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A. INTRODUCTION 

The House Interim Committee on Aging, Children and Youth, Legislative and Military Affairs 
Subcommittee for Children and Youth has conducted a study as proposed in ISP 2009-186 (Appendix 
A). The study addressed the goals, policy initiatives, programs, procedures, and rules of the 
Department of Human Services that impact adult grandparents and other adult nonparental relatives of 
children removed from the custody of their parents and placed in the department’s custody.  The value 
of providing a subsidy for grandparent caregivers(SR 26 – Appendix B)  is included in this study. 

The study outlines the current reality by providing statistics on the number of foster care children, the 
number of those children in relative care, and census data on the number of grandparents in Arkansas 
caring for children under 18 with or without a parent present.  A guide to acronyms used in the report is 
provided in Appendix C. 

Testimony on their policy and procedures was presented by the Department of Human Services, 
Division of Children and Family Services (DCFS). Responses to written questions were prepared by 
DCFS, and the Administrative Office of the Courts. These responses are presented in full in the 
appendices of the report. The Department of Workforce Services prepared a study entitled, 
“Implementing a Kinship Care Subsidy Program in Arkansas: The Impact of Utilizing Federal TANF 
Funding” which is also located in the appendices.  

Testimony from grandparents was summarized by common themes expressed during the testimony.  

Five expert witnesses presented testimony summarizing their research. The witnesses represented 
CLASP, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL)—Children and Families Program, 
Generations United, and Arkansas Voices. Also, Dr. Kopera-Frye, of the University of Louisiana at 
Monroe discussed her research findings on custodial grandparents, including the impact they have on 
their grandchildren.  

An attitudinal survey was conducted of Arkansas DCFS foster care caseworkers. Caseworker’s 
responses were summarized by service area as well as statewide.  

Initiatives in Illinois, Louisiana, and New York were also reviewed. The collaboration of multiple state 
agencies in Illinois, the TANF-funded guardianship custody in Louisiana, and the navigator system in 
New York were studies as examples of best practices.  

Finally, recommendations for assisting relatives who have kin in the child welfare system and those 
who are raising kin outside of the child welfare system were presented along with some additional 
general recommendations.  These recommendations were developed through a series of meetings 
between various stakeholders including state agencies. They were facilitated by the Arkansas 
Advocates for Children and Families organization. Legislators did not participate in the development of 
these recommendations.  
  



ISP 2009‐186 2010 
 

2 | P a g e  
 

 
 

B. CURRENT REALITY IN ARKANSAS 

A review of the most recent annual report provided by Hornby Zeller Associates, inc. for FY 2010 
shows the following data concerning the foster care system.  Arkansas had 7,491 children in foster care 
over the course of FY2010. There were 4,118 children in foster care at the end of the fiscal year, a 
seven percent increase from FY2009.  

During FY 2010, data show that 4,134 children entered foster care. This represents a two percent 
decrease from the 4,214 children who entered care during the last fiscal year. There were 3,831 
children who exited foster care during FY 2010, a five percent decrease from FY 2009 (4,050 children).  

There were 913 children who were in relative care over the course of FY 2010. DCFS foster homes 
were the most common placement (49 percent)for children who remained in foster care at the end of 
FY 2010. Aside from DCFS foster homes, the most common placement options for children residing in 
care were residential facilities (11%), relative care (7%) and therapeutic foster care (7%). 

The DCFS establishes a permanency goal for each child in foster care.  For children in care during the 
year, a higher percentage had the goal of return home (50 percent), followed by adoption (15 percent). 
According to national data the goal of reunification is slightly less prevalent nationwide than is the case 
in Arkansas; meanwhile, the goal of adoption is about 50 percent more common nationally than is the 
case at the state level. The permanency goal of relative care was set for 3 percent of foster children in 
Arkansas compared to 4 percent nationally. 

U.S. Census Bureau data indicate that approximately 33,600 grandparents in Arkansas are caring for 
17,896 grandchildren under 18 years with no parents present and another 24,006 grandchildren whose 
parents are also living with the grandparents. The grandparents caring for grandchildren with no 
parents present have a median family income of $27,959. Also, 37 percent of these households were in 
poverty status in the past 12 months. 

According to DCFS, of the children placed in relative care, 251 reside in 136 licensed foster family 
homes with relatives which means they receive a monthly board payment while 253 reside in 161 
Provisional foster homes  with relatives which means they do not receive a monthly board payment.      

The map on the following page demonstrates that grandparent caregivers occur most frequently in the 
most impoverished areas of the state.  
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C. AGENCY TESTIMONY SUMMARY 

On June 15, 2010, the House Children and Youth subcommittee heard testimony presented by the 
Department of Human Services, Division of Children and Family Services (DCFS).  DCFS testified that 
the division is currently undergoing a major reorganization which aims to promote better communication 
with families and better outcomes for children.  As a component of the reorganization, DCFS is 
evaluating positions, qualifications, and needs of all employees.  DCFS  has also adopted the Arkansas 
Practice Model with the goals of safely keeping children with their families and if reunification is not 
possible, to place children permanently with relatives or other adults that have a close relationship with 
the child.  The ensure the DCFS goals  are accomplished, DCFS is developing and implementing best 
practices and training for field staff, who have hands on contact with children and families. 
 
The primary motivation for change within DCFS has been the federal Fostering Connections law that 
was passed in October of 2008.  Fostering Connections places a significant emphasis on locating 
grandparents and other key adults with connections to children placed in the foster system.  Personnel 
at DCFS have received training on “mining”, which teaches methods for locating possible relatives and 
other adult individuals central to the child’s life which could aid in achieving permanency for the child.  
Current DCFS policy, as well as federal law, requires giving relatives of a child preference in placement 
determinations if the relatives are appropriate.  DCFS is also required by both federal and state law to 
notify relatives when a child is taken into DCFS custody. 
 
DCFS spoke about services available to children who age out of the child welfare system without 
permanency (they have not been adopted).  Children who age out of the child welfare system must 
develop a transition plan with the assistance of DCFS.  DCFS begins the transition plan process for 
youth at age 14 or within 6 months of the youth entering the system if they are over age 14.  Initially the 
transitions team works with the youth to develop a life plan, which is then discussed and updated as 
needed during each staffing.  Strategic changes to the service delivery transition plan system have 
recently been made and have been improved by federal regulations included in the National Youth in 
Transition Database.  Transition services provided for youth, include supports and strategies that 
enable youth exiting the foster care system to make the transition to adulthood as self-sufficient, 
productive, and healthy individuals.  Life Connections is a program that pulls together adults who care 
about the child and will commit to providing real attentions and experience to the child as they 
transition.  
 
Funding for kinship families who opt to be guardians is not available at this time.  DCFS testified that 
Arkansas law allows subsidized guardianships if funding is available - however none has been made 
available yet.  In addition, Fostering Connections allows specified Title IV-E funding to be used for 
subsidized guardianships if the state chooses to utilize it for that purpose.  As present, the state has not 
decided whether or not to use their Title IV-E funding for subsidized guardianships. 
 
DCFS testified that from October 1, 2008 thru September 30, 2009, 2019 children placed in the foster 
system where moved at least 3 times to different homes.  The goals for children in the system during 
the same period of time range from adoption (30%), Other planned living arrangements (19%), 
Emancipation (.02%), Guardianship (1.2%), Maintaining child in own home (27.4%), Relative placement 
(6%), and Non-specified goals (16.2%). 
 
The complete DCFS response to questions can be found in Appendix D, along with the responses from 
the Administrative Office of the Courts (Appendix E) and the Dept. of Workforce Services (Appendix F). 
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D. GRANDPARENT AND OTHER RELATIVE CAREGIVER TESTIMONY AND 
STATEMENTS 

On September 2, 2010, the Subcommittee on Children and Youth of the House Committee on Aging, 
Children and Youth, Legislative and Military Affairs heard testimony from grandparents and other 
relative caregivers on Interim Study No. 2009-186 and SR  26 from the 2009 Regular Session.  Most of 
these relative caregivers and a few others also provided written testimony which can be found in 
Appendix G. 
 
D.1. THE TWO STRONGEST THEMES 

Two themes emerged from the testimony and statements as the strongest themes.  The first is 
somewhat obvious but seemingly overlooked when children removed from the home are placed 
immediately into foster care:  Relatives with whom the child has a relationship are able to continue a 
relationship of love for the children that strangers to the child simply cannot.   
 
To quote Annie Abrams, a well-known community, state, and national activist, regarding her experience 
as a relative caregiver, "My grandchildren and my great-grandchild knew they were loved every minute.  
Children know love and they never forget it."  (Annie Abram statement, ¶ 14; Annie Abrams Testimony.)   
 
Kathy and Philip Kumpe, who are licensed foster parents who had their own granddaughters placed in 
their home, stated: 
 

When a child’s life is in turmoil, through no fault of their own, to place them with complete 
strangers can add to the emotional trauma they are experiencing.  We personally believe 
that it is best for the child to be with an appropriate family member; someone with whom 
they have a bond, someone who and someplace that is familiar to the children.  A 
grandparent will have a natural affection and love for the children.  They have a vested 
interest in the long-term outcome of the case for the benefit of the children.  (Kumpe 
statement, ¶ 18). 

 
Representative Rick Green, himself a grandparent raising a grandchild, and his wife, former 
Representative Mary Beth Green, testified before the subcommittee with their grandson, Maddox.  He 
stated: 
 

The sooner the child can be placed with a grandparent who is willing and able to take the 
child, the better off the child will be. The alternative is taking a child in a bad situation and 
placing him or her with strangers, which is a very difficult situation for the child.  (Rick Green 
testimony).   

 
Ellen Patrom, another grandmother raising her grandchild, testified: 
 

I don't doubt that there are wonderful foster families out there.  I believe that with my heart 
and soul.  But my granddaughter has family who loves her very much.  (Ellen Patrom 
testimony). 

 
Louise Monday, whose two nephew are in the child welfare system, despite her persistent efforts to 
obtain custody, testified: 
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My family was ready, willing, and actually quite eager to take our nephews into our home to 
provide them what they didn't have — blood relative family to provide them a stable, secure 
loving home.  (Louise Monday testimony).   

 
Louise Monday also expressed a desire to keep her nephews connected to their family heritage and 
history.   
 
Generally, it is thought that supporting relative caregivers helps keep families together.  As rather aptly 
stated by Brenda Olive, an informal caregiver to her teenage grandson, "Children remaining with 
relatives who deeply care for them are keeping families intact rather than destroying them."  (Brenda 
Olive statement, ¶ 12). 
 
One relative reported seeing her relative children get physically sick and nauseated with each pending 
court date.  The children feared losing the stability they had with the relative placement and with 
returning to foster care.  This prompted Kristin Thomas to want to adopt her four nieces and nephews 
to give them the emotional stability that they so needed in their lives.  (Kristin Thomas statement,¶2, 5). 
 
The second strongest theme was the relative caregivers' unfamiliarity with the child welfare and court 
systems.  Their unfamiliarity often caused problems for them and the relative child or children for which 
they were trying to obtain physical custody or visitation.  The relatives seemed uncertain at best as to 
what rights they have to the child and very few of the relatives had much of an idea of how to proceed 
at the beginning of the process.  The relatives did not seem to have an idea as to what assistance is 
available to help them with the child.  For example, Kristin Thomas stated: 
 

When I took the kids, I had no idea I could get any financial help for them.  About three 
months after I had the children, the caseworker mentioned that I could get a kinship care 
payment for the children. (Kristin Thomas statement, ¶ 14).   

 
Many of the relatives expressed frustration about how the rules seemed to change as they went 
through the process, which caused confusion and uncertainty in a time when emotions were at an all-
time peak (because of concerns about the child or children removed from the parents' home, and likely 
concerns over the parent who is not taking care of the child because of whatever issue the parent is 
facing).  One grandmother described feeling "helpless" and not knowing what to do next to help with the 
issues surrounding the removal of her 17- year-old granddaughter from her parents.  (Judy Blake 
statement, ¶ 2, 13). 
 
Specific issues of confusion and other problems, will be discussed in a separate section. 
 
D.2. OVERVIEW 

As self-reported, some relatives were able to achieve what they found to be good results for the relative 
children who were in the child welfare system.  (See generally Kumpe testimony; Kumpe statement; 
Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement; Georgia Rucker-Key statement; Kristin Thomas 
statement).  At least one relative felt slighted by the court system but was satisfied overall by the results 
because her grandson was placed with other relatives instead of her.  (See generally Lois Arras 
statement). 
 
