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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION’S SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON THE STUDY OF INTEGRATION OF STATE AND LOCAL 
CHILD WELFARE SYSTEMS 

 
This summary presents the recommendations approved by the Legislative Commission’s 
Subcommittee on the Study of the Integration of State and Local Child Welfare Systems 
(Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 53, File No. 141, Statutes of Nevada 1999).  The 
Subcommittee will submit these proposals to the 71st Session of the Nevada Legislature. 
 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 – Draft legislation to implement the proposed model that transfers 

foster care and adoption services (as well as other related child welfare programs) to 
Clark and Washoe Counties.  (BDR 325) 
 
As adopted, the recommendation includes the following major components:  
 
A. Model for Integration:  Under the model entitled “Nevada’s Integrated Child Welfare 

System: The Next Step,” case management functions for foster care and adoptions, 
emergency shelter care, family foster care, and other related child welfare programs are 
transferred to counties with populations of more than 100,000 from Nevada’s Division 
of Child and Family Services (DCFS), Nevada’s Department of Human Resources. 

 
B. Responsibility for Licensure and Eligibility:  Under the adopted model for 

integration, transfer certain licensure and eligibility functions from DCFS to Clark and 
Washoe Counties.   

 
C. “One-Shot” Appropriations:  Include the cost of “one-shot” appropriations that are 

necessary to implement the adopted model in a separate bill draft. 
 
D. Effective Date of Legislation Necessary to Implement the Model:  September 1, 

2002. 
 
E. Preamble Language:  Include a preamble in the legislation that sets forth the 

Subcommittee’s intentions with regard to the model.  The following concepts were 
discussed: 

 
• The present bifurcated system does not meet the needs of the children it services; 

 
• Individuals entering the child welfare system have the potential for overcoming 

significant disadvantages.  The Subcommittee believes in an equal opportunity for 
all, and it is with that intent that the Subcommittee recommends changing the 
system; 
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• Criteria for caseload standards should be established either through regulation or 

funding formulas;  
 

• Uniform rates for foster care reimbursement should be established; 
 

• Future maintenance of state funding efforts; 
 

• Fairness for employees during the transition must be a priority; and 
 

• Guiding principles for the transfer of the child welfare function should also be 
established and monitored. 

 
F. Pilot Programs: Indicate in the report that the Subcommittee originally included 

language in the bill draft to continue and expand pilot programs authorized in 
1999 (Senate Bill 288, Chapter 508, Statutes of Nevada) to provide continuity of care 
for children who receive protective services.  After the development of transition plans 
to implement Recommendation No. 1, the Subcommittee determined that the pilot 
programs would not be necessary to facilitate the implementation of the adopted model.  

 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 - Recommend that the Legislature also consider improving the 

following components of the child welfare system to adequate levels, as outlined below, if 
sufficient funds are available: 

 
A. Lower the caseloads in Clark County for foster care and adoption case management 

under the proposed model to match the caseloads in Washoe County; 
 

B. Increase access to mental health services.  At its final meeting, the Subcommittee stated 
that its recommendation to the Legislature was to provide the increased access to mental 
health services as soon as feasible, and not to delay implementation based solely upon 
concerns for the cost; and 
 

C. “Match-up” services provided in rural Nevada by DCFS.   
 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 3 – Include a statement in the report recognizing that the 

Subcommittee’s support is subject to the Subcommittee’s future determination that:  
(1) the additional cost required to end the current bifurcation of the child welfare system 
is reasonable; and that (2) non-State funding sources are available to ensure that the cost 
is not prohibitive and that the recommendations can be reasonably implemented.   

 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 – Establish a general timeline for finalizing the cost estimates of 

the proposed model and presenting the additional information to the A.C.R. 53 
Subcommittee in August 2000.   
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 5 – Draft legislation to create a statutory legislative subcommittee on 
children, youth, and families that will sunset in four years.  (Included in BDR 325) 

 
As proposed, the statutory legislative subcommittee will be authorized generally to review 
issues involving child welfare in Nevada.  Its operation will be similar to existing statutory 
interim committees examining issues such as health care, education, and public lands.  In 
conjunction with the recommended model (Recommendation No. 1), additional 
responsibilities of the statutory subcommittee will include: 

 
• Monitor the progress of the implementation of the proposed model;  
 
• Receive reports from the multiagency consortium; 
 
• Monitor the fiscal impact of the proposed model as it is implemented; and 
 
• Study the needs of abused and neglected children to access necessary mental health 

programs. 
 
 

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATION RELATING TO 
CHILD WELFARE AND PROTECTIVE SERVICES IN NEVADA 

 
The following two recommendations relate generally to child welfare and protective services in 
Nevada: 
 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 – Urge by resolution Nevada’s Department of Human Resources 

to review the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999 and the feasibility of amending the 
State Medicaid Plan to create a new Medicaid Eligibility Group for youth who have 
“aged out” of foster care.  (BDR R-323) 

 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 7 – Draft legislation to expand the definition of a child under 

NRS 432.010 (“less than 18 years of age, or if in school, until graduation from high 
school”) to permit a youth to stay in foster care until the age of 21 years under certain 
circumstances.  (BDR 38-324) 
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REPORT TO THE 71ST SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE  

BY THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION’S SUBCOMMITTEE  
TO STUDY OF THE INTEGRATION OF STATE AND LOCAL 

CHILD WELFARE SYSTEMS 
 
 

I.  INTRODUCTION 
 

Nevada’s system of child welfare is unique: it is the only state in the country with a child 
welfare system that divides the responsibilities for the care of children between its two urban 
counties, which are responsible for child protective services, and the State, which is 
responsible for long-term care of children.  The 1999 Legislature received testimony that under 
this system, which is often described as “bifurcated,” a permanent plan for the care and 
treatment of an abused or neglected child may be delayed for six months or longer.  Even if a 
permanent plan for a child is implemented, a child may still be harmed by the bifurcated 
system because when he or she is moved from the county system to the state system, the child 
may be transferred multiple times to new case managers, homes, and schools. 
 
A. CREATION OF AN INTERIM STUDY 
 
The 70th Session of the Nevada Legislature adopted Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 53 
(File No. 141, Statutes of Nevada 1999, page 4050), which directed the Legislative 
Commission to conduct an interim study of the current separation of child welfare functions 
between Nevada’s urban counties (Clark and Washoe Counties) and the Division of Child and 
Family Services (DCFS) of Nevada’s Department of Human Resources (DHR), and to 
determine the most appropriate manner in which to integrate the system.  (Appendix A 
contains Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 53.) 

 
The Legislative Commission appointed the following ten legislators (five Senators and five 
Assembly members) to carry out the provisions of the resolution and report their findings to 
the 2001 Legislature: 
 

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley, Chairman 
Senator Maggie A. Carlton 
Senator Bob Coffin 
Senator Jon C. Porter 
Senator Raymond D. Rawson, Sr. 
Senator Maurice E. Washington 
Assemblyman Bernie Anderson 
Assemblyman John C. Carpenter 
Assemblyman Joseph E. Dini, Jr. 
Assemblywoman Ellen M. Koivisto 
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Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) staff services for the study were provided by Allison 
Combs, Principal Research Analyst, Research Division; Larry L. Peri, Senior 
Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division; Eileen G. O’Grady, Principal Deputy Legislative 
Counsel, Legal Division; and Kennedy, Research Secretary, Research Division.  During the 
course of the study, Elana S. Martin, Senior Research Analyst, Research Division, and Nicolas 
C. Anthony, Senior Research Analyst, Research Division, also provided staff services.  
 
B. OVERVIEW OF COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS 
 
The Subcommittee received extensive testimony regarding the history of Nevada’s child 
welfare system and its current operation from an expert at the School of Social Work at the 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), and from representatives of the State’s DCFS and 
the child welfare agencies in Clark and Washoe Counties.  Local judges, youth within the 
system, and foster families provided additional testimony.  The Subcommittee also received 
testimony regarding systems in other states from national experts, including the Child Welfare 
Policy and Practice Group, the National Child Welfare Leadership Center (NCWLC), and the 
Child Welfare League of America (CWLA).  

 
The Subcommittee held seven meetings, including a work session, during the course of the 
study.  All of the meetings were held in Las Vegas with simultaneous videoconferencing 
between meeting rooms at the Grant Sawyer State Office Building in Las Vegas, and the 
Legislative Building in Carson City.  At its fifth meeting in June 2000, the Subcommittee held 
a work session and adopted seven recommendations, including three bill draft requests, for the 
consideration of the 2001 Legislature.  During two subsequent meetings, these 
recommendations were further refined based upon a review of financial and policy information 
that was requested during the work session. 
 
The Subcommittee adopted recommendations to eliminate the present bifurcated system by 
transferring certain child welfare functions from the State to Clark and Washoe Counties.  No 
transfer of responsibilities is recommended in Nevada’s other counties.  The model for ending 
this bifurcation is entitled “Nevada’s Integrated Child Welfare System: The Next Step.”  Under the 
model, case management functions for foster care and adoptions, emergency shelter care, family 
foster care, and other related child welfare programs are transferred from the DCFS to counties 
with populations of more than 100,000.   

 
The information in this report is designed to provide a general overview of the complex issues 
and information considered by the Subcommittee in adopting each of its final 
recommendations.  For more detailed information, please consult the minutes and exhibits 
from the meetings, which are available from the LCB’s Research Library.  The minutes 
(without exhibits) and a copy of this report are electronically available on the Legislature’s 
Internet Web site at www.leg.state.nv.us. 
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C. ASSISTANCE OF “STAKEHOLDERS” 
 
At the request of the Subcommittee, a group of “stakeholders” met frequently during the 
course of the study to identify and examine in greater detail the administrative, financial, 
policy, and procedural issues that must be addressed if the system were to be integrated.  The 
group included multiple representatives of the DCFS, Clark County, Washoe County, state and 
county workers, and foster parents.  The representatives included directors of agencies, 
financial experts, county commissioners, and staff experienced in the child welfare policies and 
practices of their respective agencies.  Through the diligent and extensive work of the 
stakeholders, a more thorough analysis of the financial and policy issues involving integration, 
including the personnel issues, was possible.  
 
 

II.  HISTORY OF NEVADA’S CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM 
 

The Subcommittee’s first meeting included testimony regarding the history of Nevada’s child 
welfare system that led to the creation of the current bifurcated system.   
 
A. CHILD WELFARE IN NEVADA PRIOR TO 1987 
 
At the Subcommittee’s first meeting, Dr. Thom Reilly, Ph.D., Professor, College of Urban 
Affairs, UNLV, provided testimony and documentation on the history of child welfare in 
Nevada.  Dr. Reilly indicated that while Nevada’s dedication to children’s issues is 
commendable, from the early years of statehood, the jurisdictional responsibility has been 
unclear.  His documentation is included in this report as Appendix B and is summarized below: 
 
1. Early Controversy on Care for Orphans and the History of State Homes for Children 

 
At the time Nevada became a state in 1864, a private orphanage was established in 
Virginia City.  Early controversy arose regarding the constitutionality of using state funds on 
such private institutions.  At that time, Nevada’s Constitution provided that the counties were 
responsible for the care of the poor.  (Article 13, Section 3 was subsequently repealed in 
1937.)  In 1867, a statutory basis for a state orphans’ home was created, but the first state 
orphanage was not completed until 1871.  This structure burned down in 1899 and was 
replaced by a stone building in Carson City in 1902 (later known as the Northern Nevada 
Children’s Home).  Due to financial issues, the closure of the Northern Nevada Children’s 
Home was announced in December 1991, and its operation ceased on February 10, 1992.   

