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Executive Summary
Final Report: Children and Family Services Review(CFSR)
Western Service Area "Mini CFSR Review

This document presents the findings from tfiévBni-Child and Family Services Review (CFSR)
for the Western Service Area. The Nebraska CQh{i@oous Quality Improvement) team has
identified Mini-CFSR as an important activity fasessing the performance of each service area
and the state as a whole with regard to achievasgipe outcomes for children and their families.
The Mini-CFSR is scheduled to take place in eacvicmarea, quarterly beginning in the year
2010.

The Western Service Area’¥ 8ini-CFSR was conducted from January 10 to 12220lhe
period under review for the onsite case review Jeamiary 1, 2011 to January 1, 2012. The
findings were derived from file reviews of 14 cag@goster care and 6 in home services) which
were randomly selected from all child welfare casbih were open at some time during the
period under review. The reviews also includednviews with parents, children, foster parents,
CFS specialists, and other service providers tesasbems 17-20 within the review tool.

In the Western Service Area, 4 of the 14 caseswad were brought to the attention of DHHS
for juvenile justice services and 1 of the cases man court involved. Cases reviewed were from
the following local offices: Alliance, Gering, Mo©k, North Platte, Ogallala, and Sidney.

The first level reviews of the cases were compléte8 staff from DHHS. A second level
review of 100% of the cases was completed by Losv@r, DHHS and Terri Farrell, DHHS.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSRaasdsses the service area’s performance
on 23 items relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall ratingtength or Area Needing Improvement (ANI)

is assigned to each of the 23 items incorporateéddarseven outcomes depending on the
percentage of cases that receive a Strength ratithg onsite case review. An item is assigned
an overall rating of Strength of 95 percent ofdpglicable cases reviewed are rated as Strength.
Performance ratings for each of the seven outc@reebased on item ratings for each case. A
Service Area may be rated as haviSgbstantially Achieved”, “Partially Achieved”, or“Not
Achieved” the outcome. The determination of whether a $erfirea is in substantial

conformity with a particular outcome is based om plercentage of cases that were determined to
have Substantially Achieved that outcome. In ofdea Service Area to be in substantial
conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percenthd cases reviewed must be rated as having
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standardtibstantial conformity is based on the
standard set for the Federal CFSR. The standaedsaged on the belief that because child
welfare agencies work with our country’s most vuaide children and families, only the highest
standards of performance should be acceptable.foths of the CFSR process is on continuous
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quality improvement; standards are set high to mnsogoing attention to the goal of achieving
positive outcomes for children and families witlgaied to safety, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with
their local CQI team to develop and implement ggham Improvement Plan (PIP) to address
the areas of concern associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 9" Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfante in the Western Service Area with
regard to achieving desired outcomes for childrahhough the service area did not achieve
substantial conformity with any of the seven CFS$iRomes, the service area did achieve overall
ratings of Strength for the individual indicatoesfaining to the following items: Item 5 (foster
care re-entries), Item 6 (stability of foster cpl@cement), and Item 11 (proximity of foster care
placement).

The 9" Mini-CFSR also identified key areas of concerrhwitgard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiethwegard to Permanency Outcome 2 (the
continuity of family relationships and connectiaaigreserved for children), which was
Substantially Achieved in only 37.5% of the casasawed. The lowest ratings within this
outcome were for Item 13 (visiting with parents aifdings in foster care) which was rated as a
Strength in 37.5% of the applicable cases; Iter{rdlative placement) which rated as a Strength
in 50% of the applicable cases; and Iltem 16 (lahip of child in care with parents) which was
rated as a Strength in 14.3% of the applicablescase

Additionally, concerns were identified with regaocdwWell-Being Outcome 1(families have
enhanced capacity to provide for children’s need$lis outcome was substantially achieved in
48.6% of the cases reviewed. The lowest ratingiwihis outcome was Item 20 (caseworker
visits with parents) which rated was rated as arfgh in 46.2% of applicable cases.

Concerns were also identified with regard to Wedisig§) Outcome 3 (children receive appropriate
services to meet their physical and mental hea#dg). This outcome was substantially
achieved in 38.5% of the cases reviewed. Withitl\Being Outcome 3, the Western Service
Area achieved a Strength rating of 44.7% for ltéh{ighysical health of the child).
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KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
I. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 66.7%
Partially Achieved: 1 16.7%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 16.7%
Not Applicable: 8 57.1%

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations ofreports of child maltreatment

In assessing Iltem 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report
occurring during the period under review had begtrated in accordance with child welfare
agency policy. A new intake tool was implemente@@©03, which is based upon a priority
response model with Priority 1 calling for a respoiby the worker within 24 hours of the time
that the report is received by DHHS. Priority 3ideated reports are to have face to face
contact with the alleged victim by Protection aradeBy within 0 to 5 days from the time the
intake is received and Priority 3 has a respomse 6f 0-10 days. Data is generated monthly to
ensure compliance with the response times.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 1 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. The item was
rated a Strength in 5 (83.3%) of the applicablesasd as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (16.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (1 in home case and 4 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the timeframes for initiating@stigation and making contact
with child victims were met.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care cases)

o In one case, for one of the maltreatment repodsived, the case file did not
contain documentation of when or if face to facetaot was made with the child
nor did it contain a date of finding for this repofhere is also no documentation
to explain why the response to this intake wasyeela

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to include reasons why contiictthe child(ren) was not completed
in a timely manner according to state policy.