Some relatives who dealt with the child welfare and court systems never achieved what they wanted as 
far as physical custody or visitation with their relative children.  (See generally Judy Robinson 
testimony; Judy Robinson statement; Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday statement; Jean 
Worrell testimony; Jean Worrell statement; Judy Blake statement).  At least one relative hired an 
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attorney to assist her with her efforts to obtain custody of her nephew, but even that did not help her 
obtain the results that she wanted.  (See generally Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday 
statement). 
 
Other relatives avoided the child welfare system entirely by being informal caregivers to their relative 
children with or without the parents present in the home.  (See generally Annie Abrams testimony; 
Annie Abrams statement; Brenda Olive testimony; Brenda Olive statement).  Another relative, 
Representative Rick Green, who is a current member of the General Assembly, and his wife, former-
Representative Mary Beth Green, were able to step in and obtain a guardianship over their grandson 
through the court before the child welfare system was involved.  (See generally Green testimony). 
 
Another current member of the General Assembly, Representative David Cook, who has been a foster 
parent and adopted a child he and his wife fostered, testified about situations where continuing contact 
with the biological family after adoption might be a deterrent to adopting children under certain 
circumstances.  (See generally David Cook testimony). 
 
 
D.3. ISSUES WITH THE DIVISION OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 

 

D.3.1.  DELAYS IN PLACEMENT WITH RELATIVES 

The relatives reported confusion as to why children removed from their parents' custody cannot be 
immediately placed with a grandparent or other relative instead of being placed in foster care.  (Kumpe 
testimony; Kumpe statement ¶ 5-7; Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 4-6).   
 
There is similar confusion about  why it takes so long to place a child with a grandparent or relative.  
 
As Ellen Patrom testified at the hearing: 

For four weeks and two days, that's how long it took me to get that child back....That is entirely too 
long for a two-year-old to be taken away from everything she knows, everybody she knows and put 
in a foster home when I could have taken her then [at the time she was removed by DCFS].  I 
understand it's all for the protection of the child, but I could have given her [the caseworker] 
character witness after character witness to speak to my ability, stability to take care of her [my 
granddaughter].  (See also Ellen Patrom statement ¶ 4-7).1  

 
D.3.2.  LACK OF NOTICE TO RELATIVES 

As reported by numerous relatives, compliance with the federal and state law requirements that the 
DCFS Services provide notice to relatives does not appear to be occurring.  None of the relatives 
mentioned that they received notice from the DCFS.  A few witnesses stated that even when their 
names and contact information were specifically provided by the parent as a potential relative 
placement for the child, they were not contacted by the DCFS.  (See Heather Worrell statement, ¶ 16; 
Jean Worrell statement, ¶ 9;  Judy Blake statement, ¶ 8, 9; Kathy and Philip Kumpe testimony; Kathy 
and Philip Kumpe statement, ¶ 2, 17).  (See generally Louise Monday statement, ¶ 3, 4; Generally, 
Ellen Patrom testimony).   
                                                 
 
 
1  Ellen Patrom was recommended by the Division of Children and Family Services as a potential witness for this 
ISP. 
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Kathy Kumpe pointed out that it would have been helpful if the DCFS would have notified her and her 
husband earlier when they were investigating her son and her granddaughters' mother because the 
Kumpes could have been preparing by having background checks, DNA testing, or even obtaining 
guardianship of the girls like the Greens did with their grandson.  (Kathy Kumpe testimony).   
 
The notice should be meaningful and explain the rights of the relative, how the relative can obtain 
custody and visitation, and other important aspects of the child welfare process that is relevant to the 
relatives.  As Kathy Kumpe explained, a friend of hers is a grandmother who lost all contact with her 
grandchildren because she never got notice and relied on information from her daughter until after 
parental rights were terminated.   
 

Had this grandmother been aware of and involved in the case plan from the beginning, she might 
not permanently be separated from her grandchildren today.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 17). 

 
D.3.3. BIASES AND UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 

As far as issues that the relatives had specifically with the DCFS, the testimony indicated that some 
biases do exist toward relatives.  Kathy Kumpe described having to overcome the "apple doesn't fall far 
from the tree" mentality from caseworkers when trying to persuade the caseworkers that she and her 
husband would be a suitable placement for her granddaughters.  The caseworkers had a mentality that 
because her son is an alcoholic, she too must have a drinking problem or some other problem that 
caused her son to be that way.  In describing that treatment to the subcommittee, Kathy explained:   
 

I was treated like I had the problem.  They asked questions like, "Is your current husband 
the father of your son?"  And I said, "Yes, he's my current and only husband."  They 
assumed that our son had these issues because he came from a broken home.  One even 
said that to me.  They wanted to know how much I drink every day.  I told them that I do not 
drink.  Even if I were a social drinker, I felt like it would have been an inappropriate time to 
mention this.  (Kathy Kumpe testimony).2 

 
One aunt was shocked when the Director of the DCFS told her that someone at a case staff meeting  
that she attended thought she was racist, that she "wanted the white baby, but not the black baby."  
(Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday statement, ¶ 39).  This greatly offended the aunt because 
her father's best friends were an African-American couple.  They helped to raise her after her mother 
left when she was a young girl, and she considered them family.  (Louise Monday testimony; Louise 
Monday statement, ¶ 39).  Furthermore, she found such conduct to be an intimidation tactic that was 
inappropriate in a professional setting.  (Louise Monday testimony). 
 
One relative caregiver with experience with the child welfare system had an experience that left her 
feeling threatened and in need of independent legal advice.  Georgia Rucker-Key, a retired licensed 
practical nurse who also retired from DHS as a health care analyst, described her interaction with a 
particularly difficult attorney from DHS who was assigned to her grandchildren's case: 
 

                                                 
 
 
2  The Kumpes currently are licensed foster parents for children to whom they are not related. They have fostered 
fourteen (14) children in their home as of August 20, 2010.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 16).  The Kumpes were 
recommended by the Division of Children and Family Services as potential witnesses for this ISP. 
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By March 1998, all of my 4 grandchildren were living with me, and I was approved as a 
foster home and receiving board payments for them.  Sometime in 1998, one of the DHS 
attorneys asked me if I wanted to "take custody of the children".  I said "No."  He asked me, 
"Why?"  I said, "If I take custody, and my daughter takes the children, you won't do anything, 
you won't go get them.  But, if the state retains custody, then you will go get them."  I 
explained to him that I could take the children physically, but not financially, especially with 
their special needs.  He said, "You know, the judge doesn't have to give you the children."  I 
asked if I could ask him a question:  "Who was going to take a 14-year-old African-American 
male with a learning disability?"  His response was:  "No, you may not."  I told him that I 
needed some legal advice.  He did not respond to me after that. 

 
(Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 8).  Fortunately, Mrs. Rucker-Key had very supportive caseworkers.  
(Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 11). 
 
D.3.4. HOME STUDY ISSUES 

Several witnesses reported problems with getting home studies.  Some said they experienced 
confusion as to who was to pay for the home studies while others complained about the number of 
home studies that were required.  (Ellen Patrom testimony; Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday 
statement, ¶ 29). 
 
D.3.5. INCONSISTENT CASE STAFFING PARTICIPATION 

A case staffing is a meeting that is usually held monthly concerning a child or a sibling group of 
children.  It includes all of the professionals involved in the case and sometimes other parties, such as 
the parent or other relatives of the child and possibly the foster parent.  The purpose of a case staffing 
is to see what is going on with the child, the progress the child's parents are making to get back 
custody of the child, and other issues related to the child. 
 
At least one witness reported being allowed to attend case staffings for their relative children, but not 
being allowed any substantive input or consideration.  (Judy Robinson testimony; Judy Robinson 
statement ¶ 11).   
 
It took quite a bit of time for another witness, Louise Monday, to be able to attend a case staffing for her 
nephew, and the first one she attended was after the termination of parental rights hearing.  (Louise 
Monday testimony; Louise Monday statement ¶ 22-28).  Shortly before this case staffing, she and her 
husband hired an attorney.  (Louise Monday statement ¶ 5, 6, 21).   
 
At the next case staffing involving the Mondays’ nephews, the Mondays were excluded from 
participation.  It was at this case staffing, the Mondays later learned, that the decision was made to 
discontinue the Mondays’ visitation "because the foster parents did not want us to see the children 
anymore."  (Louise Monday statement ¶ 34).  Oddly enough, the case staffing decision about visitation 
was made only two days after the court entered an order stating that the Mondays did not have to be 
granted intervenor status to be considered as a placement option for their nephew.  (Louise Monday 
statement ¶ 31-34).   
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D.3.6. INCONSISTENCIES WITH VISITATION BEFORE PLACEMENT WITH A RELATIVE 

Kathy and Philip Kumpe reported that they were allowed visitation with their granddaughters after they 
were removed from their home, when the girls were in foster care, and before the girls were placed in 
the Kumpes’ home.  This was allowed after they completed the background checks.  (Kumpe 
testimony, Kumpe statement, ¶ 5-6).   
 
However, Ellen Patrom completed her background checks very quickly and did not get visitation with 
her granddaughter.  (Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 5-6).  She had a very difficult time waiting for her 
granddaughter to be placed in her home: 
 

I cried and worried a lot about her.  Was she safe?  Was she being cared for?  I made a lot 
of phone calls, trying to speed up the process.  I just knew she'd be better off with her family 
who loved her.  (Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 6). 

 
There are reasons why a relative may not initially be able to seek custody of a child, but still wants 
contact with the child.  For example, Georgia Rucker-Key could not seek physical custody of her 
grandchildren when they were first removed from her daughter's custody because the hostility between 
her and her daughter made it unsafe for the children, but she "stayed in touch with the children through 
weekly visitation."  The children were placed in three different foster homes, so she would "pick all of 
the children up so that we could all visit with them together."  (Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 5).   
 
D.3.7. VISITATION DENIED WHEN FAMILY REUNIFICATION IS THE GOAL 

One witness reported being entirely cut off from her 17-year-old granddaughter with whom she had had 
a life-long relationship, and reported that the other grandmother also was isolated from the 
granddaughter.  In this case, the DCFS was not seeking termination of parental rights, and family 
reunification was the case goal.  (Jean Worrell testimony; Jean Worrell statement ¶ 2, 3, 11; See also 
Judy Blake statement, ¶ 2-4, 12; Heather Worrell statement, 19).   
 
D.3.8. VISITATION DENIED AFTER TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS 

Judy Robinson, and her family wanted to continue their weekly visitation with her twin four-year-old 
grandsons after termination of parental rights.  Before termination of parental rights, she had visited 
with them for nearly a year and a half.  She was very involved with the children during this time, 
attending all of the case staffings and court hearings.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 23). 
 
After the termination of parental rights hearing, Mrs. Robinson called DHS about visitation, but the 
caseworker told her that it "was not in the best interest of the children to be allowed further visitation" 
with her.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 15).  Mrs. Robinson tried repeatedly to get visitation, both before 
and after Rep. Mike Burris's Act 1311 passed in the 2009 Regular Session. [An Act To Provide a 
Mechanism for Grandparents and Other Adult Relatives to Receive Notice and be Included in Reports 
Related To a Child in the Custody of the Department of Human Services.] (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 
16-20, 22-24). 
 
Louise Monday, who only found out about her nephew after his parents’ rights had been terminated,  
was never allowed visitation with her older nephew, even though she was told at a case staffing that 
she would be allowed to visit with him.  (Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday statement, ¶ 5, 22).  
However, she was allowed visitation with the newborn nephew for several months before his parental 
rights were terminated, but her family was allowed only one visit after termination of parental rights.   
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Kathy Kumpe has a friend who has permanently lost all contact with her grandchildren because they 
are in the child welfare system.  The grandmother was told by the caseworker it was too late for her to 
get custody or visitation because parental rights had been terminated.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 17)  Even 
though her friend never did anything wrong to her grandchildren, the grandmother is "being punished 
by not being able to see her grandchildren”.  Ms. Kumpe continued: 
 

And the grandchildren are being deprived of someone who loves them and who can provide 
"biological" family roots.  When the biological parents were deemed "not fit" and their rights 
were terminated, not only was a branch severed from the child's family tree, the entire 
biological family tree was chopped down.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 17).   

