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Briefing Report to the General Assembly 

LAC A Limited-Scope Review of the 
Department of Social Services 

May 1991 

A
s requested by members of the General 
Assembly, we have conducted a review of the 
Department of Social Services (nss). This 

review focused on the size and cost of the agency's 
administration, on its ability to protect children reported 
as abused or neglected, and on the licensing of foster 
homes. We also examined the use of volunteers and 
paraprofessionals by the county offices. This is a brief 
summary of our findings. 

Yes. Compared to four other states with similar office 
structures, the DSS central administrative office is over­
staffed by 119 positions. One of every six (719 of 
4,640) nss employees fills an administrative position in 
the central office. We also identified an extra 
managerial level at the central office; between the 
commissioner and program directors are 17 
administrators (deputy commissioners and executive 
assistants). Yet, according to nss's own staffing 
standards, the 46 county nss offices are under-staffed by 
547 employees. 

The level of funding ($2.5 million) used to employ 119 
non-essential personnel in the central office could 
employ 162 entry-level case workers in the county 
offices. 

Client Services Positions Per Each Administrator 

The lower the 
number of direct 
client services 
positions per 
each central 
administrative 
position, the 
more "top heavy" 
the organization. 
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In addition, we found that nss's administrative costs for 
the aid to families with dependent children (AFDC) and 
food stamp programs were higher than the average for 
eight southeastern states in FY 88-89. DSS error rates 
for these programs for FY 85-86 through FY 87-88 were 
also higher than the southeastern average. nss has 
introduced several major initiatives to reduce error rates 
(p. 14). 

We found that the state office does not effectively 
oversee the county programs that deliver human 
services, such as child protective services. However, we 
found that the state office does adequately monitor 
county programs in economic services, such as food 
stamps and AFDC. 

DSS uses a II coordinated internal review system II to 
formally evaluate county programs once every three 
years. We determined that the sampling procedures used 
in these evaluations are not adequate to produce reliable, 
valid results. For example, in one county, DSS 

evaluators reviewed only eight cases in order to 
determine if county caseworkers were making contact 
with alleged victims of child abuse within 24 hours of 
notification, as is required by law and nss policy. We 
reviewed 37 cases, and found a substantial difference in 
the compliance rate. 

We also found that visits by state program consultants to 
the counties are not frequent enough in human services 
to ensure that policy is followed. 

The total amount spent by nss to monitor county 
programs was $4.2 million in FY 89-90 and involved 97 
of the 719 central office staff. 
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No. By not requiring criminal background checks on 
foster parents and not always enforcing training, fire and 
health regulations, nss has not adequately protected 
foster children. nss also does not check foster parents 
against the DSS registry for known cases of child abuse 
and neglect. Forty-one percent of foster homes had not 
received a fire inspection and 21% had not received a 
health inspection in our eight-county sample of licensing 
files from FY 89-90. 

More than half of the foster parents reviewed in our 
sample held temporary or irregular licenses, indicating 
deficiencies in fire, health and training requirements. 

We found considerable evidence that nss is not doing 
enough to protect children reported to nss. Based on 
our review in eight counties of 504 case reports from 
FY 89-90, we found the following: 

• In emergency situations, contact by nss with alleged 
victims of abuse or neglect should be made, or at 
least attempted, within two hours. Such contact by 
nss was documented in only 43% of the emergency 
cases reviewed. 

• In 25% of the cases reviewed, DSS did not contact 
alleged victims within 24 hours in non-emergency 
situations, as required. 

• nss policy requires a supervisor to review and 
approve the caseworker's decision - on whether 
allegations of child abuse or neglect were 
substantiated. Evidence of such supervisory review 
was found in only 53% of the reports. 

We reviewed 664 reports of child abuse and neglect 
received between March and July 1990 by seven counties 

which were "screened out" and not investigated. Of 
these reports, 49% (326) met the statutory definition of 
abuse and/or neglect and should have been investigated. 
State law requires that nss investigate all allegations 
which meet the statutory definition of abuse or neglect. 

Screened Out Reports of Child Abuse and Neglect 

Total 
Allegations Not 

County Investigated 

Allendale 2 

Charleston 34 

Clarendon 6 

Darlington 10 

Greenville 284 

Horry 146 

Richland 182 

Total 664 

• We found limited use of volunteers by the counties. 
While nss has allocated some paraprofessional 
positions to the counties, it could save as much as 
$1.3 million a year through a greater use of 
paraprofessionals (p. 75). 

• During March and April1990, we placed 30 calls to 
each of eight county offices and found that most 
telephone calls were answered responsively, except 
in Richland County (p. 82). 

• The annual turnover of DSS caseworkers is only 
slightly higher than that of state employees in 
general (p. 84). 

I nss 's response to our audit can be found on p. 103. 
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Executive Summary 

Audit Request 

Central Office 
Issues 

Administrative Structure 

Members of the General Assembly requested us to conduct a limited­
scope review of the South Carolina Department of Social Services. The 
review focused on four areas. 

• The size and cost of the agency's administration, relative to its 
oversight of comity programs, as well as the effectiveness of oversight. 

• Compliance with child protective and preventive services {CPPS) 
statutes and policy. 

• Screening and licensing procedures for foster care homes. 

• The efficiency and responsiveness to the public of the DSS county 
offices, including the use of volunteers &nd paraprofessionals to ease 
caseworkers' caseloads. 

To answer our audit requests, we developed specific audit objectives 
which guided our work. A summary of the findings for each of these 
objectives follows. 

Yes, we found that the central office is staffed at 119 administrative 
positions above the average of similarly structured offices in four states 
(seep. 7). One of every six (719 of 4,640) DSS employees is an 
administrative employee assigned to the central office. According to DSS 

staffing standards, the 46 county DSS offices are understaffed by 547 
employees. Through attrition of 119 nonessential personnel in the central 
office, DSS could employ 162 entry-level caseworkers in the counties. 
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Oversight of County 
Programs 

Administrative costs for the AFDC and food stamp programs were higher 
than the average for eight southeastern states in FY 88-89 (seep. 14). In 
addition, oss error rates for FY 85-86 through FY 87-88 were higher than 
the southeastern average. The federal government uses error rates to 
determine the accuracy of a state's eligibility decisions. Several major 
initiatives to reduce error rates have been introduced, discussed on 
pages 17-18. Preliminary FY 88-89 error rates appear to show significant 
decreases. 

We evaluated the effectiveness of four major types of state oversight of 
county programs, summarized on page 22. We found that the state does 
not effectively oversee the county programs in human services, but does 
a reasonably thorough job in economic services. Findings include: 

• Sampling procedures for the coordinated internal review system 
(CIRS), which formally evaluates all county programs once every three 
years, were not adequate to produce valid, reliable results in child 
protective and preventive services (see p. 24). Also, CIRS has not 
reported in a timely manner to the counties (seep. 27). 

• Visits by state program consultants to the counties are not frequent 
enough in human services to ensure that policy is followed (see p. 30). 

• Review of management information reports from the counties by the 
state office was not documented for four of seven program areas 
(seep. 34). 
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County Office 
Issues 

Child Protective and 
Preventive Services 
{CPPS) 

• Rather than reporting directly to the commissioner or the board, the 
division of internal audit is "buried" under four layers of bureaucracy 
(seep. 36). 

For FY 89-90, of the 301 total state office personnel who work with the 
county's economic and human services programs, 82 personnel monitored 
county programs at a cost of $3.7 million (personnel and other operating 
costs). Also, two sections of the administration division, internal audit 
and management consulting, have 15 personnel who monitor the counties 
at a cost of $500,000 (see p. 38). 

We found considerable evidence that DSS is not doing enough to protect 
children based on our review of 504 case reports from eight counties in 
FY 89-90. 

• DSS policy requires a supervisor to review and approve the caseworker's 
decision to substantiate or not substantiate the allegation of abuse or 
neglect. We found evidence of supervisory review of case decisions 
in 53% of the reports we reviewed (see p. 42). 

• In emergency situations, contact by DSS with the alleged victim should 
be made, or attempted, in two hours. Such contact by DSS was 
documented in 75 ( 43%) of the 176 emergency reports reviewed 
(see p. 44). We reviewed whether contact was made by caseworkers, 
not law enforcement officers. Neither the law nor DSS policy states 
that the two-hour contact may be made by law enforcement instead 
of caseworkers. However, a DSS official states that it may be. 
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County Foster Care 
Licensing 

• In nonemergency situations, DSS policy and state law require contact, or 
attempted contact, with alleged victims within 24 hours. Such contact 
was documented in 75% of the reports reviewed (see p. 45). 

• In cases where allegations of abuse or neglect have been substantiated, 
DSS policy requires assessment summaries and treatment plans to be part 
of the victim's file. Assessment summaries were missing in 24% of the 
cases we reviewed; treatment plaps were not present in 28% of the 
cases in our sample (see p. 46). 

• State law requires DSS to notify the family court within one week of cases 
in which allegations of sexua~ physica~ or mental abuse are 
substantiated. Of 77 cases in our sample which should have been ......... 
referred to the family court, 30 cases (39%) were actually referred 
within one week (see p. 46). 

• State law requires that all allegations of abuse or neglect of children are 
to be investigated by DSS. We reviewed 664 reports received between 
March and July 1990 by seven of the eight counties in our sample, 
which the counti~ had "screened out" or chosen not to investigate. 
One county kept no records of its screened out reports during this 
time. Approximately half (326 or 49%) of these reports should have 
been investigated, since the alleged conduct fit the statutory definition 
of abuse and/or neglect. Controls for the screening out process are 
lacking, and caseworkers frequently gave inappropriate reasons for 
not investigating reports (see p. 48). 

:·. ;: : ·... -:,( . •'· .. ·.·.: · .. ·· 

} Has riss ·st:reeningand• ticensipg ·~r ·ro$.t~r ·.·sarehoirle$ ptqt~tecf ··••••••·• 
•••·•·•··· rostetcpitdren :iidequately .as reqtiire<Jpy~ta~¢.1~\V®d policy? I > ·• 
···.·•········:· .. >· < ·.<.•.::/ .•.... ·.· .... ·.: .... >·:'i>.; ::Oi >·/··········.··.· ·.· .................. ·.········· .. ···· 

No. By not requiring background checks on foster parents and not always 
enforcing training, fire and health regulations, oss has not adequately 
protected foster children. 

• oss does not require criminal background checks on foster parents; 
nor does it require foster parents to be checked against the DSS 
registry for substantiated cases of child abuse and neglect (see p. 55). 
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Other County Office 
Issues 

• Requirements for foster parent training have not consistently been 
enforced. Sixty-two percent of the foster parents whose files we 
reviewed did not receive the required ten hours of pre-service 
training, and 56% had not always received the five hours annually 
required for relicensure (see p. 57). 

• Regulations were not consistently enforced for fire and health 
inspections; 41% of the homes had not received a fire inspection and 
21% had not received a health inspection (see p. 59). 

• Twenty percent of the licenses in our sample were not renewed on 
time. Also, over half of the foster parents in our sample held 
temporary or irregular licenses, indicating deficiencies in fire, health 
and training requirements (see pp. 60, 62). 

In its December 1990 meeting, the DSS board voted to require criminal 
background checks on foster parents and DSS staff are in the process of 
negotiating an agreement for criminal bcickground checks with the State 
Law Enforcement Division. The board also voted to upgrade all 
temporary and irregular licenses to standard licenses by March 1, 1991. 
However, as of March 4, 1991, not all foster homes had standard licenses, 
and a DSS staff person could not estimate when, or if, all homes would 
have standard licenses. 

...... ·. -:::: _: .:::-_ ... -:-:-:::. __ ._ ::::::·- : ....... . 

< Does. Dss<·use· of volhnte~rs an~. P~t~ptotessi()hals hetp tb r~Iie"¢ . ? 
::the caseworkers'. load ih the counties? · / :,, :: . •• .. ·.· .. : ·.· ~······· ..... 
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We found limited use of volunteers in our sample counties, and also 
concluded that yearly volunteer statistics reported by the state office are 
overstated (seep. 75). DSS encouraged paraprofessional use in the 
county human services divisions by allocating 46 part-time 
paraprofessional positions to the counties in FY 89-90. DSS could save as 
much as $1.3 million a year through greater use of paraprofessionals 
(seep. 79) . . 
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EDcutlve Summary 

Most were, according to our study. We placed 30 calls over an eight­
week period in March and April1990 to each of the eight county offices 
in our sample to determine: 

• Do local offzces answer the telephone in a reasonable length of time? 
One of the eight counties met our definition of "unresponsive," 
because 40% of the calls we placed were unanswered (see p. 83). 
Responsiveness w&s defined as answering the telephone within a ten­
minute time period. 

• Were workers reasonably courteous when they answered the phone? 
Most were, rating in the average range (see p. 83). 

• Annually, approximately 30% of DSS caseworkers leave their jobs for 
another position in DSS, or for a job elsewhere (see p. 84). This level 
of turnover is slightly higher than that for DSS state office employees 
and for all state employees. 

• When turnover was defined as only those who left their employing 
agencies, caseworker turnover for FY 86-87 through FY 88-89 was 
comparable to that of all state employees, and slightly greater than 
that of DSS state office employees, approximately 13%. 
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We found no evidence that this was true in any of the eight counties in 
our sample. Also, DSS policy does not permit employees to work fewer 
than the required 37.5 hours weekly. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Background 

Objectives 

Scope and 
Methodology 

Members of the General Assembly requested us to conduct a limited 
scope review of the South Carolina Department of Social Services. The 
review focused on four areas: 

• The size and cost of the agency's administrative structure, relative to 
its oversight of county programs, as well as oversight effectiveness. 

• Compliance with child protective and preventive services (CPPS) 
statutes and policy. 

• Screening and licensing procedures for foster care homes. 

• The efficiency and responsiveness to the public of the DSS county 
offices, including the use of volunteers and paraprofessionals to ease 
caseworkers' caseloads. 

This report contains a further discussion of the review's objectives and 
findings. 

We interviewed officials from state and county DSS offices, other South 
Carolina and central state government agencies, child caring agencies in 
South Carolina and in other states, professional associations and national 
organizations, and foster parents. Surveys were mailed to other 
southeastern states and to former and current foster parents in South 
Carolina. We reviewed documents and policies maintained by DSS and 
other state agencies. Comparative data obtained by survey from other 
states and foster parents was not verified in all cases, but was reported 
as survey data. We also reviewed data processing controls (see p. 19). 

We reviewed local office efficiency and responsiveness at the county level. 
We used an eight-county sample to review foster care licensing, child 
protective services, and the use of paraprofessionals and volunteers in the 
counties. The eight counties chosen for the sample were Allendale, 
Charleston, Clarendon, Darlington, Greenville, Greenwood, Harry, and 
Richland. These counties were chosen because their size, their 
geographic location, and their income distribution were varied and 
representative, and as a result of interviews with oss officials and other 
state government officials. 
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Department 
History and 
Organization 

State and County 
Organizational 
Structure 

Chapter 1 
Introduction and Background 

Specific sampling methodology is reported in individual findings, as 
applicable. The audit was conducted in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. 

With Act 560 in 1937, the General Assembly established the permanent 
State Department of Public Welfare and the State Board of Public 
Welfare. The department retained this title until 1972 when the General 
Assembly changed the name to the Department of Social Services {DSS). 
In July 1984, the responsibility for administering two of DSS's programs, 
medicaid (Title XIX) and social services block grant programs, was 
transferred from DSS to the newly created Health and Human Services 
Finance Commission (HHSFC). 

The South Carolina DSS organization chart, in Appendix A, illustrates the 
agency's state-level structure. In each of the 46 counties, a social services 
director reports to a county board. The counties' administrative 
structures differ, depending on the size of the county. As of June 1990, 
the counties had a total of 3,571 authorized positions compared to 1,069 
such positions in the state office. Also in Appendix A is a table which 
presents a five-year history of revenues and expenditures for DSS. 

In FY 89-90, the state office of the Department of Social Services had a 
total operating budget of approximately $74 million, and distributed over 
$437 million in assistance payments. The agency has two main program 
divisions: the office of self-sufficiency (including food stamps and aid to 
families with dependent children, or AFDC), and the office of children, 
family and adult services. For this report, we refer to the office of self­
sufficiency as "economic services," and the office of children, family and 
adult services as "human services." 

Table 1.1 which follows presents a functional overview of the state office. 
Areas 1 (administration), 2 (direct state programs) and 3 (Hugo Reliet) 
do not directly monitor and oversee county programs. Human services 
and economic services have oversight responsibilities for county programs. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction and Background 

Table 1.1: Functional Overview of the DSS State Office FY 89-90 

a 

b 

c 

Functions/ · 

$36.4 million (a) Commissioner (6) $51,531 
(b)General Counsel (13) 
(c)Senior Deputy Commissioner (13) 
(d) Deputy Commissioner for Audits, Investigations 

and Support Service& (210)a 
(e)Pianning, Management and Staff Development (57) a 
(f)Fiscal and Personnel Management (114) 
(g)Deputy Commissioner for Self-Sufficiency (5) 
(h) Deputy Commissioner for CFAS (3) 

$16.6 million 346.6 (a)Child Support Enforcement (see also 5e) (236) $37.2 million 
(b) Birth Parent Services (see also 4f) (110.6) 

$1.5 million 0 One-time federal- and state-funded relief. $132 miUion 

$7.5 million 70 (a) Executive Assistant (4) $10.1 million 
(b)Child Protective and Preventive Services (CPPS) (17) 
(c)Adult Services (12) 
(d)Substitute Care (foster care) (12) 
(e)Program Quality Assurance (25) 

(includes day care and foster home 
licensing units-10 FTEs) 

(f)Adoption and Birth Parent Services (see 2b) 

$11.8 million 231.5 (a)Economic, Administrative and Management $258.3 million 
Support (AFDC and Food Stamps) (70.5) 

(b)Medical Support (Medicaid)c (70) 
(c)Work Support (21) 
(d) Economic Assessment and Quality Control 

(error rates for division) (70) 
(e)Child Support Enforcement (see 2a) 

$73.8 million 1069.1 (1069.1) $437.7 million 

We address the effectiveness of county program oversight for the division of internal audit, under audits, Investigations, and support services, and 
the office of management consulting, under planning, management and staff development. in Chapter 3 of this report In FY 89-90, internal audit 
had 26 employees and spent $846,000; the office of management consulting had 9 employees and spent $375,000. 
Direct state programs ere presented in this table to illustrate areas of human and economic services which delivered services directly from the state 
office and did not operate or have oversight activities in the county offices. In our review of FY 89-90 central administration (see Chapter 2), we found 
that child support enforcement had 19 central administrative employees, and adoptions and birth parent services had 15. The remaining employees 
in these areas delivered direct client services. 
Within medical support. 37 of the employees provide direct client services. 

Source: DSS Budgeting and Cost Allocation Systems unaudited FY 89-90 Schedule of Expenditures. 
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General Description 
of Assistance 
Programs 

Chaptw1 
lrdroductlon and Background 

DSS setves the public primarily at the county level, with the exceptions of 
child support enforcement and birth parent services. Assistance is 
provided in three ways: cash payments, food coupons, and social services. 

Economic Services 

• AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) 

The state and federally funded AFDC program provides financial 
assistance to eligible children under the age of 18. These children 
become eligible for assistance due to the death, absence from the 
home, unemployment, or mental or physical incapacity of the parent. 
During FY 89-90, the AFDC program setved an average of 108,593 
persons in South Carolina, with payments totalling $93,231,673. 

• Food Stamp Program 

The federally funded food stamp program provides low income 
families with food coupons. In FY 89-90, the food stamp program 
distributed approximately $174 million in food stamps. An average 
of 93,038 households per month was setved. 

• Child Support Enforcement 

Child support enforcement's functions include setting up case files 
and orders of support, locating absent parents, and determining 
paternity. Other services involve assessing financial responsibility, 
collecting and distributing funds, and enforcing support orders. In 
FY 89-90, child support enforcement obtained and distributed 
approximately $59 million in child support collections. 

Human Services 

• Substitute Care 

The substitute care program seeks to ensure that all children 
requiring substitute care receive the placement planning that meets 
their needs. During FY 89-90, the foster care system setved 5,361 
children. The long-term goal of this program is to provide suitable 
permanent placement, either with the biological, foster, or adoptive 
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parents. The statewide specialized training program for foster care 
workers requires all direct delivery staff to complete initial 
certification training and be recertified on a regular basis. 

• Foster Care Licensing 

During FY 88-89, foster family home licensing was decentralized so 
that each of the 46 counties has responsibility for licensing foster 
family homes and recommending directly to the commissioner licenses 
for his approval. The licensing unit coordinates recruiting, training, 
and licensing of foster family homes. During FY 89-90, the agency 
licensed 2,155 homes, and 82 group facilities. Foster parent training 
for licensing and relicensing is required statewide. 

• Child Protective and Preventive Services ( CPPS) 

The department's central office division of child protective and 
preventive services has responsibility for the investigation of 
institutional abuse and neglect. County protective services offices are 
responsible for the investigation and provision of services to abused 
and neglected children and their families. CPPS also maintains a 
statewide central registry for child abuse and neglect cases. During 
FY 89-90, child protective services received a total of 19,124 child 
abuse and neglect reports. 
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DSS Central Office Structure and Related 
Issues 

DSS Central 
Office 
Structure 

DSS Has a 
Relatively High 
Number of Central 
Office 
Administrative 
Positions 

Based on our request, we answered the following questions: 

• Is the DSS central office in Columbia administratively "top-heavy"? 

• What efforts have been made by the agency to assess its staffing 
needs? 

