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AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF 
 
 The objective of this audit was to determine whether Harlem Dowling-West Side Center 
for Children and Family Services (Harlem Dowling) complied with certain key service 
provisions of its preventive service agreement with the New York City Administration for 
Children’s Services (ACS) and its own procedures with regard to the preventive services 
provided at the Queens Outreach Center. 
 

Harlem Dowling, a not-for-profit child welfare agency, provides preventive services to 
families under a purchase-of-service agreement with ACS.  The general preventive services 
provided by Harlem Dowling, either directly or by referral, address the following areas: day care, 
homemaking, parent training, domestic violence, housing, job training, and health coverage. 
Harlem Dowling’s four-year agreement with ACS covers the period January 1, 2006, through 
December 31, 2009.  The agreement totals $12,179,654 and requires Harlem Dowling to provide 
general preventive services to a maximum of 300 families (75 families at each of its four sites).  
There are four centers, two in Manhattan (the Central Harlem Center and the West Side Center) 
and two in Queens (the Far Rockaway Center and the Queens Outreach Center).  This audit 
concentrated on the controls of the Queens Outreach Center. 
 
 
Audit Findings and Conclusions 
 

Harlem Dowling did not adequately comply with significant provisions of its preventive 
service agreement with ACS or its own procedures.  Therefore, there is no reasonable assurance 
that Harlem Dowling properly helped families at the Queens Outreach Center to obtain the 
preventive services needed to become stabilized and to reduce the risk that their children might 
be placed in foster care.  We believe that a major factor that allowed deficiencies to exist was 
Harlem Dowling’s failure to adequately oversee the operations at its Queens Outreach Center.  
The conditions noted include the following:  
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 General preventive service case records did not contain all required Family 
Assessment and Service Plans (FASPs) and Progress Notes;  
 

 The required number of minimum casework contacts with the families was not 
always conducted; 

 
 Casework Supervisors did not always document their review of case records in 

case record review forms, as required;  
 

 Some families’ needs do not appear to have been met;  
 

 No evidence that some of the employees had the required work experience when 
hired; and  

 
  No evidence that some of the employees required to be fingerprinted were in fact 

fingerprinted when hired and, for those employees who could not be 
fingerprinted, that the required criminal-history records reviews were conducted.  

 
We believe that the City, and more important, the families served, may not have received 

the full contractual benefit from the preventive service agreement because of problems noted in 
the audit. 
 
 
Audit Recommendations 
 
 Based on our findings, we make six recommendations, three of which are listed below.  
Harlem Dowling should: 
 

 Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that it improves 
Case Planners’ performance with regard to the adequate and timely preparation of all 
required FASPs and Progress Notes.  FASPs and Progress Notes should be 
maintained in CONNECTIONS and/or the hard-copy case record, as required, based 
on the type of case.  In addition, Harlem Dowling should ensure that it improves the 
performance of the Casework Supervisor and the Director in overseeing Case 
Planners’ review and signing all required FASPs.  It also should ensure that the Case 
Planners make the minimum number of casework contacts with the families and 
document in the case records their diligent attempts to address the needs of the 
families identified in the FASPs. 

 
 Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that case record 

reviews are conducted and documented monthly, as required, for the duration of the 
cases and that administrative-level reviews are conducted and documented for cases 
that remain open 24 months or longer.  In addition, it needs to ensure that the needs of 
the families identified in the FASPs have been met and Plan Amendments are 
approved prior to closing the general preventive service cases and discontinuing 
services. 
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 Comply with the personnel provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS 

and ensure that all current and prospective employees have the related work 
experience required for their positions and that it submits fingerprints of all 
prospective employees to State Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS).  

 
 
ACS and Harlem Dowling Response 
 
 ACS and Harlem Dowling officials generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations 
and have either implemented them or plan to implement them. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background  
 

ACS was created in January 1996 to help protect the children in New York City from 
abuse and neglect through the provision of various types of services.  Harlem Dowling, a not-for-
profit child welfare agency, provides preventive services to families under a purchase-of-service 
agreement with ACS. 
 

Preventive services include supportive and rehabilitative services provided to children 
under 18 years of age and their families for the purpose of: (1) averting an impairment or 
disruption of a family that will or could result in the placement of a child in foster care and (2) 
enabling a child who has been placed in foster care to return to his or her family at an earlier time 
than would otherwise be possible. 
 

The general preventive services provided by Harlem Dowling, either directly or by 
referral, address the following areas: day care, homemaking, parent training, domestic violence, 
housing, job training, and health coverage. 
 

Harlem Dowling’s agreement with ACS is for a four-year term covering the period 
January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2009.  The agreement totals $12,179,654 and requires 
Harlem Dowling to provide general preventive services to a maximum of 300 families (75 
families at each of its four sites).  There are four centers, two in Manhattan (the Central Harlem 
Center and the West Side Center) and two in Queens (the Far Rockaway Center and the Queens 
Outreach Center). 
 

In general, the agreement states that each of the families is to be served for a period not to 
exceed 24 months unless there is a need for continued services.  Longer periods are to be 
justified and documented by Harlem Dowling on Administrative Review forms.  In addition, the 
agreement requires that Harlem Dowling maintain at least a 90 percent utilization rate (the 
number of families that Harlem Dowling actually serves divided by 300, the maximum number 
of families that can be served under the agreement). 
 

At each center, Harlem Dowling staff members function as Case Planners and are 
responsible for developing FASPs.  A FASP is the document that is prepared by Harlem 
Dowling staff to record its assessment of a family’s needs, including goals and activities 
necessary to achieve the goals, as well as updates regarding goal achievements.  FASPs must be 
completed within a certain time period of a Case Initiation Date:  the Initial FASP within 30 
days, the Comprehensive FASP within 90 days, and the Reassessment FASP within 6 months 
and every 6 months thereafter.1  
 

Progress Notes are prepared by Harlem Dowling staff at each center to document a 
family’s chronological progress and adherence to the FASPs and to discuss the current condition 

                                                 
1  A Case Initiation Date is the first date a family initially receives any type of service from ACS. 
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of a family.  Progress Notes should be prepared soon after casework contacts have been made 
with a family to provide an accurate account of pertinent information and to preserve the 
integrity of the information discussed during the contacts.   
 

In addition to developing FASPs and preparing Progress Notes, Harlem Dowling staff is 
responsible for providing the required number of minimum casework contacts with a family, 
consistent with assessed needs.  The staff at each center is required to maintain adequate 
documentation in case records to support the services provided.  
 