 
D.3.9. PUTATIVE FATHERS AND THE RELATIVES OF THE PUTATIVE FATHERS 

There is much confusion over the term "putative,” as expressed by the relative caregivers and the 
members of the General Assembly who attended the meetings on the ISP.  Black's Law Dictionary 
defines "putative" to mean "reputed; believed; supposed."  Black's Law Dictionary 1250 (7th ed. 1999).  
"Putative father" is defined as the "alleged biological father of a child born out of wedlock."  Black's 
Law Dictionary 623 (7th ed. 1999). 
 
The grandparents learned about this issue at a difficult time: 
 

Because our son and his girlfriend were not married, the court did not recognize us as 
grandparents even though our son was on both birth certificates as the father of both 
girls....This doesn't seem fair at all....we had known the girls all of their lives.  (Kumpe 
statement, ¶ 4). 

 
The Kumpe's son had to undergo DNA testing to establish his paternity.  After that was established and 
other issues were resolved, their granddaughters were eventually placed in their home.  (Kumpe 
testimony; Kumpe statement, ¶ 5-7). 
 
Kathy Kumpe testified that it was her understanding that if her granddaughters' maternal grandmother 
would have been at the hearing, she may have been awarded custody of the girls. (Kathy Kumpe 
testimony; Kumpe statement, ¶ 4).  However, this was not the experience of Ellen Patrom, a maternal 
grandmother whose granddaughter had to stay in foster care for over four weeks before being placed in 
her home.  (Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement ¶ 4-6).   
 
There is an indication that perhaps the DCFS treats all fathers as putative fathers.  Brian Worrell was 
listed as a putative father in the paperwork from DCFS even though he and his wife have been 
continuously married for twenty-four years, and his seventeen-year-old daughter was the subject of a 
DCFS investigation and removal.  (See generally Brian Worrell statement). 
 
D.3.10. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND HARDSHIP 

Many relatives are informal relative caregivers and do not receive any monthly payments from the 
DCFS.  Some children are placed with relative caregivers, and the placement is made as a "provisional 
foster home,” meaning that the relative has a certain amount of time to meet the standards to be a 
licensed foster home.  If the child has not returned back to the custody of the parent and is still in the 
home of the relative after the relative is a licensed foster parent, the relative caregiver can receive 
monthly payments from DCFS for each child just like a non-relative foster parent.  These monthly 
payments are known as "board payments,” and this is the main method by which relative caregivers 
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can obtain financial assistance from DCFS.  (Kathy Kumpe testimony; See generally Kumpe statement; 
Kristin Thomas statement; Georgia Rucker-Key statement).   
 
Of the relative caregivers who testified or provided statements, only three were approved as foster 
homes and received board payments.  (Kumpe testimony; Kumpe statement, ¶ 7, 16; Kristin Thomas 
testimony; Kristin Thomas statement ¶ 3-4, 14; Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 8-11).  Of these three, 
only two went on to adopt the relative children and receive a monthly adoption subsidy: Kristin Thomas 
and Georgia Rucker-Key. 
 
Kristin Thomas receives an adoption subsidy of $425/month until each child is 18 years old.  (Kristin 
Thomas statement, ¶ 14; Kristin Thomas testimony).  Georgia Rucker-Key, a retired licensed practical 
nurse, who received an adoption subsidy for the four grandchildren she raised, stated:   
 

All of my grandchildren have special needs and require therapy for mental health issues and 
emotional issues, as well as learning disabilities that require special education-related 
services.  I could not have taken care of the children properly without board payments.  The 
expenses related to raising children in this day and age, especially on a fixed income as I 
am now, are very high.  (Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 9). 

 
D.3.11. POSITIVE FEEDBACK 

While the Kumpes experience with the child welfare system was far from easy they were thankful for 
the help they received from the DCFS caseworkers., "Kathy had worked really hard to develop a 
relationship with the girls' caseworker, and she [the caseworker] recommended that the girls be placed 
with us."  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 5)  The Kumpes described their interaction with DHS staff: 
 

We have had some wonderful caseworkers who show by their actions that for them, it is not 
just a job, it is about helping children.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 20). 

 
Georgia Rucker-Key described her caseworkers as "really great" and said they "really worked with" her.  
(Georgia Rucker-Key, ¶ 11)  Lois Arras described her caseworkers as supportive of her and her family, 
and her general experience with DHS as positive.  (Lois Arras, ¶ 9). 
 
Representative Rick Green had no problem with DHS, and described the officials as very helpful to him 
in trying to resolve the issues with his grandson, although DHS never had custody of his grandson.  
(Rick Green testimony). 
 
 
D.4.  ISSUES WITH THE COURTS 

Many of the issues that the relative caregivers had with the DCFS could also be seen as issues with the 
court system. That’s because many of these decisions require court approval, which give the courts an 
opportunity to ensure compliance with state and federal rules, regulations, and laws, as well as 
administer justice for the best interest of the child.  Also, the courts have the power to review cases and 
require case updates when changes in the child's case occur.  For these reasons, some of the issues 
mentioned previously will be briefly re-addressed under this section. 
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D.4.1. DELAYS IN PLACEMENT WITH RELATIVES 

This issue seemed to be one on which several witnesses had strong feelings.  The relative caregivers 
want the child placed immediately or as soon as possible with an appropriate relative caregiver, instead 
of a foster parent, if one is available.  (Kumpe testimony; Kumpe statement ¶ 5-7; Ellen Patrom 
testimony; Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 4-6; Green testimony).   
 
D.4.2. LACK OF NOTICE TO RELATIVES 

As reported numerous times, relatives are not getting the notices required by federal and state law, and 
there is no indication from the witness testimony that the courts are ensuring the DCFS’ compliance 
with these laws.  (See generally Heather Worrell statement, ¶ 16; Jean Worrell statement, ¶ 9;  Judy 
Blake statement, ¶ 8, 9; Kathy and Philip Kumpe testimony; Kathy and Philip Kumpe statement, ¶ 2, 17; 
Louise Monday statement, ¶ 3, 4; Ellen Patrom testimony).   
 
D.4.3. VISITATION ISSUES 

If the courts are involved in denying supervised visitation to relatives who are seeking placement of a 
child with them and who have passed background checks, the testimony and statements indicate that 
the courts should carefully consider this because of the possible harm it causes to the child and the 
family.  (See generally Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 5-6).  Based on the 
testimony, the failure to award visitation to Mrs. Patrom for over four weeks caused her and her 
granddaughter emotional harm.  (Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 7).  
 
The testimony and statements also indicate that the courts should exercise caution when they deny 
visitation to all family members when family reunification is the stated goal of the case because of the 
harm it causes the family.  (Jean Worrell testimony; Jean Worrell statement ¶ 2, 3, 11; See also Judy 
Blake statement, ¶ 2-4, 12; Heather Worrell statement, ¶ 19).   
 
The courts should be aware that, based on the testimony and statements provided for this ISP, 
visitation with nonparental relatives is regularly stopped shortly after termination of parental rights, 
regardless of what the stated practice is.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15-20, 22-24; 
Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday statement, ¶ 5, 22; Kumpe statement, ¶ 17). 
 
Representative David Cook, who has been a foster parent and adopted a child with whom he and his 
wife fostered, unequivocally stated he would not have adopted his son if he would have been required 
to continue contact with his son's biological family, but that was because his son's biological family 
were very bad people.  He said the decision should be made on a case-by-case basis, based on the 
best interest of the child.  (See generally David Cook testimony).  He specifically testified that the 
decision should not be left solely to the adoptive parents, but that someone should be making this 
decision in the best interest of the child.  (See generally David Cook testimony). 
 
D.4.4. PUTATIVE FATHERS AND THE RELATIVES OF PUTATIVE FATHERS 

The courts should be aware that there is confusion on the putative father issue, and this confusion 
carries over to the relatives of the putative fathers.  (See generally Kumpe testimony; Kumpe 
statement, ¶ 5-7; Ellen Patrom testimony; Brenda Olive testimony; Brenda Olive statement).  The 
testimony indicated that perhaps the focus was more on DNA proof of paternity rather than the 
relationship the child has with the relative of the putative father and the relative's ability to care for the 
child.  (See generally Kumpe testimony; Kumpe statement, ¶ 5-7). 
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D.4.5. ALLOWING POTENTIAL RELATIVE CAREGIVERS TO TESTIFY 

Several of the witnesses attended court hearings regarding their relative children but did not testify.  
(Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 8, 13-14, 23-24, 27; Kumpe statement, ¶ 4; Louise Monday testimony; 
Louise Monday statement, ¶ 15-16).  The issue was raised by one witness as to whether the judge 
even knew what was going on with her visitation issue in her twin grandsons' case: 
 

They have lost relationships with stable, loving family members with whom they have had a 
lifetime bond at the whim of DHS and an ad litem attorney and likely unbeknownst to the 
judge since I was never allowed to testify.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 24).   

 
D.4.6. INDEPENDENCE OF THE COURTS QUESTIONED 

Some of the witnesses questioned whether the court was making independent judgments in the cases 
or relying strictly on the recommendations of the attorneys for the Department of Human Services, the 
caseworkers, or the attorneys ad litem.  (Jean Worrell statement, ¶ 10; Louise Monday statement, ¶ 44, 
55; See generally Judy Robinson statement). 
 
 
D.5. ISSUES WITH ATTORNEY AD LITEM PROGRAM 

Many of the issues that the relative caregivers had with the DCFS could also be seen as an issue with 
the attorney ad litem program (or attorneys ad litem) because the role of each attorney ad litem is to 
represent the best interest of the child in the child maltreatment case that caused the DCFS to remove 
the child from his or her parent.  For these reasons, some of the issues previously mentioned will be 
briefly re-addressed under this section. 
 
D.5.1. DELAYS IN PLACEMENT WITH RELATIVES 

Again, this issue was discussed with much emotion by witnesses.  There was strong testimony by 
Representative Rick Green and former Representative Mary Beth Green about the importance of 
placing a child with a suitable relative as soon as possible because of the difficulty children face when 
placed with strangers.  (Kumpe testimony; Kumpe statement ¶ 5-7; Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen 
Patrom statement, ¶ 4-6; Green testimony).   
 
D.5.2. LACK OF NOTICE TO RELATIVES 

As reported numerous times, relatives are not getting the notices required by federal and state law, and 
there is no indication from the witness testimony that the attorneys ad litem are making independent 
efforts to assist with this process or to ensure that the DCFS is complying with these laws.  (See 
generally Heather Worrell statement, ¶ 16; Jean Worrell statement, ¶ 9;  Judy Blake statement, ¶ 8, 9; 
Kathy and Philip Kumpe testimony; Kathy and Philip Kumpe statement, ¶ 2, 17; Louise Monday 
statement, ¶ 3, 4; Ellen Patrom testimony).   
 
D.5.3. BIASES AND UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 

As far as issues that the relatives had specifically with the attorneys ad litem, the testimony indicated 
that some biases do exist toward the older relatives.  Ellen Patrom testified that she experienced what 
she considered age-related discrimination, with questions implying that she was not fit to care for her 
granddaughter because of her age.   
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Mrs. Patrom testified that the attorney ad litem asked her “What are you going to do if [your 
granddaughter] wants to get in the floor?”  Mrs. Patrom responded, “We get in the floor and play.”  The 
attorney ad litem asked her if she could get up, and Mrs. Patrom told her she could.  The attorney ad 
litem also told Mrs. Patrom she could only keep her granddaughter for one year because of her age.  
(Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 9).  Mrs. Patrom stated: 
 

While I think the health and age of a person being considered as a caregiver for a child is 
relevant, it seems there is oftentimes too much focus placed just on a person's age.  For 
example, in my case, I think I am healthier and more able-bodied than most people my age.  
I can work circles around people half my age, and I've proved it.  I can still get in the floor 
and play with my granddaughter (and get back up!), so I don't think that my age alone 
should disqualify me from a permanent placement option for my granddaughter.  (Ellen 
Patrom statement, ¶ 11,).   

 
This attorney ad litem also contributed to the over four-week delay before Mrs. Patroms’ granddaughter 
was placed in her home.   
 

I went through everything they insisted I go through to get Sophie back before the first 
hearing, the emergency hearing, seven days after she was removed.  Judge Edwards in 
Searcy, the caseworker, and the [DHS] attorney were willing for me to take Sophie right 
then.  Well, the ad litem said "No."  She didn't know me from Adam and she wouldn't allow 
me to take the child until she had a chance to interview me.  But she couldn't interview me 
for four weeks.  (Ellen Patrom testimony).   

 
Louise Monday tried to have her nephews placed in her and her husband's home with the hopes of 
adopting the boys.  The family had been allowed visitation with the youngest, newborn nephew for 
several months because his parental rights had not yet been terminated.  (Louise Monday statement, ¶ 
4-13).  The family never got to visit with the older nephew.  (Louise Monday statement, ¶ 22). 
 