 
In 1967, funding for the Southern Nevada Children’s Home was approved.  By late 1969, an 
administrative building and several cottages were built.  Additional money was allocated in 
1971 to build more cottages.  In 1993, the Governor recommended (and the Legislature 
approved) the leasing of the facility to a private contractor beginning in January 1994, and it 
ceased to be a state operated facility.  The Southern Nevada Children’s Home was leased to the 
Volunteers of America (VOA), which provided residential foster care and emergency shelter 
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care services to the children under the care of the DCFS.  As a result of financial problems 
experienced in subsequent years, the VOA expressed a desire to dissolve its contractual 
relationship with the DCFS, and the Southern Nevada Children’s Home closed in October 
1997.  

 
2. Creation of a State Agency for Child Welfare 
 
In 1937, a State Welfare Department was created under the Board of Relief, Work Planning, 
and Pension Control.  One of the Department’s two divisions was the Division of Child 
Welfare Services.  The State Orphan’s Home was put under the jurisdiction of the State 
Welfare Department in 1943.  During the 1940s and 1950s, child welfare was primarily 
concerned with abandoned and neglected children.  Investigation of abuse cases did not occur 
until the 1960s. 
 
3. 1940s - First Agreement Delineating Role of a County in Providing Child Welfare 

Services and State Agency Reorganization 
 

In 1948, a written agreement was approved between Washoe County and the State of Nevada’s 
Division of Child Welfare Services to provide that the state retained sole responsibility for 
licensing foster homes, adoption services, and formulating and establishing standards for 
welfare services.  Washoe County received all requests for child welfare services in the 
county. 

 
In 1949, the Board of Relief, Work Planning, and Pension Control was abolished and replaced 
with a revised Welfare Department that handled child welfare services. 
 
4. 1960s - Growing Role of the Counties, State Agency Reorganization, and Federal 

Mandates 
 
In 1960, Nevada adopted the legislation directing the State Welfare Department to establish 
and administer a program of child welfare services (Chapter 432 of Nevada Revised Statutes 
[NRS]), and empowered the Department to begin providing maintenance and special services.   

 
The legislation directed counties who chose to participate in public welfare services to pay for 
one-third of the non-federal share for the maintenance of children pursuant to the statute 
(except for children awaiting adopting placement or handicapped children where the State 
assumed full responsibility).  In 1961, Washoe County entered into an agreement with the State 
to pay its non-federal share.  Also in that year, an agreement between the Director of the 
Welfare Department and the juvenile court judge in Clark County was established under which 
the juvenile court in Clark County would assume responsibility for “dependent care functions,” 
which included abuse and neglect investigations.  The following year (1962), Clark County 
built Child Haven to house children placed by the courts. 
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Creation of the Department of Health and Welfare 
 

In 1963, the State reorganized health and welfare activities and established the Department of 
Health and Welfare.  Child Welfare Services was placed under a broader program of social 
services and remained within the Welfare Division. 
 
Federal Mandates to Investigate Abuse and Controversy over State and County Roles   

 
In 1965, Congress passed legislation requiring all states to develop policies and procedures on 
the investigation of child abuse.  Nevada enacted legislation stating that the Welfare Division 
must investigate all abuse reports referred by law enforcement (Assembly Bill 470, 
Chapter 258, Statutes of Nevada 1965).  Welfare officials interpreted this statute to mean that 
only the State, and not the county, was required to investigate abuse.  In response to attempts 
to return responsibility of abuse investigations to the state, Washoe County refused.  In 1966, 
Clark County returned responsibility for investigation of abuse cases to the State’s Welfare 
Division, but retained the responsibility for investigations of neglect cases. 
 
5. 1970s - Further Division of Responsibilities Between the State and Clark and 

Washoe Counties  
 

In 1973, the Nevada Legislature passed a law allowing initial reports of child abuse and neglect 
to be made directly to the Welfare Division, any law enforcement agency, or any county 
agency authorized by the juvenile court.  Prior to this time, reports had to go through a law 
enforcement agency before a referral could be made to the Welfare Division.   

 
Agencies authorized by the local juvenile courts to receive and investigate reports of abuse and 
neglect included juvenile probation offices (the use of juvenile probation offices for this 
function ceased in 1988).  Generally, in rural Nevada, the Welfare Division continued to 
investigate child abuse and neglect cases.  However, in some counties, the juvenile probation 
office began to investigate neglect complaints for all families receiving Aid to Dependent 
Children (ADC) payments, and developed various types of agreements with the Welfare 
Division.  Some counties did not participate at all, and investigations were the responsibility of 
the Welfare Division or local law enforcement. 

 
Creation of a “Trifurcated” System in Clark County 

 
In 1973, an agreement was reached between the State’s Welfare Division and Clark County to 
clarify responsibilities for neglect cases that created a “trifurcated” system.  Under the 
agreement, the State investigated neglect complaints for all current families receiving ADC 
payments and the Clark County Juvenile Court Services investigated all cases involving 
families that may potentially receive ADC payments.  Once an ADC child was removed from 
his home and placed in a Juvenile Court Services’ facility and a petition was filed, Juvenile 
Court Services had primary responsibility for providing and coordinating services to the child 
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and his family.  If a child were to be placed in long-term foster care, the case was to be 
transferred back to the Welfare Division.  
 
In 1977, Clark County Juvenile Court Services and the State’s Welfare Division entered into a 
Purchase of Service Agreement allowing for payment for the care of children placed in 
Child Haven.  Subsequent agreements transferred money from the State to the county for child 
protective service investigations. 
 
6. 1980s - Changes in Washoe County and Larger Role for State’s Welfare Division 

 
In 1983, Washoe County and the State Welfare Division entered into a more structured 
arrangement that was delineated with a Purchase of Service Agreement under which the county 
would provide child protective services.  In 1986, voters in Washoe County approved a 4-cent 
tax override for children’s services, which established a stable funding source 

 
In 1985, Nevada enacted legislation commonly referred to as the Children’s Code or the 
Child Protection Act (Assembly Bill 199, Chapter 455, Statutes of Nevada 1985), which was 
codified under Chapter 432B of NRS.  The legislation includes requirements that the Welfare 
Division administer federal funds, plan and coordinate protective services, provide directly or 
arrange for other governmental organizations to provide for protective services, coordinate its 
activities with the courts and law enforcement, involve communities, and evaluate protective 
services and reasonable efforts plans throughout the State.  
 
B. THE CREATION TO TODAY’S BIFURCATED SYSTEM:  1987 TO 2000 
 
The A.C.R. 53 Subcommittee also requested historical information from Mark Stevens, 
Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, regarding legislative actions in 
1987 that created the current bifurcated structure.  A copy of Mr. Stevens’s memo is included 
in Appendix B.  As reflected by the historical overview above, prior to 1987, child protective 
services were different throughout the State: 
 
 In Clark County, the State was responsible for the investigation of complaints 

involving child abuse, and the county was responsible for child neglect cases.  This 
structure resulted in confusion within the community concerning where a complaint 
should be made.  Approximately 20 percent of the all child protective cases involved 
both abuse and neglect, which caused difficulties between the agencies as to which 
problem would take precedence.  Cases were transferred between the two agencies 
resulting in an unproductive expenditure of staff resources.  Clark County received a 
subsidy from the State for providing services related to child neglect.  

 
 In Washoe County, child abuse and neglect investigations were a county responsibility 

and the county funded child protective services. 
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 In rural Nevada, individual counties or judicial districts (which include more than one 
county) were responsible for child protective services.  Each county or judicial district 
received a subsidy from the state for providing these services. 

 
1. 1987 Legislation:  State/County “Swap” of Mental Health and Child Protective Services 
 
In 1987, the Director of the DHR presented a proposal to the Legislature to exchange service 
delivery responsibilities for mental health and child protective services between the State and 
the counties.  At that time, the provision of mental health services was also bifurcated with the 
counties responsible for the cost of providing psychiatric hospital services to mentally ill 
individuals until a court committed the person to the State for ongoing hospitalization.  In 
Clark County, initial hospitalization was provided in a psychiatric unit at the University 
Medical Center where a patient would spend two to nine days before transferring to the State’s 
responsibility.  In northern Nevada, the State provided services at the Mental Health Institute 
and billed Washoe County and the rural counties for that service.  (See memo in Appendix B 
for additional information.) 

 
In response to the divergent systems, the 1987 Legislature passed two bills that were effective 
on September 1, 1988: 

 
 Mental Health Services - Assembly Bill 853 (Chapter 602 of Nevada Revised 

Statutes 1987) repealed the provision requiring the county to pay the cost of 
hospitalization of an indigent mentally ill person prior to court commitment and 
transferring the cost of providing these mental health services from the county to the 
state.   

 
 Child Protective Services - Assembly Bill 861 (Chapter 597 of Nevada Revised 

Statutes 1987) transferred responsibility for providing and funding protective services 
for child abuse and neglect in counties with populations over 100,000 (Clark and 
Washoe Counties).  In the rural counties, child protective services shifted to the State.  

 
According to testimony from state and local representatives during the 1987 Session, the 
“swap” was to be cost neutral, and no discussion occurred after the 1987 Legislature indicating 
that the state or counties were unfairly burdened financially.  (See Appendix B for additional 
information.) 
 
2. Development of Current System: September 1988 to February 1999 
 
In 1990, the State Welfare Division, Clark County Juvenile Court, and Washoe County Social 
Services entered into a cooperative agreement defining how the transfer of cases was to 
proceed.  Generally, cases were not to transfer from the county to the state before 90 days, 
even if it was immediately determined that a child would require long-term care.  
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In 1991, the Legislature created the Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) within the 
DHR, thus combining child welfare services, the Children’s Resource Bureau (Centralized 
Intake), child and adolescent mental health services, early childhood services, juvenile parole 
services, the Training Centers, and the Children’s Homes.  In 1997, the structure of the DCFS 
was reorganized with three Regional Deputy Administrators (Northern, Southern, and Rural) 
supervising all programs within region.  As noted by Dr. Reilly, the new structure was 
designed to allow for “a more integrated service delivery system.” 
 
Other actions during this time affecting child welfare in Nevada included the closure of both 
Children’s Homes (1992 and 1997), the creation of family courts (1993/1994), the approval of 
a one-half cent property tax for child protective services in Washoe County (1997), and the 
passage of legislation in Nevada to comply with the Federal Adoption and Safe Families Act 
(1999). 

 
For additional information, please see the historical overview provided by Dr. Reilly 
(Appendix B). 
 