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, January 10-12, 2012 p.4



Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tretment report during the period under
review, and if so, whether another substantiatedholusive/petition to be filed report occurred
within a 6 month period before or after the repoentified. Cases were considered not
applicable for assessment if the child or famild In@ver had a maltreatment report.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 2 was applicable for 4eflthcases. The item was
rated a Strength in 3 (75.0%) of the applicablesasd as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (25.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (1 in home case and 2 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, there were no additional sakisted maltreatment reports
within a 6 month period before or after the subsééed maltreatment report that
was received during the period under review.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inone case, it was identified that repeat maltneait did occur. Reviewers noted
that there was one substantiated report of matireait during the period under
review. It was also found that during the 6 morgher to this report, there were
also 2 other substantiated reports of maltreatmesimilar circumstances. A
safety plan including in home safety services wasated but was not successful
in preventing repeat maltreatment.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation was available in the case file tdarghe circumstances and findings for
any maltreatment reports received within a 6 mgetthod before and after any substantiated
maltreatment reports that were received duringotiredd under review.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thé&iomes whenever possible and
appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 71.4%
Partially Achieved: 2 14.3%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 14.3%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%
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Item 3: Services to family to protect child(ren) h home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethersponding to a substantiated / inconclusive /
petition to be filed maltreatment report or riskhairm, the agency made diligent efforts to
provide services to families to prevent removattwfdren from their homes while at the same
time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings: The assessment of Item 3 was applicable for 1Beofié cases. This item
was rated as a Strength in 9 (90.0%) of the appkceases and as an Area Needing
Improvement (ANI) in 1 (10.0%) of the applicablesea.

Strength:
+ (3 foster care cases)

o In one case documentation shows that efforts wexdento prevent the child’s
removal from the home; however, despite the effiordsle and services provided,
the mother stopped complying with the safety plath @peat maltreatment
occurred and the children were at that point rerddw@m the home.

o In another case, the child was reunified duringgéeod under review and
services were provided to ensure the child’s sadatyprevent re-entry into foster
care.

o Inone case, while the child was removed withotdref first being made to
prevent entry into foster care, documentation endase file clearly supported that
immediate removal was necessary to ensure theyszfatie child.

« (6 in home cases)

o In all six of these cases, documentation indictttetlin home safety and other
services including family support, individual arairfily therapy, tracker services,
and school intervention, were provided in ordepratect the children and
prevent their entry into foster care.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)

o In one case, the children were reunified with timeather during the period under
review. There was no safety plan developed atithe of reunification and there
was no documentation of efforts to prevent thedrbit’s re-entry into foster care.
There is no indication of services being providedftered to the family upon
reunification despite indication of ongoing concern

Reviewer Comments:

™ Reviewers identified that a wide variety of sergiege being provided to families to protect
children and prevent entry or re-entry into fostare.

@ All children in the home should be evaluated teedeine what services are needed to
protect the children in the home and prevent rernavee-entry into foster care.

™ If there are safety concerns related to the patemt/joarent, then the parent/step parent
should not be left in charge of managing safetytlieir children and safety plans should
include how safety will be maintained for the chald if they continue to have contact with
the parent/step parent
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Item 4: Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers tordate whether DHHS had made, or was
making, diligent efforts to reduce the risk of hawnthe children involved in each case.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if the egé&rminated the child’s parent’s rights as a
means of decreasing risk of harm for the child @ample, a termination of parental rights
would prevent a child from being returned to a hamehich the child would be at risk) and has
taken action to minimize other risks to the chftar xample, preventing contact with
individuals who pose a risk to the child’s safetif)a case is/was open for services for a reason
other than a court substantiated, inconclusivatipeto be filed or unfounded report of abuse or
neglect, or apparent risk of harm to the child(r¢o) example, a juvenile justice case),
reviewers were to document this information and the item as not applicable. Note, however,
that for a child(ren) noted as a “child in needpervision” or “delinquent”, reviewers were to
explore and determine whether there was a rislkaohho the child, in addition to the other
reasons the case may have been opened, prioirg itadis not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@asurrent or prior risk of harm to the children
in the family.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 4 was applicable for atlab#s. This item was rated
as a Strength in 10 (71.4%) of the applicable casdsated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 4 (28.6%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five of these cases, there was sufficierduoentation to show that initial
assessments and ongoing risk and safety assessnezatsompleted for the
target child while in foster care and for the otbleildren remaining in the home.
Documentation also indicated that risk and safesgasments were formally or
informally completed and safety plans were adjustedafety threats increased or
decreased.

« (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, there was sufficierdusioentation to show that initial
and ongoing risk and safety assessments were ctadfdeth formally and
informally while the children were placed in theeaf their parents and that
safety plans were adjusted as safety threats isedear decreased.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, reviewers were unable to find docuatem of any risk or safety
assessments, formal or informal, during the peuitoder review.

o Inone case there was no documentation of ongshgesessments. Safety
assessments were completed; however it was foatdhé ongoing safety
assessment was completed based upon the childagety in the foster home and
not based upon safety in the family home. Thetggian was not updated or
revised at reunification as it should have been.
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+ (1 in home case)
o Inthis one case, reviewers found some minimalrméd safety and risk
assessments pertaining only to the target childisng. There were no
documented safety or risk assessments regardirtgripet child.

Reviewer Comments:

|

The Nebraska Safety Intervention System (Safetyé¥)ahould be utilized to assess risk
and improve safety interventions with children &aailies. Reviewers found that while the
Nebraska Safety Intervention System was utilizedlfe majority of initial assessments, it
was not used as consistently for ongoing safetysassents. Reviewers relied on informal
assessments documented during face to face coatatamily Team Meetings during their
review of this item.

Workers should continue to assess risk and satetpgiface to face contacts with the
children, parent(s) and foster parents. Thesesassnts should be well documented in the
narratives provided for required contacts with¢h#édren, parents and foster parents.
Safety plans should continually be monitored andiaigd as circumstances change and as
safety threats increase or decrease.

PERMANENCY

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilitytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Partially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 5: Foster care re-entries
Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltimenperiod under review a child did not have
an entry into care within a 12-month period fronmigedischarged from another entry into foster

care. Reviewers also rated this item as a Strahgthe-entry was an isolated incident during
which the agency did what was reasonable to matmagesk following reunification but the
child re-entered care for another reason (for exantipe death of a parent). Reviewers rated
this item as an Area Needing Improvement if reieatoccurring within a 12-month period were
due to the same general reasons or same perpgtr&eviewers rated this item as Not
Applicable if : (1) the child entered foster chefore, and remained in foster care during, the

period under review; or (2) the child entered fostae before, and exited foster care during, the

period under review and there was not anothey emip foster care during the period under
review.

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, January 10-12, 2012 p.8



Review Findings: The assessment of Item 5 was applicable for 4efithcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 4 (100.0%) of the applie cases.