According to its agreement, ACS staff members function as Case Managers and are 
responsible for approving eligibility of services, authorizing the provision of services, 
monitoring casework contacts, and providing review and written approval of the FASPs.  
 
 ACS monitors and evaluates the performance of Harlem Dowling through two separate 
computer systems—CONNECTIONS, a New York State (State) system of statewide records of 
child welfare cases, and the Preventive Organization Management Information System 
(PROMIS), an ACS system of records of preventive service cases.2  Harlem Dowling staff at 
each center are required to record detailed case information (FASPs and Progress Notes) in 
CONNECTIONS and general case information (e.g., dates casework contacts made with a 
family and types of casework contacts) in PROMIS.  Through PROMIS, ACS is able to track the 
duration of each case and the utilization rate of a preventive service organization. ACS can also 
generate statistical reports in PROMIS. 
 
 This audit concentrated on the controls of the Queens Outreach Center, since in 2006 the 
ACS VENDEX performance evaluation indicated that this center needed improvement. 
 
 
Objective 
 

The objective of this audit was to determine whether Harlem Dowling complied with 
certain key service provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS and its own 
procedures with regard to the preventive services provided at the Queens Outreach Center. 
 
 
Scope and Methodology  
 
 We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.  This audit was conducted in 
accordance with the audit responsibilities of the City Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, 
of the New York City Charter. 
 
                                                 

2  According to ACS officials, these two systems have been linked since January 2009. 
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 The audit covered the period from July 2007 through February 2009. 
 

To obtain an understanding of the responsibilities, goals, and regulations governing 
Harlem Dowling, we reviewed and used as criteria:  
 

 The general preventive service agreement between ACS and Harlem Dowling,  
 State Office of Children and Family Services CONNECTIONS Case Management 

Step-By-Step Guide, 
 ACS PROMIS Instructional Guide for Case Planners, Program Directors, and 

Supervisors, 
 ACS Preventive Services Quality Assurance Standards & Indicators (ACS Standards 

& Indicators),  
 ACS memorandums issued on April 7, 2000, and March 8, 2007, clarifying the 

Family Casework Contact Requirements, 
 ACS memorandums issued on August 3, 2000, and October 3, 2000, on conducting 

the criminal-history record checks of prospective employees, 
 June 2008 Revised Minimum Supervision Standards for Preventive Service 

Providers, and 
 Harlem Dowling Preventive Services Program Policies and Procedures Manual. 

 
 We visited each of the four Harlem Dowling centers to obtain a general understanding of 
their practices and procedures in handling general preventive cases for which they were 
responsible.  In addition, we interviewed the following Harlem Dowling employees: the 
Executive Director, the Deputy Executive Director, the Chief Operating Officer, the Director of 
Quality Assurance and Management Information Systems, and the Directors, Casework 
Supervisors, and one Case Planner at each of the four centers.   
 
 ACS officials were also interviewed, including: the Assistant Commissioner of the Office 
of Research and Evaluation, Director of Preventive Agency Measurement System (PAMS) of the 
Office of Research and Evaluation, the Deputy Agency Chief Contracting Officer, Assistant 
Director of Internal Reviews, Deputy General Counsel, Assistant Commissioner of the Office of 
Policy Development and Program Planning, the Director of Family Support Services, the Deputy 
Director of Family Support Services, a Case Supervisor from Family Support Services, the 
Assistant Commissioner of Agency Program Assistance, the Supervisor of Agency Program 
Assistance, the Director of Child Welfare Programs and the Deputy Director of PROMIS. 
 
 We queried the City’s Vendor Information Exchange System (VENDEX) to check 
whether the general preventive service agreement was registered with the Comptroller’s Office.  
We also determined whether ACS conducted any performance evaluations of the compliance of 
Harlem Dowling with its preventive service agreement during calendar years 2006 through 2007 
and, if so, we reviewed the performance ratings (Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, or Needs 
Improvement). 
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Reliability of Systems Data 
 
PROMIS Data Reliability 
 
ACS provided 12 Excel spreadsheets extracted from PROMIS containing monthly data 

pertaining to the general preventive service cases provided by Harlem Dowling during the period 
July 2007 through June 2008.  These spreadsheets contained data for 584 general preventive 
service cases—136 cases for the Central Harlem Center, 169 for the Westside Center, 139 for the 
Far Rockaway Center, and 140 for the Queens Outreach Center. 

 
To test the reliability of the case information in PROMIS, we performed the following 

tests: 
 
 From the spreadsheet containing the Queens Outreach Center’s general preventive 

service cases, we randomly selected 20 of the 57 cases that had been closed during 
the period of July 2007 and November 2008.  Specifically, the 20 cases included 15 
cases that had been open for at least one year and 5 cases that had been open less than 
a year.  We determined whether the information recorded in PROMIS matched 
information in the hard-copy case records of the Queens Outreach Center, a test of 
PROMIS data accuracy, and 

 
 We selected all general preventive service cases from the cabinets that were closed 

during the period of July 2007 and November 2008 (there were 57 cases) and 
determined whether they were recorded in PROMIS, a test of PROMIS data 
completeness. 

 
CONNECTIONS Data Reliability 
 
We relied on the 2006 determination of the New York State Comptroller that 

CONNECTIONS was reliable.  Its April 6, 2006 audit report, Implementation of 
CONNECTIONS (2004-S-70), concluded that controls had been implemented to verify that the 
system was being used as designed. 

 
Documentation in Case Records 

 
 For all of the 15 general preventive service cases we randomly selected from a population of 
cases in PROMIS for the Queens Outreach Center that were reported closed during July 2007 and 
November 2008 and open for at least one year, we determined whether the case records contained: 
 

 All required documentation necessary for the Queens Outreach Center Case Planner 
process (e.g., forms for Intake, Contract for Service, Incoming Referral, FASPs, and 
Progress Notes).  For those case records that had FASPs, we determined whether the 
Queens Outreach Center Case Planners had completed the FASPs within the required 
time period.  In addition, we determined whether each of the FASPs was 
appropriately approved. 
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 Evidence that the needs of the families were assessed at the beginning of the case 
histories, that the goals of the families were clearly stated, and that Queens Outreach 
Center Case Planners made diligent attempts to involve the families to achieve the 
stated goals, and 

 
 Evidence that the Queens Outreach Center staff made the two face-to-face casework 

contacts with the families each month, one of which must occur in the home (based 
on Progress Notes and visit confirmation forms found in the case records).3   

 
Supervision of Cases 

 
 For each of the sampled 15 general preventive service cases, we determined whether the 
Casework Supervisor documented her review of the case records on the case record review forms 
at least once every two weeks for the duration of cases, as required.  Based on the June 2008 
Revised Minimum Supervision Standards for Preventive Service Providers, for those cases still 
open after June 2008, we determined whether the Casework Supervisors documented the review 
of the case records on the case record review forms each month. 
 