Mrs. Monday's first meeting with the newborn nephew's attorney ad litem was after the termination of 
parental rights hearing, in the hallway of the courthouse.  The attorney ad litem told her that she was in 
favor of the foster parents, not Mrs. Monday and her husband, adopting the boys.  The attorney ad 
litem also stated: 
 

You showing up has complicated this issue, and we're going to have to decide how we're 
going to handle that.  (Louise Monday statement, ¶ 19).   

 
Mrs. Monday was later told that the attorneys ad litem for her nephews wanted the boys to stay with the 
foster parents and were not supportive of her and her husband obtaining custody.  (Louise Monday 
statement, ¶ 41).  Mrs. Monday was told that the attorneys ad litem would make sure that the nephews 
stayed with the foster parents no matter what.  (Louise Monday statement, ¶ 44). 
 
D.5.4. VISITATION ISSUES 

There was ample testimony that visitation with relatives can be helpful to the emotional well-being of a 
child removed from his or her home and everything he or she knows.  Continued contact with a relative 
with whom the child is likely to be placed would seem to be part of the plan for which an attorney ad 
litem would advocate.  However, this is not happening in all instances.  (Ellen Patrom testimony; Ellen 
Patrom statement, ¶ 5-7).   
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Likewise, it seems the attorneys ad litem should also carefully evaluate all visitation issues with family, 
including the denial of visitation to all family members, when family reunification is the stated goal of the 
case; visitation before and after termination of parental rights; and even the more controversial issue of 
nonparental relative visitation after adoption.  (See generally Jean Worrell testimony; Jean Worrell 
statement ¶ 2, 3, 11; See also Judy Blake statement, ¶ 2-4, 12; Heather Worrell statement, ¶ 19; Judy 
Robinson statement, ¶ 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15-20, 22-24; Louise Monday testimony; Louise Monday 
statement, ¶ 5, 22; Kumpe statement, ¶ 17; David Cook testimony).   
 
It is important to note that one grandparent who attended all of the meetings on the ISP noted the 
inconsistency in the agency testimony and what her grandsons' attorney ad litem told her regarding the 
termination of all visitation with relatives after termination of parental rights.  (Judy Robinson statement, 
¶ 21, 26).  In an email regarding continued visitation with her grandsons after termination of parental 
rights, her grandsons' attorney ad litem stated: 
 

[B]ecause parental rights are now terminated, all visitation with relatives has ceased, and 
the children's case plan goals are now adoption.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 21). 

 
What was most questionable about the role of the attorney ad litem making the decision to stop 
visitation after termination of parental rights in her grandsons' case is that Mrs. Robinson only recalled 
the attorney ad litem attending the family weekly visitation one time over the course of nearly a year 
and a half.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 21). 
 
 
D.6. CONTACT WITH BIOLOGICAL PARENTS AFTER ADOPTION 

The DCFS, the courts, and the attorneys ad litem strictly admonish relative caregivers from allowing the 
children removed from the home to have contact with the biological parents.  However, the testimony 
indicated that this taboo is unrealistic when the child is placed with a relative.  Several relative 
caregivers testified that the children had contact with their biological parents after a relative adoption. 
 
Georgia Rucker-Key's youngest grandson was removed from his mother when he was three and a half 
years old.  He's now the age of 15.  When Mrs. Rucker-Key was the foster parent to two of her 
grandchildren, she allowed the mother and father to visit with all of the children.  (Georgia Rucker-Key 
statement, ¶ 6).   
 
Later, Mrs. Rucker-Key adopted all of her grandchildren after their parental rights were terminated.  
However, according to Mrs. Rucker-Key, a retired mental health professional, the children's biological 
mother has "turned her life around.  The children's biological mother has gotten help for her mental 
health issues, has gotten remarried, is going to college, and hopes to one day re-adopt the children...."  
(Georgia Rucker-Key statement, ¶ 13). 
 
Kathy and Phillip Kumpe were the foster parents to their two granddaughters.  Their son and the 
mother of the grandchildren had their rights terminated, but the Kumpe's daughter who lived out-of-
state and had other children the same age wanted to adopt the girls to keep them in their family.  
Afterwards, the issue of contact with the girls' biological parents, who are now legally their uncle and 
aunt, has arisen.   
 
The good news is that their son and his wife have been sober for over twelve (12) months now and 
agreed to abide by their daughter's "ground rules" for being around the granddaughters.  They had a 
family reunion in June 2010, and it went well.  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 13-14). 
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We know their mother and father have made mistakes, but the girls still love their parents, 
and we are respectful of that.  We are also respectful that our daughter and son-in-law are 
their parents now, and we are grateful that they are providing them a safe, stable home.  
(Kumpe statement, ¶ 15). 

 
Kristin Thomas stated that the four nieces and nephews that she adopted still love their parents. 
 

They love their parents, and the separation from them has been hard on them.  We see their 
mother when we are out, and they run to hug her.  I tell them to pray for her.  She had a hard life; 
she had children when she was a child.  She was a child of the system, and she had a hard time.  
They communicate with their father too, but neither of them parent or provide financial support.  
(Kristin Thomas statement, ¶ 9). 

 
 
D.7. FINANCIAL AND OTHER HARDSHIPS 

As Rep. Rick Green stated, "There are psychological, emotional, financial, physical issues and 
stressors that the grandparents face" when raising their grandchildren.  This section will look at some of 
these issues. 
 
D.7.1. FINANCIAL ISSUES FACING INFORMAL RELATIVE CAREGIVERS 

Many relatives face a difficult decision when they learn that a relative child is in need of a place to live 
because the relatives themselves are living on a fixed income or working for a lower-wage income.  
According to Annie Abrams, the choices that these relatives have to make are "cruel": 

 
(1)  Live in poverty by dividing up a limited fixed income among more people in a household 
than it was ever intended to support; or (2)  Choose to lose the grandchildren they love to a 
system who will pay strangers to raise them.  (Annie Abrams statement, ¶ 21). 

 
Brenda Olive is one of the informal relative caregivers who chose option one and is raising her teenage 
grandson on her meager disability income.  She stated,  "Probably the hardest thing about raising my 
grandson [are] the financial issues, the expenses of raising a child."  (Brenda Olive statement, ¶ 12). 
 
There are many informal relative caregivers in the state, like Brenda Olive, who are struggling to make 
ends meet.   
 

[I]nformal caregivers are serving not only our families' children, but the state by keeping the 
children out of the child welfare system and the juvenile justice system and, instead, 
providing them loving, stable, safe homes where they can get an education to better 
themselves.  Society has failed to recognize the value of what we are doing.  Our 
grandchildren are as deserving of state support as the children who are in the foster care 
system.  (Brenda Olive statement, ¶ 12). 

 
Annie Abrams, who was an informal caregiver to her grandchildren and great-grandchild, as well as 
many other children, suggested that the policymakers: 
 

[F]ind a strategy to make sure those grandparents, great-grandparents, and other relatives 
who are doing some serious parenting are given the capital (money and other resources) 
they need to get the job done, to produce quality citizens that we need for our society.  
(Annie Abrams statement, ¶ 18).   
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Mrs. Abrams was clear that there needed to be "meaningful financial assistance" for the relative 
caregivers, but that the money and other resources should not be wasted.  (Annie Abrams statement, ¶ 
18-20).  As to how to determine this amount, Mrs. Abrams suggested that policymakers: 
 

[L]ook at the costs of supporting a child other ways, such as in different types of foster care, 
in an institutional setting, or in youth services.  (Annie Abrams statement, ¶ 20).   

 
D.7.2. COSTS THAT WORKING RELATIVES WILL INCUR 

Relative caregivers with moderate incomes will not qualify for most government assistance.  
Representative Rick Green and former Representative Mary Beth Green testified about the costs that 
they face as two working professional grandparents raising their two-year-old grandson.  They paid 
between $1,500 and $1,700 initially to obtain a guardianship for their grandson, and expect that there 
may be lawyer's fees related to the annual status report.   
 
The Greens spend approximately $400/month for daycare and $200/month for play therapy (because it 
is not covered by health insurance), in addition to the regular expenses, such as diapers, food, toys, 
and other activities, all of which they describe as expensive.  They have placed their grandson on their 
health insurance.  In addition to the expenses related to their grandson, their youngest child is still in 
college.  Rep. Green stated that even if he wouldn't have been financially able to take on his grandson, 
he still would have.  He also stated: 
 

We are here to make grandparents aware of the costs of this.  I don't know how they [other 
grandparents] are going to be able to do this....  They will do without, downsize, be delinquent on 
bills, do whatever it takes to take care of the grandchild.  (Rick Green testimony). 

 
The Kumpes, who are licensed foster parents and had their granddaughters placed in their custody, 
also noted that, "without financial assistance with daycare (especially where 2 or more children are 
involved) some grandparents may not be able to take on the financial responsibility of caring for their 
grandchildren."  (Kumpe statement, ¶ 19).   
 
D.7.3. OTHER HARDSHIP ISSUES 

Several witnesses testified that being a parent when you are older is harder than it was the first time.  
(See generally Annie Abrams testimony; Annie Abrams statement; Green testimony).  Annie Abrams 
testified that her caregiver duties eventually took its toll on her health.  Rep. Rick Green testified that it 
has required a major lifestyle change that affects every aspect of his life.   
 
D.8. WHAT WORKS 

As to what worked best for the relative caregivers who testified, Georgia Rucker-Key had much input to 
provide on this issue: 

 
I had a really strong support network, including friends and family in the mental health 
arena, including Dee Ann Newell and Arkansas Voices, Anthony Forte with the Grandparent 
Program, and some really great caseworkers who really worked with me....  Overall, I think 
my experience was positive because I prayed a lot.  Also, working in the mental health field 
taught me how to work with all kinds of people without getting emotionally upset....  If I didn't 
have my grandchildren today, I'd still be fighting to get them."  (Georgia Rucker-Key 
statement, ¶ 11, 14). 
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Brenda Olive, an informal caregiver, gives credit to her family, her friends, and community 
organizations, as well as the food pantry.  (Brenda Olive statement, ¶7).  Kristin Thomas cited her 
kinship caregiver services support group, her church, her family, Habitat for Humanity, and some public 
assistance.  (Kristin Thomas statement, ¶ 7,12, 13). 
 
 
D.9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Some witnesses had specific recommendations related to Interim Study No. 2009-186 and SR26 from 
the 2009 Regular Session.  Below is a summary of the recommendations. 
 
D.9.1. FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR RELATIVE CAREGIVERS 

Financial hardship issues were discussed under section VII above, and there was a substantial amount 
of witness testimony on the cost of raising children, the hardships relatives on fixed incomes face, the 
unavailability of resources for informal caregivers, the limited availability of resources for more formal 
caregivers, and the hardships that moderate income relative caregivers experience when raising a 
relative's child.  (See generally Green testimony; Brenda Olive testimony; Brenda Olive statement; 
Kristin Thomas testimony; Kristin Thomas statement; Annie Abrams testimony; Annie Abrams 
statement; Lois Arras statement).   
 
In his testimony, Rep. Rick Green expressed frustration that there are funds to pay foster parents but 
none to assist real grandparents who could do so much for a child.  Annie Abrams provided much input 
and insight on this issue.  Mrs. Abrams asserted her belief that "hope can be created and improved with 
economic support for households."  (Annie Abrams statement, ¶ 23).   
 
One suggestion for helping informal relative caregivers is to provide a monthly subsidy that takes into 
consideration the cost of raising a child today. 
 

Perhaps the most significant way you could give us the support we need is to provide 
informal kinship caregivers with a monthly payment that recognizes the value of what we are 
doing for children and their futures.  (Brenda Olive statement, ¶ 12). 

 
Kristin Thomas testified that her nieces and nephews have learning disabilities, and because of that 
had difficulties performing at grade level.  She said it would be helpful if the adoption subsidies 
continued until the child completed school, instead of stopping when the child turns 18 to take into 
account this issue.  (Kristin Thomas testimony).  Lois Arras also saw a need for financial support so that 
families can keep relative children.  (Lois Arras statement, ¶ 10).   
 
D.9.2. LEGAL ASSISTANCE FOR RELATIVE CAREGIVERS 

In her testimony, Annie Abrams recommended a pro bono system for legal services to help the 
grandparents who cannot afford it.  Rep. Rick Green also saw a need for help with the costs of 
obtaining guardianships.   
 