• Have the two largest benefit programs, AFDC (aid to families with 
dependent children) and food stamps, been administered efficiently 
and accurately? 

• What efforts have been made by the central office to increase 
efficiency and effectiveness of the AFDC and food stamps programs? 

• Does the central office have sufficient data processing controls? 

We answer each of these questions in this chapter. 

·•··••·•••Is·.·the oss···centrar··office••·k···bol\lmbii····acl~ini~tr~tiv~ty•••''to~li~~~~?············ 
...... :••······ .. .. .. •.·: ... 

Yes, the Department of Social Services' central office is staffed at 119 
administrative positions above the average of comparably structured state 
social service agencies. A relatively high number of administrators 
compared to direct service workers (workers who deliver services directly 
to clients) indicates a "top-heavy" agency. DSS has a higher ratio of 
central office administrative positions to direct client services positions 
than four states which are comparably structured. 

We analyzed the organizations of the social service agencies in Alabama, 
Colorado, Maryland and New York because they were similarly structured 
to South Carolina's DSS. The survey average was one central office 
administrative position for every 6.53 client service positions. Of the 
1,069 positions assigned to the DSS central office, 719 (67%) are 
administrative. We define administrative employees as those employees 
who do not directly deliver services to clients. This includes all state 
office personnel except those who directly deliver services to clients in 
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Central Administrative PosHion) 

The lower the number of 
direct client services positions 
per each central 
administrative position, the 
more .. top heavy .. the 
organization. 

Chapter 2 
DSS Central Office Structure and Related luuea 

child support enforcement, birth parent services and medical support 
programs. 

Using the survey average, the DSS central office should be staffed closer 
to 600 administrative positions. Graph 2.1 shows that DSS has one central 
administrative position for every 5.45 positions involved directly in 
delivering services to clients, while Maryland has one central 
administrative position for every 6.88 client services positions. 

Client Services Positions 
Per Each Administrator 

5.45 

South Carolina Alabama Colorado 

Source: LAC administrative structure survey, 1990. 

6.88 

6.57 

MaJYiand New York 

Based on our analysis, the central office has excess administrative 
employees, while according to DSS staffing standards the counties are 
understaffed by 547 employees. As of August 1990, the human services 
divisions in the eight-county sample we used to evaluate many of the 
issues in this report, were staffed at an average of 72% of assessed need. 
Statewide, 897 caseworkers (including supervisors) worked in county 
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offices in human services; there was an assessed need for 1,232 
caseworkers. Therefore, the 46 county human services offices were 
staffed at 73% of assessed need in FY 89-90. 

Table 2.1 provides the August 1990 staffing levels and needs for our 
eight-county sample. 

! 
I > 

county•······· .... •··•·• 

Allendale 

Charleston 

Clarendon 

Darlington 

Greenville 

Greenwood 

Horry 

Richland 

8-County Total 

State Total 
(46 Counties) 

. < · · ·· · · total •·•·••· Adciijr~.,.~• •·1·. Total ~ ot S..frlno • · 
·.·.· i AsilfgnOd Staff Staff iiJ Elileh toi.ln1j u 

..•. Staff • .. ···•· No~~cf 1. NeedOd .....•..... of~gutlf1!!CJ< 

5 3 8 

63 26 89 71% 

12 3 15 80% 

23 2 25 

69 25 94 73% 

12 -1 11 

27 22 49 55% 

70 27 97 72% 

281 107 388 72% 

897 335 1,232 73% 

Source: DSS- Human Services Quality Assurance, August 30, 1990. 

Staffing need was first established in 1985 by Omni Systems, Inc., a 
consulting firm, (see p. 11) and was partially updated by Omni in 1988. 
Since that time, the human services quality assurance section has 
maintained current information on staffing levels, updated yearly using 
the Omni methodology. 

DSS officials have stated that it is not realistic to expect that DSS policies 
and South Carolina statutes can be adhered to 100% of the time by 
caseworkers in child protective and preventive services (or any other 

Page !I LAC/DSS-8!1-:! Department of Social Services 



Extra Managerial Level 

Chapter 2 
DSS Central Office Structure and Related Issues 

area), if only 73% of the staffing needs are met. Understaffing can 
reduce efficiency and effectiveness of the county offices, where most 
client services are delivered. 

As discussed earlier, DSS has 119 more central office staff than the 
average of comparably structured states. DSS spent an estimated 
$2.5 million on these 119 positions, based on the FY 89-90 average salary 
of $20,795 for state employees. This level of funding could be used in the 
county offices to employ 162 entry-level caseworkers at the starting salary 
of $15,229. 

One cause we identified for the relatively high number of administrative 
positions is the existence of both a deputy commissioner level and an 
executive assistant level. The DSS organization chart in Appendix A 
shows 17 administrators, including 1 senior deputy commissioner, 5 deputy 
commissioners, and 11 executive assistants, between the commissioner 
and the program directors. 

We reviewed organization charts for social service agencies in the four 
comparably structured states mentioned earlier and for two South 
Carolina human services agencies, Departments of Mental Health and 
Mental Retardation. None of these agencies had two managerial levels 
between the commissioner/director and all of the program directors. 
Graph 2.2 illustrates the standard managerial structure found in the seven 
agencies reviewed. 

The DSS Administration Policy and Procedure Manual states: 

Organizational chart~ should be reflective of our commitment to 
responsiveness, effectiveness and efficiency in the utilization of the resources 
allocated to meet the needs of our citizens who for a temporary time must 
look to their state government for assistance. Organizational change will be 
aimed toward achieving the most cost effective, humane structure. 

DSS could bring its ratio of central office administrative positions more in 
line with the survey average gradually through attrition. When an 
employee in a nonessential function leaves the state office, DSS could 
transfer the position to the county with the highest level of need, based 
upon the county staffing analysis. 
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2nd Level: Deputy Commissioner 

3rd Level: Program Director 

Recommendation 

No Plan 
Addressing Study 
Recommendations 
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2ND 

LEVEL 

L""'L 
OFFICE 

1ST 

LEVEL 

2ND 

LEVEL 

!-----{ INTERrrW. 

2ND 

LEVEL 

'""' 
LEVEL 

The number of 3rd level managers under each 2nd level manager is for illustrative purposes only. 
There was no uniform number of 3rd level managers. The graph illustrates that the comparably 
structured agencies typically had three managerial levels. 

Source: LAC 

1 DSS should reduce central office administrative staffing through 
attrition and increase the number of new positions assigned to the 
counties so that county staffing standards are met. 

. . . . .. <,'· ':· 
What efforts have been made by the agency to assess its staffing 
needs? ·'••• 

, .. ,, 

In 1984, DSS contracted with Omni Systems, Inc. for $160,000, to 
determine the proper staffing levels for each oss county office. DSS has 
used this information to make county staffing decisions, and oss has 
updated the county staffing standards in 1988 and 1989. 
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In 1985, DSS contracted with Omni for a similar study of the state office 
for $204,613. The contract required an analysis of the staffing levels of 
each unit within the state office. DSS did not contract with Omni to 
determine how the state office should be organized or to review whether 
or not the units were necessary to complete the agency's mission. The 
agency contracted with Omni to analyze how many employees it needed 
to perform the work within each unit adequately, as it existed. 

While DSS officials indicate that the study was accurate and appropriately 
conducted, the agency did not develop a formal plan for addressing the 
Omni study recommendations for the state office and has not updated the 
staffing analysis. The agency did not involve the planning division or the 
personnel division in making a plan to implement the study's 
recommendations. 

The commissioner stated that he has used the study to make decisions on 
organizational changes, to delete certain staff allocations, to establish 
additional positions in areas of critical needs and to make both strategic 
and operational planning decisions. However, the purpose of the study, 
as stated in both the contract and the study's executive summary, was to 
provide DSS with the ability to monitor and update staffing levels in the 
state office. 

DSS has not used the study for its intended purpose. For example, DSS 

has not fully implemented the Omni recommendation to reduce the 
number of staff in the treasurer's office by 19. After the agency 
transferred one over-staffed section of the treasurer's office to another 
division in 1988, the office remained over-staffed by nine employees. 
These nine employees cost the state an estimated $187,155 annually. DSS 

could have reduced staff through attrition, since 30 employees left the 
treasurer's office during the three fiscal years following the Omni 
recommendation. 

Proper management of state resources requires that clear benefits be 
achieved from an expenditure of $204,000 for a study. The Omni state 
office study was patterned after the study of the county offices. However, 
the same results have not been achieved. DSS has updated the county 
office study, and has made attempts to correct the staffing shortages by 
requesting additional positions. 
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DSS has not documented improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the state office as a result of the study. The agency could have shifted 
the nine excess positions in the treasurer's office to the counties. The 
over-staffing in the state office also could have been reduced (see p. 7). 

2 DSS should use an update of the Omni staffing analysis, or a similar 
analysis, of the state office as an aid in shifting personnel from the 
state office to the counties. 

In reviewing the use of the Omni study, we also found that proper 
procurement procedures were not followed. DSS did not seek pre­
approval for the two Omni contracts from the Food and Nutrition Service 
Division of the United States Department of Agriculture {FNS), as cited 
in an administrative cost audit issued June 1987. As a result, FNS refused 
to pay for their portion of the contract, which resulted in the loss of 
$62,000 in federal reimbursements for portions of the contract allocated 
to the food stamp program. 

Federal procurement guidelines require the agency to obtain prior 
approval before signing contracts exceeding $10,000. The state lost 
$27,700 for the September 1984 contract, and $34,501 for the July 1985 
contract because DSS did not seek pre-approvals. 

3 DSS should follow proper contract procedures to ensure maximum 
reimbursement of federal matching funds. 

DSS did not follow proper contracting procedures in the handling of the 
Omni contracts, as cited in a food stamp program administrative cost 
audit issued June 1987. The agency inappropriately handled the 
September 1984 Omni contract as an emergency procurement and 
inappropriately procured the July 1985 Omni contract as a sole source. 
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The South Carolina Office of Audit and Certification also cited the 
July 1985 contract as an inappropriate sole source procurement. The 
justification for using a sole source contract of Omni, "being able to 
provide the service at a reasonable cost in a short time frame" was not 
valid. Furthermore, Omni completed the study seven months after the 
deadline. 

Both the South Carolina and federal procurement codes dictated that the 
contracts be handled through a competitive process. Without the benefit 
of the bid process, the agency might have obtained the same or better 
services from another source at a lower price. 

4 DSS should follow proper contracting procedures. 

Have th~ two largest. benefit programs, AFf)c ·· (aid to famili~ wttlt 
> dependent• children) and food stamps; }jeetfadminiSiel"ed efficiently •.••. · 

and accur<ttely? · .. · ·.· 

DSS's average administrative costs were higher than the southeastern 
average for FY 88-89. Despite the high administrative costs, DSS's error 
rates were also higher than the southeastern average for FY 85-86 
through FY 87-88. 

Funds budgeted for distribution in the aid to families with dependent 
children (AFDC) and food stamp programs for FY 89-90 account for 92% 
of all DSS assistance payments. During FY 89-90, DSS distributed over 
$437 million in South Carolina. Most administrative costs incurred in 
distributing this assistance are reimbursed by federal agencies at 50%. 

DSS's average administrative costs for the AFDC and food stamp programs 
have been higher than the average for the eight southeastern states. 
Increasing efficiency in these programs means lowering administrative 
costs. The higher the number of dollars distributed to clients for each 
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for each dollar of 
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effective the program. 
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dollar spent on administration, the more cost-effective the program is 
likely to be. 

In FY 88-89, DSS distributed $4.69 in AFDC payments to clients for every 
dollar that the agency spent administering the program. The regional 
average was $5.48 in AFDC payments distnouted for every dollar in 
administrative costs of the assistance funds. Only Alabama ranked lower 
in AFDC payments to clients per dollar spent on administrative costs 
(see Graph 2.3). 

Dollar Value 
of AFDC Distributed 

SE State Avg FlorIda Kentucl::y North Carol ina Tennessee 

Alabama Georgia Mississippi South Caro I ina 

Source: Family Support Administration, 1990. 

In FY 88-89, oss distributed $8.59 in food stamps to clients for every 
dollar that the agency spent administering the program. The regional 
average was $11.53 in food stamps distributed to clients for every dollar 
in administrative costs. Only Georgia ranked lower in food stamps per 
dollar spent on administrative costs (see Graph 2.4). 
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As with AFDC, the greater the 
number of dollars in food 
stamps distributed to clients 
for each administrative dollar, 
the greater the efficiency of 
the program. 

AFDC and Food Stamp 
Error Rates 

Chapter2 
DSS Centr .. otllce Structure •ncl Relldecl Issues 

Dollar Value of Food Stamps Di.strlbuted 
Per Administrative Dollar 

SE State Avg FIOI" ida 

Alabama Georgia 

Kentucl:y 

Source: USDA Food and Nutrition Service, 1990. 

19.58 

13.10 

North Caro I ina Tennessee 

MISSISSippi South caro 1 1 na 
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We found that DSS error rates have been higher than the southeastern 
average, even though the agency's administrative costs for the programs 
have exceeded the regional average. 

The federal government uses error rates to determine the accuracy of a 
state's eligibility decisions. States can face financial penalties by having 
error rates higher than the acceptable standard. In FY 87-88, DSS had the 
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third highest AFDC error rate and the highest food stamp error rate in the 
region. 

Some of DSS's administrative costs can be attributed to error rate 
reduction efforts such as the implementation of the Client History 
Information Profile System (CHIPS) in FY 88-89 (see p. 19). Development 
of the CHIPS computer system accounted for 27.8% of the agency's total 
AFDC administrative costs and 8.9% of the agency's total food stamp 
administrative costs for FY 88-89. 

DSS administrative costs should be similar to the southeastern regional 
average. By reducing administrative costs, DSS could employ additional 
caseworkers in the counties or distribute more assistance. 

5 DSS should lower administrative costs with the goal of reaching the 
southeastern state average. 

I ' ·:· . .·:i. ··. :<' ·, .... : .... ·. . ... 
What efforts have been made by the central offi(;c! to iricrea,se 
efficiency and effectiveness of the AFDCand food stamps prograrils? < 

The agency has introduced several major initiatives to reduce error rates. 
Preliminary FY 88-89 error rates show significant decreases. The 
Professional Academy for Self Sufficiency, a comprehensive training 
program for AFDC and food stamp eligibility workers, was implemented 
in June 1989. DSS staff also revised the AFDC and food stamp manuals 
into one compact manual which went into effect in September 1990. In 
addition, DSS established monthly on-site and off-site county monitoring 
procedures (see pp. 30, 34). 
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DSS implemented the Professional Academy for Self Sufficiency in June 
1989. The academy is the first statewide coordinated training program 
for economic service workers. Before the program was offered, each 
county was responsible for training new employees. As a result, training 
varied from county to county, with new county employees starting work 
without formal training. 

The academy is an initiative to reduce error rates, increase job 
satisfaction and ensure consistent client service. Each new employee 
must attend the 18-day training session during the first month of 
employment. The academy was based on Kentucky's economic service 
training program. Kentucky had the lowest combined error rate in the 
southeast and was in the top ten nationwide in FY 87-88. DSS officials 
state that the academy will have a significant effect on lowering error 
rates. 

DSS has completed revision of the AFDC/food stamp manual. Prior to the 
revision, the agency had separate manuals for AFDC and food stamps. 
The new manual combines both of the programs into a format that is 
one-third the size of the former manuals combined. The format was 
developed to be compatible with the CHIPS computer system. The 
agency's eventual goal is to automate the manual, which will allow the 
counties to implement federal regulation changes more efficiently. 

The Food and Nutrition Services (FNS) Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) reviewed the manual and stated that 
DSS should be commended for successfully combining the two programs 
into one manual. They also noted that DSS had adopted common policies 
for both programs where possible, thereby easing the burden on 
caseworkers. When contacted earlier, a FNS official had stated that DSS 
had a much more confusing manual than other states, which could have 
been a factor in the high error rates. The combined AFDC/food stamp 
manual should be an asset to county caseworkers and help reduce error 
rates. 
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We noted no significant weaknesses in either the general data processing 
controls or the specific application controls reviewed, with the exception 
of the Data Processing Standards Manual as discussed in the following 
section. 

We reviewed the general controls over the department's electronic data 
processing division, the office of information systems (OIS). We 
conducted interviews with DIS personnel and studied department policy 
and procedures manuals. Our review focused on controls over the 
development and implementation of new data processing systems, as well 
as the operation of existing systems. 

At the time of our fieldwork, the department had 26 separate electronic 
data processing systems in use. We selected three of these systems with 
information integral to our audit work for a detailed review of application 
controls. 

• Client History Profile System (CHIPS) -Manages the aid to families 
with dependent children and food stamp programs. 

• Client Information System (CIS) - Manages the medicaid, general 
disability assistance, and optional state supplemental benefits 
programs. 

• Human Service Reporting System (HSRS) -Records human service 
treatment units. 

In reviewing the application controls over these systems, we examined 
system documentation and interviewed system programmers, managers, 
and operators. 
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The office of information systems (OIS) is responsible for all aspects of 
data processing operations in the Department of Social Services. These 
include developing new information systems, data processing operations, 
operation of the data processing equipment, and maintenance of the 
software and hardware. 

The OIS's data processing standards manual does not reflect the current 
organization of the office, hardware in use, software languages, or system 
development policy. The most recent revisions to the manual were made 
in February 1977. 

The manual describes operations and procedures which are no longer 
performed. For example, the manual includes instructions for "punching" 
of keypunch cards which DSS no longer uses. The manual does not 
mention some programming languages currently used by DSS, or the 
programming standards to be followed with their use. The major client 
economic services system in use by DSS is written in Natural programming 
language. The manual has no mention of Natural as an approved 
programming language. Major changes to the DSS data processing 
organization, computer technology and procedures have been made in the 
past decade. 

Good business practice dictates that an organization's written policies be 
kept current. The potential effects of outdated standards include the 
following: 

• Training of new staff is more difficult when current written standards 
are not available, because actual policy must be provided piecemeal. 

• Policies which are not written are less likely to be consistently 
followed than are written policies. 

• Lack of current written policies makes performance evaluation 
difficult. 

6 The office of information systems should revise its data processing 
standards manual to reflect current organization, policies, and 
technology. 



Chapter 3 
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Overview of the 
Organization of 
DSS 

Based on our request to study the agency's administrative costs relative 
to the extent of oversight, we answered the following questions: 

• What does the state office do to oversee county DSS programs? 

• How effective is state office oversight in ensuring good performance 
in the counties? 

• How much does state oversight of county DSS programs cost? 

We will answer each of these three questions in this chapter, following a 
brief description of the agency. 

For readers without prior knowledge of DSS, the functional overview of 
DSS, presented in Table 1.1 on page 3 will serve as a good background 
reference for the information in this chapter. 

In FY 89-90, the DSS state office spent approximately $74 million and 
distributed assistance payments of over $437 million in South Carolina. 

Economic services and human services, the two main program areas of 
DSS, each have four departments which operate at both the state and 
county level. Economic services is comprised of (1) economic support 
(AFDC (aid to families with dependent children) and food stamps], 
(2) medical support (medicaid), (3) work support, and (4) economic 
assessment and quality control, which is federally mandated to develop 
the state's error rates. Human services includes: (1) child protective and 
preventive services (CPPS), (2) adult services, (3) substitute care (foster 
care), and (4) program quality assurance. 

Economic services also administers child support enforcement, which 
operates only from the state office. Human services also operates 
adoption and birth parent services, the state's adoption program, directly 
from the state office. We did not examine these programs, since they do 
not have county components. On the state level, $36.4 million is devoted 
to administration, which includes the offices of the commissioner and 
deputy commissioners, personnel management, the treasurer, and 
planning. Two areas within administration with monitoring functions are 
the office of management consulting, responsible for the agency's 
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coordinated internal review system ($375,000), and the division of internal 
audit ($846,000). 

. . 

\Vhat does lhe state office· do to oversee county programs? 

We found that the DSS state office conducts fm r types of oversight 
activities, which are also presented in Graph 3.1: 

• The coordinated internal review system ( CIRS), which reviews all county 
programs once every three years. 

• Vzsits to the counties, or "on-site monitoring," which involves state office 
personnel traveling to the county offices to review cases and client 
files, to offer assistance to caseworkers and supervisors concerning 
policy implementation, and other related activities. 

• Review of management reports, or "off-site monitoring," in which central 
office personnel review statistical and descriptive information 
concerning the county programs from the state office. Some reports 
are essentially statistical, and some are from other state and federal 
agencies, such as the Foster Care Review Board or the Federal 
Health Care Financing Administration. 

• The division of internal audit, which operates as part of the CIRS 
process, emphasizing financial and operational matters. This office 
also audits central office departments, and answers special requests. 

Three of these four activities, ( CIRS, on-site monitoring and off-site 
monitoring) are conducted by economic and human services personnel, 
or "program consultants" in the state office. 
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Source: LAC review of DSS state office programs, FY 89-90. 

Graphics by the Productivity Technology Center of the Division of Human Resource Management 

Page 23 LAC/DSS-89·2 Department or Social Services 



Effectiveness of 
State Oversight 

The Coordinated 
Internal Review 
System (CIRS) 

CIRS Should Improve 
Sampling Techniques 

Chapter 3 
OVersight of County Program• 

We reviewed the preceding four categories of oversight and found that 
oversight in economic services is reasonably thorough. Significant 
improvement is needed in human services oversight to help ensure child 
protection. 

The Coordinated Internal Review System (CIRS) peer review serves as 
the agency's primary evaluation tool. Under CIRS, each county is 
reviewed every three years on a rotating basis. 