Strength:
« (4 foster care case)
o In all four cases, the child did enter foster caithin a 12-month period from
being discharged from another entry into fosteecar

Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple
placement changes during the period under revied/jfaso, whether the changes in placement
settings were necessary to achieve the child’s g@eemcy goal or meet the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 6 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 8 (100.0%) of the applie cases.

Strength:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Infive of the cases, documentation showed thathild experienced only one
placement setting during the period under reviéwall five cases, the reviewers
found that the child’s foster care placement stable

o Inthree of the cases, while the child experienoede than one placement
change, documentation clearly showed that the planechanges were necessary
in order to provide for the child’s needs.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reasons for placement changes were documented fiteth

M Reviewers were able to determine that the placerterges were in the best interest of the
child and necessary to achieve the child’s permangnals and / or meet the child’s specific
needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determwimether DHHS had established an
appropriate permanency goal for the child in a ynmeanner, including filing for termination of
parental rights when relevant. Reviewers examihedippropriateness of a goal that ultimately
rules out adoption, guardianship, or return to famReviewers assessed whether the child’'s
best interests were thoroughly considered by DHiH&etting a goal of other planned living
arrangement, and that such a decision is /wasraily reviewed for ongoing appropriateness.
Cases were assigned a rating of Strength fortéms when reviewers determined that DHHS
had established an appropriate permanency godinmedy manner. Cases were assigned a
rating of Area Needing Improvement when goals ahiication were not changed in a timely
manner when it was apparent that reunification wdskely to happen, termination of parental
rights was not filed when the child had been fostee for 15 of the past 22 months and no
compelling reasons were noted in the file, or tbal @stablished for the child was not
appropriate. Cases were identified as Not Apple# the child was not in foster care.
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Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 7 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 5 (62.5%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 3 (37.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the child’'s permanency goalsenestablished in a timely
manner, documented in the case file, and were pppte to the child’s needs for
permanency.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, the permanency goal was not estallisha timely manner. In
both cases, the children had been in out of homeephent for 5 months prior to
the goal being established; however permanency gbaluld be established
within 60 days from the child’s entry into care.

o In another case, the child had been in placememhéoe than 15 out of 22
months. There had been no request for Terminati&arental Rights, nor was
there documentation in the case file regardingx@egion or compelling reason
for not filing for Termination of Parental Rights.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Permanency goals need to be identified in the i@seDocumentation of permanency goals
should accurately reflect goals that are beingesiglrd for the child.

M The first permanency goal of the child should Kaldshed within 60 days from the child’'s
entry into foster care.

M Case file documentation needs to include all infation regarding termination of parental
rights for children who have been in foster carkeast 15 out of the most recent 22 months.
Documentation should include evidence of a petitartermination of parental rights and /
or documentation of compelling reasons for nohglfor termination of parental rights.

Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevidttHS had achieved children’s goals of
reunification, guardianship or placement with rieked in a timely manner. If the goals had not
been achieved in a timely manner, reviewers detedwhether DHHS had made diligent
efforts to achieve the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 8 was applicable for 7eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 6 (85.7%) of the applicahtes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 1 (14.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (6 foster care cases)
o Intwo cases, documentation shows that concerfed®by the agency resulted
in successful achievement of the child’s permanauoaf of reunification.
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o Intwo cases, documentation in the case file shmwserted efforts being made
to achieve the permanency goal of reunificatioa trmely manner.

o Intwo cases, the case file contains documentaticupport that the agency has
made concerted efforts towards the permanencyajaplardianship.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)

o In one case, the reviewers determined that thecydsas not made sufficient
efforts to achieve the child’s permanency goaluwdrgianship or concurrent goal
of reunification. The child has been in out of looare for 23 months and
neither goal has been achieved. Reviewers nottdhl agency did not seek out
other options for guardianship after the child’senaal grandmother refused
guardianship.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to achfL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child.

™ If the child has been in foster care for longentth months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particudacumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts

(within 24 months of the most recent entry intaidosare) had been or were being made to
achieve finalized adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 9 was applicable for Beoflt cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 4 (80.0%) of the applicabies and as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (20.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (4 foster care case)
o Inthree cases, documentation shows concerted®fiave been made toward the
concurrent goal of adoption while also pursuingghenary goal of reunification.
o In another case, documentation shows concertedsfiave been made toward
the concurrent goal of adoption while also pursudimgprimary goal of
guardianship.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)
0 In one case, reunification was identified as thenpry goal and adoption was
established as a concurrent goal. There was nengierctation of any efforts
being made toward the concurrent goal of adoption.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to achflL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Reers had difficulty finding information to
support the agency efforts to achieve concurreatsgat were established.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanériving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had madesomaking diligent efforts to assist
children in attaining their goals related to othlmned permanent living arrangements
(Independent Living, Self-Sufficiency or Family Beevation).

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 10 was not applicable fprcases reviewed this
quarter.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Partially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'ssiosare setting was in close proximity to the
child’s parents or close relatives. Cases detexchin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been complet&al po the period under review, or in which
contact with parents was not considered to bearchild’s best interest.

Review Findings The assessment of ltem 11 was applicable for fieofid cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 7 (100.0%) of th@iegble cases.

Strength:
« (7 foster care cases)

o Infive cases, the child was placed in the samengonity as their parents.

o Inone case, the child was placed in close proyitoitheir parent at the time of
removal; however the mother later moved resultmthe child’s placement being
over 60 miles away. The agency has made effonsatiatain close contact
despite this move by providing the parents witlhgportation assistance.

o Inone case, while placement was not in close priyito the child’s parents and
home community, documentation showed that the piec¢ was in the closest
available facility which could meet the child’s wise
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation included information regarding theakon of foster care placement and its
proximity to the parents(s).

@ The review identified that whenever possible, algifdare placed in close proximity of their
parents.

M In cases where placement was not within close pribxito the child’s family, it was
identified that this occurred because an apprapp&icement was not available in the child’s
home community and that the closest appropriateept@nt was utilized.