D.9.3. OTHER SUPPORT FOR RELATIVE CAREGIVERS 

In her testimony, Annie Abrams recommended a parenting program specifically geared to grandparents 
and older relatives to help prepare them for becoming a caregiver to a child at a different life stage.  
She thought it should be free and should include a health education component.   
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D.9.4. REPRESENTATION IN GOVERNMENT 

In her testimony, Annie Abrams recommended a commission or some other type of governmental 
representation for relative caregivers.  The employees should be prepared and trained to deal with the 
issues facing relative caregivers on a day-to-day basis and to advise agencies and the General 
Assembly.   
 
D.9.5. CHANGES WITH THE PROGRAMS 

At least three witnesses want children placed with relatives more quickly, instead of being temporarily 
placed in foster homes.  (Ellen Patrom testimony; Kumpe testimony; Green testimony). 
 
Rep. Rick Green testified that it would be helpful if the DCFS would make efforts to streamline the 
process with the goal of placing the child with the relative as soon as possible.  Ellen Patrom 
recommended that less focus should be placed on a relative's age.  (Ellen Patrom statement, ¶ 11).  
 
Judy Robinson would like an administrative procedure that relatives can use to obtain visitation after 
termination of parental rights if adoption is not likely in the child's future.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 
27B).  Mrs. Robinson thought DHS penalized grandparents who only wanted visitation rights, not 
custody of their grandchildren, and she would like DHS to be prohibited from penalizing these 
grandparents in making visitation decisions.  (Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 27C).  Also, Mrs. Robinson 
thinks that DHS should be required to explain the process and procedure more to families so that they: 
 

[C]an make the best decisions possible. Maybe even advise us to get an attorney to protect 
our interests.  I can't help but think that maybe things would have worked out differently if I 
would have gotten an attorney.(Judy Robinson statement, ¶ 27D). 
 

D.9.6. CHANGES TO THE LAW 

Judy Robinson recommended that, during the termination of parental rights hearings, judges be 
required to hear testimony from relatives who have relationships with the children.  She noted that she 
attended all of the hearings related to her grandsons but was not called to testify.  (Judy Robinson 
statement, ¶ 27A). 
 
Louise Monday would like to see the termination of parental rights law changed: 
 

[S]o that honest, caring, and decent relatives’ rights would not be terminated just because 
the parents' rights are terminated.  Furthermore, the attorneys ad litem should not be 
allowed to make the total final decision as to the children’s future, as far as who gets 
custody and raises the children.  (Louise Monday statement, ¶ 55). 

 
 
E. EXPERT TESTIMONY SUMMARY 

On September 14, 2010 the House Children and Youth subcommittee heard testimony presented by a 
number of experts from around the county, including: 
 
Tiffany Conway Perrin - CLASP Senior Policy Analyst - Child Welfare.  Ms. Perrin spoke about 
supporting children who are being raised by grandparents and other relatives.  Nationally, about 6 
millions children live in households headed by grandparents.  Research has shown that kinship care 
placements offer children greater stability and the children are more likely to have positive feelings 
about their placements and better behavior outcomes.  Ms. Perrin distinguished kinship caregivers into 
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categories – informal, diverted and foster.  Informal caregivers are those that took charge of the child 
before the child welfare system became involved.  Diverted caregivers are those who are raising the 
child after having been placed by a child welfare agency, but are not foster families.  There are 
challenges facing all kinship families, both emotional and financial. 
 
Nina Williams- Mbengue - NCSL Children and Families Program.  Ms. Williams-Mbengue gave an 
overview of legislative initiatives in other states related to kinship caregivers.  The number of children 
raised by kinship caregivers, mostly grandparents, is on the rise – Arkansas is no exception.  Foster 
children placed with relatives, rather than non-relatives, have better outcomes: more stability, fewer 
school changes, positive perceptions of their placements, likely to stay with their siblings, fewer 
behavioral problems.  The Fostering Connections law, passed in 2008, strengthened supports for 
formal and informal caregivers.  The law authorized states to utilize federal funds for subsidized 
guardianship programs and offered family connections grants.  It also requires relative notification 
within 30 days of taking a child into custody. 
 
Ms. Williams-Mbengue cited initiatives in several states that impact kinship care.  Colorado, Ohio, and 
Texas provide one time payments to assist kinship families.  New Jersey, Ohio, and Washington have 
established kinship navigator programs, which help link kinship families to support services.  Many 
states passed laws to allow relatives with informal custody medical custody, power of attorney, and 
school enrollment powers for the children.  California implemented a KinGAP program to provide 
support for informal caregivers and alleviate the burden placed on the formal foster system.  Louisiana 
enacted the Kinship Care Subsidy Program using TANF dollars  to provide payment to families raising 
relatives under certain conditions.  New Jersey provides Kinship Wraparound funds which are used for 
support services and legal expenses.   
 
Karen Kopera-Frye, Ph.D. - Joseph A. Beidenharn Endowed Chair in Gerontology/Professor - 
University of Louisiana at Monroe.  Ms. Kopera-Frye discussed current research findings on custodial 
grandparents, including the impact they have their grandchildren.  There are numerous benefits to the 
child and relatives involved in kinship care, but the benefits extend to state budgets as well.  It can be 
financially beneficial to provide assistance to grandfamilies, who are shown to provide health and 
permanent options for children, rather than allowing the children to linger in the foster care system.  A 
recent evaluation of the KARE program in Tucson, AZ models the potential savings.  In addition, 
Louisiana’s Kinship Care Subsidy Program is more cost efficient than the foster care payment system.  
The financial, emotional, and physical strain incurred by grandparents are the biggest challenges to 
kinship care placements.   
 
Ana Beltran - Generations United, Special Advisor.  Ms. Beltran discussed promising practices and 
programs from around the country to support grandfamilies.  Citing a number of factors which cause 
grandparents to take custody of their grandchildren, including substance abuse issues, military 
deployment, incarceration, mental and physical health problems, and poverty, Ms. Beltran stated that 
the number of children living with grandparents has been steadily rising.  Ms. Beltran emphasized the 
importance of the Fostering Connections act, noting that Arkansas was in compliance with the notice 
requirements.   
 
The importance of having a financial support system for grandfamilies was highlighted by Ms. Beltran.  
The allowable use of Title IV-E funds for subsidized guardianship services available through the 
Fostering Connections act makes it a top priority to implement.  Having a subsidy in place for 
grandparents increases the chances of finding permanency for the child.  It reduces the number of 
children languishing in long term foster care situations and saves taxpayers money through reduced 
case and court expenses.  Louisiana’s Kinship Care Subsidy Program was highlighted by Ms. Beltran 
for its ability to subsidize grandfamilies outside of the foster care system.  Illinois has created a network 
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for grandfamilies the pools the resources available from a number of sources, including the National 
Family Caregiver Support Program.  Oklahoma’s Department of Human Services, Again Services 
Division, developed the Oklahoma Respite Resource Network which provides respite care services for 
grandparents raising grandchildren.  Programs that assist with affordable for housing options for 
grandfamilies are also needed, modeled after those in Louisiana and New York using funds from 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
 
Dee Ann Newell - Arkansas Voices.  Ms. Newell’s focused primarily on informal relative caregivers.  
Most kinship care families live below the federal poverty level, with only 30% receiving any type of 
public assistance.  A study conducted by Dr. Nancy Harm of the UALR Graduate School of Social Work 
found that 1 in 7 children living in relative placement has a disability, they are often uninsured, and 
nearly one-third of the grandparent caregivers never completed high school.  Currently, the only 
resources available for kinship families are the TEA child-only cash assistance program, ARkids or 
Medicaid A for the child, and food stamps.  Ms. Newell has worked with families in numerous capacities 
for many year and recommends an increase in TEA payment amounts, guardianship subsidy programs, 
seed money for support services statewide to provide networking and outreach for kinship care 
families, and respite care services for families.   
 
Each expert gave helpful information about similar circumstances in other states and positive 
movements taking place around the country that are leading to improved outcomes for children both in 
and out of the foster care system.    
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F. CASEWORKER SURVEY SUMMARY 

The Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) caseworkers were surveyed about their 
opinions regarding grandparent and relative placement for children in DCFS custody.  The response 
rate was 82 percent or 249 out of 305 caseworkers. Caseworkers were guaranteed confidentiality for 
their individual responses. No area had fewer than 15 responses. The tabulation for each group of 
questions statewide and from each of the 10 areas is included following the narrative summaries. The 
map below shows each of the areas with the corresponding numbers used to report the survey results.  
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F.1. CASEWORKERS’ VIEWS OF NEEDS 

Caseworkers were asked a series of questions related to their needs to ensure they are properly able 
to make recommendations that fully consider the best interests of the child. Their responses are the 
opinions and perceptions of the caseworkers only. The areas of need addressed in the questions 
included the adequacy of the time the caseworker has to complete their recommendation; the amount 
of training they have had on kinship care; the documentation process for relative placement, and the 
number of hours it takes to locate relatives.  
 
F.1.1. TIME TO ASSESS OPTIONS  

Nearly half of the workers said they seldom or never have an adequate amount of time to assess the 
options for placement, another 34 percent said about half the time, and 17 percent said frequently or 
always. More than 50 percent of the workers in areas 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9 said they seldom or never had 
time to assess all the options for placements that are in the best interests of the child.  
 
Q1. As a caseworker, I have an adequate amount of time to assess all options for placement to determine 
the placement that is in the best interests of the child. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answers Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never 25 
9.92% 

 

Seldom 96 
38.10% 

 

About Half the Time 86 
34.13% 

 

Frequently 35 
13.89% 

 

Always 10 
3.97% 

 

Total 252 100%
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F.1.2. TRAINING 

Approximately 20 percent of the workers said they disagreed or strongly disagreed with a statement 
concerning the sufficiency of their training on procedures for placement of children with kinship 
caregivers. Another 14 percent said they were undecided. The majority of caseworkers, 67 percent said 
they agreed or strongly agreed that their training was sufficient. Over 20 percent of the workers in areas 
3, 6, and 9 said they were undecided. One-fourth or more of caseworkers in areas 1, 6, and 7 reported 
that they disagreed or strongly disagreed.  
 
Q6. As a caseworker I have received sufficient training on the procedures related to the placement of 
children with kinship caregivers. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly Disagree 8 3.20% 

 

Disagree 39 15.60% 

 

Undecided 36 14.40% 

 

Agree 137 54.80% 

 

Strongly Agree 30 12.00% 

 

Total 250 100%
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F.1.3. DOCUMENTATION OF RELATIVE PLACEMENT PROCESS 

Nearly 60 percent of caseworkers said they frequently or always complete records documenting the 
consideration and outcome of relative placement and include the issues considered and justification of 
why the child was or was not placed with the grandparent or relative. Only 19 percent of the workers 
said rarely or never and an additional 22 percent said they complete the documentation about half the 
time. Twenty percent or more of the workers in areas 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 said they complete the 
documentation about half the time. One-fourth or more of caseworkers in areas 1, 2, and 6 reported 
that they never or rarely completed the documentation.   
 
Q7. As a caseworker, I complete records documenting the consideration and outcome of relative placement and 
include the issues considered and justification of why the child was or was not placed with the grandparent or other 
relative. 

 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never 14 5.60% 

 

Rarely 33 13.20% 

 

About Half the Time 55 22.00% 

 

Frequently 93 37.20% 

 

Always 55 22.00% 

 

Total 250 100%

 

8% 6% 4%
17% 14% 7% 3%

20% 24%

10% 4%
4%

21%

12%

5% 17% 18%

8%

29%

20%
16% 21%

25%

23%

32%
31%

18%

44%

29%

40% 48% 43%

25%

35%

32%
31%

42%

20%
12%

30% 28% 32%

13%
31%

18% 14% 18%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 Area 10

%
 o

f C
as

ew
or

ke
r R

es
po

ns
e

Never  Rarely  About Half the Time  Frequently  Always



ISP 2009‐186 2010 
 

27 | P a g e  
 

 
 

F.1.4. SUFFICIENT INFORMATION PRIOR TO RELATIVE PLACEMENT 

Over a quarter of the caseworkers said they had sufficient information about grandparents and other 
relatives prior to completing their recommendation for placement for 40 to 60 percent of the children in 
DCFS custody. More than one-third said they had enough information for 60 to 100 percent of the 
children. A minority of the workers said they had sufficient information for 40 percent or less of the 
children in DCFS custody.  In all areas except area 6, at least one-half of the caseworkers reported that 
they had sufficient information about grandparents and other relatives when making their 
recommendation for placement for 40 percent or more of the children in DCFS custody. In only one 
area (area 7) at least one-half of the caseworkers reported that they had sufficient information about 
grandparents and other relatives when making their recommendation for placement for 60 percent or 
more of the children in DCFS custody. 
 
