
(1) 

ERRATA 

After releasing the Committee Print, two additional State re-
sponses to the 50-State letter were identified by Committee staff: 
Maine and Vermont. Thirty-five States responded to the 50-State 
letter. The response from Maine can be found below; Vermont did 
not include a formal letter. 

In addition, the responses to the 50-State letter from California 
and Utah were incomplete in the Committee Print; the complete re-
sponses are included in these Errata. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM



2 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
50

.e
ps



3 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
51

.e
ps



4 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
52

.e
ps



5 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
53

.e
ps



6 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
54

.e
ps



7 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
55

.e
ps



8 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
56

.e
ps



9 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
57

.e
ps



10 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
58

.e
ps



11 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
59

.e
ps



12 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
60

.e
ps



13 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
61

.e
ps



14 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
62

.e
ps



15 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
63

.e
ps



16 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
64

.e
ps



17 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
65

.e
ps



18 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
66

.e
ps



19 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
67

.e
ps



20 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
68

.e
ps



21 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
69

.e
ps



22 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
70

.e
ps



23 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
71

.e
ps



24 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
72

.e
ps



25 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 16:40 Nov 01, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 R:\DOCS\26354.ERR TIM 26
35

45
73

.e
ps



26 

RESPONSE OF COMMITTEE STAFF TO 
OCTOBER 26TH LETTER FROM MENTOR 

On October 26, 2017, the MENTOR Network sent Chairman 
Hatch and Ranking Member Wyden a letter following the report’s 
public release on October 17, 2017. The letter outlines several 
areas of disagreement with respect to the report’s findings. Finance 
Committee staff agreed to make this letter public on the Com-
mittee website to give the company an opportunity to express its 
views in the record. 

As indicated below, Committee staff agreed that MENTOR raises 
valid points in its letter. However, Committee staff disagreed with 
the two main issues raised by the company in the October 26th let-
ter. With respect to the other issues raised, the bipartisan Com-
mittee staff has considered them and stands by the report. The Oc-
tober 26th letter from MENTOR and the Committee staff ’s re-
sponse are included here. 
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STAFF RESPONSE 

Unexpected vs. Expected Deaths 
MENTOR objects to the categorization of ‘‘unexpected deaths’’ in 

the report, noting this is not a term generally used by State child 
welfare agencies or otherwise. On page 2 of the October 26th letter, 
the company asserts ‘‘. . . the report uses ‘unexpected deaths’ as a 
benchmark to create the misimpression that a death marked as 
‘unexpected’ in MENTOR’s internal incident reporting system rep-
resents a lapse or a failure by MENTOR.’’ While the bipartisan 
staff report made no assertion or representation that expected or 
unexpected deaths constituted fault or blame, we acknowledge 
MENTOR’s concern that its use could be misinterpreted by others. 
Committee staff were not trying to establish a new substantive 
standard, but instead simply used a term that MENTOR itself used 
in its Level 4 incident reports. Use of this term was also intended 
to help explain the implications of the data, presented by MEN-
TOR, in its mortality report. Staff did not intend to create any im-
pression that its use implicated MENTOR as to the cause or cir-
cumstances of the event. 

As explained in the report (beginning on page 21), Section D (‘‘In-
cident Descriptors’’) on each of MENTOR’s Level 4 incident reports 
has a check-box if the death is expected or unexpected. If the report 
did not involve a death, the box is left blank. The report never dis-
cusses the use of this term otherwise. Committee staff did not 
question or second-guess MENTOR’s reporting of whether a death 
was expected or unexpected. The Committee Print simply reported 
the outcome MENTOR’s documents reported. Committee staff did 
so to test the contention made by MENTOR that it would be ex-
pected to have a higher number of deaths because they had more 
children requiring therapeutic foster care, or ‘‘TFC’’ services. Part 
of the justification for including the incident reports in the Com-
mittee Print’s appendices was for readers to have the opportunity 
to see the circumstances surrounding child fatalities as well as the 
health conditions. However, as MENTOR observed in its letter, it 
did not have access to autopsy findings at the time reports were 
completed nor, in some cases, afterwards. The committee staff did 
not itself request or review autopsy findings. 

Peer Review of the MENTOR Mortality Report 
The company letter also questions the report’s critique of MEN-

TOR’s mortality report and its statements regarding the extent to 
which MENTOR allowed it to be submitted for peer review by the 
Committee. The letter addresses the issue of peer review on pages 
3 and 4, noting a March 31, 2016 email ‘‘specifically authoriz[ing] 
the Committee to share the material for the purpose of completing 
a peer analysis.’’ 

The Committee Print does not say MENTOR refused to have the 
mortality study peer reviewed. The report says: ‘‘MENTOR indi-
cated that this would only be possible with the company’s ap-
proval,’’ which reflects Committee staff ’s understanding of the com-
pany’s position. As the March 2016 email noted, the company per-
mitted the mortality study ‘‘being shared with Federal Govern-
ment-employed statisticians for purposes of doing a peer review, al-
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though we would otherwise like to keep the information confiden-
tial.’’ Consequently, the bipartisan staff ’s understanding of MEN-
TOR’s position, as conveyed in this email and in other exchanges, 
was that the submission of the mortality report by the Committee 
to outside, academic child welfare experts for peer review was not 
authorized. 

It should also be clear that Finance Committee staff did not re-
quest the mortality study. It was presented to the bipartisan staff 
by MENTOR as a principal element of its defense of its perform-
ance. Consequently, staff devoted a significant effort to its analysis, 
including a phone interview with the principal author on November 
4, 2016. This analysis was done primarily by Dr. Emily Douglas, 
then a Society for Research in Child Development fellow with Sen-
ator Wyden’s office. Dr. Douglas is also a specialist in this field. 
The same criticisms detailed in the report were communicated to 
the researcher and company representatives on the November 4, 
2016 call. 

Other Matters Raised 
The MENTOR letter raises other concerns, such as the extent to 

which the staff accurately characterized the information contained 
in MENTOR’s incident reports and accurately described individual 
deaths and related events based on those reports. For example, one 
includes a death ultimately determined to have been caused by a 
foster parent, but reported in an incident report as a cardiac arrest. 
Staff concluded that that incident report was inconsistent with the 
actual cause of death. MENTOR points out in its letter that they 
are not necessarily inconsistent given the information that was 
available at the time the incident report was completed. Staff 
agrees that they are not necessarily inconsistent. 

As explained fully in the report, MENTOR, one of the largest fos-
ter care providers, was used as a case study of how foster care 
services are provided within the current foster care system. It was 
not possible, nor necessary, to investigate every other foster care 
provider. Although the report compared MENTOR’s performance to 
State and national averages, it repeatedly noted that staff was not 
drawing conclusions about how MENTOR performed against other 
individual providers. 
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