Item 12: Placement with siblings
Reviewers were to determine whether siblings welttead been placed together and if not, was
separation necessary to meet the needs (serveadaiy needs) of one or more of the children.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 12 was applicable for Beofiéd cases. This item
was rated a strength in the 4 (80.0%) applicalde emd rated as an area needing improvement
in 1 (20.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (4 foster care case)

o Inthree cases, the target child was placed weilr giblings in the same foster
care setting.

o In one case, documentation in the case file shbatsattempts had been made to
place the siblings together in the same home; heweiforts were unsuccessful
due to the target child’s behaviors with lead tm lieing placed separate from his
sibling in a residential treatment facility.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):

« (1 foster care case)

« In this case, two older siblings had previouslyrbesmoved from the home and
placed into foster care. There is no documentatighe case file to show that
consideration was given to place the child in @n@e foster home as her siblings.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should explain the agency’s effartglace all siblings together.

™ Documentation should clearly address the circunestsor reasons for not placing all
siblings together.

Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foser care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#4S had or was making diligent efforts to
facilitate visitations between children in fostare and their parents and siblings. Reviewers also
determined whether these visits typically occurth sufficient frequency to meet the needs of
the children and families. Non applicable caseseweose where the child had no siblings in
foster care, if the parents could not be locatad/a if visitation with the parents was

considered not in the best interests of the cHidviewers rated this item for the period under
review based on the individual needs of the child &amily, rather than on the DHHS policy
regarding visitation. The DHHS visitation guidekoecommends a minimum of one visit every
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two weeks between child and parent unless it waotdoe in the child’s best interest because the
parent is the perpetrator of sever physical abusexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires that
siblings placed separately must have a minimummef\asit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 13 was applicable for Beofié cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 3 (37.5%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (3 foster care cases)

o In one case, documentation shows that the childalvkesto have frequent
visitation, several times a week, with his mothed aiblings. Documentation
also shows that the agency made concerted eftolteate and involve the
child’s father; however he did not respond to ahthe agency’s efforts and has
had no involvement during the life of the case.

o In another case, during the child’s 20 day outarhk placement, the child was
allowed at least 5 visits per week with his parents

o Inone case, documentation shows that the chilchensibling were able to have
visits at least monthly. In this case, visits witle mother and father were
determined to be not applicable as parental rigatsbeen terminated prior to the
period under review.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (5 foster care cases)

o In one case, while there were efforts to promoséation with the child’s parents,
there was no documentation in the case file to sthawvisitation occurred with
the child’s siblings who are placed in anotherdostome.

o In another case, documentation did not provideafft information regarding
the frequency or the quality of visitation betweka child and his parents.

o Inthree cases, while documentation shows sufficiesitation between the child
and the mother, the visitation between the child the father was not sufficient
in frequency or quality and the case file did maticate that concerted efforts
were made for the father to have more frequentacbntith the child.

Reviewer Comments:

M Visitation with the child and his/her parents (meatnd /or father when applicable) and the
child and his/ her siblings in foster care showddclearly documented in the case file.

@ Documentation should describe both the frequendygarality of visits.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matligent efforts to preserve the child’'s
primary connection and characteristics while irntédogare. Reviewers had to make a
professional judgment about the child’s primaryrmections and then explore whether those
connections have been preserved through case ptpand service delivery.
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Review Findings The assessment of Item 14 was applicable fortBeol 4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 7 (87.5%) of the appkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 1 (12.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (7 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, the child was placed in a relatigeiohome in their own
community which allowed for the child to maintaiontact with extended family
and to continue participation in extracurriculatiates.

o In one case, the child was placed in a nearby camtynfor a short period of 20
days. This child’s important connections to scheete maintained.

o In one case, documentation shows that the childalvkesto remain in the same
school and continue involvement is sports and dhurbis child is also able to
maintain contact with an adult sibling.

o In one case, the child was able to remain in hménoommunity and continue in
the same school and maintain social connections.

o In one case, the child was able to remain in tieesschool district. In this same
case, possible tribal affiliation was reported #melagency did contact the tribe
and was notified that the child was not eligible feembership with the tribe.

o In one case, documentation shows that the childalvkesto maintain connections
to an important adult figure in his life whom hensalers a “surrogate
grandmother”.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, there was no documentation of effeetag made to identify or
maintain important connections for the child whildoster care. Reviewers
noted that while the child’s connections would baimal as the child was
removed as a newborn, there were no documentedsetitosupport connections
to the child’s siblings who are not in foster cardo the child’s extended family.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to identify the child’s impotteonnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.

@ Documentation should include information to supploat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with both mother and father and relatives to deieenwhether or not the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in a Native éwoan tribe.

Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving
preference to placing the child with relatives, aetermine whether the State considered such a
placement and how (for example, seeking out antliatiag the child’s relatives). Relatives
include non-custodial parents, such as fathergrtbie home, if applicable to the case.
Reviewers had to determine the extent to whictatifency identified relatives who had some
reasonable degree of relationship with the childl\&ith whom the child might reside. There

did not need to be in the case record a formaueti@in of relatives with whom the child might
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reside, but for reviewers to have answered “ye&lence must exist, through either the case
documentation or the case interviews, that relativere evaluated and considered. Reviewers
rated this item as a Strength if (1) the agencgssssd the child’s needs and determined that
he/she required special serviegsl (2) the agency assessed potential relative placsnaad
determined that the relative placements did noehlg capacity to meet the child’s needs.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength unlesgfadsewere made to locate or identify relatives
for placement, or placement with a family knowritte child. Reviewers rated this item as not
applicable if (1) the agency determined upon thklshinitial entry into care that his/her needs
required residential treatment services and aivelalacement would be inappropriate, or (2) if
relatives were unable to be identified despiteatipency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in
situations such as abandonment in which the ideotithe parents and relatives remains
unknown despite efforts to identify them. Reviesveere to check not applicable if the child
was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 15 was applicable for Beoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 3 (50.0%) of the appkceases and as an area needing improvement
in 3 (50.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the child was placed with retasi and documentation supports
that this placement is stable and meeting the 'shildeds.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, it was noted that there were no decwed efforts to identify either
maternal or paternal family members.

o In one case, the child had been in placement vigtimiaternal grandmother prior
to the period under review. This relative placetreded prior to the period
under review at the grandmother’s request, anatiwas no do documented
efforts to identify other maternal or paternal fgnmembers for placement.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Both maternal and paternal relatives should betifieth

M Efforts to identify and pursue appropriate relajpl@cements should be clearly documented
in the case file.