 

III.  OVERVIEW OF NEVADA’S CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM 
 
As reflected in the preceding historical summary, the system for providing child welfare 
services in Nevada is complex and unique.  The following information is a general overview of 
the responsibilities of the entities providing these services, as presented in material submitted 
to the Subcommittee during the course of the study:   
 
A. NEVADA’S DIVISION OF CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES  
 
Located within the DHR, the DCFS provides extensive services to Nevada’s children, youth, 
and families.  Its threefold mission is (1) protection and permanency for children; 
(2) preservation of families; and (3) the unifying of communities.  Following is an abbreviated 
summary of services provided by DCFS.  For a more thorough overview of the operation of 
this agency, please consult Exhibit C from the October 28, 1999, Subcommittee meeting, 
which is available through the Research Division of the LCB. 
 
1. Child Protective Services (All Counties Except Clark and Washoe) 
 
The DCFS receives, assesses, investigates, and initiates appropriate child protective activities 
for reports of physical abuse, sexual abuse, and neglect in 15 of the state’s 17 counties.  Child 
protective activities include developing case plans to alleviate risk to referred children and 
providing temporary shelter care in foster homes and other settings.  The DCFS is also 
assigned the responsibilities for oversight and setting standards for child protective services 
statewide.   
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2. Foster Care/Substitute Care Case Management (Statewide) 
 
The DCFS provides temporary out-of-home care for children in need of protection.  When 
reunification is not possible, the DCFS seeks alternative permanency options that best suit the 
needs of the child.  Substitute care involves temporary out-of-home care for children found by 
a court to be in need of protection.  In Clark and Washoe Counties, cases generally are 
transferred to the DCFS at the time of the dispositional hearing when a child is determined to 
be in need of protection.  However, cases may be transferred earlier or later, depending upon 
the circumstances.  In addition, in certain circumstances, children may be placed in out-of-
home care situations without a court order through a voluntary agreement.  
 
Services include emergency shelter care, foster family care (including placement with 
relatives), group home care, therapeutic foster care, respite care, residential treatment care 
both in- and out-of-state, and independent living services.  These services may be provided 
through contract community placement.  

 
3. Adoption (Statewide) 
 
The DCFS provides administrative support for adoption services, including ensuring 
compliance with interstate compacts.  Licensed social workers are assigned to evaluate 
prospective adoptive families and to coordinate the counseling and legal activities that 
accomplish the adoption process. 
 
4. Foster Parent and Special Needs Adoption Training and Recruitment (Statewide) 
 
The DCFS provides recruitment and training services to identify prospective foster and 
adoptive parents to care for Nevada’s children in need of out-of-home placement.  Staff 
provides these services in Northern and Southern regions, and the DCFS contracts with a 
provider for similar activities in rural Nevada. 
 
5. Foster Care Licensing (Statewide) 
 
The DCFS is responsible for conducting initial investigations, approving qualified applicants 
for foster care licensure, and renewing licenses.   
 
6. Family Support Services (Statewide) 
 
Family Support Services include community-based family support and family preservation 
programs, time-limited family reunification services, and adoption promotion and support 
activities.  Some of these services are provided by sub-grantees. 
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7. Intensive Family Services (Statewide) 
 
Services included the following: 
 
 The Family Preservation Service Program - Intensive home-based treatment services 

for children at risk of out-of-home placement due to abuse and neglect.  Secondary 
services include reunification of children in foster care and adoption preservation; 

 
 Clinical Resource Services - Clinical consultation and intensive clinical case 

management to children in DCFS custody with severe emotional/behavioral problems 
and to their family or caretakers.  The Division provides services in the Northern and 
Southern Regions.  In rural Nevada, case management is provided through Rural 
Mental Health Clinics; and 

 
 Children’s Resources Bureau - Home-based specialized clinical assessments and clinical 

consultations to children entering or in DCFS custody and their families, as well as to 
youth in juvenile probation services for sex offenses.  The bureau also assists in 
assessing the potential for parent-child reunification. 
 

8. Child Care Licensing (Statewide) 
 
The Bureau of Services for Child Care is responsible for licensing, monitoring, and providing 
technical assistance to facilities caring for five or more children that are not licensed by local 
entities to reduce the risk of harm to children in care outside of their own homes 

 
9. Youth Corrections (Statewide) 
 
The DCFS is responsible for the administration of the Nevada Youth Training Center (males) 
in Elko and the Caliente Youth Center (co-ed), which provide residential and correctional care 
for youth who are adjudicated delinquent.  The Division’s Youth Parole Bureau provides 
aftercare services to youth released from the Nevada Youth Training Center at Elko, the 
Caliente Youth Center in Caliente, and youth committed to the Division’s custody at the China 
Spring Youth Camp in Minden.  The DCFS also oversees the operation of the Summit View 
Youth Correctional Center for serious and chronic juvenile male offenders.  The Center, which 
is operated by a private contractor, opened in the summer of 2000.  
 
10. Mental Health Services 
 
Chapter 433B of the NRS requires the state to provide certain mental health services to persons 
less than 18 years of age or, if in school, until graduation from high school.  In accordance 
with this law, the DCFS provides a range of mental health services to both severely 
emotionally disturbed and behaviorally disordered children, adolescents, and their families 
through Southern Nevada Child and Adolescent Services and Northern Nevada Child and 
Adolescent Services.   
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B. CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES IN CLARK AND WASHOE COUNTIES  
 
Nevada Revised Statutes 432B.325 requires that “Each county whose population is 100,000 or 
more shall provide protective services for children in that county and pay the cost of those 
services.” The services must be provided in accordance with standards the DCFS is mandated 
by statute to adopt.  (In Nevada’s other counties, DCFS provides these services.)   

 
Pursuant to this statute that was passed in 1987 and effective in 1988, Clark and 
Washoe Counties are responsible for child protective services, which include conducting an 
investigation when a case of child abuse or neglect is reported and offering short-term family 
support services, as well as temporary out-of-home placements.  The two counties may also 
provide case management services in substantiated cases for up to six months and sometimes 
significantly longer.  A child is transferred to the custody of the DCFS when it is determined 
that he or she will need a long-term, out-of-home placement.  
 
1. Clark County Department of Family and Youth Services 
 
In Clark County, the Department of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) provides child 
protection and juvenile justice services.  The Department oversees five major programs: 
Juvenile Probation, Detention, Spring Mountain Youth Camp, Child Haven, and Child 
Protective Services.  The DFYS receives the initial receipt of a report of abuse or neglect, 
assesses and investigates the report, and provides ongoing services to families that have been 
identified as presenting a risk of abuse or neglect to their children but who do not warrant out-
of-home placement.  If a child is determined to need to be removed from his or her home, the 
county places the child in protective custody.  Child Haven is the primary protective custody 
placement used by the county. 
 
Within three days of a child being placed in protective custody, a court hearing must be held 
(pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 432B.470).  Based on the disposition of this hearing, a child 
may remain in the custody of the parents with or without CPS supervision and any conditions 
prescribed by the court.  Alternatively, the court may place the child in the temporary care of a 
relative that the court finds suitable, with, or without CPS supervision, and any conditions 
prescribed by the court. 
 
If a child is going to require a long-term out-of-home placement (longer than 90 days), the 
child should be transferred to DCFS.  But often this transfer does not take place within this 
90-day period.  Eventually, however, a child who requires a long-term foster care or adoption 
placement will be transferred to DCFS. 
 
For additional information on the operation of the DFYS, please consult Exhibit F from the 
minutes of the October 28, 1999, meeting of the Subcommittee. 
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2. Washoe County Department of Social Services 
 
In northern Nevada, the Washoe County Department of Social Services has three divisions: 
Adult Services, Children’s Services, and Administration, which provides support to program 
staff.  Its Children’s Services Division provides child protective services.  The agency also 
administers the General Assistance and Health Care Assistance programs for the County. 
 
As in Clark County, the Washoe County Department of Social Services is responsible for 
ensuring the safety of children in the community who are reported as being abused or neglected 
and protecting children from further harm.  When it is necessary to remove a child from his or 
her home to protect the child from further harm, child protective services must initiate plans to 
ensure the child has a safe and permanent placement as soon as possible.  The CPS staff makes 
reasonable efforts to place the child with an appropriate family member before the child is 
placed in a nonrelative foster home. 
 
The CPS is also required to coordinate and/or provide services to parents to address risk 
factors that resulted in abuse or neglect of their child.  Services are focused on reducing or 
eliminating the risk factors that resulted in the abuse of the child and the need for 
CPS intervention.  If a child is believed to be in immediate need of protection, the CPS worker 
will place the child in protective custody and arrange an out-of-home placement.  Department 
policy is that children can remain in placement at Kids Kottages (county-owned emergency 
shelters for abused and neglected children) until a petition for temporary custody is filed.  
Once it is determined that the child will require out-of-home placement for a longer period, 
placement into a family foster home is arranged. 
 
Washoe County contracts with individual family foster homes to provide emergency care in 
their private homes.  All homes are licensed by the state.  In addition, Washoe County has 
contracts with several therapeutic foster homes and group homes. 
 
Appropriations for the CPS budget come from a dedicated property tax for children=s services 
that the voters passed in 1986 and from the County General Fund.  In addition, the Department 
has agreements with several state agencies to access various federal funds.  Specifically, the 
Department has agreements with:  (1) Nevada=s Welfare Division to access federal funds 
through the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families program; (2) Nevada=s Division of 
Health Care Financing and Policy to access federal Medicaid funds to reimburse CPS for local 
dollars spent on managing the cases of certain eligible families; and (3) the DCFS to access 
federal Title IV-E funds to reimburse CPS for local dollars spent on shelter care and foster 
care of certain eligible children who have been abused or neglected. 
 
For additional information on the operation in Washoe County, please consult Exhibit G from 
the minutes of the October 28, 1999, meeting of the Subcommittee. 
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C. REQUIREMENTS OF THE 1997 ADOPTION AND SAFE FAMILIES ACT 
 
In 1997, Congress passed the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) requiring states to enact 
extensive changes in their child welfare laws (Public Law 105-89).  To bring the State into 
compliance with both ASFA and the Child Abuse and Prevention Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104-235), the Nevada Legislature passed Assembly Bill 158 (Chapter 435, Statutes of 
Nevada 1999) in 1999.  The legislation revises the statutes concerning the procedures for the 
protection and placement of children and includes the following provisions:  

 
 The court must hold a hearing concerning the permanent placement of a child not later 

than 12 months after the initial removal of a child from his home; 
 

 A child protective service agency must make reasonable efforts to preserve and unify 
the child’s family to prevent or eliminate the need for removing the child from his 
home and to make it possible for his safe return.  Reasonable efforts are not required if 
the court makes certain findings relating to the child’s safety or abandonment; 

 
 If a child has lived outside of his home for 14 of any 20 months, a presumption is 

created that it is the child’s best interest to terminate parental rights; and 
 

 Preference must be given for the placement of a child with his siblings. 
 

