approved application form entered into the adoptive parent registry at the time
the signed application form is submitted to the registered agency.  Once
prospective adoptive parents have been identified, districts must evaluate
whether they can provide a stable environment that supports all aspects of a
child’s  development.  To accomplish this objective, districts conduct an
adoption study process (home study) for each adoptive parent.  NYCRR
421.15 through 421.16 specify the procedures districts must follow when
conducting a home study.

State regulations require each social services district to inform the public by
television, radio, and newspapers of the availability of adoption subsidy
payments for handicapped and hard-to-place children.  This is usually done
as part of  the district's total efforts to inform the public of the need for
adoptive parents.  

In addition, each foster child who has been in care more than three months,
and becomes legally free for adoption, must be registered with the Depart-
ment  within 10 days of being freed for adoption.  If adoptive homes have not
been located for these children, they are photographed  and listed in  a
publication entitled New York State's Waiting Children or "Blue Book."

The objective of our performance audit was to evaluate selected aspects of
the Adoption Subsidy Program for the period April 1, 1994 through June 30,
1996.  Our audit focused on the Department's and the districts' ability to
ensure that the Program is meeting its goals. Specifically, we evaluated the
Department’s efforts to facilitate the adoption of hard-to-place and handi-
capped children and once placed, to monitor the appropriateness of the
subsidies paid.  To accomplish our objective, we reviewed Department and
Federal procedures and regulations, interviewed responsible Department
managers, analyzed program statistics and examined case records in the New
York City, Onondaga and Westchester districts.  We also sent a questionnaire
to each district to obtain an understanding of selected program procedures.
Forty-nine of the districts responded to our questionnaire and nine did not
(See Exhibit A).
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Response of
Department
Officials to Audit

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our
audit to adequately assess those operations of the Department which are
included within the audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we
understand the Department’s internal control structure and compliance with
those laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to the operations which are
included in our audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis,
evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting and operating
records and applying such other auditing procedures as we consider necessary
in the circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates,
judgments and decisions made by management.  We believe that our audit
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and recommenda-
tions.

We use a risk-based approach to select activities for audit.  We therefore
focus our audit efforts on those activities we have identified through  a
preliminary survey as having the greatest probability for needing improvement.
Consequently, by design, we use finite audit resources to identify where and
how improvements can be made.  We devote little audit effort reviewing
operations that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, we
prepare our audit reports on an "exception basis."  This report, therefore,
highlights those areas needing improvement and does not address activities
that may be functioning properly.

Draft copies of this report were provided to Department officials for their
review and comment.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this
report and are included as Appendix B.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170
of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the Department of Social Services
shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders of the
Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken to
implement the recommendations contained herein, and where recommenda-
tions were not implemented, the reasons therefor.



4



5

District Compliance

The Department needs to expand its monitoring of district operations to
ensure districts comply with State law and regulations as well as Department
policy and procedures governing the Program.  Neither central office nor
regional office employees formally monitor the local districts.  As a result, the
Department does not have reasonable assurance that districts are making
adequate efforts to find and maintain stable and permanent homes for hard-to-
place and handicapped foster children who have a goal of adoption.  In
addition, the Department does not have adequate assurance that parents
continue to provide financial support to their adoptive children and are
eligible to continue receiving monthly subsidy payments.  

Home Study Procedures

The home study provides the basis for a district’s recommendation of
adoptive  parents to the family court.  Once the family court finalizes an
adoption, the parents have legal custody of the child without continued
Department or district oversight.  Consequently, it is vitally important that the
districts conduct complete and reliable home studies.

Department procedures require that district case records contain the following
documentation for each home study:

! a response from the district’s inquiry to the State Central Register
(SCR) indicating whether the applicant(s) is the subject(s) of an
“indicated” (substantiated) child abuse or maltreatment report; 

! evidence to show the district assessed the applicant’s risk to the
children, if the applicant is the subject of an indicated abuse or
maltreatment report; 

! a sworn criminal history statement from each applicant, showing
whether  to the best of the applicant’s knowledge, he/she has ever
been convicted of a crime;

! a statement of why the applicant was determined appropriate and
acceptable to receive an adoptive placement if he/she revealed in the
sworn statement that he/she had been convicted of a crime; 

! a report from a physician about the health of each member of the
household; 

! references from three persons, two of whom are not related to the
applicant; 
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! an assessment that the applicant does not abuse alcohol or drugs; and

! evidence a district worker made at least one home visit to the
applicant’s home before completion of the home study.