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parens

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetheas evidence of a strong, emotionally
supportive relationship between the child in fosie and the child’s parents during the period
under review. Reviewers assigned a rating of §thefor this item when there was evidence of
regular visitation between parent and child. Reeles assigned a rating of Area Needing
Improvement when they determined the agency hadade diligent efforts to support the
child’s relationship with the father or mother. cAse was considered not applicable if a
relationship with the child’s parents was contreryhe child’s safety or best interest during the
period under review.
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Review Findings The assessment of Item 16 was applicable for Aeofid cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 1 (14.3%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 6 (85.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, documentation showed that the ageadynade efforts to support
and maintain a positive and nurturing relationdiepveen the target child and his
parents.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (6 foster care cases)

o Inthree cases, there was no documentation shawatgfforts were made to
support and maintain a positive and nurturing retestip between the child and
his parents.

o Inthree cases, while there was documentationfoftefto promote a positive
relationship between the child and his/her motti@re was no documentation
regarding any attempts to support and maintainséipe relationship between
the child and his/her father.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should clearly describe the agenef§tats to provide opportunities or to
support additional activities to promote, strengthe maintain parent-child relationships.

.  WELL-BEING

Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to\pde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 6 42.9%
Partially Achieved: 6 42.9%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 14.3%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

Item 17: Needs and services of child, parents, fes parents

In assessing Iltem 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs
of children, parents and foster parents AND proditlee services to meet those needs.
Reviewers rated Item 17 as a strength if (1) a #@sdessment was conducted for the child(ren),
parents, and foster parents, and (2) appropriawces were provided in relation to the
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identified needs of the target child in foster ceases, or for all children in in-home cases.
Education and physical or mental health servicakadarget child were not rated for this item
(these are rated in Items 21, 22, and 23). Reveihad to document whether these services
were provided to parents.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 17 was applicable for atiab&s. This item was

rated as a strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicahfes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases. The oveadilhg for Item 17 is based on the combination

of the following three sub-items:

Item 17a: Needs Assessment and Services to ChildreThe assessment of Iltem 17a was
applicable for all 14 cases. This item was rated atrength in all 13 (92.9%) of the applicable
cases and as an area needing improvement in 1).7.1%

Strength:
- (7 foster care cases)

o Inthese seven cases, the needs of the childrenagsessed in a variety of ways
including Family Team Meetings, OJS evaluatiortjahiand ongoing safety
assessments, Comprehensive Child and Adolesceas#&sent, Youth Level of
Service / Case Management Inventory, and casewwiies with the child,
parents, and foster parents.

o Inthese seven cases, the needs of the childremmvetr through providing
assistance with transportation, child care, outarhe placement, tracker services,
random drug testing, visitation supervision, ansecmanagement. Reviewers
found no unmet needs for the children in thesescase

« (6 in home cases)

o Inthese six cases, the needs of all of the childrere assessed both formally and
informally through psychological evaluations, Youl#wvel of Service / Case
Management Inventory, during Family Team Meetirags] during worker
contacts with the child, family, and safety plamtiggpants.

o Inthese six cases, identified needs of the adildvere met through assistance
with family support services, in home safety seesicand tracker services.
Reviewers found no unmet needs for the childreth@se cases.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, while the information gathered thifougerviews indicated that
informal assessments of the child’s needs were i) there was no
documentation in the case file to show that needsssments were completed.
Information gathered from interviews also indicatiedt while the worker would
write down needs that were identified during vidite agency failed to follow
through with providing services to meet these needs

Item 17b: Needs Assessment and Services to Parenithe assessment of Item 17b was
applicable for 13 of the 14 cases. This item vesd as a strength in 8 (61.5%) of the applicable
cases and rated as an area needing improvemeii8&13x%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
+ (4 foster care cases)

o Inthese four cases, the needs of the parentsagsessed on an ongoing basis
using both formal and informal means including damgl alcohol assessments,
Family Team Meetings and regular monthly contath\the caseworker.

o Inthese four cases, identified needs were metigirandividual and family
therapy, family support services, supervised Wisite random drug testing, drug
and alcohol treatment, and assistance with tratesjoam for visitation.

+ (4 in home cases)

o Inthese four cases, the needs of the parentsassessed through the following
methods: family team meetings, service provideorey and during monthly
worker contacts with the parents and children.

o Inthese four cases, identified needs were meugirehe following services:
family support services, individual and family tapy, domestic violence
education, medication management, education tolaeyparenting skills, and
parent advocacy.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, there was not sufficient informatimough interviews or in the
case file documentation to show that either ofghients’ needs were sufficiently
assessed or that appropriate services were protodeéet their needs.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In one case, where the father was in the homehleutniother was absent, the
agency assessed the needs of the father, but dgiifficiently assess the needs
of the mother and did not provide services to tlogher.

o In another case, the case file contains no docuatientof concerted efforts to
assess the needs of the mother or the father mbitiger and father continued to
participate in counseling which they had startedrgo the agency’s
involvement. No other services were provided ®hrents.

Item 17c: Needs Assessment and Services to Fodarents: The assessment of Item 17¢
was applicable for 6 of the 14 cases. This itera ka#ed as a strength in 2 (33.3%) of the
applicable cases and rated as an area needingvempent in 4 (66.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (2 foster care cases)

o In both of these cases, it was noted that the nefeithe foster parents were
assessed informally through involvement in Famiamh Meetings, phone calls,
and monthly worker visits with the foster parenits.all cases the needs of the
foster parents were found to have been met.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (4 foster care case)

o In one case, the reviewers were unable to findimédion to indicate that the
needs of the foster parents were assessed oetivates were provided to meet
their needs.

o In one case, while the foster parents were prowdéd child care and respite
services after requesting these, no informatioridcba found to show that the
agency made efforts to assess the needs of thex fumtents.

o In another case, information gathered through weers indicated that the foster
parents did have several needs which they commigeica the agency; however
they were not provided with appropriate serviceseet these needs.

o In one case, it was reported during interviews thatagency has never completed
any type of assessment of the foster parent’s needi$hat foster parent has
provided for any needs relating to the child.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers identified that in the majority of thesea the agency performed well in terms of
assessing, identifying, and meeting the needseothiid.