Nevada’s ability to meet the deadlines imposed by ASFA and A.B. 158 under its present 
bifurcated system that transfers a child’s case from the county to the State was discussed as an 
important consideration during the course of the study.  Under this system, a permanent plan 
for the care and treatment of an abused or neglected child may be delayed for six months or 
longer.  According to testimony during the study, the average length of stay in Washoe County 
before transfer to the State’s custody is 117 days.  In Clark County, the time is approximately 
60 days.   
 
D. COURT PROCEDURES  
 
Chapter 432B of NRS (“Protection of Children from Abuse and Neglect”) sets forth the court 
procedures involved when a child is removed from the home.  These procedures include 
protective custody hearings (NRS 432B.470 and 432B.480), petitions from the protective 
service agencies alleging a child is in need of protection (NRS 432B.490 and 432B.510), 
appointment of guardian ad litems (NRS 432B.500), adjudicatory hearings on the need of 
protection for the child and disposition (NRS 432B.530), the court’s determination of custody 
of a child (NRS 432B.550), semi-annual review by the court (NRS 432B.580), and 
permanency hearings (NRS 432B.590).  
 
As noted previously, the processes may vary between the agencies responsible for child 
protective services (within the statutory requirements).  For additional detail from the counties’ 
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presentations regarding their respective operations, please consult Exhibits F and G from the 
minutes of the October 28, 1999, meeting of the Subcommittee. 
 
 

IV.  SUBCOMMITTEE’S EXAMINATION OF 
NEVADA’S CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM  

 
After lengthy study and testimony from national, state, and local experts and staff in the field 
of child welfare, the A.C.R. 53 Subcommittee found that the most critical failings of Nevada’s 
current system include an unacceptable number of transfers for children from homes and from 
case managers, higher than recommended caseload sizes, foster care payments in some 
jurisdictions that do not adequately reimburse foster families, and insufficient services for 
children with Severe Emotional Disturbance (SED).   
 
A. NUMBER OF MOVES FOR CHILDREN 
 
Because of the bifurcated system, abused and neglected children are assigned different case 
managers when their cases are transferred from the county to the State.  Children under three 
years of age are moved to new homes an average of 3.5 times in six months.  Older children 
are moved more frequently.  These experiences can be detrimental for this extremely 
vulnerable population. 

 
As noted in the Executive Summary of A Place to Call Home: Adoption and Guardianship for 
Children in Foster Care, published by the National Conference of State Legislatures in 
March 2000, the nation is experiencing a foster care crisis: 
 

Child welfare experts generally agree that prolonged stays in foster care 
and frequent moves from one foster care home to another are not 
conducive to a child’s healthy development.  Children who grow up in 
foster care often exhibit emotional and behavioral problems that contribute 
to expensive social problems such as school failure, teen pregnancy, 
homelessness, unemployment, criminal activity, incarceration, and welfare 
dependency.   

 
Typically, a child who is transferred from Clark County or Washoe County to the State is 
assigned a different case manager, placed in a different foster home, and treated by a different 
therapist. Additional challenges may include changing schools and the delay or loss of medical 
information concerning the child due to the transfer.  These moves can be very traumatic for 
children, especially abused and neglected children who need a sense of permanency.   
 
B. CASELOAD SIZES 
 
The caseload standard advocated by the CWLA for out-of-home (foster care) case management 
functions is 12 to 15 children per worker.  Currently, none of the child welfare agencies at the 
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state or local level are able to meet this recommended standard.  The average caseloads for 
supervision of children in substitute care for the agencies reviewed by the A.C.R. 53 
Subcommittee are as follows: 

 
 The DCFS:  1 worker to 34 children.  

 
 Washoe County Department of Social Services:  1 worker to 28 children. 

 
 Clark County DFYS:  1 worker to 34 children.  

 
The caseload numbers above are averages and vary within each agency depending upon the 
category of services.  Caseloads for investigations/intake, for example, are lower.   
 
C. RATE OF FOSTER CARE REIMBURSEMENT 
 
Based upon 1999 data from the United States Department of Agriculture, the average annual 
cost to raise a child who is two years of age is $752 a month, for a child nine years of age is 
$766, and for a child who is 16 years of age is $844.  Many jurisdictions use these figures to 
evaluate and determine the adequacy of their foster care payments.   

 
Foster care reimbursement rates vary widely in Nevada, as reflected in a preliminary report 
from CWLA (dated July 27, 2000) that reviews Nevada’s child welfare operation in 
conjunction with the proposed new model: 
 
1. The DCFS:  For children 0 to 12 years of age, approximately $402.50 a month, 

per child.  For children 13 years of age and older, $494.25 a month, per child.  (These 
rates include personal incidentals and clothing.  The daily rates are $12 per day for 
children 1 to 12 years of age and $14.40 per day for children 13 years of age and 
older.) 

 
2. Washoe County:  Rate of $44 per day, which is approximately $1,320 per month.  This 

figure is based on the market rate for childcare services and promotes the retention of 
foster families. 

 
3. Clark County:  Shelter care is reimbursed at a rate of $29 per day or approximately 

$870 per month plus $5 per day for special needs and $5 per day for providing all 
transportation services.  

 
A copy of CWLA’s preliminary report is available as part of Exhibit A from the 
Subcommittee’s August 9, 2000, meeting.  Exhibits and minutes of the meetings are available 
through the Research Library of the LCB. 
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D. MEETING THE NEEDS OF CHILDREN WITH SEVERE EMOTIONAL 
DISTURBANCE 

 
In January 2001, the United States Office of the Surgeon General released a National Action 
Agenda for Children’s Mental Health, which notes: 
 

The nation is facing a public crisis in mental health for infants, children 
and adolescents. Many children have mental health problems that interfere 
with normal development and functioning. In the United States, one in ten 
children and adolescents suffer from mental illness severe enough to cause 
some level of impairment. Yet, in any given year, it is estimated that 
about one in five children receive mental health services. 

 
The document, which is a summary of a conference recently held on the issue, further reports 
that children in foster care represent an “extremely high risk population.”  According to 
information provided during the course of the study by Dr. Christa Peterson, 
Deputy Administrator for the DCFS, a multi-state study on the prevalence of SED suggests 
that 37 percent of all children in the child welfare system have SED.   
 
A local survey performed by the DCFS Neighborhood Care Center Project indicated that a 
similar number in Nevada have SED: about 31 percent of the Nevada population under the age 
of 18 are or probably are SED.  It is estimated that 30 percent of this 31 percent with SED or 
probable SED (from the local survey) are not receiving services.  Based upon these 
percentages and the approximate number of children in foster care in June 2000, the following 
is a breakdown (provided by Dr. Peterson) on the estimates regarding cases of SED and the 
number not receiving services: 

 
 Statewide foster care population 

 
2,945 cases 

 Estimated 37 percent (national figure) with SED 
 

1,089 cases 

 Estimated 30 percent unserved    327 cases 
 
According to estimates submitted by Dr. Peterson on behalf of the DCFS to the Subcommittee, 
the total projected cost to serve 327 children is approximately $6 million per year, with an 
estimated cost per child of approximately $18,600.  The documentation notes approximately 
40 percent of these costs are reimbursable through federal Medicaid dollars. 
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V.  FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO INTEGRATE AND IMPROVE NEVADA’S 
CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM 

 
At its work session on June 15, 2000, the Subcommittee approved a series of recommendations 
to address the problems identified during the course of the study and to meet the mandate of 
A.C.R. 53, which directed the Subcommittee to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of “the 
appropriate manner in which to integrate the current state and local child welfare systems.”  
These recommendations were further refined at the Subcommittee’s final meeting on 
November 28, 2000.   
 
A. RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 – INTEGRATE NEVADA’S CHILD WELFARE 

SYSTEM  
 
As its primary recommendation, the Subcommittee voted unanimously to draft a bill to 
integrate Nevada’s child welfare system by transferring certain responsibilities from the DCFS 
to Clark and Washoe Counties by September 1, 2002.  The purpose of this transfer is to 
streamline the services and eliminate the fragmentation that has contributed to the multiple 
placements and changes in case management currently experienced by children in the child 
welfare system.  (BDR 325) 

 
The recommendation is based on a model submitted by Dr. Reilly entitled, “Nevada’s 
Integrated Child Welfare System: The Next Step,” which is included as Appendix C.  As 
adopted and modified by the Subcommittee at its final meeting, the recommendation includes 
the following major components:  
 
1. Integrate the System: Transfer of Case Management Responsibilities to Clark and 

Washoe Counties:   
 
Under the recommended model, no changes are proposed for the administration of child 
welfare services in counties whose populations are less than 100,000.  In counties whose 
population is 100,000 or more (Clark and Washoe Counties), the model provides that the 
following components of the child welfare system transfer from the DCFS to the counties: 
 

a. Foster Care, Emergency Care, and Adoptions   
 

This transfer will create a local system in which all child welfare services 
(including child protective services) are administered by a single agency. Clark 
and Washoe Counties retain their existing responsibility for child protective 
services, including investigating reports of child abuse and neglect. 
 

b. Centralized Intake services (Children’s Resource Bureau)   
 
This transfer will provide streamlined, early, and direct access to these 
assessment services. 
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c. Family Preservation Services   

 
This transfer would ensure ready access to services for families who need 
intensive services to prevent the unnecessary removal of children from their 
homes.  
 

d. Foster and Group Home Licensing and Child Welfare Eligibility  
 
Based upon further review of the proposed model after the Subcommittee’s 
work session, the CWLA and the two counties recommended the additional 
transfer of certain licensure and eligibility functions from the DCFS to Clark 
and Washoe Counties.   
 
Licensure – The recommendation authorizes Clark and Washoe Counties to 
perform family foster care licensing investigations and designates the two 
counties as the final authority to approve and issue licenses within their 
respective jurisdictions.  Under the recommendation, the DCFS is responsible 
for promulgating regulations governing foster care licensing.  No changes 
regarding these responsibilities are proposed in Nevada’s other counties where 
the DCFS is responsible for licensing foster care homes. 

 
Eligibility – The recommendation proposes to transfer the responsibility for 
determining eligibility for federal funds under Title IV-E of the Social Security 
Act to Clark and Washoe Counties.  The responsibility for oversight and for 
program regulations remains with the DCFS.  As noted in the recommendation, 
DCFS is required by the Federal Government to be the single State agency 
responsible for maintaining current regulations governing the administration for 
the Title IV-E program.  As proposed under the recommendation, the State will 
be required to provide accurate instructions or interpretations of federal 
regulations to the two counties and will, if required, represent the county’s 
interests in any dispute with the Federal Government over program guidelines.   
 
The Subcommittee noted the importance of ensuring that the liability of both the 
State and the counties are adequately protected under the proposed transfer of 
licensure and eligibility functions such that neither is left unprotected or open to 
liability due to the unwarranted or unauthorized actions of the other. 
 