The CIRS process is coordinated by the office of management consulting. 
Each of six participating divisions sends its own monitoring personnel to 
perform the division's portion of the CIRS review. Therefore (with the 
exception of the audit of county fiscal operations and food stamp 
programs performed by the internal audit department), the CIRS review 
is a peer review, and should not be relied upon by management or county 
board members as an independent program audit. 

In evaluating compliance with child protective and preventive services 
(CPPS) statutes and policies during the CIRS review, consultants have not 
always drawn case samples which are representative of total county 
compliance and case work practice. Samples were not drawn 
independently by the reviewer, and the number of files reviewed has been 
too few to produce valid, reliable evidence of the county's performance. 

We compared the results of our FY 89-90 CPPS case file reviews in seven 
counties to CIRS reviews for the same counties, conducted in FY 88-89 
and FY 89-90. Our findings, based on larger, statistically representative 
samples, sometimes differed considerably from CIRS findings, as 
illustrated in Table 3.1. For example, in Allendale County, the CIRS 
report stated that no files reviewed, for which the allegations were 
substantiated, contained treatment plans. We found that 68% of the 
indicated cases had treatment plans. The CIRS report also stated that a 
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Chapter 3 
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supervisor/worker conference was held prior to the case decision in 75% 
of the cases reviewed; we found 26% compliance. 

We randomly selected 37 cases in Allendale County for review; the CIRS 
review sampled 8 cases in FY 89-90, 5 of which were chosen by Allendale 
County staff. 

In its FY 89-90 review of Greenville County, the CIRS report stated that 
the child/victim was seen within 24 hours of the report in 100% of the 
cases reviewed; we found 81% compliance. The CIRS report also stated 
that 100% of the indicated cases reviewed contained treatment plans; we 
found that 83% contained treatment plans. 

In Greenville County, we reviewed 61 randomly selected cases; CIRS 
reviewed 13 cases, 5 of which were selected by Greenville County staff. 

A statistical sampling computer package was used for our case review in 
the eight sample counties. We reviewed 280 more FY 89-90 cases than 
CIRS reviews of the 7 county programs in FY 88-89 and FY 89-90. 

Under CIRS, each county is reviewed once every three years, and CPPS 
does not visit the counties for monitoring purposes on a consistent basis 
between CIRS reviews (see Table 3.2 on p. 31). Therefore, small sample 
sizes, and samples which are not drawn independently by the reviewer, 
are not likely to be representative of all cases managed by the county and 
thus are not likely to produce valid, reliable results. 

7 In conducting CIRS reviews, consultants should select random, 
independently drawn case file samples which statistically represent the 
total CIRS case population for the test period. 
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Table 3.1: Comparison of Audit Council and CIRS Findings In Child Protective and Preventive Services (CPPS) 

TotaiCPPS 
Sample 

Sla 

Number of Sampled 
Fll• Selected by 

County for Ravl-b 

Percentage of 
ea-wlthChlld 
SNn In 24 Hours 

Percentage of 
Supervisor/Work• 

Cont.encea Prior to 
Case Decision 

Percentage of 
Indicated Cases With 

Treatment Plans 

a Charleston, Clarendon, Darlington and Richland County CIRS case file reviews were not performed in the same year as the FY 89-90 LAC review. 
Although the information is not directly comparable for those counties, it is suggestive of differences in report findings. 

b CIRS cases were selected for review by county staff either as cases representative of quality child protective services practice and procedure, or 
because the records requested by CIRS reviewers could not be located by the county. 

c Greenwood County CIRS review not yet completed. 
N/A Information not available or not addressed in CIRS report 

Sources: LAC FY 89-90 CPPS review findings, DSS FY 88-89 and FY 89-90 CIRS reports for the seven counties, and human services QA unit 
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As illustrated in Chart 3.1, the CIRS policy manual requires the CIRS draft 
report be transmitted to the county director within 30 days of the exit 
conference. The county director is allowed 15 days to comment, and the 
report is to be published within 45 days of the exit conference. 

We found that 13 of the 16 county CIRS reviews completed during 
FY 89-90 were issued to county directors and boards an average of 164 
calendar days (approximately 5.5 months) after the exit date. Three final 
reports were unpublished as of November 1990, an average of 215 days 
(approximately 7.2 months) after their exit dates. 

The CIRS process also requires corrective action plans and quarterly 
progress reports, which are continuous working documents for the county, 
updated with each CIRS review. According to policy, corrective action 
plans are due from the counties 45 days after the final report is issued, 
and progress reports on corrective action taken are due 90 days later, and 
quarterly thereafter. 

As illustrated in Chart 3.1, whereas the state office became increasingly 
untimely in issuing FY 89-90 CIRS reports, county offices became more 
timely in submitting corrective action plans. Counties have submitted 
action plans for FY 89-90 CIRS reviews within an average of 65 days. 
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Chart 3.1: CIRS Reporting: Polley and Practice FY 88-89 and FY 89-90 

REPORTING 
SCHEDULE 
PER POLICY 

ACTUAL 
REPORTING 
SCHEDULE 
FY 89-90 

ACTUAL 
REPORTING 
SCHEDULE 
FY88-89 

Source: LAC 

(AVERAGE 
#DAYS) 

(AVERAGE 
#DAYS) 

(AVERAGE 
#DAYS) 

COUNTY 
CIRS 

REVIEW 

30 
DAYS 

30 
DAYS 

EXIT 
CONFERENCE 

45 
DAYS 

173 
DAYS 

159 
DAYS 

15 
DAYS 

DRAFT TO 
COUNTY 

DIRECTOR 

J 

FINAL 
REPORT 

PUBLISHED 

90 
DAYS 

PROGRESS REPORTS 
DUE OUARTERL V 

THEREAFTER 

OF 16 COUNTY CIRS REVIEWS COMPLETED IN 
FY 89-90, 1 PROGRESS REPORT RECEIVED. 

CORRECTIVE PROGRESS 
ACTION PLAN REPORT DUE 

DUE 

OF 14 COUNTY CIRS REVIEWS COMPLETED IN 
FY 88-89, 5 COUNTIES SUBMITTED A TOTAL OF 
6REPORTS. . 

CORRECTIVE PROGRESS 
ACTION PLAN REPORT DUE 

DUE 

PROGRESS REPORTS 
DUE QUARTERL V 

THEREAFTER 

Graphics by the Productivity Technology Center of the Division of Human Resource Management 
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Progress reports, which outline progress toward corrective action plan 
goals, have not been submitted in a timely manner in accordance with 
policy. As of November 1990, one county had submitted a progress 
report in conjunction with the 16 county CIRS reviews completed during 
FY 89-90. In addition, of the 14 county CIRS reviews completed during 
FY 88-89, five counties had submitted six progress reports as of 
November 1990. 

Under "periodic monitoring," the CIRS policy manual requires the state 
office program divisions to monitor progress toward goals and objectives 
outlined in county corrective action plans. In addition, the policy manual 
states that written progress reports will be jointly developed by the county 
and the state office, and "in the case of county office reviews, the state 
office division responsible for the program ... is ultimately responsible 
for submission of such reports." 

For evaluation efforts to be effective, reports, action plans and progress 
reports must be issued in a timely manner. 

8 All state office program divisions should monitor corrective action by 
counties and ensure that progress reports are submitted in accordance 
with policy. 

9 The office of management consulting should identify the causes of the 
delay in reporting and should issue CIRS reports in a timely manner. 
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Monitoring in Human 
Services 

CUpter3 
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On-site monitoring is the second of four types of county program 
oversight activities performed by state office personnel we reviewed. We 
found that on-site monitoring in the human services programs is 
insufficient to ensure that policy is followed. 

On-site monitoring involves visits to the counties to evaluate and improve 
the effectiveness of program operations and to ensure compliance with 
policy and statutes. We reviewed the on-site monitoring activities of four 
program areas within human services, and four program areas within 
economic services. Policies concerning visits to counties for monitoring 
purposes vary among program areas, such that no uniform feedback and 
evaluation is provided to the county offices. Table 3.2 summarizes the 
policy of each program for on-site monitoring, and reports the number of 
county monitoring visits actually made for FY 89-90. 

As shown in Table 3.2, child protective and preventive services (CPPS} 
personnel travel to the counties for monitoring and technical assistance 
on an "as-needed basis." CPPS visits the county at county request or when 
the state office determines a visit is needed. CPPS has a checklist, or 
formal review instrument, to follow during visits in which case files are 
reviewed; however, of 53 visits to the counties during FY 89-90, only 5 
involved case file reviews. The majority of case file review occurs during 
the CIRS process every three years. According to CPPS officials, a visit 
report is issued to the county after each visit. During FY 89-90, CPPS 
issued 18 reports confirming the visits. Thirteen (28%) of 46 counties 
were not visited by CPPS personnel for monitoring purposes during 
FY 89-90. 

Substitute care and adult services policies require state office personnel 
to visit each county quarterly and to issue a report to the county 
confirming areas addressed and recommendations made. Substitute care 
personnel review case files against a formal checklist. During FY 89-90, 
substitute care and adult services did not consistently visit the counties on 
a quarterly basis. Substitute care made 16 (9%) of the required visits and 
did not perform a quarterly monitoring visit for 33 (72%) of 46 counties. 
Adult services made 69 (38%) of its required quarterly monitoring visits 
and did not visit 6 counties. 
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Table 3.2: FY 89-90 State Office VlsHs to Counties for On-Site Monitoring 

btvtslon/Nurwib.t ~~ < •..•••• 

f.1onttorlng f)ers()nl;.;( 

· ¢hlld .,,M~d1¥e & ~i'ewntlve 
SerVIces·· 

. . ......... . 
·.· ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·· .. . 

. '1' MonltCirlno PeraOilnilll 

·.•······················· 

••••·~,~c:~,N4rflb..i ~tV!.tt~. >·.···. 
~eqlllred .·•.·•· ·... .·.· .· ·.·.·· 

Actuai•Number> .•.... ·.· 
··ofVtalt$ >···· 

Human Services 

On an as-needed basis/as 
requ•ted for crisis Intervention. 

32 Visit at county request 
21 Initiated by state offiCe. 
53 

18 reports, confirming visit and any 
recommendations made, were issued 
(35%). 

eotMt1ea llbt VIsited In 
·FY sa.;9o 

13 (28%) of 46 countl• were not 
visited for monitoring purposM In 
FY 89-90 by CPPS personnilll.a 

. . ........ . 

•>4Monltorillg Fliltaon~lll< 

••··· Quarterly/184 visits 
(4 visits X 46 counties) 

16 (9%) 
A visit report was issued for 14 visits 
(88%). 

33 (72%) of 46 counties did not 
recilllve any quarterly monitoring 
visits In FY 89-90. 

·. .· ... ·.·.·. 

Adult SerVIce• 
.................... 

··~· Monlt6rino••Filli'sonll-..····· 

. · .. 

~uallty Assurance 
:.::::-·::···:·::.:: .. ::>>. <.:::::·:: .. ... .. . . .... 

15 Monit6riniJ Fi...annel 

•·.•Economlc·••~~pport 
···(AFOC/food stamps) 

1~ Monitoring P8111011nel 
.. 

11.1el:ncat support 
(ffie~lcald ~llglbJJJtY) 

·.4Manltoring Personnel .. . .·•· ... · ......... ·. . .. . ) 
. ·. 

Work Support 

• 10 Monitoring Parsonnilll 

· ~llallty control· 

. · 27 MOnitoring Parsonnilll 

Quarterly/184 visits 
(4 visits X 46 counties) 

69 (38%) 
A visit report was issued for all visits. 

6 (13%) of 46 countl• did not 
recilllve any quarterly monitoring 
visits. (One of the three consultanls 
was deployed to Hugo disaster relief, 
ho1N8119r) • 

Personnel visit each county everv three years with CIRS. The CIRS process has been found to be untimely (see p. 27). 

Monthly/552 visits 
(12 visits X 46 counties) 

Yeariy/46 visits 
(1 visit X 46 counties) 

BI·Monthly/66 visits 

Economic Services 

407 (74%) 
A visit report was issued for 387 visits 
(95%). 

36 (78%)a 
A visit report was issued for all visits. 

54 (82%) 
(6 visits X 11 county target areas) A visit report was issued for all visits. 

All 46 countl• were visited for 
monitoring purpos• an average of g 
tim• each. (Monitoring personnel 
were also deployed to Hugo disaster 
duties.) 

10 (22%) of 46 countiea were not 
visited for monitoring purpos• In 
FY 89-90. (All counties received an 
HHSFC compliance audit.) 

All 11 county target areas were 
visited for monitoring pur~ an 
average of 5 tlmea each • 

Federally mandated to develop error rates. QC reviews sampled AFDC, food stamps and medicaid cases on a monthly 
basis to develop the state·wide error rate . 

a CIRS program reviews (see p. 24) were also included as monitoring visits for purposes of this determination. 

Source: LAC 
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In accordance with state law, DSS is required to supervise, administer and 
ensure compliance with the statutes in a uniform manner throughout the 
state. However, according to a DSS official in human services, the role of 
the state office is to conduct program development and enhancement 
activities. Compliance with state and federal laws and agency policy is 
seen as the responsibility of the county directors and the respective 
county boards. In addition, human services officials in the state office cite 
numerous other duties and lack of sufficient staff as the reason for not 
providing routine on-site visits. 

According to human service officials, program divisions provide informal 
feedback to counties through the operation of policy and procedure 
committees, task forces, and periodic county supervisor meetings, as well 
as obtaining input on various program development initiatives. 
Approximately 16 DSS and CFAS committees are set up to provide 
informal feedback to county personnel, and state office personnel are 
active on approximately 56 external commissions, boards and associations. 
Examples include the Child Fatalities Review Committee, the HHSFC 
Family Preservation Committee, and the Child Welfare League of 
America. Appendix B provides each program division's major functions 
and responsibilities, program development initiatives, and committees set 
up for informal coun~y feedback. 

In contrast to human services, economic support personnel in economic 
services visit each county monthly, using a formal, comprehensive review 
instrument. This instrument requires personnel to review case files, 
quality control findings, county progress on recommended corrective 
action, management reports and training needs, among other issues. All 
areas covered are addressed in a report to the county, and personnel 
evaluations in economic support are based in part on the timeliness of the 
report, the contents covered and the number of required counties visited. 
During FY 89-90, economic support visited all 46 counties an average of 
9 times each for monitoring purposes, and issued a comprehensive visit 
report confirming areas addressed, follow-up on prior issues, and any new 
recommendations made. 

Medical support personnel visit each county yearly and perform 
comprehensive medicaid program reviews for counties requiring 
additional assistance. Medical support personnel also use a formal 
checklist for review and issue a visit report to the county. During 
FY 89-90, medical support personnel visited 36 of the 46 counties for 
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monitoring purposes; seven of the visits were for comprehensive medicaid 
program reviews. 

The work support program currently operates in 26 counties, which have 
been grouped into 11 clusters, or "target areas", with one "lead" county to 
administer the program for each target area. 

Work support personnel visit bi-monthly using a formal checklist, and 
issue a report to the lead county. During FY 89-90, all 11 county target 
areas were visited an average of 5 times each, and a report was issued for 
each visit. 

Sections 43-1-80 and 43-1-90 of the South Carolina Code of Laws require 
DSS to supervise, administer and ensure compliance with the provisions 
of the statutes in a uniform manner throughout the state. To fulfill its 
responsibilities, DSS has recently committed to a quality process outlined 
by Philip Crosby, a management expert. According to Crosby, an agency 
must prevent problems before they occur by providing consistent 
feedback and evaluation through self-monitoring and audits. 

Another management expert, Peter F. Drucker, recommends human 
service agencies create performance measurements, measure performance 
on a consistent basis through routine review and provide a feedback 
mechanism. 

Staffing studies indicate county offices are understaffed (seep. 9); 
therefore, providing consistent feedback and evaluation to the counties 
is essential to ensure counties use their resources to operate in 
accordance with state and federal laws and agency policy. 

Without effective on-site monitoring, weaknesses in county programs may 
be unobserved and uncorrected. 

10 All state office program areas should routinely visit and evaluate 
county programs by reviewing case files and other pertinent data, 
using a checklist for the review, and documenting all evaluations 
through a report to the county. 
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Off-site monitoring is the third of four types of county program oversight 
activities performed by state office personnel we reviewed. We found 
that off-site monitoring was not documented for four of seven program 
areas. 

Effective off-site monitoring involves the routine review by state office 
program personnel of reports (statistical and/or descriptive) from county 
programs and external agencies, and routine, formal feedback from the 
state office to county program personnel concerning factors such as the 
quality, quantity and cost of services rendered, as well as compliance with 
state policy. 

An April 1990 DSS Directive Memo (090-55) states the role of the state 
office is to provide technical assistance and consultation to the county 
offices when deemed necessary by state office staff, after reviewing 
management data through off-site monitoring. 

Of the eight program areas we reviewed, seven indicated they conduct 
routine off-site monitoring.1 In four of these seven areas (child protective 
and preventive services [ CPPS], substitute care, human services quality 
assurance, and medical support), we found no documentation of off-site 
monitoring and feedback. State officials in these areas indicated that the 
information is monitored for trends and statistics, and that the 
responsibility for monthly monitoring and initiating necessary corrective 
action is the responsibility of county supervisors.2 

Economic services quality control is federally mandated to develop error rates 
and does not review system reports for monitoring purposes. 

2 In accordance with medical support policy, state office personnel also re-
review files reviewed by county supervisors in conjunction with a county self-monitoring 
process, the supervisory case review system. According to the director, medical support 
personnel use a checklist during the review and began retaining the checklist to 
document the review in September 1990. 
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In economic support, work support and adult services, formal reviews of 
management reports have been documented, as has timely feedback to 
the counties. Economic support and adult services personnel review 
management reports monthly, and discuss them in the periodic county 
visits. Work support monitors computer-generated information in 
preparation for its bi-monthly visit and addresses findings and 
recommendations in the visit report. In addition, economic support and 
work support use checklists in reviewing computer system reports. 

In child protective and preventive services, which evaluates management 
information for trends and statistics, we found weaknesses in case 
management (see pp. 41-47), suggesting that inconsistent feedback and 
evaluation from the state office can contribute to a lack of adherence to 
state and federal laws, and agency policy in the counties. 

11 All state office program areas should perform and document timely 
reviews of management reports, and provide timely and useful 
feedback to the counties. 

The fourth type of county program oversight activity we reviewed consists 
of audits performed by the DSS division of internal audit. 

The oss division of internal audit is responsible for internal audits/reviews 
of agency operations in the county and state office divisions. Its 
responsibilities include reviews of county administered programs such as 
foster care, emergency relief, protective services, commodities, project 
fair, food assistance programs and county administrative costs; reviews of 
county clerk of court offices contracted by DSS; and audits of federal 
assistance programs. 

We found that the effectiveness of internal audit could be strengthened 
if the division reported directly to the board or the commissioner, and 
performed unannounced audits on areas it considers to be of high risk. 
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The DSS internal audit department does not report directly to the board 
or the commissioner, thereby creating the appearance of a lack of 
independence (see Appendix A). 

This organizational structure could adversely impact the objectivity of the 
internal audit department in performing audits, reporting audit results, 
and on oversight effectiveness. The internal audit department reports to 
supervisors who are also in charge of other departments, subject to audit 
by the internal audit department. These supervisors may set the policies 
audited by internal audit. It is therefore possible for the department's 
supervisors to influence the auditors' objectivity and/or the effectiveness 
of the oversight function. 

Generally accepted government auditing standards state: 

In all matters relating to the audit work, the audit organization ... should be 
organizationally independent ... it is essential not only that auditors are, in 
fact, independent and impartial, but also that knowledgeable third parties 
consider them so . . . . To help achieve organizational independence, the 
audit organization should report the results of their audits and be accountable 
to the head or deputy head of the government entity and should be 
organizationally located outside the staff or line management function of the 
unit under audil 

In a survey of eight other southeastern states, we found that internal audit 
departments of seven social service agencies (Alabama, Georgia, Florida, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee and Virginia) all report to the head or 
deputy head of the agency. North Carolina's social service agency is 
audited by the state auditor and does not have an internal audit 
department. We prepared a prototypical managerial structure which 
illustrates the proper reporting status for the internal audit department 
in Graph 2.2 (seep. 11). 

Illinois, Texas, Michigan and Florida have passed legislation requiring all 
internal audit departments to report to the agency head. In addition, we 
found that six states (Florida, Tennessee, Texas California, Illinois and 
Washington) adopted for all state agencies the Institute of Internal 
Auditors' Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, which 
require organizational independence. 

In its report for the years ended June 30, 1988 and 1989, the State 
Auditor recommended the DSS internal audit department report to the 
state board. 
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The internal audit department does not conduct unannounced audits in 
high risk areas. Current policy requires the internal audit department to 
give seven days notice prior to performing an audit. County clerk of 
court offices are contracted by DSS to administer collection, disbursement 
and enforcement of child support payments and of related court orders. 
All county clerk of court audits conducted by the internal audit 
department during FY 88-89 cited internal control weaknesses. Our 
review indicates that unannounced audits are necessary for areas such as 
county clerk of court offices. 

According to an internal audit report, at least $8,620 was unaccounted for 
in one county. The report stated: 

Our study and evaluation disclosed conditions ... that we believe resulted in 
a significant cash shortage and contribute to a high risk in that future errors 
or irregularities in amounts that could be material may occur without being 
timely detected. 

Another county clerk of court audit revealed that the cash balance could 
not be readily determined. The same audit also found several areas 
where the accounting practices and controls used were inadequate and 
did not meet generally accepted accounting principles. 