M In terms of the parents, reviewers noted that mesoases the needs of one of the parents
were identified and addressed while the other garereds were not. Most often, this
occurred when one of the parents was absent frerhdme and it is the absent parent whose
needs are not consistently being assessed, igehtdi met.

M Caseworker contacts and Family Team Meetings virereniost frequently noted methods of
assessing needs for children, parents and fosten{sa

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planing

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the
parent(s), guardian, child(ren) and other peopatified by the family in the case planning
activities relevant to the current case plan. fedrination of involvement in case planning
required that a parent (guardian) and the childgjothan 8 and not incapacitated) had actively
participated in identifying the services and gdatsthe case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of ltem 18 was applicable for atlab#és. This item was
rated as a strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the reviewers noted that the vasrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents to be involved in case planning throughlfateam meetings and
caseworker contacts with the child and parents.
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+ (4 in home cases)

o In all five cases, the reviewers noted that the easrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents (if applicable) to be involved in case plag through family team
meetings and caseworker contacts with the childpaments.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Inone case, while the child was involved in cas@amping, the mother and the
father were not involved in case planning.

o In one case, while reviewers found documentatian e child and the mother
were involved in case planning; however, there m@documentation of efforts
to involve the father of the child in case planning

o In another case, the child and mother were invoimezhse planning during
family team meetings; however the reviewers fourad there were not sufficient
efforts made to involve the father in case plannibpcumentation shows that the
father was sent a copy of the case plan, but thaseno indication of any other
efforts to involve the father in case planning.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In one case, information gathered through intergisivowed that efforts were
made to involve the mother, the father, and thgetachild’s sibling in case
planning; however the agency did not make effarimvolve the target child in in
case planning in anyway.

= Itis noted that in this case, the informationaport the involvement of
the mother, father and sibling in case planningtodae collected through
interviews only as there was no documentation énctise file regarding
this.

o In one case, the child and the father were involmezhse planning. There is no
documentation of efforts to involve the mother, wiws the absent parent, or to
involve the other children in the home in case piag.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should clearly show concerted effoytthe agency to involve the parents
(mother and/or father as applicable) in case planactivities.

M The reviewers identified that case planning is pritg occurring during monthly contacts
with the parents and child as well as during Fafidam Meetings.

Item 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattermigits between the worker and child and if
these visits were sufficient to ensure adequatetoramy of the child’s safety and well being.
Reviewers were also to determine whether visitaged on issues pertinent to case planning,
service delivery, and achievement of the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 19 was applicable for atiab&s. This item was
rated as a strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicahfes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
« (5 foster care cases)

o In all five of these cases, face to face visitsMeen the case worker were found
to be of sufficient frequency and were also foumte of sufficient quality as the
caseworker addressed issues of safety, permanadoyell being as well as case
planning with the child.

« (4 in home cases)

o In all four of these cases, it was found that theegvorker had face to face
contacts with all children at least once per morithe visits were found to meet
quality as they involved issues of safety, permagemd well-being.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, while visits were of sufficient freaqey, it was determined that
these visits were not sufficient in quality.

o Inone case, visits were not of sufficient frequeas they occurred less than
monthly.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In one case, there were no worker visits with #rget child. The worker only
had visits with the target child’s sibling. Itnsted that the case was open due to
the sibling’s behaviors; however as this is anamk case, the expectation of the
CFSR is that the worker have visits with all of digldren in the home.

o In one case, frequency of visits was insufficiesntlacumentation in the case file
and information gathered through interviews shotad only one visit with the
child took place in the 5 months that the caseap®En during the period under
review. The documentation was not sufficient ticate quality.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should address the frequency of warkesits with the child. If face to face
contact between the worker and the child was leas mmonthly, documentation should
include reasons why the contact did not occur.

@ Documentation should include enough informatioddétermine the quality of the visit and to
show that the visit was sufficient to address isquertaining to safety, permanency and well-
being of the child and to promote achievement skgalan goals.

Item 20: Worker visits with parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffadent face to face contact with parents
to encourage attainment of their children’s permnagegoal while ensuring safety and well
being. Cases that were considered not applicabte those in which there is no plan for further
involvement between the parents and the agendyegpdrents and the child, and the child is not
in a permanent home.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 20 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 6 (46.2%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 7 (53.8%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
- (2 foster care cases)

o In both cases, reviewers found that the visits Withparents were of sufficient
frequency; occurring at least monthly. Visits witie parents were also
determined to be of sufficient quality as the cas#er and parents discussed
issues pertaining to the permanency and well beifinige child.

+ (4 in home cases)

o In four cases, documentation in the case file afmrination gathered through
interviews showed that the caseworker visits withithe mother and the father
were sufficient in frequency and quality.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (5 foster care cases)

o In one case, there was no face to face contacteleetthe worker, the child’s
mother, or father. There is no information irstbase to indicate why no visits
occurred.

o Inone case, while visits with the mother were fbtm be of sufficient frequency
and quality, there were not face to face visitwlite father and it was
determined that sufficient efforts were not madatmlve the father.

o In one case, there was no contact between the warkkthe child’s father.
While there was contact between the worker andliid’s mother, it was
determined that contact was not sufficient in fremey or quality.

o Intwo cases, while documentation showed that cistaith the parents were
sufficient in frequency, it was determined that vimts were not of sufficient
quality.

« (2 in home cases)

o In one case, while there were monthly quality gisiith the child’s father, there
were no visits with the child’s mother.

o Inone case, worker visits with the mother anddathiere less than monthly and
documentation was not sufficient to show that thasis were of sufficient
quality.