(Appendix C includes a memo from Michael Capello, Director, Department of 
Social Services, Washoe County that provides additional detail on these 
recommendations.) 
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2. Responsibilities of the State (Division of Child and Family Services):   
 
Under the recommended model, the State’s role through the DCFS will include the following: 
 

a. Regulatory Oversight   
 

The responsibilities of the DCFS are expanded to include an enhanced 
regulatory oversight role for all child welfare programs statewide with the 
following:  
 
 Regulations – The DCFS will be responsible for the revision and 

development of regulations (within new statutory guidelines) to unify 
systems and establish requirements for program activities, data collection 
and uniformity in agency practice, goals, and objectives.   

 
 Monitoring - A monitoring role will also be required to ensure 

compliance and consistency with state laws, federal laws, and federal 
outcome measures.  

 
 Administration of Federal and State Funds – Oversight of funds 

supporting foster care and adoption will be a necessary role of the State.   
 

b. Rural Nevada 
 

Child welfare services in Nevada’s counties with a population of less than 
100,000 will continue to be administered by the DCFS.  These case 
management functions are currently not fragmented.  During the course of the 
study, the Nevada Association of Counties expressed concerns of many of these 
counties regarding their present financial inability to provide child protective 
services and requested that the DCFS continue to provide these services.  
 

c. Higher Levels of Care 
 
The State will continue to administer all child and mental health programs 
(Early Childhood, Out-Patient Treatment, On-Campus Treatment Homes, Acute 
Residential, Clinical Case Management, and Long-Term Residential Services) 
and all purchased placement dollars for higher levels of care (Levels I through 
V) including therapeutic, group, residential, and institutional care.   

 
The model requires that a “Local Multi-Agency Consortium for Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Services” be developed in the three geographic 
regions (Clark County, Washoe County, and rural Nevada).  This consortium 
will determine the prioritization and access to care for all populations requiring 
these services, including child welfare and juvenile justice. As proposed, the 
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DCFS will continue to have fiscal responsibility for these programs.  A 
preliminary overview of the consortium is included in Appendix C. 

 
3. Preamble Language:   
 
Include a preamble in the legislation that sets forth the Subcommittee’s intentions with regard 
to the model.  The following concepts were discussed: 
 
 The present bifurcated system does not meet the needs of the children it services; 

 
 Individuals entering the child welfare system have the potential for overcoming 

significant disadvantages.  The Subcommittee believes in an equal opportunity for all, 
and it is with that intent that the Subcommittee recommends changing the system; 

 
 Criteria for caseload standards should be established either through regulation or 

funding formulas;  
 
 Uniform rates, if feasible, for adequate foster care reimbursement should be 

established; 
 
 Future maintenance of state funding efforts is recognized as an important issue; 

 
 Fairness for employees during the transition must be a priority; and 

 
 Guiding principles for the transfer of the child welfare function should also be 

established and monitored. 
 
4. Pilot Programs:  
 
Indicate in the report that the Subcommittee originally included language in the bill draft to 
continue and expand pilot programs authorized in 1999 (Senate Bill 288, Chapter 508, Statutes 
of Nevada) to provide continuity of care for children who receive protective services.   

 
Existing Pilot Programs 

 
During the interim following the 1999 Session, Washoe County and the DCFS entered into an 
agreement under the auspices of S.B. 288 to establish such a pilot program, known as the 
Integrated Permanency Planning Unit (IPPU).  As required by S.B. 288, the DCFS contracted 
with an outside entity for an evaluation of the project, and the report of the evaluation was 
submitted to the LCB in November the 2000.  According to the report’s Executive Summary, 
the IPPU began taking cases in November 1999.   

 
Although the time frame for evaluation was short and although staffing problems resulted in a 
cessation of accepting cases for a four-month period, the preliminary evaluation indicates that 
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the program accomplished what was expected.  Allowing the DCFS and Washoe County to 
jointly provide assessment and services to children and families, providing for a single case 
management system and establishing a single rate of payment for foster care and shelter 
placement resulted in less duplication of efforts, more comprehensive and consistent services to 
children and families, and fewer moves for children.  Copies of this report are available 
through the LCB.  
 
Clark County also has a pilot program in Henderson to test integration of services through a 
community-based center.  However, the program was not created under the criteria or 
authority of S.B. 288, and therefore no formal report is available through the LCB. 

 
Subcommittee’s Initial Recommendation 

 
At its final meeting, the Subcommittee reviewed detailed transition plans for implementing the 
adopted model that were presented by Clark County, Washoe County, and the DCFS.  At this 
time, the Subcommittee determined that the pilot programs would not facilitate the 
implementation of the model under the transition plans.  As a result, the Subcommittee voted 
to remove the pilot programs from the bill draft, but to indicate in its report that the pilot 
programs may be reconsidered depending upon decisions made by the Legislature and the 
Governor’s Office during the 2001 Session.   

 
Prior to the development of transition plans, the Subcommittee had recommended that 
legislation regarding the pilot programs include the following: 
 
a. Extension of Enabling Legislation  
 

Extend the expiration date of the 1999 legislation that authorizes the creation of pilot 
programs in counties whose populations’ are 100,000 or more, to September 1, 2002.   

 
b. Expansion of Programs  
 

Expand the provisions governing pilot programs to include the following items: 
 

 Termination of parental rights;  
 

 Adoptions; and 
 

 Authorization for the county to hire employees from the DCFS in accordance 
with the agreement between the county and the State. 
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B. RECOMMENDATION NO. 2:  ENHANCE FUNDING TO IMPROVE QUALITY 
OF SERVICES OVERALL  

 
In conjunction with its recommendation to integrate child welfare services, the Subcommittee 
voted to recommend that the Legislature also consider improving certain components of the 
child welfare system to adequate levels if sufficient funds are available.  These components 
address some of the major problems identified by the Subcommittee during its examination of 
the child welfare system as a whole and include the following: 
 
1. Lower Caseloads in Clark County for Foster Care and Adoption Case Management 

Under the Proposed Model to Match the Caseloads in Washoe County 
 
Although the Subcommittee expressed a desire to work toward the caseload standards 
advocated by CWLA, such a goal did not appear immediately feasible.  To advance this goal, 
however, the Subcommittee voted to recommend that the Legislature lower the caseload ratios 
in Clark County (1 staff to 34 children) for foster care and adoption case management under 
the proposed model to match the caseloads in Washoe County (1 staff to 28 children). 
 
2. Increase Access to Mental Health Services for Children with Severe Emotional 

Disturbance 
 
At the work session, the Subcommittee voted to advocate funding to increase access to mental 
health services for children with SED, as outlined by Dr. Peterson.  At its final meeting, the 
Subcommittee clarified that the increased access to mental health services should not be 
included as part of any plans for “phasing in” the integration, nor should it be delayed based 
solely on financial concerns.  The Subcommittee advocated providing the increased access to 
mental health services for children with SED as soon as feasible. 
 
3. Foster Care Reimbursement 
 
The Subcommittee also supported adequate foster care reimbursements throughout the State.  
Following the work session, estimates submitted by Clark and Washoe Counties for the 
implementation of the proposed model included costs for foster care reimbursement that 
attempt to address the wide disparity in payments that currently exist.  Following are the 
preliminary rate proposals:  

 
a. Washoe County:  After the first 90 days, decrease the $44 per day rate to $30 per day. 

 
b. Clark County:  Cost estimates include enhancements in the current state rates for 

foster care reimbursement for children 0 to 12 years of age from $12 per day to 
$18.50 per day, and for children over 12 years of age from $14.40 per day to $20.95 
per day.  
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As noted in the model for integration submitted Dr. Reilly, enhanced family foster care (better 
pay and more support to care for children experiencing problems) will decrease any 
inappropriate escalation of children to higher levels of care. 

 
4. “Matching-Up” Services in Rural Nevada 
 
Responding to testimony that child welfare services in rural Nevada require additional staff and 
financial assistance to meet the needs of the children, the Subcommittee voted to recommend 
funding to “match-up” services provided in rural Nevada by the DCFS to the proposed level of 
services in Clark and Washoe Counties.  The “match-up” includes additional resources to meet 
the unique challenges and difficulties in rural Nevada in recruiting and retaining qualified staff. 
 
At the final meeting in November, the DCFS submitted a report identifying the actions 
necessary to “match-up” services in the rural region with the proposals for Clark and 
Washoe Counties.  Excerpts of the information submitted by the DCFS with regard to this 
issue are provided under Appendix D. 
 
C. COST ANALYSIS OF INTEGRATING THE CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM AND 

IMPROVING SERVICES TO CHILDREN STATEWIDE 
 
At its work session in June, the Subcommittee recognized the difficult and time-consuming 
effort necessary to analyze effectively the cost of integrating Nevada’s child welfare system.  
At that time, the state and local entities had provided early estimates of the cost of a fully 
integrated system, but the Subcommittee noted that critical answers, including the timeframe 
for implementing the proposals (and the “phased-in costs”) and the amount of potential federal 
funding to offset the cost, were not yet available.  Therefore, the Subcommittee approved two 
recommendations to note its concerns regarding the potential costs and to set a course of 
action: 

 
 Subcommittee Recommendation No. 3:  Include a statement in the final report 

recognizing that the Subcommittee’s support is subject to the Subcommittee’s future 
determination that:  (1) the additional cost required to end the current bifurcation of the 
child welfare system is reasonable; and that (2) non-State funding sources are available 
to ensure that the cost is not prohibitive and that the recommendations can be 
reasonably implemented.  

 
 Subcommittee Recommendation No. 4:  Establish a general timeline for finalizing the 

cost estimates of the proposed model and presenting the additional information to the 
A.C.R. 53 Subcommittee in August 2000.   

 
With the approval of the Legislative Commission, the Subcommittee held two additional 
meetings in August and November to review the preliminary costs for integration and 
enhancement of the child welfare system that were submitted by the DCFS and Clark and 
Washoe Counties.  
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1. Transition Plans for Integration  
 
In August, the Subcommittee requested that the two counties and DCFS develop detailed plans, 
including a cost analysis, for realistically transitioning the responsibilities from the DCFS to 
the counties under the proposed model.  Because their systems are different, the time frames in 
which Clark and Washoe Counties propose to assume full case management responsibilities 
necessarily differ. 

 
At the Subcommittee’s final meeting in November 2000, the preliminary plans for “phasing-
in” the model were presented.  As expected, the revised cost analysis substantially lowered the 
earlier cost estimates for Fiscal Years 2002 and 2003 (as noted earlier, prior cost estimates 
were based on a fully integrated system within the first fiscal year).  Appendix E provides a 
comparison of the timelines for integration under these preliminary plans in the two counties. 

 
a. Clark County  

 
Clark County’s transition plan includes the development of localized child welfare 
services in neighborhood-based centers.  Clark County’s transition plan, which includes 
a detailed Executive Summary and the financial analysis of the transition plan, is 
available under Appendices F and G.  Appendix F contains the cost estimates from the 
November 28, 2000, meeting that are reflected in the overall summary of costs for the 
transition in both Clark County and Washoe County (Appendix K).  Upon further 
analysis and based upon information regarding licensure and eligibility staff received 
from the DCFS, Clark County submitted revised estimates that are included under 
Appendix G.   
 