Generally accepted auditing standar~s require that surprise ct>unts of 
cash, petty cash and other areas of high risk be made at reasonable 
intervals by an internal auditor or other employee independent of the 
custodian. 

12 The DSS board should require that the internal audit department 
report directly to the board or to the commissioner. 

13 The DSS internal audit department should conduct surprise audits of 
county clerk of court offices and other areas they consider to be of 
high risk. 
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In FY 89-90, DSS spent $4.2 million on the monitoring activities of 97 
employees. A breakdown of the $4.2 million is presented in Table 3.3, 
along with Chart 3.2 which compares monitoring personnel with total 
other personnel in these areas. 

S1ate Office DIVIsions With· •··· · < 
>~rSinH1cantCourity Monitoring Ac:!lvltlttll 

Human Services 

Economic Services 

Management Consulting (CIRS) 

Internal Audit 

Total 

Source: Information provided by DSS department officials. 

29 $1 million 

53 $2.7 million 

5 $263,000 

10 $237,000 

97 $4.2 million 

As Table 3.3 shows, 82 of the 97 county monitoring personnel were 
located in the economic and human services areas. These areas 
employed 301 employees in FY 89-90. According to department officials, 
the economic and human services areas spent $3.7 million in personnel 
and other operating costs on the monitoring activities of the 82 county 
monitoring personnel. 
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Chart 3.2: Comparison of County Monhorlng and Other State-Office Personnel, FY 89-90 

Human 
Services 

Economic 
Services 

Management 
Consulting• 

Internal Audit8 

Direct State 
Programs0 

Administration• 

29 41 

53 

5 

I 4 
. 

10 

11 County Monitoring Personnel 

178.5 

346.6 

386 

tm Other Personnel 

a 

b 
c 

The office of management consulting under planning, management and support services, and the division of internal audit, under audits investigations 
and support services, are presented separately in this chart as departments with county monitoring functions. In the functional overview of DSS in 
Table 1.1 (see p. 3), these departments are included in the administration area. 
Internal audit also employs 11 auditors to audit DSS central office divisions. 
Direct state programs, child support enforcement and birth parent services, are presented in this chart to illustrate areas of human and economic 
services which deliver services directly from the state office and do not operate or have oversight activities in the counties. 

Source: LAC 

Graphics by the Productivity Technology Center of the Division of Human Resource Management 
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Chapter 4 

Child Protective and Preventive Services 
(CPPS) 

Major Findings In 
CPPS 

Methodology 

We found considerable evidence that DSS is not doing enough to protect 
children based on our FY 89-90 sample of 504 reports of abuse and 
neglect in eight counties. The most serious problems we identified were 
inadequate supervisory review of report decisions and overall report 
management. Also, caseworkers often did not contact alleged victims in 
emergency situations within two hours of receiving the report and in 
nonemergency situations sometimes did not contact alleged victims within 
24 hours. 

We cover a range of issues relating to county operations in this chapter 
and chapters five and six. Our sample of eight county offices was 
comprised of three large, primarily urban counties (Charleston, 
Greenville, and Richland); and five primarily rural counties, three middle­
sized (Horry, Darlington and Greenwood), and two small (Allendale and 
Oarendon). Our eight-county sample is geographically representative, 
and also representative in terms of participation (percent of population) 
in the AFDC and food stamp programs. 

We reviewed randomly selected, representative child abuse and neglect 
reports in our eight-county sample, to assess: 

• if supervisory review of caseworkers' work was adequate; 

• if child protective services policy and statutory requirements were met 
in investigating allegations of abuse and/or neglect; and, 

• if substantiated or "indicated" reports received proper case 
management, including assessment summaries and treatment plans, 
as documented in report files. 

Of 504 reports in our sample, 208 (41%) were substantiated or 
"indicated," 218 ( 43%) were "unfounded" or not substantiated, 66 (13%) 
were not investigated, and 12 (2%) reports had no determination 
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Review 

Table 4.1: Supervisory Review 

Chapter 4 
Child Protective and Preventive Services (CPPS) 

documented in their files. Appendix C provides tables detailing the 
results of our child protective services review by county, including issues 
not discussed in this chapter. 

Counties are required to document supervisory review of report decisions. 
We looked for evidence of agreement between a supervisor and a worker 
to determine whether the allegations were substantiated or not, which we 
term the report decision. Supervisors are responsible for ensuring that 
caseworkers follow other child protective services policies. The following 
table shows, by county, our findings regarding the adequacy of supervisory 
review which we defined as the presence of appropriate supervisory 
signatures or initials, or references in the caseworker's notes to 
conferences with the supervisor. 

Supervisory Agreement Prior to Decision• 

a 
b 

Percent No Percent 

15 26% 42 74% 

22 34% 42 66% 

21 31% 46 69% 

48 6 11% 

53 12 18% 

35 70% 15 

37 51% 36 

33 33 

264 53% 232 47% 

For this question, 8 reports lacked sufficient documentation to allow us to determine if a case decision was made. 
For this question, 11 reports lacked sufficient documentation to allow us to determine if adequate supervisory review was done. 

Source: LAC review of FY 89-90 CPPS files. 
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In 239 reports ( 48% ), we found no evidence of adequate supervisory 
review; in 254 reports (52%), we did find such evidence. The counties 
varied widely on this question: 13% (9 of 67) of reports in Carendon 
County evidenced adequate supervisory review, 19% (11 of 58) of reports 
in Allendale County evidenced such review, and in Darlington County, 
84% ( 48 of 57 reports) evidenced supervisory review. 

In deciding whether supervisory review was adequate, we weighted the 
following items heavily: evidence of supervisory approval of the report 
decision and, for indicated reports, the presence of a completed 
treatment plan. If a report was not investigated, supervisory review 
would also be determined to be inadequate. 

Of the 496 reports in our sample for which file documentation was 
adequate to determine if a report decision was made, 264 (53%) 
evidenced agreement between workers and their supervisors regarding the 
report decision. Conversely, in 232 ( 47%) of the reports, no evidence of 
discussion with a supervisor was documented in the file, prior to the 
report decision. 

In comparing the counties for documentation of supervisory agreement 
with report decisions, documentation was present in 89% of Darlington 
County's files, 26% of Allendale County's files, and 31% of Clarendon 
County's files. 

Of reports reviewed for which file evidence was conclusive, we found 
evidence that 94% ( 464 of 493) of the investigations were started. While 
that is a high percentage, state law requires all reports of child abuse and 
neglect to be investigated. Five counties investigated 95% or more of 
their reports, and three counties (Darlington, Greenville and Greenwood) 
investigated all of their reports. However, Clarendon County did not 
investigate a relatively high number (12 of 66) of reports. 
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We reviewed reports to determine if caseworkers made reasonable 
attempts to contact alleged victims of abuse and neglect within 24 hours, 
or, if the report was an emergency, within 2 hours. We found that 
overall, caseworkers did not respond immediately to emergency reports 
as required. 

In emergencies, policy requires alleged victims to be contacted in 2 hours. 

For 43% (75 of 176) of the reports considered to be emergencies, files 
documented contact, or attempted contact with the victim within 2 hours. 
Caseworkers contacted victims within 2 hours in 29 ( 46%) of 63 reports 
of alleged severe physical abuse. For those alleged sexual abuse reports 
defined as emergencies, caseworkers made contact with the victim in 23 
(38%) of 61 reports. 

Counties varied in their responses to emergency reports. In Greenwood 
County, caseworkers contacted alleged victims within 2 hours of receiving 
emergency reports in 71% of the reports reviewed. Harry and Charleston 
counties responded to emergency reports within 2 hours 27% and 26% 
of the time, respectively. 

For reports meeting the oss criteria of an emergency, policy 704.07.03 
requires caseworkers to investigate them immediately, which has been 
defined by oss as within 2 hours. Also, an April 19, 1989 contract 
between DSS and the Health and Human Services Finance Commission, 
which details child protection standards, requires oss to contact children 
within two hours for situations judged to be emergencies. Emergencies 
include severe physical abuse, abandonment, sexual abuse where the 
perpetrator has access to the child, and reports from hospital emergency 
rooms regarding children under their care. 

We reviewed whether caseworkers, not law enforcement, made contact 
with the alleged victims within two hours. Neither the law nor oss policy 
states that caseworkers may ask law enforcement to make the contact for 
them. A oss official stated that law enforcement may contact the victim 
instead of a DSS caseworker within the required two hours. While law 
enforcement officers should be able to identify when abuse or neglect has 
occurred in many cases, oss caseworkers are professionaiJy trained to 
identify and treat all types of child abuse and neglect. 
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In all cases, state law and DSS policy require alleged victims to be contacted 
in 24 hours. 

For 75% (365 of 487) of the reports reviewed in which file documentation 
was sufficient to make a determination, the counties contacted, or made 
reasonable attempts to contact, alleged victims within 24 hours as 
required. Eighty-three percent of physical abuse and 86% of sexual 
abuse reports were· investigated within 24 hours. The counties varied 
widely, in that 49% of all reports reviewed in Charleston County were 
investigated within 24 hours, while 98% of the reports in Darlington 
County were investigated within 24 hours. 

Section 20-7-650 (c) of the South Carolina Code of Laws requires DSS to 
initiate thorough investigations of all reports within 24 hours. DSS 

policy 705.02 requires caseworkers to make arrangements for face-to-face 
contact with alleged abuse and neglect victims within 24 hours. 
Furthermore, DSS policy 705.03.02 states: "An investigation will be 
considered initiated when personal contact has been made with the 
involved child(ren).lt 

For those reports reviewed in which file documentation was sufficient to 
make a determination, most caretakers (80%) of alleged victims were 
seen or interviewed as required by DSS policy. The results ranged from 
Charleston County, in which 56% of the caretakers were seen or 
interviewed, to Darlington County, in which 95% were seen or 
interviewed. Seven reports in which a caretaker was neither seen nor 
interviewed in Charleston County involved allegations of sexual (3) and/or 
physical (4) abuse. 

DSS policy 705.02 requires caseworkers to make arrangements for face-to­
face contact with the alleged victim's caretaker unless the family cannot 
be located. 

We also reviewed whether parents or caretakers, and alleged perpetrators 
were notified of report decisions as required by law and DSS policy 
(see Appendix C for results). 
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For 361 (88%) of 408 reports, report decisions were made within the 
required 60 days. Ninety-six reports lacked either the date of the report 
or the date of the decision, and therefore, the timeliness of the decision 
could not be determined. Section 20-7-650(c) requires DSS to classify a 
report of abuse or neglect as indicated or unfounded within 60 days of 
receipt of the report. 

The counties varied in timeliness of report decisions. Darlington and 
Greenwood counties made 100% of their report decisions within 60 days; 
whereas in Clarendon and Richland counties, 78% of their reports made 
decisions within the required time. 

We sought evidence of good management of those reports in which 
allegations of abuse and/or neglect had been substantiated. Three 
indicators we chose to define appropriate child protective services case 
management were the presence of (1) assessment summaries, 
(2) diagnostic statements, and (3) treatment plans in the files. 

We found that assessment summaries were present in 76% of all 
substantiated, or indicated, reports in our sample, that diagnostic 
statements were present in 70% of the reports, and that some form of 
treatment plan was present in 72% of the reports. 

DSS policy 706 describes the assessment process for indicated cases. It 
requires a diagnostic statement, or brief summary describing the 
problem's severity, duration and effects upon the family. Generally, the 
diagnostic statement is part of a larger document, the assessment 
summary, which summarizes pertinent facts and conclusions to the report. 
After the assessment process is completed, DSS policies 707 and 708 
require caseworkers to write a treatment plan detailing services to the 
family, and goals to be achieved during the treatment phase. 

In our sample, we identified 77 indicated reports for physical, mental or 
sexual abuse for which caseworkers should have notified the family court 
within one week. Of the 77 cases, 30 (39%) were actually referred as 
required. Section 20-7-650 (H) of the South Carolina Code of Laws 
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requires that the family court be notified within one week of the DSS 
decision to initiate services for physical, mental or sexual abuse cases. 

It is the responsibility of the family court, once such a case has been 
referred, to determine whether the agency had reasonable cause and 
adequate proof to initiate protective services, and to determine whether 
the services offered are reasonable. These determinations cannot be 
made if such cases are not referred, or are not referred in a timely 
manner. 

14 DSS child protective services supervisors should ensure that: 

• They document their approval of report decisions; 

• Assessment summaries and treatment plans are completed for all 
indicated reports; 

• Investigations on emergency reports are begun within two hours 
of their receipt and that investigations for all other reports are 
begun within 24 hours; 

• Decisions to substantiate or not substantiate reports of child 
abuse or neglect be made within the required 60 days; and, 

• The family court is notified of cases indicated for physical, mental 
or sexual abuse within one week after the initiation of services. 

15 The DSS board should seek legal advice to determine if contact by law 
enforcement officers, instead of caseworkers, within the required two 
hours for emergency reports of abuse and neglect fulfills the 
requirements of law and policy. Based on this advice, the board 
should make any necessary changes to policy to clarify under what 
circumstances, if any, law enforcement may make contact with alleged 
victims in place of DSS caseworkers. 
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No, our sample indicates caseworkers should have investigated nearly half 
of the reports they decided to "screen out." We reviewed 664 reports 
received by seven of the eight counties between March and July 1990 
which were not investigated because they were screened out as child 
abuse or neglect allegations not appropriate or applicable for 
investigation. Reports must meet the statutory definition of abuse or 
neglect in order to be investigated by DSS. We found that 326 (49%) of 
the screened out reports did meet the definition of abuse and neglect and 
should have been investigated by the county DSS offices. 

We reviewed 664 screened out reports received by seven of the eight 
counties from March through July 1990. One county, Greenwood, did not 
have records of its screened out reports for 1990. Before deciding 
whether the reports should have been investigated, we first reviewed 
relevant statutes. Section 20-7-650 of the South Carolina Code of Laws 
states: 

Within 24 hours of the receipt of a report of suspected child abuse or neglect, 
the agency shall commence an appropriate and thorough investigation to 
determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or neglect is "indicated" 
or "unfounded. • 

In accordance with DSS policy 704.09, the definitions of abuse and neglect 
as provided in §20-7 -490 guided us in deciding whether the reports should 
have been investigated. State law does not address screening out reports 
of child abuse and neglect. Reasons given by the counties for not 
investigating a report which we concurred with included: 

• The child resides in another county or state. However, the county 
receiving the report is responsible for referring the report to the 
correct jurisdiction. 
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• The worker lacked adequate information for locating the child and 
the family, and pursued all avenues without success in locating the 
family. 

For 91 {14%) of the reports we reviewed, information was insufficient for 
us to determine whether they should have been investigated. 

As the following table shows, 326 ( 49%) of the 664 reports we reviewed 
should have been investigated. The counties decided appropriately that 
247 (37%) of the reports should not have been investigated. For those 
counties with more than ten screened out reports for the time period 
reviewed, Richland County had the highest percentage which should have 
been investigated, and Charleston County had the lowest. It is also 
notable that in comparing total numbers of screened out reports between 
counties, county size is not closely correlated to the relative number of 
reports. For example, Horry County had over four times as many 
screened out reports as Charleston County, even though Charleston 
County's population is 2.7 times as large as Harry's. 

Table 4.2: Review of Decision to Screen Out Reports of Child Abuse and Neglect 

County 

AHendale 

Charleston 

Clarendon 

Darlington 

Greenvile 

Horry 

Richland 

Total 

Should Not Have Been 
Investigated 

Number Percent 

0 

20 

2 

3 

113 

53 

247 37% 

Source: LAC review of •even countiea' acreened out reports, March through July 1990. 
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Total Reports 

Number Percent 

2 100% 

34 100% 

6 100% 

10 100% 

284 100% 

146 100% 

182 100% 

100% 
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The following are some examples of reports which should have been 
investigated by DSS because they met the statutory definition of abuse or 
neglect: 

• Caseworkers received a referral from a North Carolina social services 
office regarding a family that had moved to South Carolina. The 
North Carolina caseworkers, who had been investigating the case for 
two months, stated that they "felt very strongly that the child ... was 
being molested by her father." Evidence presented to South Carolina 
DSS caseworkers included a report that seven school officials 
witnessed the child exhibiting inappropriate sexual behavior at various 
times. However, the South Carolina caseworkers made no attempt 
to contact the family or start an investigation because the child had 
denied to the North Carolina caseworkers that she was abused 
sexually. 

• DSS received a report that two children, ages five and six, were living 
in a condemned house. The caseworker did not investigate the report 
stating "no allegation" was made. 

• A person reported to DSS that she obser\Ted a mother "pounding" her 
daughter on the back. The caseworker stated that the reason the 
case was not taken was because there were "no bruises" on the child. 

• Three children under seven years old were reported not to be fed or 
dressed properly. The oldest son allegedly was beaten with a belt 
almost every night. Instead of contacting the children, as required, 
the caseworker telephoned the landlord, who said she knew of no 
maltreatment. The caseworker decided not to investigate. 

We also examined reasons workers gave on the report forms for deciding 
to screen out the reports. DSS policy 704.09 requires workers to give 
reasons for screening out reports. However, for 105 (13%) of the 
reports, workers gave no reason. Inappropriate reasons given by workers 
for screening out reports included: 

• Caseworker questioned the veracity of the person making the report 
of child abuse or neglect (74 reports). Workers are required by law 
to determine whether the report is true through an investigation of 
the allegation. It is not their responsibility to assess whether the 
reporter is truthful before deciding to investigate a report. In one 
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case in which veracity was questioned, a caseworker screened out a 
report regarding a 13-year-old alleged to be a prostitute with her 
mother's knowledge and consent. Other inappropriate reasons 
workers gave for not investigating reports of child abuse and neglect 
were that the people making the reports were "drunk," "sounded 
effeminate," and were an "ex-spouse." 

• Caseworker considered the allegation vague or not specific (123 
reports). However, we found that many allegations considered by 
workers to be vague were specific enough to warrant an investigation. 
For example, a report stated that a father physically abused the 
mother in the children's presence, hit the children in the head, and 
drank and used drugs regularly. The report was screened out because 
the caseworker believed there was "no specific allegation." 

• Caseworkers referred reports to local law enforcement agencies, 
without investigating the reports (15 reports). It is appropriate for 
DSS caseworkers to seek the assistance of law enforcement, but DSS 

is charged by law to investigate all reports of child abuse or neglect 
it receives. 

• Caseworkers cited a lack of information to begin an investigation 
without making sufficient efforts to obtain further information to 
locate the child and family (29 reports). 

We also reviewed how caseworkers responded to reports made by 
"mandated" reporters. Section 27-7-510 requires health care 
professionals, school teachers and counselors, day care workers, and law 
enforcement officers (including court officials) to report suspected cases 
of child abuse and neglect to DSS. Reports by these professionals 
accounted for 37% of the screened out reports we reviewed. Of the 326 
reports which should have been investigated, 55 were reported by health care 
professionals, 26 were reported by law enforcement, 24 were reported by 
school employees, and 3 were reported by day care workers. 
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Table 4.3: Supervisory Review of 
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We reviewed evidence of supervisory review for all screened out reports 
and, in particular, those which should have been investigated. DSS 

policy 704.07.02 requires child protective services supervisors to review 
and approve all reports which are not accepted for investigation. 

As shown in the following table, we also found documentation of 
timeliness of supervisory review of screened out reports to be a problem. 
Although DSS policy does not specify the time frame within which 
approval must be given, state law requires investigations to begin within 
24 hours of receiving the report, which we used as a reasonable time 
period for making the screening decision. Data on timeliness was limited 
because for those reports where supervisory approval was noted, the 
approval was usually not dated. In most counties, supervisory review 
occurred within one day of receiving the report. However, in Richland 
County, supervisors approved 33 (36%) of 93 screened reports more than 
eight days after they were received. 

1··· 'f()aal Reports Whliout Total Reporta Without Date of 
.·.·. ~u~•aory Rilvl- > .· supervleory Revl-

Tota! .·.·.·.·.·.···········•· •.. ·.· ~f.rcenfat Percent of Total 

Countl• Reports f,juillb« •• Toi~(Flllpl)rta Number Reporta 

.·· .. SO%·. 2 I ARend ale 1 

Charleston 34 14 > .·.·. 41% 22 65% 

Clarendon 5 83% 

Darlngton 8 

Greenville 280 

Horry 146 ·•···· 24 I ·· •·•• .•. 11% 142 97% 

Richland 
182 1 •• ··.·•····· 16 's~------ 9% 85 47% 

Total 664 611 .··..... . 10% 543 

Source: LAC seven-county review of screened out reports, March through July 1990. 
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State statutes do not address the screening out process, but are clear in 
requiring DSS to investigate all reports meeting the statutory defmitions 
of child abuse and neglect. While DSS policy and officials confirm that 
the statutory definition guides the screening process, the counties may be 
inappropriately applying a oss policy which does not pertain to the 
screening process which gives them more reasons for screening reports. 

DSS policy 704.08, which directly precedes the policy on screening reports 
but does not apply to the screening process, is titled 11 Assessing Reporter 
Motivation." The policy states that caseworkers should attempt to 
establish the veracity and credibility of the persons making reports as an 
important step in validating the report. As part of determining veracity, 
workers should assess if the person making the report is inebriated, angry, 
or bas anything to gain by making the report. Because reasons given by 
caseworkers for screening out reports included drunkenness, ~ad faith," 
and other behaviors leading the workers to question the veracity of the 
person making the report, it appears some caseworkers have incorrectly 
applied the reporter motivation policy to the screening out process. 