 Of the sampled 15 general preventive service cases, we determined that 5 cases remained 
active 24 months or longer.  For these cases, we determined whether the required Administrative 
Review forms were appropriately prepared. 
 

Qualifications of Case Planners and Their Superiors 
 
We reviewed the employee personnel files for all 48 employees involved with preventive 

service cases (including case planners, supervisors, and administrative assistants) who were on 
Harlem Dowling’s payroll as of December 1, 2008.  We determined whether 42 of the 48 
employees who required specific education and prior work experience fulfilled their job 
specifications.  We also determined whether all 48 employees had clearances from the Statewide 
Central Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment and had criminal-history record checks 
conducted through DCJS.  Of the 48 employees, 38 employees had been hired after Harlem 
Dowling entered into its agreement with ACS and after Harlem Dowling had signed its Use and 
Dissemination Agreement with DCJS (February 11, 2002).  For these 38 employees, we 
determined whether there was evidence on file to document that fingerprints had been sent to 
DCJS. 
 
 The results of our testing of the above-noted samples, while not projected to their 
respective populations, provided a reasonable basis to satisfy our audit objective. 
 
 
  

                                                 
3 For a portion of the time that 2 of the 15 cases were active, the only face-to-face casework contact 

requirement was for a total of 12 face-to-face contacts in a six-month period (no minimum monthly 
requirement). 
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Discussion of Audit Results 
 
 The matters covered in this report were discussed with ACS and Harlem Dowling 
officials during and at the conclusion of this audit.  A preliminary draft report was sent to ACS 
and Harlem Dowling officials and discussed at an exit conference held on November 12, 2009.  
On December 31, 2009, we submitted a draft report to ACS and Harlem Dowling officials with a 
request for comments.  We received a written response from ACS and Harlem Dowling officials 
on January 27, 2010.  In their response, ACS and Harlem Dowling officials generally agreed 
with the audit’s recommendations and have either implemented them or plan to implement them.   
 

The full text of the ACS and Harlem Dowling response is included as an addendum to 
this report. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Harlem Dowling did not adequately comply with significant provisions of its preventive 

service agreement with ACS and its own procedures.  Therefore, there is no reasonable assurance 
that Harlem Dowling properly helped families at the Queens Outreach Center to obtain the 
preventive services needed to become stabilized and to reduce the risk that their children might 
be placed in foster care.  We believe that a major factor that allowed deficiencies to exist was 
Harlem Dowling’s failure to adequately oversee the operations at its Queens Outreach Center, 
which resulted in the following conditions: 

 
 General preventive service case records did not contain all required FASPs and 

Progress Notes. 
 

 FASPs and Progress Notes were not always prepared on time, and FASPs did not 
always contain the required signatures.   
 

 The required number of minimum casework contacts with the families was not 
always conducted. 

 
 Casework Supervisors did not always document their review of case records in case 

record review forms, as required. 
 
 General preventive service cases open for more than 24 months lacked the required 

Administrative Review forms.   
 
 Some families’ needs do not appear to have been met, and the general preventive 

service cases were not properly closed.  
 
It should be noted that subsequent to the completion of our field work, we were notified 

by Harlem Dowling officials that the services of both the Director and the Casework Supervisor 
of the Queens Outreach Center had been terminated for poor work performance.  However, we 
are concerned that we found no evidence that Harlem Dowling officials were aware of the extent 
of the problems at the Queens Outreach Center until issues were brought to their attention by 
ACS. 
 

We also found that the central office of Harlem Dowling, which maintains the personnel 
files, could not provide us evidence that some of its employees had the required work experience 
when hired, that some of the employees required to be fingerprinted were in fact fingerprinted 
when hired, and that the required criminal-history records reviews were conducted for those 
employees who could not be fingerprinted.  We also found that data contained in the monthly 
PROMIS reports for general preventive service cases was not always reliable. 

 
We believe that the City, and more important, the families served, may not have received 

the full contractual benefit from the preventive service agreement because of problems noted in 
the audit.  The major findings are discussed in greater detail in the following sections of the 
report. 
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Inadequate Performance of Duties by Staff  
 
 Based on our review of 15 general preventive service case records, we found that Harlem 
Dowling staff assigned to the Queens Outreach Center did not adequately perform their duties in 
handling the preventive service cases under their care.  This was evident by their failure to 
comply with significant case-practice provisions of the general preventive service agreement 
with ACS.  Specifically, some FASPs and Progress Notes were not in the case records, some 
were not prepared in a timely manner, and some FASPs lacked the required signatures to 
document supervisory review and approval. Even more significant, the required number of 
minimum casework contacts with the families was not made.  
 

FASPs Lacking, Late, or Not Signed  
 
As stated previously, FASPs are prepared by Case Planners to record their assessment of 

a family’s needs, including goals and activities necessary to achieve the goals, as well as updates 
regarding goal achievements.  FASPs must be completed within a certain time period of a Case 
Initiation Date and are required to be signed by the Case Planner, the Casework Supervisor, and 
the ACS Case Manager.  These signatures demonstrate that the FASPs have been reviewed for 
the validity and accuracy of the reported assessments and goals achieved. 

 
We found that 10 (71 percent) of the 14 case records in our sample randomly selected 

from PROMIS did not contain all of the FASPs that were required to be prepared by the Queens 
Outreach Center.4  Ten cases lacked at least one six-month Reassessment FASP, one case lacked 
the Comprehensive 90-day FASP, and one case lacked the Initial 30-day FASP.  Table I, 
following, details the cases that lacked one or more of the required FASPs. 

 
Table I 

 
Number of Missing FASPs  

 
Type of FASP Number of 

FASPs Not 
Required* 

Number 
of FASPs 
Required 

Number of 
FASPs 

Lacking 

Number 
of Cases 
Lacking 
FASPs 

Initial FASP (30-day) 12 2 1 1 
Comprehensive FASP (90-day) 7 7 1 1 

Reassessment FASP (every six months) 22 60 14 10 
Total FASPs 41 69 16  

*  Queens Outreach Center was not responsible for these FASPs (e.g., the cases were assigned to the 
Queens Outreach Center after the FASPs were due). 