Q8. Estimate the percentage of children in the custody of DCFS for whom you have sufficient information about 
grandparents and other relatives prior to completing your recommendation for placement. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 39 
15.60% 

20% to 40% 55 
22.00% 

 

40% to 60% 66 
26.40% 

 

60% to 80% 61 
24.40% 

 

80% to 100% 29 
11.60% 

 

Total 250 100%
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F.1.5. HOURS REQUIRED TO LOCATE RELATIVES  

Nearly half of the caseworkers reported that it takes less than 10 hours of worker time to identify, 
locate, or contact the relatives of a child taken into DCFS custody. Approximately one-quarter of the 
caseworkers reported that effort taking more than 20 hours. Thirty percent of the caseworkers in area 1 
and 34 percent of the caseworkers in area 6 reported that more than 20 hours were required.  
 
Q10. How many work hours per case on average does it take you to identify, locate, or contact the 
grandparents and other relatives of a child taken into DCFS custody? (Do not include wait time that passes 
while waiting for returned calls, etc.) 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 
 

 
 
 
 Caseworker Response Statewide  

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0 - 10 hours 120 47.43% 

 

10 - 20 hours 94 37.15% 

 

20 - 30 hours 26 10.28% 

 

More than 30 hours 13 5.14% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.1.6. PLACEMENT TYPE REQUIRING LEAST WORKER TIME  

Caseworkers indicated that placements such as relative care and residential facilities require the least 
amount of caseworker time. Therapeutic foster homes and DCFS foster homes were viewed as 
requiring the most caseworker time. Relative care received more responses as the placement type 
requiring the least amount of caseworker time in every area except area 6 which ranked residential 
facilities first. Residential facilities ranked as requiring the second least amount of time in areas 2, 4, 5, 
7, 8, and 9. DCFS foster homes ranked second in areas 1 and 3. Therapeutic foster homes ranked 
second in least amount of time for area 10.  
 
Q20. Which placement type listed below requires less of your time as a caseworker, ranking them from 1 
to 4 with 1 being the least amount of time and 4 being the most amount of time. 
 

1. DCFS foster home  
2. Residential facility  
3. Relative care 
4. Therapeutic foster home 
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F.2. CASEWORKERS’ VIEWS ON RELATIVE PLACEMENT 

Caseworkers were queried with a number of questions to ascertain their views and efforts concerning 
relative placement. The areas addressed include the preference for placement with a relative rather 
than in a DCFS home, the caseworkers’ assistance with life transitions, their views on continued visits 
with relatives after a child is placed in DCFS custody, and their efforts to provide the required notice to 
relatives within 30 days 
 
F.2.1. RELATIVES VS. DCFS HOMES 

A majority of caseworkers in every area agreed or strongly agreed that it is usually better to place 
children in provisional foster care homes with grandparents and other relatives than in approved DCFS 
foster homes. 
 
Q3. After removal, it is usually better to place children in provisional foster care homes with grandparents 
and other relatives than in approved DCFS foster homes. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly Disagree 9 3.60% 

 

Disagree 10 4.00% 

 

Undecided 46 18.40% 

 

Agree 109 43.60% 

 

Strongly Agree 76 30.40% 

 

Total 250 100%
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F.2.2. LIFE TRANSITIONS 

Few in each area said they did not take steps to determine if a grandparent or other relative can assist 
with life transitions when the child turns 18.  
 
Q4. When a child has had parental rights terminated, and is unlikely to be adopted due to age,  you take 
steps to determine if a grandparent or other relative can assist with life transitions when the child turns 
eighteen (18) years old and ages out of the system.   

 
Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly Disagree 5 1.98% 

 

Disagree 25 9.92% 

 

Undecided 41 16.27% 

 

Agree 120 47.62% 

 

Strongly Agree 61 24.21% 

 

Total 252 100%
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F.2.3. PERCENT OF CASES IN WHICH CONTINUED VISITS WITH GRANDPARENTS 
ARE CONSIDERED 

In 4 of the 10 areas, a majority of the workers consider continued visits or contact with grandparents 
and other relatives in less than 60 percent of their cases. The number of workers reporting 
consideration of continued grandparent visits in almost all cases (80 percent or more) ranged from 33 
percent in two areas to only 8 percent in two areas.  
 
Q11. Estimate the percentage of cases in which you consider continued visits or contact with 
grandparents and other relatives of a child taken into DCFS. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 29 11.46% 

 

20% to 40% 48 18.97% 

 

40% to 60% 61 24.11% 

 

60% to 80% 53 20.95% 

 

80% to 100% 62 24.51% 

 

Total 253 100%

 

 
 

8% 10% 8%
18% 17%

7% 9%
20% 15%

13%
18%

15% 16%

18%

42%

36%
18%

16%
18%

29% 29% 20% 20%

25%

17%

25%

27%

28%
18%

17% 29% 35%
24%

11%

17%

14%

23%

28%

15%

33%
24% 20%

32% 29%

8%
18% 23%

8%

33%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 Area 10

%
 o

f C
as

ew
or

ke
r R

es
po

ns
e

0% to 20%  20% to 40%  40% to 60%  60% to 80%  80% to 100%



ISP 2009‐186 2010 
 

33 | P a g e  
 

 
 

F.2.4. PERCENT OF CASES WHERE NOTICE IS PROVIDED WITHIN 30 DAYS AS 
REQUIRED 

The majority of workers in 8 of the 10 areas said that in 60 percent or less of their cases they provided 
notice  to grandparents and other relatives of a child’s removal from the parents home within 30 days of 
that custody transfer.  
 
 
Q12. Estimate the percentage of your cases in which you provide notice to grandparents and other 
relatives that the child has been removed from the parent’s home within 30 days after the child is 
transferred to the custody of DCFS.  
 
 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 69 27.27% 

 

20% to 40% 42 16.60% 

 

40% to 60% 42 16.60% 

 

60% to 80% 45 17.79% 

 

80% to 100% 55 21.74% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.2.5. GRANDPARENTS CONSIDERED WHEN CHILD HAS HAD MORE THAN ONE 
PLACEMENT 

In all but 2 areas, the majority of caseworkers estimated that in 60 percent or more of their cases they 
consider grandparents and other relatives as a placement option for a child who has had more than one 
foster care placement.  
 
Q13. Estimate the percentage of cases in which you consider grandparents and other relatives as a 
placement option for a child who has had more than one (1) foster care placement. 
 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 31 12.25% 

 

20% to 40% 33 13.04% 

 

40% to 60% 38 15.02% 

 

60% to 80% 54 21.34% 

 

80% to 100% 97 38.34% 

 

Total 253 100%

  

4% 6% 10% 8%

25% 21% 15%
5%

17%
9%4%

18%
4%

11% 21%

12%
23%

17%
18%20%

12% 35%

12%

18% 8%

15% 14%
17%

6%

24%
18%

35%

24%

4%
25%

27%
14%

21%

24%

48% 47%

20%

52%
43%

25% 31%
45%

28%
42%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 Area 10

%
 o

f C
as

ew
or

ke
r R

es
po

ns
e

0% to 20%  20% to 40%  40% to 60%  60% to 80%  80% to 100%



ISP 2009‐186 2010 
 

35 | P a g e  
 

 
 

 
F.2.6. RECOMMEND VISITATION AFTER TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS 

Caseworkers were asked to estimate the percentage of their cases in which they recommend visitation 
between grandparents and other relatives and the child after termination of parental rights. The majority 
reported that this happened less than 40 percent of the time. 
 
Q15. Estimate the percentage of your cases in which you recommend visitation between grandparents 
and other relatives and the child after termination of parental rights. 
 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 114 45.06% 

 

20% to 40% 38 15.02% 

 

40% to 60% 38 15.02% 

 

60% to 80% 30 11.86% 

 

80% to 100% 33 13.04% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.2.7. PERCENT OF RELATIVES RECOMMENDED 

Three quarters of caseworkers statewide estimated that in 60 percent or more of their cases they 
recommended placement with their grandparents. However, there were only 2 areas where a majority 
of the workers said they recommended placement with grandparents in 60 percent or more of their 
cases.  
 
Q18. Estimate the percentage of children in the custody of DCFS that you have recommended for 
placement with their grandparents or other relatives. 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 38 15.02% 

 

20% to 40% 46 18.18% 

 

40% to 60% 55 21.74% 

 

60% to 80% 63 24.90% 

 

80% to 100% 51 20.16% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.2.8.GRANDPARENTS ARE IN BEST INTERESTS 

Over half of the caseworkers surveyed indicated that, in their experience, grandparent or relative 
placement is in the best interest of the child less than 60% of the time. This was true in all but 3 areas 
of the state.  
 
Q19. In your experience, with your cases only, what percentage of the time are grandparents or other 
relative placements in the best interest of the child.  
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% to 20% 31 12.25% 

 

20% to 40% 47 18.58% 

 

40% to 60% 56 22.13% 

 

60% to 80% 66 26.09% 

 

80% to 100% 53 20.95% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.3.RESIDENCE BARRIERS TO RELATIVE PLACEMENT 

 
F.3.1. DIFFERENT COUNTY 

Caseworkers were asked, if otherwise qualified grandparents or other relatives reside in a different 
county, to what degree does that impact your efforts concerning placement with these relatives. Slightly 
less than half, 46 percent, said “somewhat” or “to a great extent.” Areas of the state with more than 50 
percent of the caseworkers reporting “somewhat” or “to a great extent” were areas 4, 6, 8, and 9.  
 
Q21. If otherwise qualified grandparents or other relatives reside in a different county, to what degree 
does that impact your efforts concerning placement of children just received into DCFS custody with 
these relatives. 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

To a Great Extent 39 15.48% 
 

Somewhat 78 30.95% 
 

Very Little 72 28.57% 
 

Not at All 63 25.00% 
 

Total 252 100%
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F.3.2. DIFFERENT STATE 

Caseworkers were asked the same question but the residence of the grandparents or other relatives 
was changed to a different state. In this case, 35 percent of the workers reported the out-of-state 
residence would impact their efforts to place children with relatives “to a great extent.” An additional 33 
percent reported that this would impact their efforts “somewhat.”  More than 50 percent of the 
caseworkers in areas 8 and 9 each reported that it would impact their efforts “to a great extent.”  
 
Q22. If otherwise qualified grandparents or other relatives reside in a different state, to what degree does 
that impact your efforts concerning placement of children just received into DCFS custody with these 
relatives. 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

To a Great Extent 89 35.32% 

 

Somewhat 82 32.54% 

 

Very Little 47 18.65% 

 

Not at All 34 13.49% 

 

Total 252 100%
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F.3.3. EMERGENCY SHELTER IMPACT ON RELATIVE PLACEMENT 

Caseworkers were asked, if a child is temporarily placed in an emergency shelter, to what degree does 
that impact your efforts concerning placement of the child with grandparents or other relatives? 
Approximately 30 percent of the workers said “to a great extent,” and another 26 percent said 
“somewhat.” Concern was highest in areas 3, 4, and 8.  
 
Q23. If a child is temporarily placed in an emergency shelter, to what degree does that impact your efforts 
concerning placement of the child with grandparents or other relatives. 
 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

To a Great Extent 74 29.37% 

 

Somewhat 65 25.79% 

 

Very Little 66 26.19% 

 

Not at All 47 18.65% 

 

Total 252 100%
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F.4. CASEWORKERS’ VIEWS OF THE PREFERENCES OF STAKEHOLDERS IN CHILD 
PLACEMENT 

 
Nearly 80 percent of the caseworkers either agreed or strongly agreed that the Office of Chief Counsel 
attorneys prefer that grandparents and other relatives be considered for placement.  An even larger 
number of caseworkers, 88 percent, indicated that DCFS leadership prefers that grandparents and 
other relatives be considered for placement. Caseworkers’ perceptions of judges’ views were similar, 
82 percent. Also a majority of caseworkers agreed or strongly agreed that the ad litem attorneys prefer 
that grandparents and other relatives be considered for placement.  However, in Area 6 half the 
caseworkers were undecided or disagreed.  
 