DSS policy does not address controls in the screening process, other than 
requiring supervisory approval of decisions to screen out reports. 
However, policy does not require counties to: 

• Record screened out reports on DSS standard report intake forms. 
Forty-one percent of the screened out reports we reviewed were not 
recorded on standard forms. Therefore, types of information 
gathered from the people making the reports were inconsistent. 

• Require supervisors to sign and date the screened out report form 
indicating approval of the decision to screen the report. Also, policy 
does not set a deadline for supervisory review. 

• Maintain screened out reports for any period of time. One county 
had no screened out reports for us to review from 1990 because they 
did not keep them. Therefore, counties can destroy the reports as 
soon as a supervisor approves the decision, preventing oversight of 
the screening process. 

• Report screened out data to the state office. Such information as 
numbers and typologies of reports and reasons for screening them 
would be useful to the state office in overseeing the screening 
activities of the counties. 
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• Policy also does not require the state office to review screened out 
reports as part of its coordinated internal review system (CIRS} 
process, or any other audit activity. 

Our review indicates that a substantial number of allegations of child 
abuse and neglect are not investigated as a result of the screening out 
process. Controls are lacking in oversight and documentation, and the 
only control required; supervisory review, is sporadic and sometimes 
untimely in practice. The public has less assurance that children are 
protected by the state when reports of abuse and neglect are not always 
investigated as required by law. 

16 DSS should clarify to the counties the circumstances under which 
reports of child abuse and neglect may and may not be screened out 
as required by the statutory definition of child abuse and neglect. oss 
should implement policies requiring counties to: 

• Record screened out reports on standard forms; 

• Require supervisors to sign and date screened out report forms 
within 24 hours of receiving the report; 

• Maintain screened out reports for one year; 

• Report data on screened out reports, including numbers, 
typologies, reasons for screening, and reporter type to the state 
office for oversight; and, 

• DSS should also implement a policy requiring the state office to 
audit screened out reports in the counties on a regular and 
unannounced basis. 
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County Foster Care Licensing Review 

Introduction 

Background 
Checks 

Criminal Checks 

No. DSS does not require background checks for foster parents and does 
not ensure that all foster parents meet training, fire, and health 
requirements. 

Also, licenses have not always been renewed on time and the counties 
should work to reduce the number of temporary and irregular licenses 
issued. 

We sampled 219 files in eight counties (Allendale, Charleston, Clarendon, 
Darlington, Greenville, Greenwood, Horry, and Richland) for FY 89-90. 
Areas reviewed included training, fire and health inspections, police and 
child protective services checks, type of license issued, and the length of 
time temporary and irregular licenses were in effect. 

As of June 1990, the Department of Social Services listed 2,125licensed 
family foster homes. The eight counties in the sample represented 34% 
(730 homes) of the state's licensed family foster homes. 

DSS has not required criminal background checks on foster parent 
applicants. Also, the agency does not require applicants to be checked 
against the DSS central registry for indicated cases of child abuse and 
neglect. Therefore, foster care workers may not know whether applicants 
have convictions for such crimes as assault, drunk driving, and selling or 
using illegal drugs, or if they have abused or neglected children in the 
past. 

Beginning in July 1990, the department began a three-month test on a 
policy requiring criminal background checks for newly hired employees 
for 54 types ofDSS positions. These positions include executive assistants, 
business associates, budget analysts and personnel specialists. DSS 
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officials explained that no background checks are done for foster parent 
applicants because they have no funds to pay the $10 fee charged by the 
State Law Enforcement Division per check, and it would be unfair to ask 
foster parents to pay it. 

Adoptive parent applicants must submit to criminal background checks 
before they receive approval to adopt. Also, other state agencies charged 
with residential care of children require criminal background checks. The 
Continuum of Care requires a background check for every individual 
under contract who provides service to a continuum client. The 
Department of Mental Health (DMH) requires background checks on all 
employees. The department is linked to the computer system at the 
South Carolina State Law Enforcement Division (SLED) which is the 
source for the checks. Therefore, DMH can do checks without paying the 
$10 fee. 

The $10 fee for the checks does not go to SLED to cover its operating 
costs; rather, all fees are deposited in the General Fund. Since the fees 
are not used to cover SLED's costs, a fee waiver for foster parent 
background checks would allow DSS to request the checks without 
requesting additional funding for them. 

The department could also reconsider its priorities for background 
checks. Foster parents' actions, which are largely unsupervised by DSS, 
directly impact the health and safety of their foster children. Personnel 
specialists and many other positions chosen by DSS for background checks 
do not have such a responsibility for children's lives. 

Note: In its December 1990 meeting, the DSS board approved staff 
recommendations for requiring SLED checks for foster parents. DSS is in the 
process of negotiating an agreement with SLED. 

DSS also has not required foster care workers to check foster parent 
applicants against their central registry for indicated cases of child abuse 
and neglect. This computerized information is readily available in each 
county office; however, of eight counties that we reviewed, five checked 
applicants against the registry on a regular basis. Also, of the 219 foster 
parent files we reviewed, 36 (16%) contained documentation of central 
registry checks. DSS should determine whether indicated cases of abuse 
and neglect exist before granting licenses to foster parents. 
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Recommendations 

Training 

17 The General Assembly may wish to consider waiving the fee for 
background checks for DSS so that DSS can have background checks 
done on all current foster parents and all future foster parent 
applicants. 

18 If the fee waiver is not granted, the department should ensure that 
background checks are completed on all current foster parents and 
future foster parent applicants. The department could achieve this 
by either discontinuing employee background checks and using those 
funds, or by pursuing an agreement with the Department of Mental 
Health for the checks to be done at little or no charge. 

19 DSS should implement a policy requiring counties to check all current 
and future foster parents against the central registry for indicated 
cases of child abuse and neglect. 

The eight counties we reviewed have not consistently enforced foster 
parent training requirements as mandated by South Carolina law. We 
sampled 219 foster parent licensing files in the eight counties and found 
that 62% (136 of 219) of the foster parents who received licenses since 
January 1982 did not receive the required ten hours of pre·service 
training prior to licensure. Further, 56% (123 of 219) of the foster 
parents did not always receive the required five hours annual training 
prior to relicensure. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 show the number of foster 
parents who have completed pre.service and annual training 
requirements. 

DSS Regulation 114-5-SO(h) states that before a standard license is issued: 

Foster parents must have a minimum of ten hours of appropriate foster care 
pre-servk:e training prior to licensure .... The foster parent will subsequently 
be required to complete five (S) hours training prior to annual 
reUcensure .... 

Without enforcement of training requirements, assurance that children in 
foster care are provided adequate care is decreased. 
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service Training Requirements by 
Foster Parents 

Table 5.2: Completion of Annual 
Training Requirements by Foster 
Parents 

Chapter 5 
County Foster Cere Ucenslng Review 

P...S.VIce 
T111lnlng Completed 

County Number P-t 

Allendale 0 • 
Charleston 18 47% 

Clarendon 3 20% 

Darlington 5% 

Greenville 5 14% 

Greenwood 0 • 
Horry 0 • 
Richland 21 50% 

Total 48 22% 

a Homes where children are placed with relatives are exempt from training requirements. 

Source: LAC eight-county sample of family foster parent licenses in effect June 1990. 

Annual 
Training Completed 

County Number Percent 

Allendale 0 • 
Charleston 18 47% 

Clarendon 8 53% 

Darlington 2 10% 

Greenville 13 35% 

Greenwood 12 60% 

Horry 4 11% 

Richland 16 38% 

Total 73 33'% 

a Homes where children are placed with relatives are exempt from training requirements. 

Source: LAC eight-county sample of family foster parent licenses in effect June 1990. 
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Recommendation 

Fire and Health 
Inspections 

Table 5.3: Fire and Health 
Inspections by County 

ChapterS 
County Foster Cere Licensing Re'llew 

20 DSS should enforce foster parent pre-service and annual training 
requirements. 

The eight counties have not adequately enforced state regulations 
requiring fire and health inspections of family foster homes. Table 5.3 
shows that of 219 foster parent licensing files sampled, 41% (89 of 219) 
had not received a fife inspection. Also, 21% ( 45 of 219) of homes had 
not received a health inspection. DSS staff cited problems in obtaining 
the cooperation of local, county, and state fire inspection authorities in 
some counties. Instead of enforcing requirements, DSS has issued 
temporary and irregular licenses when requirements are not met. 

ucen-WHh No 
Hellhh lnltp8C1iona 

Total Ucen• 
County Fll• Reviewed Number Pen:ent 

Alendale 11 3 27% 

Charleston 38 11 29'lb 

Clarendon 15 5 33% 

Darlington 21 5% 

Greet'lllille 37 4 11% 

GreenNOOd 20 5% 

Horry 35 14 40% 

Richland 42 6 14% 

Total 219 45 21% 

Source: LAC eight-county sample of family foster parent Ucen&e& in effect June 1990. 
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Recommendation 

License Renewal 

Chapter 5 
County Foster Cere UceMing Review 

DSS Regulation 114-5-50 (l-1.c) states: "There shall be an inspection by 
such City or County Fire Department authorities who are required or 
permitted to inspect and enforce fire regulations." 

Further, DSS Regulation 114-5-50 (1-l.d) requires " ... an inspection by 
such health authorities who are required or permitted to inspect and 
enforce health and sanitation regulations." 

Without fire and health inspections, there is less assurance that foster 
homes meet standards for fire, health and sanitation. Also, children in 
foster care are not assmed of adequate protection against hazards in the 
home. 

21 DSS should work to reduce substantially the number of family foster 
homes which have not received fire and health inspections. 

Our sample of foster parent files in eight counties showed that family 
foster home licenses were not always renewed on time. Of 219 foster 
parent files sampled, 20% (44 of 219) had licenses that were renewed 
after their one-year expiration date had passed (see Table 5.4). 
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Table 5.4: Licenses Not Renewed 
on nme by County 

Recommendation 

ChapterS 
County Foster care Ucenslng Review 

Allendale 11 9% 

Charleston 38 10 26% 

Clarendon 15 2 13% 

Darlington 21 12 57% 

Greenville 37 5 14% 

Greenwood 20 2 10% 

Horry 35 9 26% 

Richland 42 3 7% 

Total 219 44 

Source: LAC eight-county sample of family foster parent licenses in effect June 1990. 

DSS Regulation 114-5-50 (L-1) states "No license shall be effective for 
more than one year from the date of issuance and shall be annually 
renewed from such date." 

Home visits and evaluations by caseworkers when licenses are renewed 
are required to ensure that family foster homes maintain minimum 
standards of care. Without annual review, these standards might not be 
met, thereby lowering the quality of care provided to children in foster 
care. 

22 DSS should ensure that foster parent licenses are renewed on time. 
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Temporary and 
Irregular Licenses 

Chapter 5 
County Foster c.re Ucenslng Review 

Both statewide and in our eight-county sample, more than half of the 
family foster homes had either temporary or irregular licenses, indicating 
that the homes had deficiencies in areas such as health and fire safety 
requirements, and foster parent training. Further, we found that a 
significant number of the temporary and irregular licenses in our eight 
county sample were held for longer than one year. 

According to oss information, of 2,125 licenses oss issued statewide as 
of June 1990, 37% (780 of 2,125) were temporary licenses and 16% (347 
of 2,125) were irregular licenses. In the eight counties we reviewed, 39% 
(282 of 730) of the licenses were temporary licenses, 18% (132 of 730) 
were irregular licenses, 38% (275 of 730) were standard licenses, and 6% 
(41 of 730) were issued for children who were placed with relatives. 

Our sample of 219 files showed that 22% (17 of 77) of the temporary 
licenses were in effect for more than 1 year. Also, we found that 40% 
(25 of 62) of the irregular licenses were in effect between 1 and 3 years, 
and 3% (2 of 62) of the irregular licenses were in effect for more than 3 
years (see Table 5.5). 

Table 5.5: Length of Time Temporary and Irregular Licenses Held 

Temporary Ucensu 

o-e Months 6-12 Months > 1 year 

2 5 0 

4 5 4 

3 0 

0 6 3 

2 5 3 

6 0 7 

10 0 

3 7 0 

11 41 17 

25% 53% 22% 

Source: LAC eight-county sample of family foster parent licenses in effect June 1990. 
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Types of License 
Deficiencies 

CMptws 
County Foster C.e I.Jcenslng Review 

oss Regulation 114-5-50 {D-3) states: 

A Temporary liceuse shaD be ~ued when a foster family does not comply 
with aJI licensing requirements. There m, however, an expectation that noted 
dmcrepancies shaD be corrected within a six-month period or the Temporary 
license may be revoked. A Temporary license cannot be ~ued two 
consecutive years for the same dmcrepancies unless extenuating circumstances 
are involved as determined by the agency. 

State regulation does not limit the length of time that an irregular license 
can be held. 

Instead of ensuring that licensing requirements for homes with 
deficiencies are corrected so that standard licenses can be issued, DSS 

frequently issues temporary and irregular licenses. 

In reviewing temporary and irregular license deficiencies, we found that 
a lack of fire inspections was the most frequently occurring deficiency. 
Eighty-two percent (63 of 77) of temporary licenses reviewed in the eight 
counties listed no fire inspection as a reason for issuing the nonstandard 
license. Seventy-three percent (56 of 77) of the temporary licenses in the 
eight counties listed no health inspection as a reason for the temporary 
license. For irregular licenses in the eight counties, 81% (50 of 62) were 
issued because fire inspections were not done, and 31% (19 of 62) were 
issued because health inspections were not done. Table 5.6 shows the 
categories of deficiencies present in homes with temporary and irregular 
licenses in our eight-county sample. 

The purpose of fire inspections is to identify such deficiencies as 
inadequate exits/escapes, lack of smoke detectors, improper storage of 
flammable materials, insufficient heating/ventilation systems, and electrical 
inadequacies. Health inspections determine if the fresh water system is 
sufficient, if refuse and toxic substances are stored and disposed properly, 
and if lead-based paint is present where young children reside. Training 
deficiencies occur when pre-service (initial ten hours) and/or annual (five 
hours annually) training is not completed. Temporary and irregular 
licenses can also be issued when proof of medical check-ups for all 
members of a foster family has not been provided to DSS. 

Note: In its December 1990 meeting, the DSS board approved a motion that 
all iJTegular and temporary foster parent licenses be brought to standard by 
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Chepter 5 
County Foster Cere Ucenalng Review 

March 1991. However, as of March 4, 1991, not all foster homes had 
standard licenses and a DSS staff person could not estimate when, or if, all 
homes would have standard licenses. 

Table 5.6: Temporary Foster Home Licenses by Deflclency8 

a 
b 

Deficiency •• Percent ot All Temporary Ucenaea 

Fire HeaHh Training Medical 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

61% 77% 31% 31% 

100% 75% • 50')(, 

11% 11% 100% • 
100% 100% 40% 60% 

92% 62% 54% 85% 

100% 100% 100% 64% 

100% 60% 30% 40% 

82% 73% 58% 53% 

More than one deficiency may be cited aa a reason for issuing a nonstandard Hcense. 
Total reflects percentfor eight counties. 

Source: LAC eight-county review of a sample of family foster parent licenses In effect June 1990. 

Recommendation 23 DSS should reduce the number of family foster homes which have 
temporary and irregular licenses. 
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Issue for Further 
Study: State Plan 
for Special Needs 
Children Needed 

Chapter 5 
County Foster Care Ucenalng Review 

The cost of residential placements for special needs children has 
increased from $600,000 in FY 85-86 for 19 children, to a projected $11 
million in FY 90-91 for 414 children.3 Such special placements are 
necessary when a child's emotional, behavioral and/or medical problems 
are too severe for placement in the traditional foster care programs. 

Although the cost of residential placements for special needs children is 
shared by DSS and six other state agencies, DSS projects a budget deficit 
in its program of $6.1 million for FY 90-91. DSS also projects that by 
FY 92-93, 687 children will require special needs placement at a cost of 
$20 million. 

Most special needs children (approximately 86%) are served in South 
Carolina, at an estimated average cost of $38,500 a year; approximately 
14% are placed in out-of-state programs, at an average cost of $49,000 
per year. Placements generally range from $44/day for small group 
homes and $59/day for therapeutic foster care, to $300/day for "medical­
model" treatment, according to a DSS official. The cost-effectiveness, in 
terms of outcome, of the various placement alternatives is not known. 

Six state agencies (the Continuum of Care for Emotionally Disturbed 
Children, the Children's Case Resolution System, and the Departments 
of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, Education, and Youth Services) 
share the cost with DSS of residential placement for the majority of these 
special needs children. In addition, according to a Health and Human 
Services Finance Commission (HHSFC) official, the HHSFC is attempting 
to secure federal medicaid reimbursement for part of the residential 
treatment expense for this group. 

3 Sixty-fwe of the 280 special needs placements, as of January 1991, were clients 
of the Continuum of Care for Emotionally Disturbed Children and some others were 
on the Continuum's waiting list According to a Continuum official, the Continuum has 
a client caseload of approximately 300, with 320 children on a waiting list 
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Recommendation 

CMpter5 
County Foster C.re Licensing Review 

As of January 1991, DSS estimated that adolescents from 13 to 17 made 
up 77% of those served in specialized residential treatment. The causes 
for the increase in the number of older, difficult-to-place adolescents have 
not been identified definitively by DSS. However, the causes are thought 
to include growing drug and alcohol use, the breakdown of families and 
of extended families, and the trend toward de-institutionalization and 
release of adolescents from the Departments of Mental Health and 
Youth Services facilities. Seventy-five to 80% of special needs children 
have a history of being sexually or physically abused, according to DSS 
officials. 

A 1989 study by the Florida Auditor General provides one indication of 
the potential seriousness of the problem. This study found that most 
foster parents are not prepared to serve and do not wish to serve children 
and adolescents with behavior, medical or developmental problems. 
However, it was found that such children and adolescents made up the 
majority of the foster care population in Florida. 

With seven agencies involved and significant budget deficits projected, a 
comprehensive state plan for special needs children is needed. Such a 
plan would provide reliable information on the future needs and 
placement costs for thP..se children, in addition to addressing the issues of 
cause and prevention. Since an 82% growth (from $11 million to $20 
million) in the cost of residential placements is projected in two years, 
this plan should address cost-effective placement for each type of special 
needs child. 

24 The General Assembly may wish to consider requesting that the 
Human Services Coordinating Council conduct an assessment of the 
special needs foster care population, including: 

• causes of the problem, and characteristics of the present and the 
future special needs population; 

• suitability and cost-effectiveness of present placements; 
• alternatives for cost-effective management of the future special 

needs population; and 
• a realistic approach to prevention. 
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Licensing of 
Private Foster 
Care Facilities 

Chllpter 5 
County Foater C.re Ucenslng Review 

No, all private foster care facilities in the state are not required to be 
licensed. As a result, the state has not inspected two private foster care 
facilities, with approximately 58 children, to ensure that they meet the 
minimum standards required of all other foster care homes and 
institutions. 

Section 20-7-2240 of the South Carolina Code of Laws exempts certain 
types of foster care facilities from licensure, including child welfare 
agencies existing on March 9, 1956, and operating under a governing 
board representing an established religious denomination. Also exempted 
are rescue missions, or other similar charitable institutions, organized 
before May 8, 1959, for the purpose of providing temporary care and 
custody of children and any other needy persons and operating under a 
local board of trustees. 

DSS does not keep track of the number of children placed in unlicensed 
private facilities. Based on information provided by the Foster Care 
Review Board, two unlicensed facilities serve approximately 58 children. 

Foster care facilities are licensed to help protect the health, safety, and 
welfare of foster children. Foster children should be assured of receiving 
at least a minimum quality of care wherever they are placed. Therefore, 
we find no adequate justification for exempting some facilities from 
licensing requirements. According to their FY 88-89 Annual Report, the 
South Carolina Foster Care Review Board has, for four years, supported 
amending the law to require that all child-caring facilities be licensed. 
DSS and the South Carolina Association of Children's Homes have, for 
several years, supported legislation to require licensing of all residential 
child care facilities. Also, seven of nine southeastern states surveyed, 
Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina, Tennessee, and 
Virginia, require that all private foster care facilities be licensed. 

Florida, like South Carolina, exempts some foster care facilities from 
licensing. Mississippi does not require private foster care facilities to be 
licensed. 
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Recommendation 

Foster Parent 
Survey 

Foster Home Placements 

Chapter 5 
County Foster Cere Ucenslng Review 

25 The General Assembly may wish to consider amending §20-7-2240 to 
delete exemptions to licensure requirements for foster care facilities 
in South Carolina. 

We surveyed a sample of current and former foster parents in eight 
counties: Allendale, Charleston, Clarendon, Darlington, Greenville, 
Greenwood, Horry, and Richland. 

We randomly sampled 156 current foster parents from a March 1990 list 
of current foster parents for the eight counties reviewed. We also 
surveyed all 88 former foster parents who left the program in FY 89-90 
in the eight counties. The survey yielded a 53% (82 of 156) response rate 
from current foster parents, and a 28% (25 of 88) response rate from 
former foster parents. Survey results are reported in Appendices D and 
E. 

A significant number of current and former foster parents stated that DSS 
does not give descriptive, realistic information about each child when 
placement is made in a foster home, as shown in Table 5. 7 
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Table 5.7: Adequacy of 
Information Given at Time of 
Placement 

Special Needs 
Placements 

ChapterS 
County Foster care Ucenalng Review 

Current Foster Parents 

Percen~ 

18% 

49% 

12% 

a Represents percent of those responding to the question. 

Source: 1990 LAC current and former foster parent survey for eight counties. 