 
Further, we reviewed the 53 FASPs in the case records and found that 33 FASPs (62 

percent) were not completed in a timely manner.  The number of days that elapsed between the 

                                                 
4  According to Harlem Dowling officials, one of the 15 cases was an Exception to Policy whereby the 

mother received preventive services while the children were in foster care.  The foster care agency had 
the responsibility for completing the FASPs for this case. 
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dates that the FASPs were due and dates the Case Planners completed them ranged from seven 
days to 327 days.  For example, one case (sample #10) was referred by ACS to the Queens 
Outreach Center because of inadequate parental supervision of the children.  This case was 
referred to Harlem Dowling in July 2003 and was closed in July 2007.  The six-month 
Reassessment FASP, which was due in August 2006, was not completed by the Case Planner 
until almost six months later, the same day that the next six-month Reassessment FASP was 
completed.  Table II, following, illustrates the 33 FASPs that were late and the range of time that 
elapsed. 
 

Table II 
 

Length of Time Elapsed between FASP Due Dates and Completion 
 

Type of FASP Number 
of FASPs 
Reviewed 

Number of 
Overdue 
FASPs 

Number of Days FASPs Were Overdue 
6-15 16-30 31-60 Over 60 

Initial FASP 
(30-day) 

1 0 0 0 0 0 

Comprehensive FASP 
(90-day) 

6 4 1 0 0 3 

Reassessment FASP 
(every six months) 

46 29 4 9 5 11 

Total 53 33 5 9 5 14 
 

In addition, 39 (74 percent) of the 53 FASPs lacked one or more of the required three 
signatures.  For instance, 22 (56 percent) lacked all signatures and 8 (21 percent) lacked only the 
signature of the ACS Case Manager.  These signatures are important for oversight since they 
demonstrate that the FASPs have been reviewed and approved by the next level of supervision as 
well as by ACS. 
 

Since the Queens Outreach Center either did not prepare the required documents or did 
not prepare them in a timely manner, neither the center nor ACS can demonstrate that these 
families’ needs and the achievement of their goals were regularly assessed and that the families 
were properly served.  In addition, the absence of the required signatures indicates a failure on 
the part of the Casework Supervisor (and ACS Case Manager) to properly monitor these cases.  
 

Minimum Number of Required Casework Contacts Not Always Made  
 

According to ACS procedures, Case Planners are required to make two face-to-face 
contacts with the families each month, one of which must occur in the home.  The Queens 
Outreach Center was not in compliance with this requirement for all 15 general preventive 
service cases in our sample.  The Queens Outreach Center, on average, failed to conduct 28 
percent of the required face-to-face contacts.  Regular interaction between Case Planners and 
families receiving preventive services is vital to ensure that appropriate living conditions are 
maintained in the home and to monitor the children’s health, safety, and development.  Table III, 
following, details for each of the 15 cases the number of face-to-face casework contacts that 
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were made by the Queens Outreach Center Case Planners compared to the number of face-to-
face contacts that should have been made. 
 

Table III 
 

Number of Face-to-Face Casework Contacts That Were Conducted Versus 
Number of Face-to-Face Casework Contacts That Should Have Been Conducted 

 
Sample 
Number 

Number of 
Months 

Case was 
Active  

Required Number 
of Contacts That 

Should Have Been 
Conducted  

Number of 
Contacts 

Conducted  

Number of 
Required 

Contacts Not 
Conducted  

Percent of 
Required 

Contacts Not 
Conducted 

1 34 68   54* 16 24 
2 17 34 22 12 35 
3 16 31   25*   8 26 
4 17 33 11 22 67 
5 12 24 15   9 38 
6 26 51 42   9 18 
7 25 49 34 15 31 
8 19 38   32*   8 21 
9 39 77   54* 24 31 

10 47 93   80* 30 32 
11 19 38 35   3   8 
12 62 124   99* 29 23 
13 17 34   31*   5 15 
14 21 41 25 16 39 
15 31 61   43* 19 31 

Total 796 602 225 28% 

* In these cases, the Case Planners exceeded the two monthly contacts in certain months, but failed  
   to meet the minimum two contacts for other months. 
 
As shown in Table III, in one case (sample #4) the Case Planner failed to conduct 67 

percent of the face-to-face contacts.  This case was an Advocate Case, the result of the visit of a 
parent or guardian who comes to the Queens Outreach Center and requests preventive services.  
In this case, the mother requested family counseling and assistance with housing.   

 
Furthermore, many of the 602 face-to-face contacts made were not adequately 

documented with a Progress Note. 
 
Progress Notes Lacking or Late  

 
Progress Notes document a family’s chronological progress and adherence to the FASPs 

and discuss the current condition of a family.  At a minimum, Case Planners should prepare 
Progress Notes soon after they have made casework contacts with a family to provide an 
accurate account of pertinent information and to preserve the integrity of the information 
discussed during the contacts.   

 
Twelve (80 percent) of the 15 case records reviewed in our random sample did not 

contain Progress Notes for all of the casework contacts documented with a visit confirmation 
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form.  These forms indicate that a face-to-face contact took place between the family and the 
Case Planner.  The resulting Progress Notes, however, are to document what actually took place 
at the meeting.  

 
For 12 of the 15 cases, there were 65 visit confirmation forms for which there were no 

corresponding Progress Notes.  For example, the case record for sample #15 indicated that 43 
face-to-face contacts were made with the family.  However, 12 (28 percent) lacked Progress 
Notes documenting the contact.  These 12 visits occurred intermittingly from April 18, 2005 
through August 16, 2007.  

 
In addition, Case Planners did not always complete Progress Notes in a timely manner.  

Of the 827 Progress Notes we reviewed, 796 had both the Event Date and the Entry Date, 
enabling us to determine whether they were completed in a timely manner (within one week of 
the Event Date).  We found that 297 (37 percent) of the 796 Progress Notes were prepared more 
than a week after the Event Date.5  Therefore, important information that occurred during the 
contact could have been forgotten and omitted from the Progress Notes.   