There are also seven specific characteristics that applicants must possess for
approval as adoptive parents according to Department procedures, as follows:

! the capacity to give and receive affection; 

! the ability to provide for a child’s physical and emotional needs; 

! the ability to accept the intrinsic worth of a child, to respect and share
his/her past, to understand the meaning of separation he/she has
experienced, and to have realistic expectations and goals; 

! the flexibility and ability to change; 

! the ability to cope with problems, stress, and frustration; 

! feelings about parenting an adopted child and the ability to make a
commitment to a child placed in the home; and 

! the ability to use community resources to strengthen and enrich family
functioning.

We tested 100 adoptions at three districts (New York City, Onondaga and
Westchester) comprising about 80 percent of the State’s total 1995 Adoption
Subsidy Program caseload and dollars spent, to determine the extent to which
districts properly followed Department procedures.  We found the following
exceptions:

! Thirteen home studies did not contain a response from the SCR  for
each adoptive applicant indicating whether the applicant(s) was the
subject(s) of a substantiated child abuse or maltreatment report.

! Forty-three home studies did not contain a sworn criminal history
statement from each applicant, showing whether to the best of the
applicant’s knowledge, he/she had ever been convicted of a crime. 

! Two home studies did not contain a statement why the applicant was
determined appropriate and acceptable even though he/she had
committed a crime.

! Seventeen home studies did not contain a report from a physician
about the health of each member of the household.  

! Eighteen home studies did not contain references from three persons.
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! Thirty-two home studies did not contain an assessment that the
applicant did not abuse alcohol or drugs. 

! Fifty-eight home studies did not show what was discussed and done
in order to assess the seven required parenting skill characteristics,
and the basis on which these characteristics were determined to be
absent or present.  In fact, the case notes for three home studies show
areas of family functioning which may have needed further explora-
tion or strengthening before approval as adoptive parents was granted.
For example, one case included a home that the caseworker described
as “deplorable”.  The affidavit from the caseworker to the local family
court indicated that “housekeeping standards are minimal”.  In
addition, a case note, made subsequent to the adoption finalization,
indicated that the parent had “exhausted her excuses for the condition
of her home”. According to the worker, in all her years as a case
worker, this is the worst home she visited.

In addition, Fulton district officials told us in reply to our questionnaire that
they do not obtain a sworn criminal history statement from each adult family
member when they conduct home studies.

For the sixty-five adoptive parents (forty-three home studies) lacking a sworn
criminal statement included in our tests, we asked the New York State
Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) to conduct a criminal back-
ground search using their database.  DCJS identified seven adoptive parents
who had been convicted of a crime.  We provided Department officials with
the results of this match and asked them to conduct further reviews of these
matches.

We believe the Department should take appropriate steps to ensure that
districts comply with all procedures, including periodically performing case
reviews to ensure districts properly follow all home study procedures.  By
doing this, the Department will obtain greater assurance that districts place
children in stable, nurturing and caring family environments.

Continuing Subsidy Eligibility

Department procedures which are based on Federal statute require districts
to document annually that the adoptive parents continue to be legally
responsible for the child's support, and that the child is, in fact, still in receipt
of financial support from the parents.  For example, if the child moved out of
the home prior to age 21 and completely supported him or herself, the parents
would no longer be eligible to receive the subsidy.  However, Department
procedures do not define what constitutes  the minimal amount of financial
support necessary to continue eligibility for the subsidy.  The three districts
we visited send an annual letter to the adoptive parents asking them whether
or not they are still eligible to receive the subsidy.
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Our review of continued subsidy eligibility found:
 
! Of the 62 cases from our New York City, Onondaga, and Westchester

review that had been finalized for more than one year, 34 had not
documented that the parents continued to be eligible to receive the
subsidy; 

! Of the 49 districts responding to our survey questionnaire, 14
indicated they do not determine annually if the adoptive parents
continue to be legally responsible for the child’s support, and if the
child is, in fact, in receipt of support from the parents (Exhibit B);
and

! 22 of the 49 districts indicated they have not received any guidance
from the Department concerning annual reviews (Exhibit B).