F.4.1. VIEWS OF THE OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL 
Q2. The Office of Chief Counsel attorneys prefer that grandparents and other relatives be considered for 
placement. 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly Disagree 4 1.59% 

 

Disagree 11 4.37% 

 

Undecided 39 15.48% 

 

Agree 119 47.22% 

 

Strongly Agree 79 31.35% 

 

Total 252 100%
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F.4.2. VIEWS OF DCFS LEADERSHIP 
Q5. DCFS leadership prefers that grandparents and other relatives be considered for placement. 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly disagree 8 3.20% 

 

Disagree 8 3.20% 

 

Undecided 14 5.60% 

 

Agree 136 54.40% 

 

Strongly Agree 84 33.60% 

 

Total 250 100%
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F.4.3. VIEWS OF AD LITEM ATTORNEYS 
Q9. The ad litem attorneys prefer that grandparents and other relatives be considered for placement. 
 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 

 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly disagree 8 3.16% 

 

Disagree 10 3.95% 

 

Undecided 53 20.95% 

 

Agree 127 50.20% 

 

Strongly Agree 55 21.74% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.4.4. VIEWS OF JUDGES 
Q14. Judges prefer that grandparents and other relatives be considered for placement. 
 

Caseworker Response by Area 

 
 
 

Caseworker Response Statewide 

Answer  Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly disagree 3 1.19% 

 

Disagree 6 2.37% 

 

Undecided 37 14.62% 

 

Agree 126 49.80% 

 

Strongly Agree 81 32.02% 

 

Total 253 100%
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F.5. BARRIERS TO SUCCESSFUL PLACEMENTS WITH GRANDPARENTS  

Caseworkers were asked to rank the barriers to successful placements with grandparents and other relatives. All 
but one area reported that the lack of information needed to identify the relatives or the law enforcement history of 
relatives was the first or second most significant barrier to a successful placement with grandparents or other 
relatives. After those two, the age of the relatives ranked as the most significant barrier. Area 9 cited the age of 
the relatives as the second most significant barrier. These concerns were followed by the amount of the child's 
previous contact with relatives and the income of the relatives. Logistics with school location, transportation, etc. 
ranked as the least significant in every area.  
 
Q16. Rank the barriers to successful placements with grandparents and other relatives from 1 to 6 with 1 being the 
most significant barrier and 6 being the least significant barrier.  

1. Lack of information to identify the relatives 
2. Age of relatives 
3. Amount of the child’s previous contact with relatives 
4. Income of relatives 
5. Law enforcement history of relatives 
6. Logistics with school location, transportation, etc 
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F.5.1. OTHER BARRIERS  

In the only open-ended question of the survey, caseworkers were asked to list any additional barriers 
not included in the ranking list.  
 
The following items related to barriers within the families and potential caregivers: 

• lack of adequate housing or space  
• insufficient support system for the relative(s)  
• medical history of the relatives (physical and mental health)  
• the inability or unwillingness of the relative to limit contact with the child’s parents if so instructed  
• willingness of the relative to work with the court or DCFS  
• willingness of the parents for a relative placement 
• the presence of siblings  

 
The child placement system barriers include an inadequate number of resource workers to complete 
provisional placements and the length of time required to get background checks and paperwork 
completed. Caseworkers also noted their own heavy caseloads, policy concerns, and the opinions of 
supervisors. 
 
F.5.2. COMMENTS FROM THE CASEWORKERS CONCERNING BARRIERS 

There were multiple comments on most of these topics. A few comments have been chosen as 
illustrative of the barriers cited. The comments have not been edited for grammar. In a very few cases 
brackets [ ] were inserted to indicate material had been reworked so that it conveyed the same 
information without permitting an individual worker to be identified.  
 
1. Kinship benefits, most grandparents are on limited incomes. They need assistance to care for the 

children, especially when permanent custody is the goal. 

2. We have resource workers that are to complete the provisional placements and open for approval.  
We do not have enough resource workers to do this.  We as Family Services Workers are not 
trained to complete the paperwork and are not knowledgeable in the necessary steps and 
paperwork to complete the process for these provisional placements.  It would be nice for a child to 
go straight to a relative’s home once taken into DCFS custody and not have to be placed in a foster 
home if possible. The child's life would be less disrupted. 

3. There are many times a child enters care that case workers are unaware of other relatives, due to 
investigators not providing the needed information. 

4. Excessive time needed for Interstate Compact on Placement of Children. (It has been more than 5 
months for an expedited REG. 7 with no word yet.)   

5. It takes about two months to get background and central checks to complete home study’s. I had a 
Court Ordered home study and it took over a month to get them back.   

6. Our Judge does not allow provisional foster homes. 

7. The decision does not need to be the attorney's, they do not see the families, or go to the homes. 

8. Issues such as substance abuse, mental health issues, poor or even dangerous parenting styles, 
lack of education or job skills, or tendency to criminal behavior can be common to multiple members 
of the extended family system and limit the workers choices for identifying an appropriate family 
placement.  
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9. History of abuse or neglect that is more than 15 years old, things that sometimes occurred when the 
relative or grandparent was a minor. When considering a relative the age of the offense, the 
treatment or services received, and the fact that no other offense occurred should be considered. 

10. Relatives awareness of maltreatment and lack of action to prevent or stop it; relatives' unwillingness 
to protect the child- makes excuses or lies for the parent, blames the child instead of the parent; 
relatives unwillingness to follow court orders regarding contact with the parents. 

11. Special needs of the child that cannot be met by relatives identified. 

12. Another issues is the relatives' willingness or ability to work on case goals. This issue can range 
from grandparents who avoid DHS post-placement because they don't feel the government should 
be involved in their family's life. 

13. Parents unwilling to give any possible relatives available for placement for fear of not being reunited 
with their children.  

14. Relatives willingness to foster children. Most would rather have custody. Home studies take 30 
days to complete most of the time.  

15. A third and common issue is the issue of siblings. Relatives may be related to one child but not the 
other siblings, or may even want one child and not the others.  

16. Caseworkers do not have the time needed to be able to identify relatives and get home studies 
requested or to complete the home study for placement of children.  This Family Services Worker 
currently has [approx. 40 cases] foster children.  There is only time to put out fires and deal with 
immediate issues and not enough time to provide quality service to any of the families and/or foster 
children on my workload. 

17. Having the time to locate and spend the time needed on each case to find appropriate placements. 
We are overloaded with only  [-] case workers and nearly [50] cases therefore being so short staffed 
it is nearly impossible to do good case work instead we have to spend time putting out fires. 

18. Conflict between workers and supervisor when a child is removed and worker immediately starts 
exploring grandparents/other relatives for possible placements and supervisor disagrees with the 
decision to do so. 

19. Guidelines for provisional foster parents are too strict for grandparent or relative to meet. 

20. I feel that after all back ground checks and home studies are completed and return favorable the 
children/child should be placed. The time that it takes for the relatives to complete foster pride 
training or be signed up for the training can be time consuming. I think it would benefit the children if 
the they can be placed and when the training is completed the relative receive a subsidy. If the 
state is willing to pay a foster home for a undetermined amount of time why not do the same for a 
relative. I always encourage relative placement but also inform them that they are taking on a new 
person with needs and ensure that they can accommodate that child(ren) based on their income. I 
provide them with TEA and ARKids information as well but let them know that the bulk of the care 
will be their responsibility. 

21. Judge's refusal to place out of state when reunification is the goal, length of time to complete an 
ICPC home study, having to go through a formal home study process on a non-offending parent 
who does not have custody at the time of removal even though an informal CHRIS search, criminal 
background check, and walk through could all be completed the same day, this is a barrier with 
other relatives too.   

22. The lack of consideration some counties give paternal grandparents in cases. The rules concerning 
placing children in the homes of putative fathers is sometimes unfair to putative grandparents. 
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23. The requirements/ process for the relatives to be considered a placement provider are so stringent 
that most of our clients do not meet the criteria.  DCFS needs to be more flexible when considering 
the relatives.  We need to look at the whether a driving record or foster care is more detrimental to 
the child. 

24. Having the knowledge of what the law is compared to policy of DCFS. Sometimes it seems that 
they contradict each other and then we are left to make a decision that could be misconstrued as 
the wrong placement. 

25. It seems that the Attorneys Ad Litem in past cases do not agree with allowing children that the 
parents have had Termination of Parental Rights to continue to have contact with the children as 
they view it a hindrance for the children to move forward and attach to a possible potential future 
family. 

26. No legal requirement for visitation other than the legal parents of the child. 

27. When the Agency finds relatives who are willing to take the children and/or adopt the children; the 
Court system sometimes frown on the placement with the relative .   

28. In my county, we have a high percentage of Hispanic population.  A lot of these people have left 
their parents in Mexico.  It is impossible to try to locate these people...not only is there a language 
barrier, a lot of these people are illegal and they do NOT like to give out information thinking that 
we, DCFS, will turn them in to immigration.  

29. Holding families homes up to foster parent standards, i.e. square footage per child, windows in 
rooms, etc. 

30. Supervisor's prejudicial attitude towards grandparents. 

31. Are parental rights terminated because if so by policy we do not recommend relatives any further. 
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G. BEST PRACTICES SUMMARY 

The Pew Foundation has recently released a report of kinship care practices throughout the nation. That report 
can be found in its entirety in Appendix H. 
 
G.1. ILLINOIS 

An example of state collaboration.  In Illinois, numerous state agencies have partnered to publish in 
collaboration a list of services available for kinship families, making it easier for grandparents and other 
relatives to find support and assistance.  Illinois also utilizes federal funds from the National Family 
Caregiver Support Program (NFCSP), a part of the 2000 Older Americans Act, to provide 5 types of 
supportive services to relatives age 55 and older raising children: 
 

1.  Assistance to caregivers about available resources; 
2.  Assistance to caregivers in gaining access to support services; 
3.  Individual counseling, organization of support groups, and training caregivers; 
4.  Respite care services; and 
5.  Supplemental services on a limited basis. 
 

There is a 10% limit on the amount of NFCSP funds that can be used to aid grandfamilies.   
Illinois has utilized NFCSP funds, as well as state funds, to provide legal assistance to relatives over 
the age of 55 who are raising children.  The Extended Family Support Program in the Illinois 
Department of Children and Family Services refers relatives to appropriate agencies where they are 
assigned a case manager who will assist them in getting a private guardianship.  The department pays 
for filing fees, notification fees, and goes to court with the relatives.  The department also assists with 
the purchase of clothing, beds and other supplemental services that the family may require.   
 
G.2. LOUISIANA 

Subsidized guardianship for kinship families outside of the foster care system.  Louisiana established 
the Kinship Care Subsidy Program in 1999 to provide a subsidy for kinship caregivers who possess or 
obtain legal custody or guardianship of a child living in the home within one year.  Louisiana uses TANF 
funds to finance its subsidy program.   
 
Louisiana has also participated in the Family Unification Program operated by the federal Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD).  The program provides funds to provide Section 8 housing vouchers for 
families who have been identified as at-risk of entering foster care due to lack of housing.  In October 
2004, the Grandparent's House was opened in Baton Rouge.  The complex includes 3 two-story 
buildings with 10 two-bedroom units in each one.  In addition, support services are located on site, such 
as the Grandparents Raising Grandchildren information center. See Appendix I for additional Louisiana 
information and for other guardianship subsidy information.  
 
G.3. NEW YORK 

The State of New York operates a Kinship Navigator system providing families with access to kinship 
specialists, including attorneys, and a website.  The program also works with kinship service providers 
to get better outcomes for children. Types of assistance provided include:  

• identifying local resources 
• providing information on state and federal laws 
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• identifying eligibility for benefits 
• accessing resources and assistance 

The website provides links to county and local resources through an interactive state map, information 
on kinship events across the state, fact sheets, an interactive caregiver forum, and news and articles 
affecting kinship care. The link for the website is www.nysnavigator.org. The New York State Kinship 
Navigator is funded by the New York State Office of Children and Family Services. 

 
H. RECOMMENDATIONS 

At the conclusion of the hearing held on September 14, 2010, Representative Jonnie Roebuck asked 
all stakeholders in the room, including state agencies, to work together to come up with a list of 
recommendations and solutions to the issues discussed during the course of the study.  The group 
presented their list of recommendations to Representative Roebuck on October 28, 2010.   
 
H.1. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ASSISTING RELATIVES WHO HAVE KIN IN THE CHILD 
WELFARE SYSTEM 

1.   To provide more information to relatives about the process when a child enters the foster care 
system and ways the relative can be involved in the process. 