Some respondents commented that DSS caseworkers may feel that if 
complete, descriptive and realistic information about a child is given, 
placement might be difficult or refused. Some stated that caseworkers 
purposely do not share information about children being placed in a 
£"Jster home. 

One respondent stated that DSS had given them a foster child who 
previously had been a patient in a hospital psychiatric ward for trying to 
kill his parents. DSS did not inform the foster parents of this. Another 
foster parent criticized DSS for placing a child with them who had a 
history of stealing cars; the foster parents did not learn of the car-stealing 
until after the child had stolen and wrecked their car. 

Responses to questions regarding foster children with special needs 
possibly indicate a need for DSS to provide more training for foster 
parents with special needs children. Special needs children are defined 
as children who are emotionally disturbed, have multiple problems, or 
children needing special medical attention. Twenty-nine percent of 
current foster parents with special needs children and 38% of former 
foster parents with special needs children stated that they had received 
additional training. 
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Communication Between 
DSS and Foster Parents 

Foster Parent 
Recruitment and Training 

Chapter I 
County Foster care Ucenalng Review 

About one-half of the current and former foster parents stated they did 
not feel they were adequately informed of their rights as foster parents 
and of the types of funds and assistance available. One respondent, who 
had been a foster parent for two years, stated she had just recently 
learned of the clothing allowance for foster children. In addition, a 
number of the respondents stated there was not good communication 
between foster parents and DSS child caseworkers after a foster child was 
placed in their home. 

A significant number of foster parents indicated that children often came 
to them without sufficient clothing. Also, most of those who received 
clothing allowances did not receive them at the time of placement. 
Foster parents reported that several weeks or months may have passed 
before they received clothing allowances and medicaid cards. 

We asked foster parents several questions related to recruitment and 
training. As Table 5.8 shows, 40% of current foster parents were 
recruited by friends or relatives, and 34% listed "other" reasons for how 
they became interested in the foster parent program. Twenty-nine 
percent of former foster parents were recruited by friends or relatives, 
and 33% listed "other" reasons for how they became interested in the 
program. Most survey respondents agreed that foster parent training was 
adequate, although a significant number did not complete the required 
pre-service and annual training. 
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Table 5.8: How Foster Parents 
Became Interested In Foster Care 

Foster Parent Retention 

Chapter 5 
County Foster Care Ucenalng Review 

Current Foster Parents 

Percent 

12% 

• 
5% 

1% 

1% 

34% 

Source: 1990 LAC current and former foster parent survey for eight counties. 

According to results of the survey of former foster parents, a significant 
proportion of foster parents left the program because of factors at least 
partially within the control of DSS. Respondents cited inadequate board 
payments, communication problems with the department and social 
workers, the long wait for assistance for children placed in their home 
(this included board payments, medicaid cards, and clothing allowances 
for children), and a lack of appreciation. 
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Foster Care Board 
Rates 

Table 5.9: Foster Care Basic 
Monthly Board Rates, July 1989. 

ChapterS 
County Foster care Licensing Review 

No, in reviewing foster care board rates in ten southeastern states, we 
found that overall, South Carolina's rates are low compared to other 
southeastern states. Mcnthly foster care board payments reimburse foster 
parents for the expense of caring for a foster child. This payment is not 
a salary. Rather, it is a reimbursement to the foster parent(s) for food, 
clothing, shelter, school expenses, and incidentals for the foster child. 
The following table, based on a survey by the American Public Welfare 
Association, compares board rates for the ten southeastern states. 

State Agel Rank 

Alabama $202 9 

Florida $286 2 

Georgia $300 

Kentucky $266 5 

Louisiana (tie)$267 3 

M11i11ippi $165 10 

North Carolina $215 6 

South $201 8 
carolina 

Tenne11ee $213 7 

Virginia (tie)$267 3 

Southeastern $239 • 
Average 

Source: American Public Welfare A11ociation, Washington, D.C. 
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Table 5.10: Estimated Cost of 
Raising a Child In the South, a 
June 1989. 

Chapter 5 
County Foater Care Ucenalng Review 

Board payments in South Carolina are $41 below the southeastern 
monthly average for 2-year olds, and $30 below the southeastern monthly 
average for 9-year olds. However, for 16-year olds, South Carolina board 
payments are $2 above the southeastern monthly average. 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) estimates average 
costs for raising children from newborn to age 18 based on actual 
expenditures for food, clothing, housing, education, transportation, and 
medical expenses. For each region of the country, the USDA estimates 
six cost levels for raising a child from birth to age eighteen. The 
following table compares the six cost averages for the south to FY 89-90 
South Carolina board rates. 

a 

Moderate Urban $414 $483 $596 

Low Urban $269 $294 $365 

Economy Urban $194 $220 $263 

Moderate $413 $479 $600 
Rural/Nonfarm 

Low Rural/Nonfarm $266 $293 $361 

Economy $166 $192 $235 
Rural/Nonfarm 

SC DSS 89-90 $182 $209 $275 
Board Rates 

South defined to include: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. 

Source: USDA, Agricultural Research Service, Hyattsville, MD. 

The South Carolina FY 89-90 board rate is higher than the USDA 
economy rural/nonfarm average for all three age groups, and is also 
higher than the economy urban rate for age 16. The South Carolina rate 
is lower than the other cost averages for all age groups. 
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ChapterS 
County Foster c.re Licensing Review 

South Carolina's board rates are based on a study completed for DSS in 
1983. A department official stated that for each subsequent year, the 
rates have been adjusted for the previous year's inflation as determined 
by the u.s. Department of Commerce. The costs determined by the study 
were based on the 1982 USDA estimates of the cost for raising a child. 

We surveyed 156 current and 88 former foster parents in eight sample 
counties. A significant number of the respondents felt that foster care 
board rates offered by DSS were not adequate (see Appendices D and B). 

DSS officials stated that the agency has been losing foster homes to 
private foster care agencies with larger budgets, and that DSS board 
payments are too low. 
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Chapter 6 

Responsiveness of County Offices and 
Staffing Issues 

Limited Use of 
Volunteers 

In this chapter, we answered three questions relating to county office 
efficiency: 

• To what extent do the county offices use volunteers and 
paraprofessionals? 

• Are telephones answered responsively? 

• Does caseworker turnover contribute to problems in providing quality 
services? 

We found limited use of volunteers in our sample of eight counties. We 
aJso concluded that yearly volunteer statistics reported by the state office 
are overstated. 

Of the eight counties in our sample, all except Charleston County have 
volunteer services programs. Richland County employs a full-time 
volunteer services coordinator. In the remaining six counties, 
caseworkers, supervisors and other personnel act as county volunteer 
services coordinators in addition to their other job duties. 

The monthly volunteer services reports we reviewed showed little or no 
use of some volunteer activities which could be used to ease caseworkers' 
caseloads. Most volunteers and volunteer hours reported were for 
Title XIX and XX client transportation. Volunteers who transport clients 
are reimbursed for mileage by the HHSFC. Volunteer hours reported for 
client transportation accounted for 19% of total volunteer hours reported 
for FY 89-90. Volunteers were not used as parent aides, nor to provide 
homemaker services, legal services or rehabilitation. Appendices F and 
0 summarize FY 89-90 monthly volunteer services reports for six counties 
(Charleston and Horry counties did not submit reports). 
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Recruitment Efforts 

Chapter 6 
Responsiveness of County Offices and Staffing Issues 

For other FY 89-90 volunteer activities, the number of volunteers and 
hours served was insignificant. These activities included baby sitting, 
family to family volunteers, clerical work, emergency services, friendly 
visitors and medical services. 

In comparing volunteer recruitment efforts, as shown in Table 6.1, we 
found that four of seven counties have not conducted a volunteer needs 
assessment or survey to identify volunteer needs, and no county keeps a 
log of calls or correspondence from potential volunteers. Also, two of the 
seven counties do not follow up on volunteer inquiries, and three counties 
do not use the media for recruitment efforts. Furthermore, two counties 
do not actively recruit in the business community for volunteers, services, 
or for donation of items, such as clothing and furniture, needed by clients. 

Table 6.1: Department of Social Services Comparison of County Volunteer Programs, July- September, 1990 

·.·.·. ·· .. ····.· 

::::::; : ))))):\ .. 
A~~ijltffienr· 
EffOffil·· 

folf<IYi (Jpo~··Ne~s·.····• 
··Aa&osme~. .. 

.. ··.·.· . . .·.·.· .. ·.·.· .. 

··· U$~d Media F'& 
··.Recruitment· •·••··•••· • ··•·· · · ·. 

... . . ... 

. \jolont~ togs ~pt .·. 
....... ... . . ... 

·····~~~~f~~;Uiri~~··········. ........................ 

· · Bedi.litri1$ilt in the 
· Business •. CQmrriuility•••••••· 

.· · ..... • <··········· ······ < i .... ·.····· 
·Allendale · Clarendon 

No 

N/A 

Yes No 

No No 

Yes 

Yes 

...... .. 
........ · .. 

barling ton . ...• •·· ()relitiwille . •••·•• ·>Greenwood 

No Yesb No 

N/A Yesb N/A 

No Yes No 

No No No 

Yes Yes No 

Yes Yes Yesb 

Charleston County does not have a volunteer services program. 

> 

..... Horry 

No 

N/A 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

a 
b No documentation available for review; responses based on statements made by volunteer service coordinators. 

Source: LAC questionnaire completed by volunteer service coordinators in each county. 

• 
.. Total· . 

Richland· Yes 

Yes 3 

No 2 

Yes 4 

No 0 

Yes 5 

No 5 
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Recommendations 

Chapter 8 
Responslveneu of County Offices end Staffing luues 

The DSS Volunteer Administration Handbook recommends that county 
offices identify and prioritize a list of client needs which volunteers might 
be able to provide. Two county volunteer services coordinators stated 
they had implemented surveys to assess volunteer needs and had followed 
up on the surveys, although documentation was not available to us. In 
another county, 18 volunteer services surveys were returned to the full­
time volunteer services coordinator, but the coordinator did not follow up 
on them. 

None of the counties reviewed maintained a log of calls or 
correspondence from potential volunteers; however, one volunteer service 
coordinator emphasized the need for a pool of volunteers to call in 
emergency situations, such as sitting with a child in the hospital. A log or 
notebook, containing the names, addresses and phone numbers of 
individuals who respond to DSS recruitment efforts for volunteers, would 
provide a pool of persons to contact. In some counties which use the 
media for recruitment efforts, ads stressed the need for medicaid drivers, 
without soliciting for other specific types of volunteers. 

According to the DSS Volunteer Administration Handbook, research 
indicates that properly trained and supervised volunteers can effectively 
perform many social services. Effective use of volunteers could free 
caseworkers to spend more time on crucial duties. Staffing studies 
indicate county offices are understaffed; therefore, using volunteers 
wherever possible would maximize departmental resources in meeting 
client needs. 

26 Each county volunteer services coordinator should conduct a 
volunteer needs assessment in each program and administration area, 
and ensure that volunteers are recruited and used for activities with 
the greatest need. 

27 DSS volunteer coordinators should keep a log of incoming calls and 
other inquiries from potential volunteerS, and should follow up on all 
inquiries from potential volunteers. 

28 County offices should use the media for volunteer recruitment and 
should stress the need for volunteers in areas in addition to medicaid 
transportation. 
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Volunteer Statistics 

Chapter I 
Responslveneu of County Office• and Staffing luun 

29 Volunteer services coordinators should actively recruit in the business 
community for volunteers, services and donations of items needed, 
such as food, furniture and clothing. 

In our review of volunteer services, we found that volunteer statistics 
reported for the six counties are overstated in three ways: 

• Individuals who serve on advisory committees required by policy or 
statute are included as volunteers. County board members are 
counted as advisory committee volunteers by some counties, and 
guardians ad litem are counted as DSS volunteers by one county. 

Volunteer hours by advisory committee and board members and 
guardians ad litem accounted for 57% of total volunteer hours reported 
for FY 89-90. The 25,000 guardian ad litem hours reported by one county 
accounted for 53% of all reported volunteer hours for the counties. 

Some of these boards and committees are required by state law and 
agency policy, and do not serve to assist the client directly or to reduce 
the load of the caseworker. In addition, guardians ad litem, who 
represent children in family court cases, are court-appointed and 
volunteer through the South Carolina guardian ad litem program. 

• According to a department official, the state office compiles the 
annual report by totaling each county monthly report; therefore, if 
one person volunteered every month for 12 months, that individual 
would be counted as 12 volunteers as opposed to one. 

Each monthly report lists the number of volunteers and hours served that 
month. An individual who volunteers monthly will be listed as a 
volunteer on each monthly report, and will be shown as more than one 
volunteer on the annual report. According to the county volunteer 
services coordinators, volunteers normally serve more than one month, 
and medicaid transporters may serve for several years. 

• In some cases, two or more volunteer hours are reported for 
individuals who donate cash, clothing, furniture and other gifts. 

Based on the monthly reports of the 6 counties, an average of 30 
individuals per county earned an average of 53 volunteer service hours 
per month for donations. Donations for food, clothing, furniture and 
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Issue for Further 
Study: Use of 
Paraprofessionals 
in Human Services 

Chapter I 
Responslvenus of County Oftlcea and Staffing Issues 

other gifts accounted for 3,811 hours of total volunteer hours reported 
during FY 89-90. 

These practices give an unrealistic picture of the number of volunteers 
and volunteer hours involved in assisting the client directly, or reducing 
the work load of the caseworker. 

30 DSS should discontinue counting boards, advisory committees and 
guardians ad litem as volunteers. 

31 In totalling the annual number of volunteers, DSS should discontinue 
counting individuals more than once if they volunteer for two months 
or more. 

32 DSS should discontinue assigning two or more volunteer hours to 
individuals who donate cash, clothing, furniture and other gifts. 

In seven of the eight counties we reviewed, the human services programs 
employed one or more paraprofessionals in FY 89-90 (see Table 6.2). 
Greenville County reported no paraprofessionals in human services. 
Statewide, we found that the state office encourages the use of human 
services paraprofessionals, allocating 46 part-time paraprofessional 
positions to the counties in FY 89-90. Greater use of paraprofessionals 
in the human services area could result in significant cost savings and 
increased effectiveness of caseworkers. 

Paraprofessionals are defined as workers with less education than 
professional caseworkers, who are assigned tasks requiring entry level 
skills and competence. 
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Table 6.2: Department of Social Services Paraprofessional Use In Human Services, Eight Sample Counties FY 89-90 

a 
b 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

11 

Maintains client records, assists in supervision of child/parent visitation, transports foster care children, 
and performs foster home licensing duties. 

Provide transportation for CPPS children. 

Serve as adult services personal care aides: perform in-home care to medicaid-eligible intermediate or 
skilled-level care patients authorized by Community Long Term Care. 

Assist in supervision of child/parent visitation, transport clients to appointments, report observations while 
visiting clients' homes, provide case management for day care. 

Maintain client records, assist in supervision of child/parent visitation, enter information in case records 
(such as case narratives and time logs), transport clients to appointments, obtain documents and 
background information for caseworkers. 

Assist with intakes, investigations and assessment; obtain client records; transport clients; arrange 
appointments; deliver legal documents; file completed court documents; report observations made during 
contact with clients. 

Observe parent/child visitation; provide transportation; coordinate appointments to therapy, evaluation, 
and medical facilities; assist in preparation for foster care review board; go on home visits with foster care 
children; assist in teaching and/or carrying out the tasks of the treatment plan; collect information from 
collateral contacts; obtain medical, mental health and school records; complete correspondence, 
dictations, summaries, etc. 

Greenville county reported no paraprofessional use in human services. 
Allendale county also used one professional, a certified CPPS worker retired from another county, to assist in CPPS investigations. 

Source: Documents obtained from county DSS officials. 

According to human services officials, the agency has been unable to hire 
professional staff at a rate equal to the annual increase in caseload size. 
DSS FY 89-90 updates to the Omni staffing study (see p. 9) indicated the 
county human services offices were understaffed by 335 caseworkers. 
In response, human services initiated the "differential staffing pattern 
project," which, in part, provided paraprofessional staff to the counties. 
The project is fully state funded and has become a recurring budget 
appropriation. In FY 88-89 and FY 89-90, DSS allocated paraprofessional 
hours based on county size; in FY 89-90 DSS allocated an average of 23 
hours per week to each county, and paid paraprofessional employees 
$5.70 an hour. For FY 90-91, the positions will be allocated by each 
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county's need for caseworkers, as established by updates to the Omni 
staffing study. 

Paraprofessional duties have been established by human services and are 
reflected in Table 6.2. However, the extent to which paraprofessionals 
could be used to allow professional caseworkers to conduct their work 
more efficiently and effectively is not known. This would require an 
elaboration of the workload analysis, as done by the 1985 Omni staffing 
study; the Omni study did not analyze the use of paraprofessionals in 
human services. 

A DSS official in human services estimates that up to 25% of the county 
caseworkers' tasks could be performed by paraprofessionals. According 
to DSS budgeting and cost allocation figures, the total human services 
caseworker budget was approximately $23 million in FY 89-90, for 824 
caseworkers. As stated above, the updated Omni study shows a need for 
335 additional full-time caseworkers in human services. 

If only 10% (82) of the county caseworkers were replaced by 
paraprofessionals through attrition, a savings of $1.3 million could be 
realized each year. In addition, if 10% (34 caseworkers) of the projected 
need for 335 caseworkers were hired as paraprofessionals, an additional 
savings of $557,000 a year could be realized, should DSS county human 
services offices be fully staffed. 

By hiring paraprofessionals to perform the entry-level skills and tasks 
described in Table 6.2, caseworkers can use their time more effectively, 
concentrating on essential, professional social work duties. 

33 The DSS human services division should update the Omni staffing 
study to include a workload analysis of professional and 
paraprofessional personnel duties in the county human services 
programs. 

34 DSS should continue to identify tasks for and encourage the use of 
paraprofessionals. 
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Yes, most counties answered calls on the first or second attempt in our 
survey of responsiveness. We evaluated the responsiveness of the eight 
county offices in our sample in a telephone survey during March and 
April 1990. Each office was called a total of 30 times over the 8-week 
test period, at staggered times during the day. 

Responsiveness was defined as answering the telephone in a ten-minute 
time period; if the first call was not answered in seven rings, another call 
was immediately placed. If the first call was busy, another call was placed 
five minutes later. If the second call was busy, a third would be made 
five minutes after the second. 

We also evaluated courtesy by rating the response on the following scale: 

(1) very discourteous/rude/extremely cold and off-putting 
(2) mildly rude/somewhat cold/discouraging 
(3) neutraVflat/expressionless/toneless 
( 4) pleasant/courteous/encouraging 
(5) extremely friendly/anxious to help/very warm 

The questions we asked were devised to approximate typical questions a 
DSS office might receive such as, "Where do I go to apply for food 
stamps?"; "Can a single person apply to be a foster parent?"; and "Can 
you tell me what I have to do to get medicaid?" We did not evaluate the 
accuracy or completeness of the responses to the questions which were 
asked. 

As Table 6.3 shows, across all eight counties, two-thirds of the calls were 
answered on the first attempt; most calls (210 of 240, or 87.5%) were 
answered in the ten-minute period. Notable among the counties were 
two counties (Clarendon and Darlington) with only 1 (3.3%) of 30 calls 
unanswered, each. In these two cases, the calls were disconnected, rather 
than unanswered, but they were considered to be unanswered if the caller 
was disconnected. 
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Table 6.3: Results of Telephone 
Survey to Selected DSS County 
Offices (30 Calla to Each Office) 

Courtesy 

Chapter 6 
Responsiveness of County Offices and Staffing Issues 

Richland County DSS did not answer 12 ( 40%) of the 30 calls; 10 calls of 
the 12 were unanswered, and 2 were disconnected. We concluded that 
Richland County met our definition of "unresponsive," significantly 
differing from the other seven counties in the sample. Richland County 
DSS officials stated that phones were not always answered because of a 
defect in the phone system. They stated that when phone lines are busy, 
they still appear to ring to the caller. 

a 

Calla Answered 

On Second or 
On Firat Attempt Third Attempt 

Number Percent Number Percent 

16 53% 10 33% 

21 70% 6 20% 

24 80% 5 17% 

28 93% 3% 

15 50% 10 33% 

19 63% 8 27% 

24 80% 5 17% 

12 40% 6 20% 

159 66% 51 21% 

Either the phone was busy in three tries, unanswered In two, seven-ring trlee, or the caller 
was disconnected. 

Source: 1990 LAC telephone survey of eight county OSS offices. 

Average courtesy ratings ranged from 2.9 to 3.4. Clarendon County, with 
an average courtesy rating of 3.4 and Allendale and Greenwood Counties 
at 3.2, were the highest scoring counties. As we had defined a lack of 
courtesy as ratings below 3.0, and as the three ratings which were below 
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3.0 were very close to 3.0, it is our opinion that the counties were 
reasonably courteous in responding to telephone inquiries. 

Five auditors placed these calls, and rated responses. While reasonable 
efforts were made to help ensure consistency in rating responses, the 
ratings were, by their nature, subjective. 

We concluded that county caseworker turnover is comparable to turnover 
for other types of state employees. An official at the Department of 
Human Resource Management (DHRM) concurred that oss caseworker 
turnover was not significantly higher than turnover for other state 
employees. For FY 86-87 through FY 88-89, we found some difference 
between oss caseworker turnover and turnover for DSS employees 
located in the state office. Also, caseworker turnover was somewhat 
higher than turnover for all oss employees, and was somewhat higher 
than the turnover for all state employees for that time period. 