 
At the exit conference, ACS officials gave us an Administrative Directive issued by the 

New York State Office of Children & Family Services on April 19, 2005, regarding the case 
management changes associated with CONNECTIONS.  ACS officials stated that according to 
the Administrative Directive, CONNECTIONS is the official system of record for all child 
welfare information, including Progress Notes.  They stated that once an agency starts using 
CONNECTIONS, Progress Notes for child welfare service cases must be entered into 
CONNECTIONS but are not required to be printed and placed in a hard-copy case record.  In 
fact, the Administrative Directive states that “Printing should be employed judiciously for 
specific purposes, not as maintenance of a second ‘back-up’ paper record.”  After the exit 
conference, ACS officials told us that CONNECTIONS was implemented for Queens on 
October 22, 2005.  It should be noted that we had accepted all Progress Notes that were 
presented to us from Harlem Dowling that were printed from CONNECTIONS, even though the 
Progress Notes were not in the hard-copy case record.  However, we had also accepted all hard-
copy Progress Notes for child welfare service cases that had not been originally prepared in 
CONNECTIONS (i.e., prepared off-line) after October 22, 2005.  At the exit conference, we 
asked whether the Progress Notes prepared off-line after October 22, 2005, should have been 
entered in CONNECTIONS at a later time and were told that yes, they should have been. ACS 
and Harlem Dowling officials stated that the Queens Outreach Center had not had immediate full 
access to CONNECTIONS because of a shortage of CONNECTIONS computers.  We therefore 
divided the 165 Progress Notes prepared off-line into two groups—156 Progress Notes that were 
prepared from October 24, 2005, to December 28, 2006, and 9 Progress Notes that were prepared 
from January 4, 2007, to December 18, 2008.6    

 

                                                 
5  While there is no requirement as to when Progress Notes are to be prepared, based on our discussions 

with Harlem Dowling officials, Case Planners are suppose to submit Progress Notes on a weekly basis to 
their Casework Supervisors.  Therefore, we used a one week criteria for the preparation of Progress 
Notes.  

6  Since ACS did not provide us a date of when the Queens Outreach Center obtained full access to 
CONNECTIONS, we decided to divide the population into these time frames. 
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To determine whether those Progress Notes prepared off-line were in fact entered in 
CONNECTIONS, we sampled 50 of these 165 Progress Notes. We selected all 9 of the Progress 
notes prepared in 2007 and 2008 and randomly selected the remaining 41 Progress Notes from 
the 156 prepared in 2005 and 2006.  Our review revealed that only 10 of the 50 Progress Notes 
were actually entered into CONNECTIONS.  The 10 Progress Notes that were found in 
CONNECTIONS were all from the 41 Progress Notes prepared in 2005 and 2006, and none of 
the Progress Notes prepared in 2007 and 2008 were in CONNECTIONS.  The Queens Outreach 
Center should ensure that all Progress Notes are maintained in CONNECTIONS as required. 

 
Without Progress Notes, an accurate account of pertinent information, as well as the 

integrity of the information discussed during the contacts, is lacking.  Furthermore, without these 
Progress Notes, Harlem Dowling is compromised in its ability to determine the degree to which 
Case Planners assessed the current condition of families, saw the children, and determined that 
they were safe. 
 

Lack of Oversight to Meet Families’ Need  
 

Our review of the 15 case records showed that in five general preventive service cases, 
the Queens Outreach Center appears not to have met the needs of the families or required a long 
time to address their needs.  According to the documentation in the case records for 2 of the 15 
general preventive service cases, the families came into the Queens Outreach Center and 
requested general preventive services for their families (Advocate cases).  In one case (sample 
#4), the family requested housing assistance and family counseling, and in the other case (sample 
#6), the mother requested an ACD day care voucher and housing assistance.  In both instances, 
the Queens Outreach Center failed to obtain a required ACS case number for over a year and, 
therefore, could not adequately assist the families.   

 
While Queens Outreach Center staff had some contact with the families, either through 

meetings or phone calls, they did not adequately address the families’ needs since they did not 
obtain an ACS case number promptly.  For the case that needed an ACD day care voucher to 
enable the parent to enroll in school, the voucher could not be obtained until ACS assigned a 
case number, which took them more than 14 months.  In the other case (sample #4), the Queens 
Outreach Center approved the case to be closed 10 months after the family had come for housing 
and counseling services, but it took another four months for the Queens Outreach Center to 
obtain an ACS case number. 

 
In the third case (sample #10), ACS referred the case to the Queens Outreach Center in 

July 2003 because of inadequate parental supervision.  The Queens Outreach Center determined 
that the family required individual and family counseling, parenting skills classes, a substance 
abuse program, and housing assistance.  While this case was open for almost four years, our 
review of the case record did not find that the Queens Outreach Center addressed the family’s 
needs regarding parenting skills classes or housing assistance (the family was living in a shelter). 

 
In the fourth case (sample #14), ACS referred the case to the Queens Outreach Center in 

November 2006 as a result of a court order to provide this family with preventive services that 
was to include family counseling and drug treatment for the birth father.  According to the 



Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu 16

documentation in the case record, there was a referral for family counseling for the grandmother.  
However, we found no evidence that the birth father was referred for the required family 
counseling.  This case was closed in August 2008. 

 
In the fifth case (sample #12), ACS referred the case to the Queens Outreach Center in 

December 2003 because of domestic violence in the home.  Although the mother received 
mental health services deemed necessary by the Case Planner, we found no evidence that her 
son’s educational needs were addressed in a timely manner.  According to documents in the case 
record, it appears that her son had been having problems with his academics and attendance at 
school since the beginning of the case.  The son had been recorded as being in the ninth grade for 
four years and had completed only five credits during that time.  According to documents in the 
case record, it took more than three years from the beginning of the case for the Queens Outreach 
Center to respond to this issue with an appropriate referral for the son.  However, the referral was 
not made unit there was less than three months remaining before his 18th birthday, at which time 
the Queens Outreach Center would no longer be required to address his needs.   
 

We believe that inadequate supervision and monitoring of the Case Planners by the 
Queens Outreach Center’s Casework Supervisor and Director was a major contributing factor for 
the above-mentioned deficiencies.  Adequate oversight would have helped ensure that FASPs 
and Progress Notes were completed in a timely manner, that the minimum number of required 
casework contacts was made, and that there was evidence that families’ needs were addressed. 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
1. Harlem Dowling should strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to 

ensure that it:  
 

 Improves Case Planners’ performance with regard to the adequate and timely 
preparation of all required FASPs and Progress Notes.  FASPs and Progress Notes 
should be maintained in CONNECTIONS and/or the hard-copy case record, as 
required, based on the type of case. 
 

 Improves the performance of the Casework Supervisor and the Director in 
overseeing Case Planners’ review and signing all required FASPs.   
 

 Sees that the Case Planners make the minimum number of casework contacts with 
the families. 

 
 Sees that the Case Planners document in the case records their diligent attempts to 

address the needs of the families identified in the FASPS. 
 