In addition, responses to our survey questionnaire show districts inconsistently
interpret whether adoptive parents remain legally responsible for the child and
provide any support.  For example, two districts responded that parent(s)
meet the continuing subsidy eligibility criteria if  they “provide any type of
support”.  Another district responded that parent(s) meet the criteria if the
child: “lives with the parents, attends school, is claimed as a tax dependent,
and receives food clothing and essential needs”.  The Rochester  Regional
Office Director said that the districts within her region automatically pay the
subsidy until the child reaches age 21.

As a separate test, we asked the New York State Department of Health
(DOH) to match the names of the 26,000 children on the Department’s
computerized adoption subsidy payment file to DOH’s computerized file of
death certificates.  We conducted this test to ensure that no subsidy payments
were being made to parents of an adoptive child who had died.  DOH
identified 19 potential matches: 15 from NYC and one each from the Nassau,
Oneida, Suffolk and Westchester districts.  For example, DOH’s records
indicated that a child had died on January 28, 1993, yet the Department’s files
indicated a payment being made over 43 months after the death.  We
provided the Department with these 19 matches for follow-up.



9

Recommendations

1. Periodically monitor district compliance with Program requirements,
particularly regarding the conduct of home studies.  This should
include, but not necessarily be limited to, performing periodic case
reviews at the districts.

2. Reinforce to Fulton district officials the requirement to obtain sworn
criminal statements for all adoptive parents.

(Department officials agreed with recommendations one and two and stated
that they have taken steps necessary to implement them.)

3. Contact the Federal government to define what constitutes the
minimal amount of financial support and what steps districts should
take to verify adoptive parents meet this condition.

(Department officials responded that they believe it is not necessary to
contact the Federal government, as the Department currently has two written
requirements regarding support and notification. While we acknowledge that
the Department has these written requirements, the requirements do not
quantify the minimal amount of financial support necessary to continue a
parent’s  eligibility for the subsidy. We believe such a quantification is
necessary to minimize any subjectivity in applying the requirements.)

4. Investigate the 19 potential matches to determine whether
overpayments were made and take appropriate action.

5. Depending on the results of the potential matches, consider
performing additional periodic matches with DOH.

(Department officials agreed with recommendations four and five and stated
that they have taken steps necessary to implement them. The Department
confirmed that in 15 of the 19 cases, subsidy payments continued to be paid
by New York City for an extended period of time after the date of the child’s
death  was recorded by the Health Department. The New York City
Administration for Children’s Services is reviewing their records to verify
overpayments and to recover overpayments.)
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Child Placement Efforts

Social Services Law requires that adoptive families be recruited for all
children in need of adoption.  Department procedures, if properly followed,
provide reasonable assurance that districts make concerted efforts to identify
and place eligible children.  According to the Department's procedures,
districts must:  promptly list available children in the Blue Book; promptly
update the Blue Book whenever changes occur; maintain adequate recruiting
programs; promptly register parents interested in hard-to-place or handicapped
children; and, routinely match the listing of available parents with children
freed for adoption. 

We determined that the Department has not established adequate procedures
to ensure the Blue Book contains all children who are available for adoption
and that districts register prospective adoptive parents in the Prospective
Adoptive Parent Register  (PAPR).  Consequently, potential adoptive parents
throughout the State may not be made aware of all children in need of
adoption, and districts may not be considering all available appropriate
adoptive families when recruiting to place eligible children.

Sanction 153-d Exceptions

The State Social Services Law mandates that the Department conduct reviews
to ensure districts comply with certain statutory requirements.  Among the
requirements, districts must refer children with court approval for adoption
to the Department for listing in the Blue Book.  Because children must first
be registered with the Department to be photo-listed in the Blue Book, the
Department needs to ensure an adequate system exists to track children whom
they should register.  Otherwise, the Department does not have adequate
assurance the Blue Book is complete.