Reviewer Comments:

M Lack of documentation is a significant contributhagtor for not achieving Item 20.
Worker visits with the parents (mother and/or fathe determined to be applicable and
appropriate) should be clearly documented to shatv fsrequency and quality of visits.

@ In out of home cases where the parents do noteaésgether, the agency tends to
achieve sufficient contact with the parent theysaeking to reunify the child with, while
less than sufficient contact or no contact is maile the other parent.

M For the majority of in-home cases, when contadhwie child was sufficient, contact
with the parent or parents residing in the homé e child was also sufficient,
however contact was not sufficient with the abgement.
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Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 90.9%
Partially Achieved: 0 0.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 9.1%
Not Applicable: 3 21.4%

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivety in-home services, reviewers
considered whether the educational needs are/wkneant to the reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family, and whether the need ddr@ss educational issues is/was a reasonable
expectation given the circumstances of the agenoy@vement with the family. (If not,
reviewers rated Item 21 as not applicable.) Regrewated this item as a Strength if (1) the
agency made extensive efforts to address the sheldlicational needs and the school system
was unresponsive, especially if the problems atlke aviocal school or jurisdiction; (2) if the
child(ren)’s educational needs were assessed atrdssebd, including cases where the
educational records were missing and the reasogswl{3) if the agency conducted an
assessment of educational issues and determinethéna were no problems in that area, nor
any need for educational services.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 21 was applicable for 1heol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 10 (90.9%) of the apipliccases and as an area needing improvement
in 1 (9.1%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (6 foster care and 4 in home cases)
o In all six cases, documentation in the case finsdd that the educational needs
of the child were assessed and that the childvedappropriate services in order
to meet their unique educational needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, there is no documentation of assegsmoéthe target child’s
educational needs and no information regardinghild’s educational progress.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Documentation should show what efforts were madess®ss the child’s educational needs.

® Documentation should detail what the child’s ediotetl needs are and what efforts the
agency is making to meet these needs.
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Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health
needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 5 38.5%
Partially Achieved: 4 30.8%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 4 30.8%
Not Applicable: 1 7.1%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiwiFhome services, reviewers considered
whether the physical health needs are/were reldeahe reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family and whether the need tdrads physical health issues is/was a
reasonable expectation given the circumstancdseadgency’s involvement with the family. (If
not, reviewers rated this item as not applicabkoy example, if a child became known to the
agency and was determined to be in need of in-lsEmaces at least partly as a result of
physical abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reas®t@lexpect the agency to provide services to
ensure that the child receives the appropriateipalygealth services. Reviewers rated this item
as a Strength if the agency conducted an assessingmygsical health and determined that there
were no problems in that area, nor any need fosiphlhealth services.

Review Findings The assessment of ltem 22 was applicable for Beoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (44.4%) of the appkceases and as an area needing improvement
in 5 (55.6%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)

o In all three of these cases, the case file condasiseumentation that the child
received periodic, age appropriate physical andad&ealth examinations, and
that any identified health needs were met with appate services.

« (1 in home cases)

o Inthis case, documentation in the case file shinasthe child received periodic,
age appropriate physical and dental health exarmomsat The child also received
appropriate services to address all identifiedtheseds.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (5 foster care cases)
o Inthree cases, the reviewers were unable to fowdichentation of a current
assessment of the child’s physical and dental neaiéds.
o Intwo cases, while there was documentation ofreeati physical exam, there is
not documentation of a current dental exam forctiikl.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

@ Documentation should detail what the child’s phgkand dental health needs are and what
efforts the agency is making to meet these needs.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theogeunder review, the agency addressed the
mental/behavioral health needs of the child(ré®¢viewers rated this item as a Strength if the
agency conducted an assessment of the child’s hiedlih and determined that there were no
problems in that area, nor any need for mentaltheakrvices. If there was a need for services
then they were offered.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 23 was applicable for 1Beoi 4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 8 (66.7%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (33.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (4 foster care cases)

o Inthese five cases, the case file contained dontatien to show that the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs were assessed ainefffibrts were made to
provide appropriate services to meet each idedtrieed.

+ (4 in home cases)

o In all four cases, there was documentation showtiagthe mental health needs of
all applicable children in the home were assesaddtzat services were provided
to meet all of the children’s mental health needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (3 foster care cases)

o In one case there was documentation to supporthbathild’s mental health
needs were assessed; however there is no docurmaentashow that the
child received assistance with medication managémbith was one of the
needs identified through the mental health assegsme

o Intwo cases, reviewers found no documentatiomeovsthat the child’s
mental health needs were assessed during the perdsd review.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, the file lacks documentation to shizat the child’s mental

health needs were sufficiently assessed duringened under review.

Reviewer Comments:

M Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s mental/behavior
needs.

M Documentation should detail what the child’'s méb&tiavioral needs are and what efforts
the agency is making to meet these needs.
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WSA Results

Case Sample: Mini CFSR Review — January 2012

Type of Review: 9™ Mini CFSR
Number of Reviews: 14

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Report Type: Western Service Area
Review Period: January 1%, 2011 — January 1%, 2012

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance Item S ANI N/A S ANI N/A

ltem 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations 5 1 8 83.3% | 16.7% | 57.1%
ltem 2: Repeat maltreatment 3 1 10 75.0% | 25.0% | 71.4%
ltem 3: Services to family 9 1 4 90.0% | 10.0% | 28.6%

ltem 4: Risk assessment and safety management 10 4 0 71.4% | 28.6% | 0.0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 4 0 10 100.0%| 0.0% | 71.4%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100.0%| 0.0% | 42.9%
ltem 7: Permanency goal for child 5 3 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 42.9%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 6 1 7 85.7% | 14.3% | 50.0%
ltem 9: | Adoption 4 1 9 80.0% | 20.0% | 64.3%
ltem 10: | Other planned permanent living arrangement 0 0 14 N/A N/A 100.0%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 7 0 7 100.0%| 0.0% | 50.0%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 4 1 9 80.0% | 20.0% | 64.3%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 3 5 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 42.9%
ltem 14. | preserving connections 7 1 6 87.5% | 12.5% | 42.9%
ltem 15! | Relative placement 3 3 8 50.0% | 50.0% | 57.1%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 1 6 7 14.4% | 85.7% | 50.0%

ltem 17: | Needs and services 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% | 0.0%

ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannifig 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% 0.0%

ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% | 0.0%

ltem 20: | caseworker visits with parent(s) 6 7 1 46.2% | 53.8% | 7.1%
ltem 21: | Educational needs of the child 10 1 3 90.9% | 9.1% | 21.4%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 4 5 5 44.4% | 55.6% | 35.7%
ltem 23: | Mental/behavioral health of the child 8 4 2 66.7% | 33.3% | 16.7%

OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NA N/A SA PA NA N/A

Safety 1 (Items 1-2 4 1 1 8 66.7% | 16.7% | 16.7% | 57.1%

Safety 2 (Items 3-4) 10 2 2 0 71.4% | 14.3% | 14.3% | 0.0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 5 3 0 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 0.0% | 42.9%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 3 5 0 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 0.0% | 42.9%

Wellbeing 1 (ltems 17-20) 6 6 2 0 42.9% [ 42.9% | 14.3% | 0.0%
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21 10 0 1 3 90.9% [ 0.0% 9.1% | 21.4%

Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23) 5 4 4 1 38.5% [ 30.8% | 30.8% | 7.4%

KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable PA = Partially Achieved NACH Not Achieved

S = Strength

SA = Substantially Achieved

ANI rea Needing Improvement




CFSR - Western Service Area (Item & Outcome Quarterly Results)

REPORT CODES: Items 1 to 20, 22 and 23

0,
0% or Above * For reference - a list and description of
85% - 89.9% CFSR items and Outcomes is found on the
below 50% following page.

Yellow

Report CODES: Item 21 and ALL OUTCOMES
95% or Above
90% - 94.9%

Yellow

below 50%
1st Qtr | 2nd Qtr | 3rd Qtr | 4th Qtr | 5th Qtr | 6th Qtr | 7th Qtr | 8th Qtr | 9th Qtr
Report Quarter 2010 2010 2010 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan 09- | Apr 09- |Jul 09-Jul| Oct 09- | Jan 10- | Apr 10- |Jul 10-Jul| Oct 10- | Jan 11-
Period Under Review | Jan10 Apr 10 10 Oct 10 | Jan11 | Aprll 11 Oct 11 | Jan 12
Number of Cases 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
Item 1 60% 50.0% 83.3%
Item 2 75% 50% 67% 75.0%
Outcome: S1 80% 80% 60% 50.0% 66.7%
Iltem 3 71%
Item 4 57% 71% 50% 71% 79% 64.3% 85.7% 71.4%
Outcome: S2 57% 71% 50% 71% 79% 64.3% 85.7% 71.4%
ltem 5 80% 66.7%
ltem 6 75% 75% 88%
ltem 7 75% 63% 63% 50% 50.0% 62.5%
ltem 8 83% 67% 83% 83.3% 50.0% 85.7%
ltem 9 50% 50% N/A 80.0%
Item 10 50% N/A N/A
Outcome: P1 75% 50% 50% 50% 62.5%
ltem 11 88% 88%
ltem 12 50% 50.0% 80.0%
ltem 13 50% 67% 71% 71% 50% 71.4% 50.0%
Item 14 78% 75% 63% 63% 63% 87.5% 87.5%
Item 15 57% 50% 75% 83.3% 50.0%
Item 16 63% 50% 71% 71% 66.7%
Outcome: P2 75% 63% 50% 63% 62.5%
Item 17 64% 50% 50% 57% 78.6% 87.5% 64.3%
Item 18 50% 50% 85% 69.2% 71.4% 64.3%
Item 19 64% 79% 71% 86% 64.3%
Item 20 29% 62% 71% 69.2% 50.0%
Outcome: WB1 50% 57% 64% 64.3% 78.6%
Item 21 64% 91% 60% 75% 78% 83.3% 80.0% 90.9%
Outcome: WB2 64% 91% 50% 75% 78% 83.3% 80.0% 90.9%
ltem 22 83% 89% 67% 56% 80% 80.0%
ltem 23 m 580 | 88% 83.3% | 75.0% | 66.7%
Outcome: WB3 83% 83% 50% 58% 75% 54% 84.6% 75.0%
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CFSR
Iltems & Outcomes Description

SAFETY:

Safety Outcome #1: Children are first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
+ Item 1 (Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment)
* Item 2 (Repeat maltreatment)

Safety Outcome #2: Children are safely maintained in their homes, whenever possible and appropriate.
e Item 3 (Services to family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or re-entry into
foster care)
e Item 4 (Risk assessment and safety management)

PERMANENCY:
Permanency Outcome #1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
+ Iltem 5 (Foster care re-entries — did a child who entered foster care during the period under review
re-enter within 12 months of a prior foster care episode)
+ ltem 6 (Stability of Foster Care placement)
+ Iltem 7(Permanency goal for child — were appropriate permanency goals established for the child in
a timely manner)
« Item 8 (Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives)
e Iltem 9 (Adoption)
e Item 10 (Other planned permanent living arrangement)
Permanency Outcome #2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
e Item 11 (Proximity of foster care placement)
e Item 12 (Placement with siblings)
+ Item 13 (Visits with parents and siblings in foster care)
+ Item 14 (Preserving connections — with child's neighborhood, community, faith, extended family,
tribe, school, friends)
* Item 15 (Relative placement)
+ Item 16 (Relationship of child in care with parents)

WELLBEING
Well-Being Outcome #1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.
« Item 17 (Needs and services of child, parents, and foster parents)
o Item 17A (Services to meet the child’s identified needs)
o Item 17B (Services to meet parents’ identified needs)
o Item 17C (Services to meet the foster parents’ identified needs)
+ Item 18 (Child and family involvement in case planning)
+ Item 19 (Worker visits with child)
+ Item 20 (Caseworker visits with parent)
Well-Being Outcome #2: Children received adequate services to meet their educational need.
+ Item 21 (Educational Needs of the child)
Well-Being #3: Children received adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.
e Item 22 (Physical health of the child)
e Item 23 (Mental/behavioral health of the child)
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