• A handbook for relatives will be written that describes the foster care system process and how 
relatives can be involved.  Juvenile Judge Joyce Warren wrote a similar handbook for parents in 
dependency and neglect cases.  DCFS also has a publication (PUB-11) What Happens When 
Your Child and Family Are Involved with DCFS, which is designed to explain the system to 
caregivers with a focus on parents.  Both of these can be used as a template.  It is important 
that it is written in an easy to understand format.  DCFS, the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC), and Arkansas Voices will work to develop the handbook and look for ways to publish 
and publicize it.  Arkansas Voices has volunteered to lead the development of the handbook 
with input and final approval from AOC and DCFS.  Funding is needed to publish the handbook.  
DCFS will revise their publication to also focus on relatives.  (Timeframe:  Publication will be 
completed by the first quarter of 2011.)  

• A training will be provided by DCFS to relatives about the foster care system process and how 
relatives can be involved.  It should also include a component to assist relatives with issues they 
may be dealing with as their relationship with the child changes.  For example, they may be 
assuming the role of a foster parent or the child may be adopted by another family.  It is 
suggested that kinship relatives should also be trained as trainers so that they may provide 
training to other relatives and serve as resources to relatives.  DCFS will conduct several 
sessions around the state and also at their state-wide foster parent conference and local 
conferences.   (Timeframe:  Training will be completed by June 30, 2011 and incorporated into 
ongoing trainings.)  

• A training will be provided to child welfare professionals (i.e., DCFS workers, Attorneys Ad 
Litem, DCFS attorneys, parent counsel, CASA volunteers, and service providers) by DCFS and 
AOC on the importance of reaching out to relatives, relatives rights under state and federal law, 
and how to engage relatives in the process to provide better outcomes for children and families.  
(Timeframe:  AOC will conduct the training “Engaging Relatives” for juvenile judges, Attorneys 
Ad Litem (AAL), parent counsel, and CASA at their annual Children in the Courts Conference in 
May 2011 for judges and attorneys.  This training may also be attended by the DCFS field 
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`attorneys.  AOC will conduct the training for CASA volunteers at the CASA Conference in 
September 2011.  DCFS will have their training completed by June 30, 2011.)  

• DCFS will review a sample relative notification letter from a national resource to see if the DCFS 
notification letter can be made friendlier and easier to understand.  It is suggested that longtime 
caregivers review the letter for feedback.  (Timeframe:  Letter will be included in the next 
promulgation packet.)  As part of the legislative report, it is suggested that the steps DCFS is 
already doing to help locate relatives be included. 

• DCFS and Arkansas Voices will work together to find ways to make sure relatives feel 
welcomed in DCFS local offices (e.g., signage in a DCFS office that lets them know they are 
important).  (Timeframe: First meeting will take place in November 2010.) 

2.   To ensure DCFS adoption specialists let adoptive parents know if there are biological relatives who 
have close relationships with the child.  

• In some cases the adoptive parents are not aware that there are relatives who have a close 
relationship with the child.  Many times these are very important relationships for the child to 
continue for their well-being.  The decision is up to the adoptive parent whether the 
relationship should be continued.  (Timeframe:  Training will take place at monthly DCFS 
adoption specialist meeting in November 2010 and incorporated into ongoing trainings.) 

 

H.2. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ASSISTING RELATIVES WHO ARE RAISING KIN 
OUTSIDE OF THE CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM 

1. Help relatives obtain legal guardianships through the court system by creating a pro se 
guardianship form for uncontested guardianships. 

• The Arkansas Access to Justice Commission will lead a work group that includes the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, the Division of Aging, Arkansas Voices, AARP, and a 
Legal Service Attorney to: (1) create a form pro se guardianship petition and instructions for 
uncontested guardianships of minors; and (2) develop ways to publicize the form through 
programs that serve relative caregivers.  (Timeframe:  Form and instructions will be 
completed by the end of the first quarter of 2011.) 

2. The Department of Workforce Services will evaluate the current programs funded through the TANF 
block grant to determine if the programs should be continued and if programs that assist relative 
caregivers would be a more effective use of the TANF money. 

• A request for proposals has been developed by DWS and will soon be sent to organizations 
to submit a proposal to conduct the evaluation.  (Timeframe:  Evaluation will be completed 
by September 30, 2011.)   

3. The Division of County Operations and the Department of Workforce Services will include as part of 
their training for staff members of local offices the importance of assisting relatives and to make 
sure relatives know about the programs that can assist them in raising their kin.  (Timeframe: 
Training will be completed by the first quarter of 2011 and incorporated into ongoing trainings.) 

4. The Division of County Operations, the Division of Workforce Services, and Arkansas Voices will 
work together to find ways to make relatives feel welcomed in local offices (e.g., signage) and to 
update the handbook for relatives that describes the services available to relatives caring for kin.  
Funding is needed to publish the handbook.  (Timeframe:  First quarter of 2011.) 
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H.3. GENERAL RECOMMENDATION 

1. DCFS, Division of County Operations, Division of Aging, Arkansas Voices, and AARP will work 
together to find opportunities to educate the public and other service professionals about the 
important role of relatives in raising children and the resources available. 

• Look for opportunities and grants to hold public forums and conduct public campaigns. 

• Education other service professionals (e.g., medical professionals) who come into contact 
with relatives raising children about the resources available to relatives so that they can 
refer them to services.   

2.  Dedicate more state funds for substance abuse treatment for parents.   

• There is very little state funding for substance abuse treatment for parents.  If more parents 
could receive quality treatment, the number of children in the foster care system and the 
number of children being raised by relatives would be less. 
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APPENDIX A - INTERIM STUDY PROPOSAL 2009-186 
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APPENDIX B - SR 26 
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APPENDIX C - ACRONYM GUIDE 

 
1. AAL: Attorney Ad Litem 
2. AASIS: Arkansas Administrative Statewide Information System 
3. ACH: Arkansas Children‘s Hospital 
4. ACIC: Arkansas Crime Information Center 
5. ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act 
6. ADC: Arkansas Department of Correction 
7. ADE: Arkansas Department of Education 
8. AFDC: Aid to Families with Dependent Children (replaced by TANF in 1997) 
9. APPLA: Another Planned Permanent Living Arrangement 
10. ASP: Arkansas State Police 
11. ASVSP: Arkansas State Vehicle Safety Program 
12. CACD Crimes Against Children Division 
13. CAPTA: Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act 
14. CASA: Court Appointed Special Advocate 
15. CASSP: Child and Adolescent Service System Program 
16. CCRC: Child Case Review Committee 
17. CFCIP: Chafee Foster Care Independence Program 
18. CHA: Comprehensive Health Assessment 
19. CHRIS: Children‘s Reporting Information System 
20. CMHC: Community Mental Health Center 
21. CMS: Children‘s Medical Services 
22. COBRA: Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
23. CON: Certificate of Need 
24. COR: Compliance Outcome Report 
25. CPS: Child Protective Services 
26. CWAL: Child Welfare Agency Licensing 
27. CWALU: Child Welfare Agency Licensing Unit 
28. CWARB: Child Welfare Agency Review Board 
29. DCC: Division of Child Care 
30. DCCECE: Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education 
31. DCFS: Division of Children and Family Services 
32. DCO: Division of County Operations 
33. DDS: Division of Developmental Disabilities Services 
34. DHS: Department of Human Services 
35. DMS: Division of Medical Services 
36. DUI: Driving Under the Influence 
37. DWI: Driving While Intoxicated 
38. DYS: Division of Youth Services 
39. EPSDT: Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment 
40. FAPE: Free Appropriate Public Education 
41. FBI: Federal Bureau of Investigation 
42. FINS: Family In Need Of Services 
43. FSNRA: Family Strengths, Needs, and Risk Assessment 
44. FSPP: Family Services Policy and Procedure Manual 
45. FSW: Family Service Worker 
46. GRE: Graduate Record Exam 
47. HSS: Health Services Specialist 
48. ICAMA: Interstate Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance 
49. ICJ: Interstate Compact for Juveniles 
50. ICPC: Interstate Compact on Placement of Children 
51. IDEA: Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
52. IEP: Individual Education Plan 
53. IFS: Intensive Family Services 
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54. IFSP: Individualized Family Service Plan 
55. ILP: Independent Living Program 
56. IRIS: Incident Report Information System 
57. LEA: Local Education Authority 
58. MAPS: Multi-Agency Plan of Services 
59. MAT: Miller Analogy Test 
60. MCVAR: Mutual Consent Voluntary Adoption Registry 
61. MEPA: Multiethnic Placement Act 
62. MSW: Master of Social Work 
63. OCC: Office of Chief Counsel 
64. OCSE: Office of Child Support Enforcement 
65. OFM: Office of Fiscal Management 
66. OHR: Office of Human Resources 
67. PCP: Primary Care Physician 
68. PPES: Personnel Performance Evaluation System 
69. RR: Railroad Benefits 
70. SGR: State General Revenue 
71. SIJS: Special Immigrant Juvenile Status 
72. SPU: Specialized Placement Unit 
73. SR: Safety Responsibility 
74. SSA: Social Security Administration 
75. SSI: Supplemental Security Insurance 
76. SSN: Social Security Number 
77. TANF: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
78. TEA: Transitional Employment Assistance 
79. TPR: Termination of Parental Rights 
80. UAMS PACE: University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences Project for Adolescent and Child Evaluation 
81. VA: Veterans Benefits 
82. VSP: Vehicle Safety Program 
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APPENDIX D - DCFS RESPONSES 
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APPENDIX E - AOC RESPONSES 

E1 - AOC QUESTIONS/RESPONSES 
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E2 - DEPENDENCY-NEGLECT PROCEEDINGS FLOW CHART 
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E3 - PERMANENCY DATA 
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E4 - POWERPOINT PRESENTATION  JULY 15, 2009 
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E5 - AOC SAMPLE ORDERS 
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E6 - BACKGROUND AFFIDAVIT  
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E7 - SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE LAWS 
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APPENDIX F - DWS RESPONSES 

 
F1 - WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

Department of Workforce Services 
 
The subcommittee requests that DWS provide the qualifications of each person testifying in writing so 
that the information can be included in the report. 
 
1.  Guardianship Subsidies.  Does Arkansas have a guardianship subsidy law?  
To our knowledge, the Arkansas Subsidized Guardianship Act represents the totality of existing 
Arkansas guardianship subsidy law.  What is the status of guardianship subsidies in Arkansas?  We 
have little knowledge regarding the current status of guardianship subsidies, as the Arkansas 
Department of Human Services is the administrator of this program. Is there funding available for 
guardianship subsidies?  If so, what is the source?  Again, we have limited knowledge of what potential 
funding sources have been identified by the Arkansas Department of Human Services for this purpose.  
 
2.  Financial Assistance.  Explain in detail the type and amount of financial aid (including benefits) 
your agency (or your division of the agency) provides to relative caregivers.  Explain the eligibility 
requirements.  Give examples. 
 
Cash assistance may be available to children residing with their grandparents and other relative 
caregivers through the Transitional Employment Assistance (TEA) Program.  These instances are 
called “child-only” cases and generally occur when a child is living somewhere other than with a parent 
(i.e., with a relative) and the relative receives benefits on behalf of the child. While the child is residing 
with the relative, the relative may or may not have formal, legal custody of the child. 

The actual dollar amount of these monthly cash assistance payments is determined by family size.  
The following amounts by family size are the monthly cash assistance maximums an otherwise eligible 
TEA family may be paid: 

Family Size Maximum Grant 
1 $  81 
2 $162 
3 $204 
4 $247 
5 $286 
6 $331 
7 $373 
8 $415 
9 or more $457 
 
While the Arkansas Department of Human Services conducts eligibility determinations for all potential 
TEA Program participants, including these child-only cases, the general eligibility requirements consists 
of meeting the definition of a needy family whose family income and resources are within specified 
limits. 
 
Testimony Provided By:   
 
Phil Harris, TANF Program – Assistant Director 
Arkansas Department of Workforce Services 
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F2 - TANF FINANCIAL IMPACT – SUBSIDIZED GUARDIANSHIP PROGRAM 
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APPENDIX G - SIGNED STATEMENTS FROM RELATIVES 
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APPENDIX I - SUBSIDIZED GUARDIANSHIP 

 
I1 - LA SUBSIDIZED GUARDIANSHIP OVERVIEW 
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I2 - SUBSIDIZED GUARDIANSHIP FACTSHEET 
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I3 - SUBSIDIZED GUARDIANSHIP – MARK TESTA PRESENTATION 
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