The following tables detail the caseworker turnover comparisons. In 
Table 6.4, we defined turnover to include promotions or transfers 
resulting in different job responsibilities within the same agency, as well 
as jobs taken outside of the agency. Therefore, when employees 
remained in the same agency, their former caseloads would be reassigned 
to other caseworkers causing a temporary disruption in service to the 
clients. In Table 6.5, we restricted the turnover rates to employees 
leaving the agency where they were employed. 
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Table 6.4: Turnover for 
Employees Leaving All Posltlons8 

Table 6.5: Turnover for 
Employees Leaving Their 
Agencles8 

Chapter 6 
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a 

b 

1 Type of Employee 
..... 

..• FY 86;;87 •• •.•.... FY 87;.88 .• < .. f:J· aQ;89 .. · . 

DSS Caseworkers 29% 31% 

DSS State Office Employees 20% 20% 28% 

All DSS Employees 23% 23% 24% 

State Employeesb 23% 23% 

Defined as all employees who left their positions for different jobs, including those who 
stayed in the same agency. 
Excluding unclassified legislative and judicial employees. 

Source: DSS Office of Personnel Management and Human Resource Management Division. 

a 
b 

Type of Employee ··•·· J::vlJ6..a7 FY87;,as ~~, 
DSS Caseworkers 120.4 14% 13% 

DSS State Office Employees 8% 11% 9% 

All DSS Employees 9% 11% 10% 

State Employeesb 12% 13% 13% 

Defined as only those employees who left the agencies where they were employed. 
Excluding unclassified legislative and judicial employees. 

Source: DSS Office of Personnel Management and Human Resource Management Division. 
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Appendix A 

DSS Revenues and Expenditures 
FY 86-87 Through FY 90-91 

Revenues 

State General Fund $86,006,172 $84,904,911 $94,429,591 

Federal Funds 317,451,971 309,533,467 315,313,282 

Other Funds 7,524,087 9,215,915 9,583,610 

Total $41 0,982,230 $403,654,293 $419,326,483 

ExpendHures 

Administrative $25,601,940 $38,389,687 $41,091,527 

Social Services 40,884,945 41,840,025 51,251,098 
Program 

Benefit Paymen1 327,198,192 306,973,120 308,597,518 
Program 

Employee Benefits 15,266,372 16,451,461 17,743,589 

Nonrecurring 2,030,781 0 642,751 
Appropriations 

Total $41 0,982,230 $403,654,293 $419,326,483 

Major Budget Categories 

Personal Services $76,038,785 $80,300,397 $88,871,028 

Other Operating 24,307,862 27,4n.378 26,867,135 
Expenses 

Special Items 700,037 639,682 189,553 

Permanent 0 0 5,322 
Improvements 

Public Assistance 284,660,435 268,313,527 270,562,076 
Payments 

Aid to Subdivisions 7,9n,9sa 10,501,848 14,445,029 

Employee Fringe 15,266,372 16,451,461 17,743,589 
Benefits 

Nonrecurring 2,030,781 0 642,751 
Appropriations 

Total $41 0,982,230 $403,654,293 $419,326,483 

Number of 4,193 4,226 4,471 
Employees 

a Estimated 
Source: S.C. Budget Documents, Budget and Control Board. 
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$105,463,414 $106,920,556 

388,011,574 396,742,236 

9,751,679 14,940,430 

$503,226,667 $518,603,222 

$40,740,695 $41,137,386 

60,522,383 64,n4,128 

379,946,925 396,813,020 

21,2n,899 25,878,688 

738,765 0 

$503,266,667 $518,603,222 

$96,518,638 $1 01,493,720 

27,523,300 32,129,589 

670,896 615,000 

0 0 

342,087,322 343,220,173 

14,409,847 17,299,600 

21,2n,899 23,845,140 

738,765 0 

$503,266,667 $518,603,222 

4,584 4,689 
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Appendix B 

Major Functions of DSS Divisions, Program 
Development Activities, and Internal 
Committees for County ee·nefit 

•Assigning and monitoring initial child 
protection responsibility. 
•Planning, developing, and implementing 
policies and programs. 
•Measuring effectiveness of existing child 
protection programs. 
•Establishing and monitoring a statewide 
central registry for child abuse and neglect. 
•Receiving and investigating reports of 
institutional abuse and neglect. 
•Administering federal child abuse and 
neglect funds. 
•Ucensing of day care facilities. 

•Interpreting federal guidelines. 
•Planning developing, implementing and 
monitoring program policies and 
procedures. 
•Providing technical assistance and policy 
interpretation to counties. 
•Monitoring the Foster Care Tracking 

> ................... ·.··•·•· < I System. 

•Administering the Interstate Compact on 
the Placement of Children. 
•Ucenslng of foster homes. 

•Planning, developing and implementing 
policies and programs for individuals 18 or 
older. 
•Providing consultation and technical 
assistance to county offices. 

•Coordinating the CIRS peer review for 
human services. 
•Providing training, technical assistance 
and consultation to counties. 
•Maintaining the Human Services 
Recording System. 
•Monitoring and negotiating contracts, 
processing payments and developing 
budgets. 
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•Model for Casework Practice 
•Internal Cese Review System 
•Outcome Measures/Critical Success 
Factors 

•Model for Cesework Practice 
•Internal Case Review System 
•Outcome Measures/Critical Success 
Factors 
•Early Reunification Project 

• Risk Assessment Model 
•Internal Case Review System 
•Computerization of Adult Services 
Central Registry 

•Internal Case Review System 
•CFAS Automated Information 
System 
•Outcome Measures/Critical Success 
Factors 

•Child Fatalities Review Committee 
•Committee for Competency Based 
Training 
•Quarterly regional supervisors' 
meetings 
•Children, Family and Adult Services 
(CFAS) Advisory Committee 

•DSS Foster Care Corrective Action 
Task Force 
•Advisory Committee for 
Competency Based Training 
•Quarterly regional aupervisors' 
meetings 
•CFAS Advisory Committee 

•Adult Services Task Force 
•Fair Hearing Committee 
•Quarterly regional supervisors' 
meetings 
•CFAS Advisory Committee 

•CFAS Advisory Committee (to allow 
county directors and aupervisors 
from all program areas to provide 
input on policies prior to 
implementation). 
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MaJor Funcllona of DSS 

•Ordering, allocating and reconciHng 
$60 miHion In food stamp Inventories. 
•Complng and completing federal financial 
accountability reports. 
•Developing and disseminating policies 
and procedurea. 
•Planning, implementing, administering, 
evaluating and directing the operation of 
the service delivery systems for AFDC, 
Food Stamps and special food assistance 
economic support programs. 
•Providing technical assistance and 
consultation to county offices. 
•lnveatigating and responding to client 
inquiries and complaints. 
•Assuring computer system meets federal, 
state and user requirements. 

•Developing, Implementing, monitoring and 
evaluating policies and procedures for 
approximately 17 medicaid programs. 
•Providing technical assistance and 
training. 

''''''' '''·''':}:J •Monitoring agency compliance with 
""''''''·'''''''''''''''''''''''' federal and state performance standards. 

•Developing and monitoring contracts. 

•Developing, Implementing and monitoring 
policies, procedures and programs. 
•Coordinating services of other agenciea to 
help clients attain employment and/or 
necessary skills. 
•Providing technical assistance and 

:::::::::::::::::::::::'::::::: 1 training. 
• Transferring data to the responsible 
federal agency. 
•Developing and monitoring contracts. 

•Measuring the validity/accuracy of the 
state'• caseload8. 
•Evaluating AFDC, food etemp, and 
medicaid programs to develop error rates. 
•Developing statistics for use by the 

•CHent History Information Profile 
(CHIP) System 
•Dual AFDC/Food Stamps Manual 
•Profeaslonal Academy for Self· 
Sufficiency (PASS) 
•IVA/fVD Referral System 
•Supervisory Cue Review System 
•Implemented full mail Issuance of 
food stamps 

•Automation of accese to DHEC and 
chAd support data necessary for 
medicaid eligibility determination. 
•Supervisory cese review system 
•Expansion of contracted 
outstationed eligibility staff. 
•Program Performance Standards 

•Work Support JAS (Jobs 
Automated System) 
•Work Support and JOBS tracking 
systems 
• Tracking system interface with CHIP 
system 
•Transitional Child Care 
•Alternate Educational Resources 

•Developing and Implementing self­
sufficiency staffing standarde. 
•Quality Improvement process to 
assist in reducing error rates. 
•Profeasional Academy for Self· 
Sufficiency 

Source: LAC review of FY 89-90 DSS Annual Report and information provided by program areu. 

• Pollciea and Procedures Review 
Committee 
•Quality Improvement Advisory 
Committee (formerly Managing for 
Results Tuk Force Corrective Action 
Committee) 1 

•Six Million Dollar Club 
•County Director's Advisory 
Committee 
•TEFAP Advisory Committee 
•County Director's Meetings 

•Medicaid Planning Task Force 
•Policiea and Procedures Review 
Committee 
•Quality Improvement Advisory 
Committee 
•HHSFC/DSS Corrective Action 
Committee 

•State Business and Industrial 
Advisory Committee 
•Community-based Advisory 
Councils 
•Bimonthly county supervisor's 
meetings 
•Policies and Procedures Review 
Committee 
•Quality Improvement Advisory 
Committee 

•County Director's Advisory Comm. 
•County Director's Meetings 
•Policy and Procedure Review 
Committee 
•Quality Improvement Advisory 
Committee 
•Medicaid Corrective Action 
Committee 
•$6 Million Club 
•CHIP PoUcy Review Committee 
•Medicaid Planning Task Force 
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Appendix C 

Selected Results of Eight County Child 
Protective Services File Review 

Contact Was Made With Alleged VIctim 

If Emergency, WHhln Two Hours 

Yes Percent No Percent 

9 53% 8 47'Mo 

5 26')(, 14 74% 

13 43% 17 57'Mo 

10 43% 13 57'Mo 

12 48% 13 52'J{, 

10 71% 4 29% 

7 27% 19 73% 

9 41% 13 59% 

75 43% 101 57% 

Source: lAC Review of FV 89-90 CPPS case Files. 

Notification of Investigation Results 

Parenta/Caretakera Notified 

Yes Percent No Percent 

26. 45% 32 55% 

47 73% 17 27'Mo 

31 46'% 36 54% 

51 89'l(, 6 11% 

56 86% 9 14% 

49 98% 2'lii 

63 82'lii 14 18% 

56 85% 10 15% 

371 75% 125 25% 

Source: lAC Review of FV 89-90 CPPS case FHee. 
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Appendix C 
Selected Results of Eight County Child Protective Services File Review 

Indicated Report Flies: ResuHs of Review 

Presence In File of Presence In File of 
Aaeaament Summary Treatment Plan 

Yea Percent No Percent Yea Percent No Percent 

15 68% 7 32% 15 68% 7 32% 

17 85% 3 15% 10 50% 10 50% 

9 26% 26 74% 22 63% 13 37% 

18 95% 5% 17 89% 2 11% 

27 93% 2 7% 24 83% 5 17% 

18 82% 4 18% 21 95% 5% 

34 89% 4 11% 22 58% 16 42% 

21 91% 2 9% 18 78% 5 22% 

159 76% 49 24% 149 72% 59 28% 

&one indicated report was not applicable for this question. 

Source: LAC Review of FY 89-90 CPPS Case Files. 
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Appendix D 

Former Foster Parent Survey, Selected Results 
June 1990 

1 How many years were you a foster parent in South Carolina? 

Up to 1 year- 6 (25%) 
1-3 years- 10 (42%) 
3-6 years- 4 (17%) 
> 6 years- 4 (17%) 
Average years as foster parent- 3.7 

2 How did you become interested in the foster parent program? 

a Current/Former Foster Parent - 4 (17%) 
b Church/School Meeting - 1 ( 4%) 
c Booths/Exhibits - 0 
d Media- 4 (17%) 
e Pamphlets/Brochures - 0 
f Posters/Billboards - 0 
g Friend/Relative 7 (29%) 
h Other (Please specify) 8 (33%) 

3 How many total foster children did you keep during the time you were a foster pare 1t? 

Number of Children 
0-2 
3-6 
7- 12 
13-20 
> 20 

Foster Parent Response 
10 (40%) 
6 (24%) 
4 (16%) 
3 (12%) 
2 (8%) 

Average number of children- 8 

4 Did you feel that training for foster parents was adequate? 

Yes- 20 (80%) No- 5 (20%) 

5 Did you complete your initial foster parent training of ten hours before your first foster child was placed 
in your home? 

Yes - 18 (72%) No- 7 (28%) 

6 Did you always complete the required five hours per year follow-up training? 

Yes- 11 (46%) No- 8 (33%) Not Applicable- 5 (21 %) 
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Appendix D 
Former Foster Parent SUrvey, Selected Results June 1990 

7 Were you given descriptive, realistic information about each child when placement was made in your 
home (medical, school, behavioral, developmental, social, etc.)? 

Always - 6 (26%) Usually - 5 (22%) Sometimes - 6 (26%) Never - 6 (26%) 

8 If you had any special needs foster children (emotionally disturbed, or children needing special medical 
attention, etc.), were you notified before placement in your home that the children had special needs? 

Yes- 12 (52%) No- 3 (13%) Not Applicable - 8 (35%) 

9 If you had any special needs foster children, was additional training regarding those special needs 
provided to you? 

Yes- 5 (24%) No- 8 (38%) Not Applicable - 8 (38%) 

10 How often were foster children proved with clothing at the time they were placed in your home? 

Always - 2 (11%) Usually - 2 (11%) Sometimes - 5 (28%) Never - 9 (50%) 

11 Were you given a clothing allowance for children placed in your home? 

Always- 2 (11%) Usually- 2 (11%) Sometimes - 4 (22%) Never - 10 (56%) 

If yes, was an allowance provided at the time of placement? 

Yes- 0 No - 10 (100%) 

12 What was the longest period of time (before a caseworker contacted you]? 

1.0 month average 

13 Do you feel that DSS adequately informed you of your rights as a foster parent and of the type(s) of 
funds and assistance you were .entitled to receive? 

Yes - 12 (57%) No- 9 (43%) 

14 Did you feel that there was good communication between you and DSS child caseworkers after each child 
was placed in your home? 

Yes - 14 (67%) No- 7 (33%) 
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Former Foster Parent SUI'V8y, Selected Results June1990 

15 When foster children were placed with you, were medicaid cards for the children transferred from the 
previous foster parent to you? 

Always- 10 (45%) 
Sometimes - 1 (5%) 

Usually - 2 (9%) 
Never - 5 (23%) 

Not Applicable - 4 (18%) 

If medicaid cards were not ·always transferred, how soon after placement were the cards usually 
provided? 

Right away - 2 (50%) 
Within the first 2 months - 1 (25%) 
Between 2 and 6 months - 1 (25%) 
More than 6 months - 0 

What was the longest amohnt of time you had to wait for a medicaid card for foster children? 

Right away - 3 ( 43%) 
Within the first 2 months - 3 ( 43%) 
Between 2 and 6 months - 1 (14%) 
More than 6 months - 0 

16 Did you feel that the amount of money you received for foster care board payments was adequate? 

Yes- 9 (43%) No- 12 (57%) 

17 How soon after placement did you usually begin to receive board payments? 

Within 1 month- 14 (74%) 
> 1 month, but < or = 3 months - 5 (26%) 
> 3 months, but < or = 6 months - 0 
> 6 months- 0 

18 Would you be interested in being a foster parent again? 

Yes- 10 (50%) No- 10 (50%) 
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Appendix E 

Current Foster Parent Survey, Selected Results 
June 1990 

1 How many years have you been a foster parent in South Carolina? 

Up to 1 year - 19 (23%) 
1-3 years- 22 (27%) 
3-6 years- 14 (17%) 
> 6 years - 27 (33%) 
Average years as foster parent - 5.6 

2 How did you become interested in the foster parent program? 

a Current/Former Foster Parent 10 (12%) 
b Church/School Meeting 5 (6%) 
c Booths/Exhibits 0 
d Media 4 (5%) 
e Pamphlets/Brochures 1 (1%) 
f Posters/Billboards 1 (1%) 
g Friend/Relative 33 ( 40%) 
h Other 28 (34%) 

3 How many total foster children have you kept since you have been a foster parent? 

Number of Children Foster Parents Response 
0-2 25 (30%) 
3-6 16 (20%) 
7- 12 15 (18%) 
13-20 8(10%) 
> 20 18 (22%) 

Average number of children - 21 

4 Do you feel that training for foster parents is adequate? 

Yes- 56 (76%) No- 18 (24%) 

5 Did you complete your initial foster parent training of ten hours before your first child was placed in 
your home? 

Yes- 51 (64%) No- 29 (36%) 

6 Have you always completed the required five hours per year follow-up training? 

Yes- 57 (74%) No- 10 (13%) Not Applicable- 10 (13%) 
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Appendix E 
Current Foster Perent survey, Selected Results June 1990 

7 Were you given descriptive, realistic information about each child when placement was made in your 
home (medical, school, behavioral, developmental, social, etc.)? 

Always- 16 (22%) Usually- 13 (18%) Sometimes- 36 (49%) Never - 9 (12%) 

8 If you have ever had any special needs children (emotionally disturbed, multi-problemed, or children 
needing special medical attention, etc.), were you notified before placement in your home that children 
had special needs? 

Yes- 31 (44%) No- 26 (37%) Not Applicable - 13 (19%) 

9 If you have ever had any special needs children, was additional training regarding those special needs 
given to you? 

Yes - 15 (21%) No- 36 (51%) Not Applicable - 20 (28%) 

10 How often were foster children provided with clothing at the time they were placed in your home? 

Always - 9 (12%) Usually - 7 (9%) Sometimes - 42 (SS%) Never - 18 (24%) 

11 Have you received a clothing allowance for children placed in your home? 

Always - 10 (13%) Usually - 9 (12%) Sometimes - 37 ( 49%) Never- 19 (25%) 

If yes, was an allowance usually provided at time of placement? 

Yes- 6 (9%) No- 58 (91%) 

12 What is the shortest period of time after placement of a child in your home before a caseworker was 
assigned to the child and that caseworker contacted you? 

0.2 months average 

What was the longest period of time? 

O.S months average 

13 Do you feel that DSS adequately informed you of your rights as foster parents and of the type(s) of funds 
and assistance you are entitled to receive? 

Yes- 36 (49%) No- 38 (51%) 
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Appendix E 
Current Foster Parent su,..,, Selec1ed Results June 1990 

14 Do you feel that there was good communication between you and DSS child caseworkers after each child 
was placed in your home? 

Yes- 51 (73%) No -19 (27%) 

15 When foster children were placed with you, were medicaid cards for the children transferred from the 
previous foster parent to you? 

Always - 22 (29%) 
Sometimes - 11 (15%) 

Usually -13 (17%) Not Applicable- 9 (12%) 
Never - 19 (25%) 

If medicaid cards were not always transferred, how soon after placement were cards usually provided? 

Right away - 40 ( 49%) 
Within the first 2 months - 32 (39%) 
Between 2 and 6 months - 7 (9%) 
More than 6 months - 3 ( 4%) 

What is the longest amount of time you had to wait for a medicaid card for a foster child? 

Right away- 34 (41%) 
Within the first 2 months - 25 (31%) 
Between 2 and 6 months - 18 (22%) 
More than 6 months- 5 (6%) 

16 Do you feel the amount of money you receive for foster care board payments is adequate? 

Yes- 18 (24%) No- 56 (76%) 

17 How soon after placement did you usually begin to receive board payments? 

Within 1 month - 40 ( 49%) 
> 1 month, but < or = 3 months - 38 ( 46%) 
> 3 months, but < or = 6 months - 2 (2%) 
> 6 months- 2 (2%) 
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Appendix F 

Number of Volunteers FV 89-90 Monthly Average 
By County 

2.33 .39 

.33 .06 

.25 .04 

.17 .08 

58.67 9.78 

.33 .06 

.92 .15 

1.67 .28 

20.42 3.40 

8.83 1.47 

1.08 .58 .28 

4.67 9.42 .17 2.17 2.74 

.42 .08 1.92 .40 

3.75 .83 

5.51 .92 

.17 .03 

7.25 t.75 58.67 17.58 30.76 20.87 

: AI volunteer& in Darlington County perform duties for the local meals-on-wheels program. 
Transportation for medicaid patients. 

c Richland represents categories such as work support and information and referral for Richland County. 

Source: FY 89-90 Department of Social Services county monthly volunteer service reports. 
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Appendix G 

Number of Volunteer Hours FV 89-90 Monthly 
Average by County 

29.00 

3.46 

2.58 

2.13 .17 

250.58 

.67 

8.50 

4.42 

33.67 

.67 

188.88 513.40 1.83 

5.75 .33 

16.50 

205.92 518.85 250.58 91.50 

All volunteers in Darlington County perform duties for the local meals-on-wheels program. 
Transportation for medicaid patients. 

4.83 

.58 

.43 

.38 

41.76 

.11 

1.42 

.74 

32.50 5.42 

5.61 

58.33 9.83 

58.92 127.17 

53.33 9.90 

2.75 

167.17 27.86 

5.33 .89 

375.59 240.07 

a 
b 
c Richland represents categories such as work support and information and referral for Richland County. 

Source: FY 89-90 Department of Social Services county monthly volunteer service reports. 
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Agency Comments 
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JAMES L. SOLOMON, JR. 
COMMISSIONER 

April 29, 1991 

00 
South Carolina DO® 
Department of Social Services 
P.O. Box 1520 
Columbia. South Carolina 29202-1520 

George L. Schroeder, Director, Legislative Audit Council 
400 Gervais Street 
Columbia, sc 29201 

Dear Mr. Schroeder: 

This is respectfully submitted as part of this Agency's 
response to the Limited Scope Review dated May 1991. These 
remarks, limited to the foremost finding, do not represent 
official action by the State Board, but are my own. 