Under its preliminary timeline for implementing the integration, Clark County proposes 
to start administratively transferring case management in July 2002 with a completion 
date of July 2003.  The estimated start and completion dates for the administrative 
transfer of other functions follows:  
 
 Eligibility Responsibilities:  April 2002 - October 2002 

 
 Foster Care Recruitment and Training:  May 2002 - November 2002 

 
 Licensure Responsibilities:  July 2002 - January 2003 

 
 Children’s Resource Bureau:  July 2002 - July 2003 

 
 Family Preservation:  January 2003 - April 2003 
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(Additional objectives and timelines are also identified under Clark County’s 
implementation and integration plan.  For detailed information, please see Appendices 
F and G.) 
 
Clark County submitted two reports regarding the cost analysis.  Report No. 1 details 
the cost of “phasing-in” an integrated child welfare system with no enhancements.  To 
provide enhanced services (including items such as lower caseloads, as proposed in the 
Subcommittee’s Recommendation No. 2), additional costs are required, and 
Report No. 2 contains these estimates.  Appendices F and G also include both reports.  
(Appendix G provides updated costs for these reports as of January 2001.) 
 
Federal Reimbursement Issues Unique to Clark County 
 
To lower the costs of the integration and the enhanced services in Clark County with 
the maximum amount of federal dollars available, the Subcommittee discussed two 
primary issues that need to be addressed:  (1) compliance with federal information 
system requirements; and (2) the structure of Child Haven. 
 
(1) Federal Information System Requirements (SACWIS/UNITY) 
 

One of the major costs identified by the Subcommittee under the proposed 
transfer of services is ensuring compliance for Clark County with federal 
requirements under the Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System 
(SACWIS), which is designated UNITY in Nevada.  Preliminary estimates 
indicate that a one-time cost of at least $3.5 million may be necessary to achieve 
compliance.  If such compliance were accomplished, Clark County would be 
able to claim federal funds to offset the costs of an integrated system in the 
future. 

 
Background on SACWIS 
 
Federal law requires child welfare agencies to submit adoption and foster care 
information electronically to the United States Department of Health and Human 
Services, Administration on Children, Youth and Families.  Without a statewide 
system that meets SACWIS requirements, the State Title IV-E agency (DCFS) 
and other agencies with which the state has an agreement to claim these funds 
(Washoe County Social Services), would lose Title IV-E eligibility.  Nevada’s 
SACWIS system (UNITY) became fully operational in September 2000 
throughout the DCFS and Washoe County.  
 
The system must be statewide.  As noted by representatives of the DCFS in 
documentation submitted during the course of the study, the DCFS was 
successful in negotiating with federal representatives for permission to submit 
Clark County Family and Youth Services child protection data by means of an 
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interface from Clark County’s system (Family TRACS) to UNITY, with the 
understanding that Clark County would not be claiming Title IV-E funding.   
 
The Subcommittee noted the importance of achieving Clark County’s 
compliance with SACWIS, which would result in increased federal dollars for 
its welfare efforts, thus lowering the ongoing costs to the State and the county 
under the model.  The target date for achieving this compliance in Clark County 
under its preliminary implementation plan is April 1, 2002. 

 
(2) Child Haven 
 

In Clark County, abused and neglected children are placed in Child Haven for 
short-term care.  As a publicly run shelter, Child Haven does not currently 
qualify for federal reimbursement.  The facility consists of 6 cottages totaling 
80 beds.  Two additional special needs cottages are under construction that will 
add another 34 beds.  Child Haven also has contracts with four community-
based, private shelter homes.  No child is turned away from Child Haven, 
which has a “no reject, no eject” policy for children in need of protective 
custody. 

 
Under the proposed model for Child Haven, most children requiring protective 
custody would be placed into family foster homes, where their individual needs 
can be met in a family setting.  In addition, Child Haven will be retained as a 
limited public shelter to assure the preservation of Clark County’s “no reject, no 
eject” policy for children in need of protective custody.  As noted in its 
proposal, Clark County would aggressively recruit foster parents, including ones 
who wished to adopt and continue to build on the Child Haven’s positive public 
image.  Current fund-raising efforts associated with this facility can be expanded 
to the larger child welfare system.  (For additional information, please see 
Appendix F.) 
 
The target date for maximizing federal reimbursement in Clark County under its 
preliminary implementation plan is October 1, 2002. 

 
b. Washoe County  

 
With smaller caseloads, a system that currently is able to maximize the amount of 
federal funding available, and local tax dollars available for child protective services, 
Washoe County has fewer issues to address than Clark County.  Under 
Washoe County’s transition plan, some integrated services would be provided as early 
as October 2001.   
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 Phase I - Integrated child welfare services will be provided to all new children 
entering the system as of October 1, 2001.  Transfer Family Preservation 
services. 

 
 Phase II – Expand the provision of integrated child welfare services to the 

children remaining in DCFS custody as of July 1, 2002.  Transfer the 
Children’s Resource Bureau.  In addition, administrative transfer eligibility, 
licensing, and foster care recruitment and training.  

 
 Phase III – Provide integrated child welfare services to all children in 

Washoe County, ensuring that the staffing ratios do not exceed 1 to 28 children 
in the Permanency planning Units.  

 
A copy of Washoe County’s integration plan, which includes plans for staffing transfers 
and the costs of each phase, is provided under Appendix H.  A comparison of the 
preliminary timeframes for integration in Clark and Washoe County is provided under 
Appendix E. 

 
c. The Division of Child and Family Services  

 
The DCFS was asked to develop transition plans for its regulatory oversight and 
monitoring role, for bringing Clark County into compliance with SACWIS 
requirements, for “matching-up” services in the rural region, and for the increased 
access to mental health services for children with SED. 

 
(1) Transitioning in the Regulatory Responsibilities  
 

The transition plan developed by the DCFS for the integration primarily 
addresses the new staff needed to fulfill their responsibilities under the model 
and when these positions would need to be filled.  The DCFS also provided 
transition costs for “phasing-in” the new staff in the rural region.  Under the 
plan, many of the new positions start in October 2001. Some of these positions 
are for the Division’s licensure and eligibility functions, which would eventually 
transfer to the counties since the Subcommittee voted at the final meeting to 
require the counties to fulfill these roles. 

 
A copy of the material submitted by the DCFS regarding transition plans for its 
oversight role and for SACWIS is provided under Appendix I. 

 
(2) SACWIS Compliance in Clark County  
 

In addition, the DCFS submitted a transition plan and suggested timeline for 
bringing Clark County into compliance with the SACWIS requirements.  
Assuming that legislation for integration were to pass in April 2001, the timeline 



28 

for including Clark County in the UNITY system proposes a completion date for 
the final step (user training) of July 2002. 

 
The material regarding the timeline for SACWIS compliance, as proposed by 
the DCFS, is included in Appendix I. 
 

(3) Transition Plan for “Matching-up” Services in the Rural Region 
 
Like the proposal for “phasing-in” its regulatory oversight role, the transition 
plan developed by the DCFS for “matching-up” services in the rural region 
primarily addresses the new staff needed to raise the level of service.  As 
proposed, the new positions would start in October 2001.  (Additional 
information is available under Appendix D.) 

 
(4) Plan for Increased Access to Mental Health Services for Children with SED 
 

To provide increased access to these services, the DCFS proposes to “phase-in” 
a new “wraparound services model of care” for the approximately 327 children 
with SED under child welfare.  The services to be offered within the model 
include the following: 
 
 Individual Therapy (which includes outpatient and at school); 

 
 Intensive Community-Based Treatment (In-Home Family Therapy); 

 
 Group Therapy; 

 
 Family Therapy; 

 
 Targeted Case Management; 

 
 Rehabilitative Skills Training (Individualized, Group, and Family 

Support Services); 
 

 Medication Check (psychiatric services including assessment and 
therapy); 

 
 Respite; and 

 
 Placement Prevention. 

 
As noted by Dr. Peterson, the plan includes a basic outline of how the model 
will be developed and implemented in the community, how target cases will be 
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identified, what and how many service providers will be needed, and the 
timeframe from conceptualization through serving the first case.   
 
As requested by the Subcommittee, the plan for “phasing-in” these services is 
based upon the practicalities of implementing the new program, not upon 
concerns for cost.  In the first fiscal year (FY) of the plan, the projected costs 
(approximately $700,000) are lower as the wraparound services model of care is 
developed and monitored, the target population is identified, and as new service 
providers are selected.  In subsequent years, the costs are higher when the new 
wraparound model of care is actually implemented (approximately $5 million in 
FY 2003 and $6 million in FY 2004).   
 
A copy of the revised plan for expanded services to children with SED (dated 
December 22, 2000) is provided under Appendix J. 

  
2. “One-Shot” Appropriations 
 
After reviewing the transition plans at its final meeting, the Subcommittee voted to separately 
identify the cost of one-time expenses separately from the on-going costs of the integration 
(Recommendation No. 1) and the enhanced services (Recommendation No. 2).  These costs 
may include (but are not limited to) the following: 

 
 Office equipment; 

 
 Cars; 

 
 Appropriations for foster care recruitment and retention efforts;  

 
 Cost to compensate state employees for sick and annual leave balances; and  

 
 Information technology needs in Clark County to achieve compliance with the federal 

requirement for a SACWIS (estimated $3.5 million). 
 

3. Summary of the On-Going Costs of Integration and Enhancement of Services Prior to the 
2001 Session 

 
The Subcommittee recognizes that addressing the needs of the children in Nevada’s child 
welfare system is not without a cost.   
 

a. Funds to Transfer From the State to the County  
 

It is anticipated that the amount of current existing revenue dedicated to the State’s 
present efforts in Clark and Washoe Counties for FY 2000 would transfer to the two 
counties in support of the integration efforts.  This estimated total for transfer (based 
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upon the division of responsibilities) is $5,373,858 for Washoe County and 
$15,483,388 in Clark County for a total of $20,857,246.  This total identified for 
transfer includes $8,695,658 in State General Funds, $11,599,080 in federal funds and 
$562,508 in other funds (such as pre- and post-adoption fees, trust funds, child support, 
and donations).  The DCFS prepared a breakdown of its budget for FY 2000, which is 
included under Appendix K  

 
b. New Costs under the Proposed Model 

 
Based upon estimates from the counties and DCFS, the funds identified for transfer 
from DCFS will not cover the cost of the recommendations of the Subcommittee to 
integrate the system and to address the problems within Nevada’s child welfare system 
that the Subcommittee identified, including improved caseloads, foster care 
reimbursement rates, and increased mental health services.  
 
A primary source of increased costs relating to integration is employment related. As 
indicated by the cost analyses submitted by the counties and DCFS, additional 
employees are necessary under the model to provide services to the children at the 
county level (including lower caseloads) and at the state level for its monitoring and 
oversight role.  In addition, salaries are generally higher at the county level, and state 
workers who transfer to the counties must be compensated on a comparable scale with 
the existing county employees.   

 
c. Federal Funding 

 
It is anticipated that a considerable amount of potential federal funding will be available 
to offset the additional costs.  In Washoe County, it appears that the system is presently 
constructed to ensure federal reimbursement that is on par with the amount of federal 
funding the State is currently receiving.  As discussed earlier in this report, in 
Clark County, certain issues must be addressed to achieve maximum federal dollars, 
including compliance with federal SACWIS requirements and the structure of 
Child Haven. 