Harlem Dowling Response:  Harlem Dowling agreed stating, “Harlem Dowling-West 
Side Center (HDWC) has implemented several managerial tools including a Monthly 
Casework Contact Log (used to track weekly casework contacts) and Monthly 
Supervisory Summary Log (used to track completion of supervisor monthly summaries) 
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that is maintained by the Administrative Supervisor and Program Director, and reviewed 
by the Deputy Executive Director.  Progress notes are reviewed weekly and discussed in 
supervision to assist the Case Planners in addressing the needs of the families.  The 
Quality Assurance Specialist tracks and reviews FASPs.  Since mid-November 2009 all 
FASP have been submitted to ACS on time, have been printed and signed by the 
managerial staff, and are filed in the case record.” 
 
 

Inadequate Supervision of Preventive Service Case Planners 
 
 We believe the deficiencies identified above were allowed to occur largely because of the 
inadequate supervision and monitoring of the Case Planners by the Queens Outreach Center’s 
Casework Supervisor and Director.  In addition, the Casework Supervisor and Director did not 
prepare the case record review forms and the Administrative Review forms, as required. 
 
 According to ACS’s June 2008 Revised Minimum Supervision Standards for Preventive 
Service Providers, “The central goal of preventive service supervisors is to actively guide and 
support the work of frontline staff in strengthening families to provide for the safety and well-
being of their children.  By coaching, supporting, and guiding staff to make accurate 
comprehensive assessments; to act effectively on those assessments; and to provide a high 
quality of services, supervisors have a positive impact on the outcomes achieved for children and 
families.”   
 

Lacking Documentation of Case Record Review  
 

According to ACS Standards and Indicators, all preventive cases are required to be 
reviewed at least once every two weeks by a supervisory level staff person.7  The review should 
include monitoring of Service Plan task performance and ensuring that Reassessment FASPs 
properly account for previously set goals.  The results of these supervisory reviews should be 
documented in the case record review forms.  
 

There was no documentary evidence that the Casework Supervisor prepared 500 (59 
percent) of the 842 case record review forms required for the 15 general preventive service cases 
in our sample.  The case records for each of the 15 cases lacked 15 or more case record review 
forms—ranging from 15 to 72.  For example, one of the cases (sample #5) required 22 case 
record review forms, but there was no documentary evidence that any of these were prepared.   

 
Without properly completed forms, the Queens Outreach Center cannot demonstrate that 

the Casework Supervisor adequately reviewed the case records to ensure that Case Planners 
addressed the needs of the families in their care.   
 
 
 

                                                 
7  As of June 2008, ACS revised its standards and now requires case record reviews to be conducted 

monthly. 
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Administrative Review Forms Were Missing  
 

Preventive service cases that remain open 24 months or more require an administrative-
level review by someone above the immediate supervisor level and are to be documented on an 
Administrative Review form and filed in the case records.  These reviews begin when a family 
has been receiving Preventive Services for 18 months, and the provider believes the case will 
remain active past 24 months.  In addition, administrative reviews are conducted every six 
months following the initial 18-month administrative review.  Administrative reviews are 
necessary to assess the progress of the case, to determine whether there is a continued need for 
services, and, if so, to identify the services needed to attain the goals and estimate the closure 
date.   

 
Of our sample of 15 general preventive service cases, 5 cases remained active more than 

24 months.  They remained active from 31 months to more than five years.  These five cases had 
no documentary evidence that 11 (48 percent) of the 23 Administrative Review forms required 
for the cases were ever prepared.  The case records for each of the five cases lacked one to five 
Administrative Review forms.  For example, the case record for sample #12 lacked five of the 
required eight Administrative Review forms.   

 
In the absence of the Administrative Review forms, the Queens Outreach Center cannot 

demonstrate the conduct of vital reviews and necessary oversight.   
 
Cases Not Closed Properly 
 
Once a provider determines that it is appropriate to close a general preventive service 

case, the provider is required to complete a Plan Amendment.  The Plan Amendment justifies the 
reasons for closing the general preventive service case (e.g., family’s needs were met, family 
moved out of area, case transferred to another provider, or noncompliance of family.)  The Plan 
Amendment is prepared by the Case Planner and is approved by the Casework Supervisor or 
Director and the ACS Case Manager.  Once approved, either the provider or ACS closes the 
general preventive case in PROMIS. 

 
While all 15 general preventive service cases in our sample were reported closed in 

PROMIS between July 2007 and November 2008, according to Harlem Dowling, one case 
(sample #12) was still active as of September 17, 2009, and should not have been closed in 
PROMIS on December 20, 2007.  Of the remaining 14 cases, 4 (29 percent) lacked an approved 
Plan Amendment in the case records to document the reason for either closing the case (3 of the 
cases) or transferring the case to another provider (1 of the cases).  As a result, we cannot be 
assured that these cases should have been closed or transferred.  In fact, two of the cases 
mentioned above (sample #4 and #6), which were advocate cases, were closed without having an 
approved Plan Amendment in the case record and without evidence that the needs of the families 
were addressed.   

 
Furthermore, while the case records for the remaining 10 cases had approved Plan 

Amendments, 5 of them were closed in PROMIS prior to the approval of the Plan Amendment.  
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For example, one case (sample #11) was closed in PROMIS on January 30, 2008. However, the 
Plan Amendment was not approved until March 21, 2008. 

 
In addition, in 3 of the 14 cases that were closed in PROMIS, the Queens Outreach 

Center continued to engage the families after the cases were closed.  For example, sample #5, 
which was closed in PROMIS on October 16, 2008, had documentation in its case record 
showing that the Case Planner continued to meet with the family both at the mother’s home and 
at the mother’s place of employment until March of 2009. 

 
Once again, proper oversight by the Queens Outreach Center’s Casework Supervisor and 

Director would have provided assurance that all cases closed in PROMIS had approved Plan 
Amendments to justify their closing.  

 
In conclusion, Harlem Dowling’s Queens Outreach Center did not adhere to significant 

case-practice provisions of its general preventive service agreement with ACS.  Furthermore, 
based on the above-mentioned findings regarding the FASPs, Progress Notes, and casework 
contacts, and the lack of case record review forms and Administrative Review forms, we believe 
that the primary cause of these deficiencies was the failure of Harlem Dowling management to 
oversee its operations properly.   
 
 

Recommendation 
 
2. Harlem Dowling should strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to 

ensure that:  
 

 Case record reviews are conducted and documented monthly, as required, for the 
duration of the cases. 
 

 Administrative-level reviews are conducted and documented for cases that remain 
open 24 months or longer. 
 

 The needs of the families identified in the FASPs have been met prior to closing 
the general preventive service cases and discontinuing services. 
 

 Plan Amendments are approved prior to closing the general preventive service 
cases.  