It has been said to me often, during the past two years, 
that DSS has too many State Office administrators and not 
enough program people in the County offices. The LAC 
verifies this perception by comparing us to similar 
operations, and by determining that we are 119 central 
administrative positions top-heavy. Currently facing rising 
client demands and falling resources, it is my opinion that 
this Agency must shift expenditures from the State Office 
to our clients and to employees in direct contact with these 
clients. The current genre of management literature says 
that American business is pursuing "excellence" by inverting 
pyramidal, authoritarian structures, and by focusing more on 
providing ample resources to motivated, trained, empowered 
front-line employees. DSS should take a cue from this 
trend, especially considering the amount invested in the 
Quality Process, via Philip Crosby and Associates. 

Grateful the General Assembly requested this Audit, and 
commending the LAC Staff for the clarity and insight of its 
findings, it is my fervent hope that the DSS Board will 
enact policies to alleviate the problems reported. 

Verx. truly yours, " 
/--~: / . /; ,.·· 4 eA.·, /&/,-~ 

/' .-. / .•. . /;/ ~ ~/ ,• / J / l 
/ / p· (.. u..r:,r_~ ·- ~r<:."it.·,-lr:~ ,.. . . 

David E. Landholt, Chairman, DSS State Board 

South Carolina Board of Social Services 

l•iE REVlREND DAVID E LANDHOLT DOLORES S. GREENE DR OSCAR P. BUTLER, JR BETTY C. DAVENPORT JOHN K. EARLE DR AGNES H WILSQt. PHILLIPP CAMPBE• L 
CHAIRMAN MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMB[R 
Al LARGE. FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRIC f 3!XTH DISTRICT 
COLUMBio\ CHARLESTON ORANGEBURG ANDERSON GREENVILLE SUMTER >ARLINGTON 



00 
South Carolina DO® 
Department of Social Services 
P.O. Box 1520 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-1520 

JAMES L. SOLOMON, JR. 
COMMISSIONER 

Mr. George Schroeder 
Director 
Legislative Audit Council 
400 Gervais Street 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear Mr. Schroeder: 

May 1, 1991 

Enclosed is the Department of Social Services Board approved 
response to the Limited Scope Review of the Legislative Audit 
Council report. 

We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to comment. 

~-~ncerely, ·. . 1 ~\ 

\'-J.it.~i-U.. ~- ~~~#!J~oJ'\._ \J l 
" · t 1 If James I •• Solomon, Jr. 

Commissioner 

JLSjr/m 

Enclosures 

South Carolina Board of Social Services 

Tt!E REVEREND DAVID E. LANDHOLT 
CHAIRMAN 

DOLORES S. GREENE 
MEMBER 

DR OSCAR P BUT LEA. JR 
MEMBER 

BEITY C. DAVENPORT JOHN K. EARLE 
MEMBER MEMBER 

OR AGNES H WILSON 
MEMBER 

PHILLIPP. CAMPBELL 
MEMBER 

Al-LARGE 
C• >LUMBIA 

FIRST DISTRICT 
CHARLESTON 

SECOND DISTRICT 

ORANGEBURG 

THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT 
ANDERSON GREENVILLE 

FIFTH DISTRICT 

SUMTER 

SIXTH DISTRICT 
DARLINGTON 



JAMES L. SOLOMON, JR. 

00 
South Carolina DO(!!) 
Department of Social Services 
P.O. Box 1520 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-1520 

May 1, 1991 
COMMISSIONER 

Mr. George Schroeder 
Director 
Legislative Audit camcil 
400 Gervais Street 
columbia, South carolina 29201 

Dear Mr. Schroeder: 

Thank you for the opportunity to n.wiew the final draft of ~ limited-scope 
review of the Depa.rt:rrent of Social Services. We have attached our final 
camr:mts to be iooluded with this letter in the final report. 

As we have previously stated we appreciate the professional manner in which the 
nanbers of your staff conducted this review. ~1e agree in principle with many of 
your recarmendations. However, as you will note fran our camr:mts there are 
areas of the revie~r~ where we feel that the methodology for a particular 
canponent is inapp:ropriat.e and therefore does not validate the conclusion 
reached. Therefore, in our opinion the recamendations flowing fran the related 
conclusion are not valid. 

With rePJ)ect to human services we note that since 1984 various human services 
canponents of DSS have been reviewed by the following entities: 

(1) The Anerican Humane Association (1984); 
(2) The Children's Coominated Cabinet (1984); 
(3) The Legislative Audit Council (1985) ; 
(4) The Child Fatalities OVersight Ccmn.i.ttee (1986); 
(5) The General Assembly as part of the Adoptions Merger Debate (1986) 
(6) USC (evaluation of FOster Care (1986)); and 
(7) Foster Care Task Force (1989) 

In addition ~Agency passed Federal 427 audits in 1986 and 1989. As a result 
of these studies and audits, DSS has .inplemented over 100 recam:endations 
designed to inprove the effectiveness of the DSS human services delivery system. 

Furt.her, the Departnent has recently undergone a self-study and three (3) on­
site n.wiews as a part of its efforts to meet the accreditation standards of the 
Council on Accreditation of Services for Families and Children, Inc. A decision 
on the accreditation of the DSS human services programs is eJq:eCted in late June 
or early July 1991. 

We cite the above to darr:>nstrate our camrl:btent to quality client hunan 
services; and note that the lAC conclusions in the 1imi ted-scope review are in 
several instances not consistent with those of the Accrediting Council. 

South Carolina Board ol Social Services 
THE REVEREND DAVID E. LANOHOLT 
CHAIRMAN 

DOLORES S. GREENE 
MEMBER 

DR. OSCAR P. BUTLER, JR. 
MEMBER 

BETTY C. DAVENPORT 
MEMBER 

JOHN K. EARLE 
MEMBER 

OR. AGNES H. WILSON 
MEMBER 

PHIWP P. CAMPBEU 
MEMBER 

AT-LARGE 
COLUMBIA 

FIRST DISTRICT 
CHARLESTON 

SECOND DISTRICT 
ORANGEBURG 

THIRD DISTRICT 
ANDERSON 

FOURTH DISTRICT 
GREENVILLE 

FIFTH DISTRICT 
SUMTER 

SIXTH DISTRICT 
DARUNGTON 



Similarly, we believe that ftmctional differences in the states in the 
caiparison grrup do serioos injury to the conclusion that DSS is "top-heavy" in 
the State Office. We believe that our :response validates our p:>sition. We do 
note however, that as a :result of our ongoing ·"Quality ImprovEment Process" we 
have det.eimined that certain State Offire functions could be m:>re effectively 
perfoDIE!d in servire delivery ru::eas. A plan for addressing this issue will soon 
be considered by the State Boal:d. FUrther, the 1991-92 AJ.:pn:>priations Bill now 
being considered by the SOUth carolina General Asseubly directs that 
eighty-eight (88) State positions be deleted at DSS. catplyinq with this 
directive and transferring oertain ftmctions to S&Vire delivery a:reas (with 
oorresporrllnq personnel) will essentially render the "top-heavy" issue noot. 

We appreciate this opp:>rt:l.mity to cx::mtent on the :results of the lAC :review. 
Mo:re detailed ccmnents on the respective sectirn. of the :revie'w are attachecl. 

JLSjr/m 

Enclosures 

9=y;,~,\j}, 
James L. SOlaron, Jr. 
Ccmnissioner 
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IBiiSIATIVE 1\IDIT a:nciL RIWlEif <F 'mE 
fD1DI CAKlLINA IEPARJMI.iNl' <F &CAL SERVICES 

I. Central Office Issues 

Mn:inistrative Structure (Top-Heavy Cclrpariscn Methodology Not Sound 

Crnpn"ing states with a similar organizational structure by si.Jnply catpa:cing 

the ratio of the perceived administrative st.Bff to service delivery staff is 

not a valid method for measuring the "top-heaviness" of a central office. 

Fach state is different with respect to a ntmlber of variables .including the 

density of .its population, its geographic area, the levels of functioP.ing of 

newly hi.u,'Cl staff, the literacy level of its client population, the si:.:e of 

the client population and the specific services provided cUE".nts. 

Accordingly, 'INe contend that ,l\Jabama is the only state in t...~e canparison 

group to which South carolina equitably canpares. InJeed, is~ any 

soothe:m state that can be equitably CCBpaZed with New York in anything. 

However, even Alabama DSS and South carolina DSS are substantialJ_y different 

with respect to the services provided its clit:mts. Alabara' s non AFDC 

~led.icaid elicribility functions are perfonred by an agency different fran the 

one to which S.C. DSS was canpared; Alabama r:ss does not ope.t'ate a Child rare 

Food Program {S.C. DSS does); Alabamc'- DSS does not opera1:e its c.~ata 

processing activities (S.C. DSS does} emu Alabama DSS does not oyx~::-u.te a 

print shop (S.C. DSS does). 

Hhen due consideration is given to the abov•; functions operatt::d at the S.C. 

DSS central office that are not operated a ... _ the Alahc11ta DSS, we believe that 

south C'.arolina DSS canpares favorably with JI.J.abama (""hlch ranks f':>E?COn.d arrong 

~.he states in rile canpar.i.son group). 

Current Plan for .Mr:?v¥9 eertam Central Office Functials to County Offices 

As a result of the DSS ongoing "Quality Improvanent Process" con.;ideration is 

l:eir:tg given to II'()Ving certain central office functions (and 'fCE-~_tions) that 

coulu perform rrore effectively et the crnmty levels to local se!":ice delivery 

~E~as. Transfer of the identifie<i hmctions fran the State Off.i.ce "Till be 

accanplished through attrition. 
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Meeting County Staffing Standal:ds i!m:Jugh Transfer of Positioos 

FnD the Central Office to County Offims is Not Feasible 

Meeting County staffing standards through transfer of positions fran the 

central office to county offices is not feasible since only those positions 

(and functions referenced above) will be available for transfer for the 

following reasons: 

(1) Legislatively mandated reductions in Agency positions (B8 State 

positions which translates into at least 132 total positions when 

Federal match is considered) will have to be absorbed in the ftate 

Office, (since counties are seriously understaffed): 

(2) Furthernore, even if 119 positions were to becare available in the State 

Office for transfer to county offices, only 119 positions (not 16::!) 

oould be transferred. As you kn.cM, only the General Assembly may 

authorize new pennanent posi'~ions. Therefore, even if $2.5 million were 

available it could only be used to purchase the nunber of positions 

available for transfer (119 not 162) , unless the GP...rera.l Assembly 

authorized DSS another 43 positions; and 

(3) Finally, the Agency is incurring a significant deficit, (approxima.ti.vely 

$4 million) in its "Residential TreabiEnt" line item (ftmds used to 

provide residential treatment to children with severe aootional and 

behavioral problems). Also, an additional $2.3 million deficit is 

expected to occur in the AFDC line i tan, due to increases in the AFOC 

caseload. Accordingly, any funds freed up in the DSS budget roust be 

used first, to address these deficits (which are expected to continue 

for several years). Therefore, if pos:itions were available in the State 

Office to address the county st.affing shortage (which t.here are not) 

there would be no money in the DSS budget to fund them. Therefore, they 

could not be used to I~Eet the county staffing needs. 

'!be above clearly establishes that the IX zeoc ""erda:tims to addzess OOS 

oomtty staffing shortages tlu:aJgh transfers of posit:iau; fran the State 

Office cu:e not feasible. FUrther, given the mquin:ment by the General 

Assellbly that OOS eliminate 88 positions, this issue is now DDOt. lbleW!r, 

111e will amt:i.noe to study this issue and take GAttoptiate actial. 
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Extra~ level 

We generally agree that the Executive Assistant level in the DSS 

oxganizational structure could be el:iminated. However, given our 

oxganizational structure {two levels of Policy boaxds and two levels of boaxd 

CED's the Ccmnissioner and County Directors) the current State Office 

managarent structure has proven to be effective. We are, however, ccmnitted 

to the elimination of this management level through attrition. {It should be 

noted that elimination of the Executive Assistant level could result in :rrore 

deputy level staff.) 

No Plan AddzessiD] CHa stmy Reolliierlatims 

The review is correct in concluding that DSS did not publish a formal plan 

for addressing GiN! State Office study recatllSldations and that the State 

Office staffing analysis has not been updated. However, the study has been 

used {and will continue to be used) in making st.affing decisions in the State 

Office. It should be noted that changes in program functions resulting fran 

changes in law and the addition of new programs make it difficult to canpare 

the G1NI State Office staffing recamendations to current staffing levels. 

lbiJever 1 ISS will update the State Office staff analysis and continue to use 

it in malting staffiDg decisicms. 

Federal Re:iBi:m:saDent of $62 1 000 Wet 

This firrling has been cited in several audits since 1986. It has been 

Icl>licized in the media and discussed Icl>licly, as well as before the State 

DSS Board. Further 1 since there have been no further mxti.t exceptials of 

this natm:e since 19861 111e DBi:ntain that ISS is fol.lawinq p.r:op!C c::utb:act 

procedures. 

ISS Administrative Costs Higher: than Saltheastem Average 

DSS had provided the I.l\C with data that show that 23.1% of the 21.8% AFDC 

administrative cost and 12 .1% of the 19 .1% Food St:anq:> administrative cost 

consist of data processing (operations and systems developrent) costs. These 

data also shaw that during the referenced FY 88-89; 69. 3% in Food St:anq:> costs 

and 63.5% in AFOC cost (of the 19.1% and 21.8% administrative cost 

respectively) were in county operations. In the State Office only 
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8.0% in Food Stanp cost and 5.6% in AFDC (of the 19.1% and 21.8% 

respectively) were in direct administrative cost. Here again in the 

carparison group the methodology appears inappropriate. While 1m will 

ocntinue its tD att.eupt tD lmler cDdnistrative A1!0C and Food Staap costs, 

such oosts at 1m a:r:e JDl curnmtly excessive. 

State Office Efforts tD Redllce Error Rates 

We awreclate your recognitial of the extent and the effectiVBJeSS of efforts 

tD reduce enor rates. 

Data P.rocessilYj Qmt:n>ls 

The various technical standards, procedures and guidelines for operation of 

the Office of Infonnation Resource Management (IRM) are presently contained 

in a variety of docunents. An interm.l IIM project was initiated 

approximately eighteen 100nths ago to asSE:!!IIble all pertinent and supporting 

data into a single docunent. A preliminary draft of this docunent is 

currently under review. · The dco.'JDF!I'\t zefeJ:ellCE!d in the I~ reccum::udatial 

will be finalized by Sept.elli:ler 1, 1991. 

State OVersight of Coont:y Programs 

Minimum scope of work and dOC\ITentation atandards 'till be used for all 

elements of the CIP.S review. The CIRS report should be issued in a timely 

manner. This will provide consistency of the reviews between counties. In 

addition, strict procedures will be established to centralize the m:>nitoring 

and reporting of corrective action plans and subsequ€'.nt program reports. 

On pages 24-27 in the IAC Review, the IAC found that CIRS should improve 

sampling techniques. While we will e."<BBtline alternatives designed to i.rrprove 

sanpling techniques, we do believe there remains confusion over the finding 

on page 25 that sBITq)les in the CIRS process "are not drawn independently by 

the reviewer." The CIRS process for selecting a sample is as follows: 
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Die camty department draws biD cases in each prugzaa that they believe 

mflect "good pr:actioe. • Die ba.1ance of the sa~ple is :indepenrJen:tly drall1ll by 

State Office staff. 

On page 32 of the UC Review in the first paragraph, the info:r:ma.tion 

contained therein needs to include additional info:r:ma.tion to carplete the 

public 1 s understanding of the State Office role. 

The State Office provides .infor:matial with p.I'OCI!diJreS far all state and 

federal laws, agerq tx>licy and regu1.at:ials, tms eoabliog the ocont:ies to 

meet all OCDpli.aD;,e CCII{lQilei'Jts. lJ1 addition, state Office provjdes pt'ocp.:aiD 

:r:eriew, ocmsul:tat:ial, t:ec1mical. assistance, xevis.ia:l updates, etc., which 

al.low the Agency to consistently adapt to change. 

DSS Requ:iJ:ed to EnsUJ:e Calpli.aD;,e unifo.Im:ity: 

The IAC findings on state oversight in human services equate State Office 

responsiliility with DSS resp::>nsiliility to: "supervise, administer and ensure 

carpli.ance with the provi.sioos of the statutes in a unifOJ:m manner throughout 

the state". While state office DSS does have this respa:lsihility, the county 

nss offices share the same responsibility. Furthe>.r, in human services the 

Family Court, Guardian .Ad Litem, Foster care Review Board, Health and Human 

Services Finance Ccmnission and the Federal Goverrment all conduct regular 

reviews of DSS canpliance as a neans of ensuring cx:mpli.ance quality and 

unifo:mdty. 

llaliever, in accar:dance with the DSS OCIIIai:I:Ent to ensure quality client 

se:rv:iDes l.'eCXIIIII!I'I ' 10 and ' 11 will be iuplaDented. 

Die Divisial of Intemal Audits 

Given that sane third parties (not in DSS) may not consider the DSS audit 

function to be organizationally independent the internal audit departmmt 

will be required to report directly to the Ccmnissi.oner. Fur1:hP..r, surprise 

audits will be conducted whenever this is deared advisable. 
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II. Pmgor:am Issues: 

O!apter 4: Child Pmtecti.ve and Preventive Services (CPPS) 

Investigat.ialsi case Manaqem:nt and Saeened out Reports 

Required Cart:acts with Victims 

On page 45 of the IAC review reference is made to DSS policy 705.03.02 with 

only a portion of the };X)licy being quoted. The policy is as follows: 

705.03.02 - Initiated Q:ntact:s 

An invest:i.ga.ti. will be cms:i.demd initiated 1iben persana.l amtact bas been 

made with the imlolved cbild(:ren). If the worker is unable to see the chi.l.d 

(re: child hospitalized in another oaunty) r an .investi.gatial DBy be initiated 

~= 
1. Persmal oantact with the parentr guardian or ot.lJer persa:t respcmsibl.e 

for the cbil.d(:ren) 1 s care and welfare. 

2. DocuDent:iDg att.eupted persana.l omtact with the pan!lltr guanlianr or 

other pen;at respcmsibl.e for the cbild(:ren) 1 s welfare whi..ch was 

llDSIJCCeSSfulr socb as .incalplete dh'ect:i.oos or the family was not at haDe 

1iben an unannounced visit occm:red. 

3. In educati.ooal neglect casesr :Pole oantact liiJSt be made with the cbild 

lib:> is the subject of the n:part or :Pole cartact llllSt be made with 

collateral perscms bavi:nq perscmal firsthand koowledge of the child 1 s 

cxnlit:innr si'bJat::i.at or background. 

lJnsuccessful persana.l cartact does not 

expected that the lii10J:ker will pm;oe 

parents/guardians. 

end the investigat:icn. It is 

DBk:ing oantact with the 

SUpervism:y Review r Investigations and case ManagEm:mt: 

The Departrrent has implemented a ?blel for cas~rk Practice. The procedures 

delineated in this Jmdel encanpass all aspects of recannendation :fl 14. These 

activities will be m:mitored through agency m:>nit..oring functions. Further, 

we will reccmnend. that the DSS Board seek the advice suggested in 

reccmrendation # 15. 

Screened out Reports: 

The M:xiel for casework Practice provides for the recording, supervision and 

signature review as well as maintaining screened out reports. Effective 

execution of this IOC.ldel will ensure the implrn:P.ntation of recarmandation # 

16. 
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<l1apter 5: County Foster Care Licensing Beviev Badg!ound Olecks, 

T.r:aini:ngJ PUe TnsJ;:!rtia!sJ '1\:!lp!Laey and !negular Licenses 

'!he rss State Board has adopted a seven point foster care plan which includes 

requirements for criminal checks and central registry checks of foster 

parents. 'Ibis plan also addresses pre-service and annual training 

requil:ements 1 ensures a fire inspecticn before the bane is licensed, ensures 

t.i.Jooly health inspections and the timely renewal of foster bane licenses. 

'l.bese actions have significantly reduced the number of family foster banes 

with terrtx>rary and irr.-egular licenses. 

Issue far Further sto:ly: State Plan far Specials Needs adldren 

DSS stJAX)rls the J:eCC *"'Hlda.t:.ial that a state plan far special needs dlildJ:en 

is illp:native and is work:iDj with other involved agencies to address this 

issue. 

Licensing of Private Foster caxe Facilities 

DSS supports the reccmnendation that the legislature consider amendnents to 

current legislation to delete exatption of licensure requirem:mts for foster 

care facilities in South Carolina. 

Respoosiveoess of County Offices and staffing Issues 

Limited Use of Vblunteers 

The Deparblelt concurs with and will implarent the IN:. reccmnendations for 

inproving its volunteer programs. 

Issue far Further 5tudy: Use of Paraprofessionals in BDJD SeNioes 

DSS has for a number of years recognized the advantages of IIDre use of 

paraprofessionals in human services. Funds to inplanent the canprehensive 

use of paraprofessioP.als in human services have been requested during each of 

the last three years. ~ver 1 the requested funding has not been provided. 

Efforts will continue to increase the use of such paraprofessiC!lals. The 

Department is in the process of updating the County CM'U Staffing Study to 

deter.mine the task appropriate for paraprofessionals in the human service 

program. 'Ibis report will be carpleted. by July 1, 1991 • 
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