 
Federal funding, some of which is reflected in the latest cost estimates, can 
substantially reduce many of the costs.  During the last few months of the study, all 
three entities worked with MAXIMUS Inc., a revenue maximizing consulting firm, for 
the purposes of analyzing the best methods of taking full advantage of any available 
federal dollars within the proposed integration.  Some of the federal reimbursement 
estimates, such as based upon the proposed changes in Child Haven, were not available 
at the time this report was printed. 

 
d. Summary of Costs 

 
Legislative Counsel Bureau staff prepared a summary of the costs for integration 
(Recommendation No. 1) and enhancement of services (Recommendation No. 2), as 
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submitted by the DCFS and Clark and Washoe Counties through December 2000.  (A 
copy of the summary is included under Appendix K.  As of this time, with additional 
federal reimbursement information still to be included, the estimates under the 
transition plans for Recommendations Nos. 1 and 2 are as follows: 

 
 Fiscal Year 2002 Fiscal Year 2003 Fiscal Year 2004 

On-going costs $2.2 million $10.7 million $12.1 million 
“One-shot” costs $4.7 million $3.3 million $324,000 

 
The “one-shot” costs above include estimates submitted by the counties and the DCFS 
for transition program managers and for costs associated with sick leave and annual 
leave “buyouts” of state employees.  These estimates were submitted subsequent to the 
Subcommittee’s final meeting. 
 
Finally, it is important to note that, upon further review, Clark County has revised 
some of its estimates.  The revised material, which is dated January 19, 2001, is 
provided under Appendix G.  The earlier estimates (on which the above costs are 
based) are included under Appendix F. 

 
D. PERSONNEL ISSUES 
 
There are complicated personnel issues that must be resolved in this transition.  The A.C.R. 53 
Subcommittee, the DCFS, and Clark and Washoe Counties are committed to ensuring that all 
employees are treated fairly.  It is assumed that all State workers will be able to transfer once 
the bifurcated system ends.  No one will lose his or her job as a result of this shift.   

 
A number of important issues need to be resolved such as salary scales and raise schedules, 
health insurance transfers, and seniority.  A personnel subcommittee composed of the 
“stakeholders” has been formed to examine and recommend solutions to these issues.  Thus 
far, the personnel subcommittee has been able to ensure that new health insurance will begin 
on the first day of employment with the two counties to ensure there is no break in health 
insurance.  On the issue of having licensed personnel, the subcommittee is working with the 
employees’ unions and the Board of Examiners for Social Workers to ensure that licensed 
staffs are not placed in unacceptable positions at the county level.  Proposed solutions include 
licensure requirements for all supervisors of licensed staff.  

 
Appendix L provides an overview of the identified personnel issues and their status, as of 
January 2001.  The stakeholders’ personnel subcommittee continues to meet to reach an 
equitable solution to these complicated issues, and additional progress and reports are 
anticipated prior to the start of and during the 2001 Legislative Session.   
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E. RECOMMENDATION NO. 5:  FORMATION OF A CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND 

FAMILIES SUBCOMMITTEE 
 
To monitor the progress of the integration and provide a mechanism for reviewing important 
issues within child welfare as they arise, the Subcommittee approved a fifth recommendation to 
draft legislation to create a statutory legislative subcommittee on children, youth, and families 
that will sunset in four years (July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2005).  The Subcommittee 
expressed a desire that the initial membership of the new statutory subcommittee include the 
present members of the A.C.R. 53 Subcommittee who are experienced with the issues.  
(BDR 325) 
 
As recommended, the statutory legislative subcommittee would be authorized generally to 
review issues involving child welfare in Nevada.  Its operation would be similar to existing 
statutory interim committees examining issues such as education, health care, and public lands.  
In conjunction with the recommended model (Recommendation No. 1), additional 
responsibilities of the statutory subcommittee will include: 
 
1. Monitor the progress of the implementation of the proposed model;  
 
2. Receive reports from the multi agency consortium; 
 
3. Monitor the fiscal impact of the proposed model as it is implemented; and 

 
4. Study the needs of abused and neglected children to access necessary mental health 

programs. 
 
 

VI.  ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND ISSUES RELATING  
TO CHILD WELFARE IN NEVADA 

 
Nationally every year, an estimated 20,000 children leave foster care at the age of 18 or 19 
years and a large number have no health care coverage or connection to families to help with 
health care.  Testimony during the course of the study confirmed that children leaving foster 
care when they complete high school or reach 18 years of age often face tremendous financial 
and personal challenges, including finishing high school, finding employment and a safe place 
to live, and securing health care.   
 
In response to the testimony, the Subcommittee adopted the following two recommendations to 
begin to address the need for assistance for children who have “aged out” of foster care: 
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A. HEALTH CARE COVERAGE - A NEW MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY GROUP  
 
In a December 2000 letter to state child welfare and Medicaid directors, Patricia Montoya, the 
Commissioner of the United States Department of Health and Human Services’ Administration 
on Children, Youth and Families, and Timothy M. Westmorland, Director of the Center for 
Medicaid and State Operations, Health Care Financing Administration, urged states to take 
advantage of a new opportunity under the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999 (Public 
Law 106-169) to help these individuals.   

 
The Act establishes a new optional Medicaid eligibility group for children who are in foster 
care under the responsibility of the State on their 18th birthdays and doubles the federal 
funding for the Title IV-E Independent Living Program from $70 million to $140 million.  
States have multiple options and methods of establishing a new eligibility group, which would 
entitle these young people to the full Medicaid benefits package.  Options include full coverage 
for young people who are 18 to 21 years of age with no income or resource tests, limiting 
coverage to certain age groups (within the range of 18 to 21 years), applying an income or 
resource test to determine eligibility, or limit eligibility to those children who were eligible for 
foster care maintenance payment or independent living services under Title IV-E of the Social 
Security Act.  

 
Recognizing the importance of providing additional financial options to these young people but 
also recognizing that the state must bear the non-federal share of Medicaid payments, the 
Subcommittee adopted the following recommendation:  

 
Recommendation No. 6  

 
Urge by resolution Nevada’s Department of Human Resources to review the Foster 
Care Independence Act of 1999 and the feasibility of amending the State Medicaid 
Plan to create a new Medicaid Eligibility Group for children who have “aged out” of 
foster care.  (BDR R-323) 

 
B. EXPANDED DEFINITION OF A “CHILD” 
 
Under NRS 432.010, which establishes definitions for the purposes of public services for 
children, a child "means a person less than 18 years of age, or if in school, until graduation 
from high school.”  The Subcommittee received compelling testimony from children within the 
foster care system and from representatives of the judiciary that these youth need consistency 
and dependability, which is diminished with an automatic deadline of leaving the foster care 
system upon turning 18 years of age or receiving a diploma.  As noted by Frances M. 
Doherty, Juvenile Court Master, Washoe County, with no place to go, these youth will return 
to what is familiar, which may involve criminal activity, or become lost in what is unfamiliar 
to them.   
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In response to this testimony, the Subcommittee approved a recommendation to extend the time 
in which a child may remain in foster care under supervision: 
 
Recommendation No. 7 
 

Draft legislation to expand the definition of a child under NRS 432.010 (“less than 
18 years of age, or if in school, until graduation from high school”) to permit a youth 
to stay in foster care until the age of 21 years under certain circumstances.  These 
circumstances include activities that will assist the youth in living independently such 
as finishing high school, attending college, or going to a trade school.  (BDR 38-324) 

 
C. KINSHIP CARE  
 
“Kinship care” was identified and discussed as an important area of concern during the 
Subcommittee’s last two meetings (subsequent to the work session).  Kinship care involves a 
living arrangement in which a family member or someone else emotionally close to a child 
accepts primary responsibility for raising the child.  The number of children living in kinship 
care continues to grow.  According to the United States Census Bureau, in 1998, 
approximately 5.4 million children lived in households headed by a relative other than a 
parent.  Of these children, approximately 2.1 million (39 percent) lived in households with no 
parent present, and two thirds of these children (1.4 million) lived in households headed by a 
grandparent.  The number of children living with grandparents and no parent in the home grew 
by approximately 52 percent in the 1990’s.  According to testimony from the DCFS during the 
course of the study, Nevada is experiencing similar growth as an increasing number of children 
taken into protective custody are placed into relative homes.  

 
Although not all Kinship placements are appropriate, studies indicate, generally, that placing a 
child in a kinship care arrangement is less traumatic and disruptive for a child; allows the child 
to maintain stronger connections with siblings, their birth parents, and their community; and is 
more stable as there are fewer multiple placements.  However, one of the many unique 
challenges facing these families is the ability to take care of the children financially.  Kinship 
care is supported by states primarily through TANF funds or foster care payments.  The 
TANF payments are smaller than foster care payments.   

 
Prior to January 2000, relatives did not have to be licensed to receive the foster care payments.  
In January 2000, the United States Department of Health and Human Services, as part of a 
final rule to guide state implementation of ASFA, imposed new requirements on a state’s 
licensing of kinship care homes.  Under this rule, states no longer have flexibility in how they 
assess and pay kinship caregivers.  In order to claim Title IV-E federal reimbursement for 
kinship placements, “relatives must meet the same licensing/approval standards as non-relative 
foster homes.”  States are not prohibited from placing children with relatives who do not meet 
all of the licensing standards, but in order to claim reimbursement, the home must be fully 
licensed.   
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As the financial challenges for kinship caregivers continue to grow, states are examining 
programs and methods of assisting this group financially and emotionally.  In addition to 
financial assistance, kinship care programs offer services such as respite care and support 
groups both for the caregivers and the children.  Appendix M includes a December 2000 
article from the National Conference of State Legislatures examining such programs in other 
states.   

 
The Subcommittee expressed strong support for efforts to assist grandparents and other relative 
caregivers who play an important role in caring for children who might otherwise end up in the 
custody of the state and the care of strangers.  As indicated by testimony at the Subcommittee’s 
final meeting, a formal bill draft to address these issues on behalf of the Subcommittee was not 
necessary as such legislation had already been requested for the 2001 Session. 
 
 

VII.  CONCLUSION 
 
Nevada’s children are its greatest resource.  A commitment to changing a system that is not 
capable of effectively serving this vulnerable population because of its bifurcated structure is 
an investment in the future that may have immeasurable effects both in enhancing the qualify 
of life for the children and in potential cost savings.  Although issues were identified that need 
to be addressed within Washoe County’s 1999-2000 Pilot Program to provide continuity of 
care for children who receive protective services, the preliminary results indicate that under a 
non-bifurcated scheme, the moves for children decrease.  The program’s report indicates that 
children in the DCFS moved an average of 3.24 times while children in the pilot program 
moved an average of 1.75 times.  An additional benefit was an increased number of parent 
visits for the children in the pilot program. 
  