 
Harlem Dowling Response:  Harlem Dowling agreed stating, “HDWC restructured its 
oversight of the Queens Outreach Prevention program prior to the receipt of the draft 
audit report.  Several managerial tools were implemented by the Deputy Executive 
Director (DED) that includes tracking of casework contacts, progress notes, FASPs, 
monthly supervisory summaries and administrative reviews.” 
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Harlem Dowling Needs to Improve Its Oversight of the Queens Outreach Center 
 

Harlem Dowling did not have adequate controls in place to ensure that its staff at the 
Queens Outreach Center adhered to significant case-practice provisions of its general preventive 
service agreement with ACS.  As a result, deficiencies were allowed to exist until they were 
brought to the attention of Harlem Dowling by ACS.  

 
Subsequent to the completion of our field work, we were notified by Harlem Dowling 

officials that the services of both the Director and the Casework Supervisor of the Queens 
Outreach Center had been terminated for poor work performance.  However, the conditions that 
led to the terminations were not identified through Harlem Dowling’s regular oversight but were 
brought to Harlem Dowling’s attention by ACS as part of its oversight.   

 
According to Harlem Dowling officials, they received a PAMS report from ACS in 

August 2008 that contained safety alerts in reference to cases at the Queens Outreach Center.  
The Harlem Dowling Deputy Executive Director was on vacation at the time the PAMS report 
was received.  As a result, the Queens Outreach Center Director and Casework Supervisor 
responded to ACS’s concerns.  Harlem Dowling provided us with copies of three PAMS 
Preventive Serious Risk Case Concern Alerts (PAMS Alerts), each one covering a specific 
general preventive service case assigned to a different Case Planner.  Every one of these PAMS 
Alerts noted that a review of Progress Notes revealed that there was no documentation that the 
children were seen for varying periods of time during the review period December 1, 2007, to 
May 31, 2008.  For example, one PAMS Alert stated that there was no documentation that the 
children were seen for most of the review period (from December 15, 2007, until May 21, 2008).   

 
According to the PAMS Alerts, the Queens Outreach Center Director responded that in 

all three cases, the respective Case Planner had left the agency and failed to submit Progress 
Notes before leaving.  This assertion was not accurate, since two of the three Case Planners who 
were assigned to the cases mentioned above were still working at the Queens Outreach Center as 
of October 14, 2009.   

 
ACS contacted Harlem Dowling regarding its concerns with the Queens Outreach 

Center’s response.  In addition, upon her return, the Harlem Dowling Deputy Executive Director 
reviewed the response that the Queens Outreach Center submitted to ACS and determined that it 
was not appropriate.  The Deputy Executive Director stated that this situation initiated her own 
review into the Queens Outreach Center that uncovered many of the issues discussed in this 
audit.  Nevertheless, we are concerned that Harlem Dowling did not detect these conditions until 
ACS brought safety issues at the Queens Outreach Center to their attention.  Harlem Dowling 
officials stated that they had relied too heavily on statistical data from PROMIS and the agency’s 
own internal tracking systems.  They also acknowledged that the periodic random review of a 
limited sample of cases by Harlem Dowling’s Quality Assurance Unit did not reveal the 
deficiencies noted by the auditors.   

 
Based on the Deputy Executive Director’s review, corrective actions were taken, which 

included terminating the services of both the Director and the Casework Supervisor.  Harlem 
Dowling also developed a Queens Outreach Improvement Plan that the agency submitted to ACS 
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in January 2009.  This plan included many of the issues that are discussed in this audit.  Harlem 
Dowling officials stated that as of March 2009, Harlem Dowling has a Quality Assurance staff 
person assigned solely to preventive services to track timeliness of FASPs and to conduct case 
record reviews at one of the four centers each week.  Additional checks and balances are now in 
place for case closings, administrative reviews, casework contacts, and timeliness of Progress 
Notes.  Harlem Dowling officials stated that CONNECTIONS is the system of record upon 
which Harlem Dowling is relying for all its data, reviews and management oversight. 
 
 

Recommendation 
 

3. Harlem Dowling should continue to improve its oversight of the Queens Outreach 
Center and should assess the effectiveness of its Queens Outreach Improvement Plan. 

 
Harlem Dowling Response:  Harlem Dowling agreed stating, “HDWC will continue to 
assess the effectiveness of the Queens Outreach Improvement Plan through the monthly 
quality assurance process, review of all managerial tools by the Program Director and the 
Deputy Executive Director, as well as through feedback from ACS.” 

 
 
Lack of Compliance with Key Personnel Provisions  
 

While all 48 employee personnel files contained the required clearances from the 
Statewide Central Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment, the central office at Harlem 
Dowling, where all employee personnel files are maintained, did not adequately comply with 
other key personnel provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS.  All of the 42 
Harlem Dowling employees, whose title required it, had the required educational credentials.  
However, six (14 percent) of them did not have the required work experience when they were 
hired.  In fact, two of the employees, Case Planners, were required to have two years’ related 
work experience in social work but had no such experience. 

 
In addition, of the 38 Harlem Dowling employees that were required to be fingerprinted, 

there was no evidence for 3 (eight percent) employees that Harlem Dowling had sent fingerprints 
to DCJS for a criminal-history record check when it hired these employees.  As of December 
2008, the employees had been working with clients from two to six years without a criminal-
history record check.  We brought this matter to Harlem Dowling officials’ attention, and as of 
March 2009, Harlem Dowling had sent the employees’ fingerprints to DCJS and had received 
the results of the criminal-history record check.   

 
Even though 10 employees did not have their fingerprints sent to DCJS because they 

were hired prior to the signing of the Use and Dissemination Agreement with DCJS, Harlem 
Dowling was nevertheless required to conduct a criminal-history records review for them 
through DCJS.  There is no evidence that Harlem Dowling conducted the records review.  All 
these employees have contact with clients and include Case Planners, Program Directors, the 
Deputy Executive Director, and the Executive Director.  After the completion of fieldwork, 
Harlem Dowling officials stated that since they could not conduct the criminal-history 
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background checks using fingerprints through DCJS, they hired a private company to conduct 
criminal-history background checks for all 10 employees.  They provided us with evidence that 
the checks were completed.  

 
It is important for Harlem Dowling to comply with these provisions of the agreement 

because failure to do so could present a potential risk to the safety and well-being of both the 
parents and children served.   

 
At the exit conference, Harlem Dowling officials and ACS officials stated that they had 

discussed the issue of the 10 employees for whom no criminal-history records review was 
conducted and ACS had decided that Harlem Dowling would do a criminal-history check 
through the Office of Court Administration (OCA).  Harlem Dowling has completed this check 
and presented us with the results from OCA, which revealed that none of the 10 employees had 
any criminal convictions.  