The Department uses its Child Care Review Service (CCRS) System to track
when districts do not register eligible children with it.  CCRS generates
monthly “Sanction 153-d Reports” showing whenever districts do not register
these children.  We found the Department’s Sanction 153-d monitoring
system provides limited assurance that districts meet the requirements of the
law.

For the six months ended December 1995, the Department’s monthly
Sanction Reports show, on average, districts statewide did not  register 1,333
children freed for adoption.  Many of these same children may appear month
after month, since the child remains on the report until properly registered.
The 1,333 children freed for adoption but unregistered represent about one
quarter of the children statewide with court approval for adoption.  Depart-
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ment officials could not explain to us why so many children who had been
freed for adoption were not registered.  They also told us special program-
ming would be required to determine exactly how long districts had been
delinquent in registering these children.

Employees at the Onondaga and Westchester districts documented that their
districts had in fact registered some of the children included in the 1,333
registration exceptions.  Employees from Onondaga provided correspondence
they had sent to the Department dating back to October 1992 to have the
exceptions they resolved removed from the Sanction 153-d report.  Yet, these
exceptions continued to appear on subsequent reports.

Blue Book Listing

Once a child is registered with the Department, a child’s photo-listing status
may be “delayed” for up to six months until the district  resolves whether the
child needs to be photo-listed.  For example, if the child is going to be
adopted by his/her foster parents, photo-listing is not necessary.

As of  February 28, 1996, the Blue Book contained 1,540 children.   We
found that of the 1,540 children in the Blue Book, 521 were not available for
adoption.  Of these, 161 had not actually been freed for adoption and 360
were freed, but their goal was not adoption (e.g., independent living, etc.).
Regional office and district officials told us that they often receive complaints
from parents that the Blue Book contains children that are not available for
adoption.

In addition, as of February 28, 1996, Department reports showed 1,024
children  who were not listed in the Blue Book even though they were
registered with the Department; there was no apparent reason for them not to
be listed.  These children had been available for adoption for an average of
17 months, and as long as 10 years.  Department officials told us that they
believe the districts probably have legitimate reasons for not listing all freed
children in the Blue Book.  However, the Department’s reports did not
indicate what the specific reasons were, as required.  Therefore, the
Department needs to follow up on these exceptions to determine whether the
children are in fact available for listing.

Department reports, as of February 28, 1996, also showed 2,002 children who
had their Blue Book listing delayed at the districts’ requests.  Even though
districts should not delay a child’s listing longer than six months, the reports
showed these children had been in this status for 10 months on average, up
to a maximum of 5 years.  However, the reports do not show how many of
the 2,002 children had been in this status for more than six months.
Therefore, the Department cannot monitor compliance with its six-month
criteria.  Department officials told us staff  have been conducting case reviews
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since January 1996 to determine whether districts have valid reasons for
delaying  a child’s Blue Book listing.  However, they could not provide
documentation to support this statement.  Rather, they told us “this project is
still ongoing.”

To determine whether districts have valid reasons for not listing eligible
children in the Blue Book, we reviewed the supporting documentation
maintained by the districts we visited for our sample of 21 children freed for
adoption who had not been listed in the Blue Book.  Department reports from
April and May 1996 showed that the Blue Book listing was overdue for no
apparent reason for 11 of these children.  However, we found that seven of
these 11 children were not, in fact, overdue.  For example, five of these
children had already been photo-listed.  For the remaining 10 of the 21
children, their listings were delayed at the districts’ request.  However, we
found  that two of these children had already been placed with adoptive
families and three of these children had been in the photo-list delayed status
for over two years.  Department officials told us that they need to “follow-up”
concerning these children.

Without adequate procedures for the listing of children in the Blue Book,
prospective adoptive parents throughout the State are not made aware of the
availability of all eligible children on a timely basis.  Hence, these children
may remain in foster care longer than necessary.
 