Additional benefits of a viable, enhanced system of providing child welfare services are not 
measurable.  Many of the following potential benefits of adopting the proposed model were 
identified by the DCFS, at the request of the A.C.R. 53 Subcommittee, and presented at the 
final meeting:  
 
A. REDUCED TIME IN FOSTER CARE AND EARLIER PERMANENCY SOLUTION  
 
With a streamlined system, a single case manager can work more efficiently with children and 
their families to ensure fewer changes in homes and to work toward a permanent, safe 
placement for the child, either with his own family or in an adoptive home, from the first day 
the child enters the system.   

 
Such an outcome would benefit the child and would reduce costs such as foster care 
reimbursement.  Duplicative state and county case management services also would be 
eliminated, thus reducing costs and staff time and resulting in a reduction in multiple changes 
in placements.  
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B. COST SAVINGS AND BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH DECISION-MAKING 
AT THE LOCAL LEVEL   

 
Under the proposed model, decision-making involving case management functions (with the 
exception of higher levels of care) will be streamlined at the local level with many potential 
benefits and savings: 

 
 More consistent and cost-effective services may be available through the counties that 

no longer have competing fund-raising efforts with the State.  An increase is anticipated 
in the coordination of multiple funding resources and flexibility in the disbursement of 
funds.  In addition, the counties are not limited to primarily Medicaid-only providers 
for wraparound services, which often entails a disruption of services for the child upon 
transfer to State custody.  

 
 Physical collocation of staff in geographically located facilities could result in long-term 

financial savings otherwise committed to separate facilities and operational costs.  In 
addition, savings in staff time, travel, and increased communication through collocation of 
staff promote a more efficient provision of services across the continuum of care. 

 
 The consolidation of recruitment and training of prospective foster and adoptive 

parents will reduce the potential for disrupted placements and promote the ability to 
match children with families.  A streamlined system may eliminate problems that have 
occurred in the past in the ability to place children appropriately due to differing rates 
of reimbursement, differences in licensing of care providers, and the lack of 
appropriate and available resources for two competing systems of care. 

 
C. OTHER POSSIBLE BENEFITS FOR CHILD AND FUTURE SAVINGS IN 

OTHER SERVICE AREAS SUCH AS CORRECTIONS AND MENTAL HEALTH   

Research reported in a 1992 study (The Cycle of Violence) by the National Institute of Justice found 
being abused or neglected as a child increases the likelihood of arrest as a juvenile by 53 percent, 
as an adult by 38 percent, and/or being involved in a violent crime by 38 percent.  In addition, as 
noted by the DCFS, changes in placement are disruptive to the child and associated with increased 
emotional and behavioral problems that can result in additional service costs.  

 
Addressing these problems as early as possible by placing the child in a safe environment and 
reducing the number of placements may have long-term effects by reducing the number of children 
from foster care who: 

 
 Enter the juvenile and adult criminal justice systems; 

 
 Require mental health services; and 

 
 Are unable to obtain and retain employment and subsequently rely on the welfare 

system. 
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VIII.  SELECTED REFERENCES TO PAST STUDIES 
 

Elana S. Marton, former Senior Research Analyst and former staff to the A.C.R. 53 
Subcommittee, prepared the following summary of previous studies of Nevada’s child welfare 
system.  Copies of these reports are available through the Research Library of the LCB. 
 
Ms. Marton noted that over the past decade, a number of government and nonprofit agencies and 
task forces have examined, and proposed various reforms to, Nevada’s child welfare system.  All 
of these reports pointed to problems associated with the transfer of child protection cases from the 
counties (Clark and Washoe) to the DCFS for long-term care.  A brief overview of the findings of 
these reports follows:   
 
 Nevada Child Welfare Program Review Report, United States Department of Health and 

Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Region IX - July 1993.  With 
respect to the bifurcation of county and state child welfare services, the report states, “that 
[the] counties and [the] State have poor communication and that cases got caught between 
the two systems.”  Moreover, the report points out “there is no policy that delineates the 
transferring of cases, case records, and care responsibility from county to State and 
cautions that such practice courts danger.”   

 
 Child Protective Services Review:  Nevada’s Department of Human Resources, Division of 

Child and Family Services, prepared by the NCWLC - May 1995.  The NCWLC entered 
into an agreement with the DCFS to conduct a review of Child Protective Services (CPS) 
in Nevada.  The scope of the review included an assessment of the regulations, policies, 
and procedures that guide the State’s child protection program, as well as surveys of staff 
and collateral agencies, and on-site interviews with staff and families involved with the 
CPS system. Based on its review, the NCWLC concluded that “CPS services are designed 
to enhance the well-being of the child within the family and are provided as an integral 
component of a larger child welfare system that is part of an even larger human service 
system which assures that the basic needs of the child are met.”  In terms of the bifurcated 
system, the report suggests that “[i]t would be helpful to combine child welfare and child 
protection under one unit in order to deal with issues of the bifurcated system.”   

 
 Consultation and Training Report to Mr. John Sarb, Administrator, Division of Child and 

CFS, DHR, State of Nevada, submitted by Ken Patterson, M.S.W. for the National 
Resource Center for Family Centered Practice, University of Iowa - June 1995.  The 
National Resource Center for Family Centered Practice provided consultation to the DCFS.  
In proposing that the State needs to adopt a more “family-centered” model of providing 
child welfare services, the report’s author states that, “[t]he contract (implied or written) 
with Clark and Washoe Counties needs to be revisited and redrawn.”  Continuing, he 
explains that “[t]he practices in these large counties ‘feed’ DCFS caseloads and are 
potentially an upward delegation of consumer need to the state agency.  The tougher the 
need, the more likely the upward ‘hand-off’ is to occur.” 
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 A Review of the Washoe County, Nevada Child Protection System, prepared through the 
NCWLC - February 1996.  Three years after reviewing the DCFS, NCWLC entered into 
a contract with Washoe County to conduct a comprehensive review of its CPS Department.  
This review was precipitated by a Grand Jury investigation following the deaths of 
eleven children in the County’s care during a three-year period.  Major findings of this 
report included the recommendation that: “[i]n the long-term, policymakers should 
reexamine the utility of a bifurcated system and consider legislation to consolidate State and 
county functions;” and, for the short term, an independent party should be assigned to 
facilitate and mediate transfer disputes between the county and the State.  This report also 
noted that “NCWLC knows of no other jurisdiction in the country that operates a similar 
[bifurcated] system.”  Further, “[it] believes that such a system does not promote 
continuity of service nor positive outcomes for children and families.” 

 
 Nevada Child and Family Services Pilot Review:  Final Report, U.S. Department of Health 

and Human Services, Administration on Children, Youth and Families – February 1996.  
This report was conducted as part of a pilot program to review child welfare programs by 
the federally funded U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration on 
Children, Youth and Families.  The review was structured to provide an assessment of 
Nevada’s child welfare programs, identify areas where the programs were or were not 
achieving the desired outcomes, and provide technical assistance in the areas that would be 
most useful to the State.  Based on the findings, the review team recommended, among 
other things, that the State’s bifurcated system for protective services would benefit from 
improved teamwork, communication, and coordination between county CPS and State child 
welfare staff. 

 
 Consultation to Nevada Department of Human Resources, Division of Child and Family 

Services Regarding the Department’s Child Protection Program, provided by Michael 
Weber, Associate Director, National Committee to Prevent Child Abuse - Spring 1996.  A 
report was prepared in response to a request from the DCFS for assistance in resolving 
various operational issues within the State’s child protection program.  Specifically, this 
consultation was initiated to assist the DCFS and Clark and Washoe Counties develop 
mutually acceptable and operationally useable agreements regarding the relative role of 
each agency in providing services to families and children, particularly after a report of 
child abuse or neglect is received.  This report cites the 1988 agreement between the State 
and counties and declares that the agreement “is no longer satisfactory as a delineation of 
the counties’ and State’s roles.”  The change of foster homes for children and the confusion 
for families in changing agencies are listed as some of the problems associated with the 
bifurcated system.  One of the recommendations set forth is for an updated agreement that 
would allow “the State and counties to share use of licensed foster care homes to assure 
that children do not have to change foster homes simply because case responsibility was 
transferred.” 
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 Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 53BBCommittee 
 on Judiciary 
 
 FILE NUMBER 141 
 
ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONCDirecting the Legislative Commission to 

conduct an interim study of the integration of state and local child welfare systems 
in this state. 

 
WHEREAS, During 1998, more than 13,000 reports of child abuse or neglect were 

submitted in the State of Nevada and more than 700 abused or neglected children in this 
state were placed in protective custody; and 

WHEREAS, Currently, a child who is placed in protective custody is initially under the 
supervision of the child protective services agency of a county for 6 months during which 
time he is assigned to a case manager and may be placed in a foster home and treated by a 
therapist; and 

WHEREAS, If a child remains in protective custody for more than 6 months, the child 
is then removed from the supervision of the child protective services agency and is placed 
under the supervision of the Division of Child and Family Services of the Department of 
Human Resources and is typically assigned to a different case manager, placed in a 
different foster home and treated by a different therapist; and 

WHEREAS, Under this bifurcated system, a permanent plan for the care and 
treatment of a child is delayed for at least 6 months and causes the child to remain in the 
system for a longer period of time; and 

WHEREAS, The State of Nevada is the only state that has such a bifurcated child 
welfare system; and 

WHEREAS, It is necessary to develop a more efficient system that will provide more 
stability and continuity for the children of this state who are in need of protection; now, 
therefore, be it 

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE SENATE 
CONCURRING, That the Legislative Commission is hereby directed to appoint a 
subcommittee, consisting of four members of the Assembly and four members of the 
Senate, to conduct an interim study of the integration of state and local child welfare 
systems in this state; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the study must include, without limitation, a comprehensive 
evaluation of: 

1. The appropriate manner in which to integrate the current state and local child 
welfare systems; 

2. Whether the responsibility for managing the integrated child welfare system should 
be assumed entirely by the State of Nevada or by the counties and how such a system will 
be funded; 

3. The child welfare systems of other states; 
4. The manner in which the current employees of the child protective services agencies 

of the counties and the Division of Child and Family Services of the Department of Human 
Resources will be affected by creating an integrated service agency; and 
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5. Any other issues necessary to determine the most appropriate manner in which to 
create an integrated child welfare system in this state; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the subcommittee shall consult with private citizens and persons 
representative of governmental agencies involved in or affected by the child welfare system, 
including, without limitation, representatives of: 

1. The Division of Child and Family Services of the Department of Human Resources; 
2. The child protective services agencies of the counties in this state; 
3. The juvenile and family courts; 
4. Court Appointed Special Advocates; 
5. Foster parents; 
6. Guardians of children who are placed in protective custody; 
7. The State of Nevada Employees Association; and 
8. Organizations that represent employees of local government; and be it further 
RESOLVED, That any recommended legislation proposed by the subcommittee must 

be approved by a majority of the members of the Senate and a majority of the members of 
the Assembly appointed to the subcommittee; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission shall submit a report of the results of 
the study and any recommendations for legislation to the 71st session of the Nevada 
Legislature. 
 ~ 
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