 
Since ACS has determined that the criminal-history records review should be conducted 

through OCA instead of DCJS, as required by the preventive service agreement, ACS should 
amend this section in the preventive service agreement to reflect the change in policy. 

 
 
Recommendations 

 
4. Harlem Dowling should comply with the personnel provisions of its preventive 

service agreement with ACS and ensure that all current and prospective employees 
have the related work experience required for their positions and that it submits 
fingerprints of all prospective employees to DCJS.  

 
Harlem Dowling Response:  Harlem Dowling agreed stating, “HDWC has resolved the 
fingerprint issue for existing employees, all (3) of the employees that were cited in the 
report were cleared, having no history of arrests or convictions.  All newly hired 
personnel possess the requisite related work experience required and have been 
fingerprinted as prescribed.” 

 
5. ACS should amend the section of the preventive service agreement to reflect the 

change in using OCA instead of DCJS for the conduct of criminal-history record 
reviews for current employees. 

 
ACS Response:  ACS agreed stating, “On September 3, 2009, ACS issued Guidance # 
2009/08, clarifying the policy with regard to criminal background checks for prospective 
employees and current staff (in the case of transfer or promotions) for any position that 
involves direct contact with children.  This Guidance is incorporated into ACS’s current 
preventive service contracts pursuant to the provisions of Article III, Section A, 
paragraphs 1 and 3 of those contracts.” 
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Provider Data in PROMIS for Preventive Service Cases Is Not Always Reliable 
 

Upon our review of the 12 monthly PROMIS reports, we found that the data for general 
preventive service cases was not always reliable or complete.8  One of the 57 closed general 
preventive service cases was not recorded in PROMIS as being assigned to the Queens Outreach 
Center, although the case record was kept and maintained within the closed case files at the 
Queens Outreach Center.  The case was referred to the Queens Outreach Center on November 
17, 2006, and was closed on February 28, 2008.  According to ACS officials, this case was 
inadvertently left off the case lists submitted to us in response to our initial inquiry.  

 
Furthermore, the PROMIS data on the 140 general preventive service cases assigned to 

the Queens Outreach Center either lacked case information or contained inaccurate information.  
There were: 

 
 Three cases in which information for the “case number” and the “case initiation date” 

fields were lacking in PROMIS.  In addition, one of these cases had incorrectly 
recorded a closing date even though the case was still active, which also resulted in 
the case being recorded multiple times within the same month. 

 
 Two cases in which information was recorded in the “case status” field for more than 

30 days as “pending engagement”—two months for one case and six months for the 
second case.  A case should be identified as “pending engagement” no longer than 30 
days. 
 

 The case number recorded in PROMIS for one case did not match the case number 
listed on documents maintained in the case record. 

 
 Fifteen instances in which the case initiation date recorded in PROMIS postdated 

both the referral date and the case responsibility date.  The case initiation date 
recorded in PROMIS should obviously be earlier than other dates listed. 

 
Moreover, for 8 (40 percent) of the 20 randomly selected general preventive service cases 

in our sample, case record information from the hard-copy case records of the Queens Outreach 
Center did not always match information recorded in PROMIS.  Discrepancies included the 
Referral Dates, Case Responsibility Dates, or Closing Dates.  

 
While conducting this test, we found that the Queens Outreach Center could not find the 

hard-copy case record for 1 of the 57 closed general preventive service cases listed in PROMIS 
as being assigned to the center.  Both the Director and the Case Planner stated that this case was 
assigned to the center and they could offer no reason for the inability to find the case record. 

 
According to ACS officials, most of the errors listed above regarding PROMIS data not 

being accurate were caused by data entry errors.  They stated that prior to January 2009, 
providers had the ability to enter data for cases in PROMIS.  If an individual came to the Queens 

                                                 
8 We did not conduct a technical review of the features of PROMIS. 
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Outreach Center requesting services (advocate case) then the Queens Outreach Center was able 
to enter that case into PROMIS.  However, if the case had not yet been approved by ACS, a 
“case number” or a “case initiation date” would not have been assigned and that data would not 
be available in PROMIS.  For those cases “pending engagement” for more than one month, ACS 
stated that it is the responsibility of the provider to accept or reject the case within 30 days and 
that PROMIS will reflect this information only after it is entered by the provider.   

 
With regard to those 15 instances in which the case initiation date recorded in PROMIS 

postdated both the referral date and the case responsibility date, ACS gave us three reasons for 
this to occur.  One applies to advocate cases in which the provider has to submit the application 
for services to ACS.  In those cases, a significant difference in dates could be a result of delayed 
submission by the provider of all required information or a backlog within the former ACS 
Applications Unit.  The second reason they stated for the case initiation date postdating referral 
and case responsibility dates may have been that a worker in the ACS Borough Office simply 
neglected to open a service case in CONNECTIONS promptly.  The third reason they cited was 
the conversion of a case from either advocate to child welfare services or child welfare services 
to advocate causing the case to be closed and reopened.  There are restrictions in place in 
CONNECTIONS that make it impossible for a long-running case to keep the original case 
initiation date once it closes.  The new case initiation date that is issued to the case is 
recalculated to go back no more than six months from the date the case is being reopened.   

 
Harlem Dowling is ultimately responsible for ensuring that all information in PROMIS is 

complete and accurate and is responsible for contacting ACS for assistance in resolving any 
discrepancies.  However, ACS officials stated that with the launch of the 
CONNECTIONS/PROMIS feed in January 2009, a case cannot be entered into PROMIS without 
opening the case in the system of record (CONNECTIONS) and submitting the proper 
documentation to the Application Unit.  The ACS officials also stated that the issues reported 
above should not occur in the future due to the CONNECTIONS/PROMIS feed.   

 
 

Recommendation 
 
6. Harlem Dowling should ensure that all information regarding preventive service cases 

that have been assigned to it are recorded in PROMIS promptly, completely, and 
accurately.  If there are any discrepancies in the data recorded, Harlem Dowling 
should immediately inform ACS so that modifications can be made. 

 
Harlem Dowling Response:  Harlem Dowling agreed stating, “As part of the Queens 
Outreach Improvement Plan, HDWC will centralize PROMIS data entry.  This task will 
be completed by the support staff that is supervised by the Program Director. . . . Data 
discrepancies shall be discussed with ACS as needed.” 
 
ACS Response:  ACS agreed stating, “ACS will continue to work with staff at the 
Harlem Dowling Queens Outreach Center to address data entry issues in the PROMIS 
system through the support of the PROMIS helpdesk.” 


