Prospective Adoptive Parent Registry (PAPR)

Department  procedures require districts to register in PAPR prospective
adoptive parents who express an interest in adopting a handicapped or hard-
to-place child.  PAPR is meant to serve as a statewide resource that enables
all districts to identify prospective adoptive parents for its special needs
children awaiting adoption.  However, many districts do not follow the
Department’s procedures for PAPR. 

Of the 49 districts responding to our survey, 21 indicated they did not use
PAPR (Exhibit C).  Onondaga and Westchester district officials told us that
while they use PAPR, prospective adoptive parents are not registered until the
district has successfully completed the adoption home study process.  Without
registering interested parents in PAPR, districts cannot readily identify
prospective parents throughout the State who may be available as a placement
resource.
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Recommendations

6. Establish an adequate monitoring system to ensure districts register
with the Department all children freed for adoption.

7. Ascertain why Sanction 153-d exceptions that are resolved by the
districts are not being removed from the exception report.

(Department officials agreed with recommendations six and seven and stated
that they have taken steps necessary to implement them.)

8. Ensure all children who have been registered with the Department
have been photo-listed on a timely basis, where appropriate.

(Department officials agreed with this recommendation.  They stated that
with the implementation of CONNECTIONS system the Department’s
production of the Blue Book will be automated, saving considerable time in
the publication of the book. Local districts and most voluntary agencies
should have on-line access to photos/narratives.)

9. Ensure the Blue Book contains only children who are actually
available for adoption.

(Department officials agreed with this recommendation and indicated that
they have initiated statutory and regulatory changes to waive the registration
requirement for certain children and to reduce the number of children in the
Blue Book who are not actually free for adoption.)

10. Ensure reports for tracking the status of children who are freed for
adoption are accurate.

(Department officials agreed with this recommendation and stated that their
proposed CONNECTIONS system would better integrate local district and
Department actions.)
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Recommendations (continued)

11. Routinely follow up concerning children who have had their photo-
listing in the Blue Book delayed more than six months.

12. Remind the districts on Department requirements for using PAPR.

(Department officials agreed with recommendations eleven and twelve and
stated that they have taken steps necessary to implement them.)



Exhibit A

Districts Responding to Our Questionnaire Districts Not Responding to Our Questionnaire

Albany Cayuga
Allegany Chemung
Broome Chenango
Cattaraugus Greene
Chautauqua Orange
Clinton Orleans
Columbia Seneca
Cortland Tompkins
Delaware Wayne
Dutchess
Erie
Essex
Franklin
Fulton
Genesee
Hamilton
Herkimer
Jefferson
Lewis
Livingston
Madison
Monroe
Montgomery
Nassau
New York City
Niagara
Oneida
Onondaga
Ontario
Oswego
Otsego
Putnam
Rensselaer
Rockland
Saratoga
Schenectady
Schoharie
Schuyler
St. Lawrence
Steuben
Suffolk
Sullivan
Tioga
Ulster
Warren
Washington
Westchester
Wyoming
Yates



Exhibit B

Districts Not Conducting Annual Reviews Districts Not Receiving Guidance On Annual Reviews

Albany
Clinton
Columbia
Delaware
Essex
Herkimer
Lewis
Monroe
Oneida
Saratoga
Schenectady
Schuyler
Sullivan
Yates

Broome
Cattaraugus
Clinton
Columbia
Delaware
Essex
Fulton
Genesee
Herkimer
Livingston
Monroe
Montgomery
Nassau
Otsego
Rensselaer
Schenectady
Schuyler
Tioga
Ulster
Warren
Wyoming
Yates



Exhibit C

Districts Not Using PAPR

Albany
Allegany
Broome
Chautauqua
Columbia
Cortland
Delaware
Erie
Fulton
Herkimer
Lewis
Monroe
Montgomery
Nassau
Oneida
Otsego
Rensselaer
Schoharie
Suffolk
Warren
Washington



Appendix A

Major Contributors to This Report

Walter Barber
Frank Houston
Kevin McClune
William Challice
Richard Sturm
Christopher Bielawski
Clyde Bynoe
Kezia Chacko
Michele Privor
Mark Ren
Jennifer Updike
Paul Bachman
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