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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Final Report: Initial Safety Model QA Round 4
Central Service Area

The Quality Assurance Team completed the fourtimdoaf Initial Safety Assessment Reviews in Central
Service Area in December 2010. The period undaewewas October 2009 — March 2010. The QA
team planned to complete a review of 129 out ob@te total Initial Safety Assessments documented in
N-FOCUS for Central Service Area during the petioder review. The reviewers determined that 7 out
of the 580 assessments were not eligible for thiewe These 7 assessments were not eligible for the
review due to the following reasons: Completedtier purpose of NEW CAN intake on an ongoing
case, I|A closed for the purpose of Unable to kmcar IA opened in error.

This report contains a summary of reviews completed22 out of the 618 (20%) eligible Initial Sagfet
Assessments in the Central Service Area. The rgtgotincludes some reviewer comments and
observations. Charts containing data from theetgsiare attached to the report.

Background Information:

Nebraska Safety Intervention Systehime Nebraska Safety Intervention System (NSIS) developed
with the assistance of the National Resource CédoteZhild Protective Services to improve our safet
interventions with children and families throughth# state. Nebraska has been working with theeCent
since 2005 to review models used by other stateselect the model Nebraska would use, and to dpvel
Nebraska specific materials. The model is a rebdagsed best practice model that provides workers t
tools to better assess safety for children andlfesnthroughout their involvement with DHHS. More
specifically, the NSIS:

Improves safety decisions;

Involves supervisors to a greater degree in aketspof decision-making;

Provides clarity of purpose for initial and contimg safety assessment;

Provides clarity of purpose for ongoing work witinfilies;

Improves the ability to assess and professionaibpert decisions;

Increases the equity and fairness for all famileex]

Improves case planning and focus for safety relatienlventions.

It is important to note that the model is appliedases involving child abuse and neglect only. NNB&S

is not used in cases involving youth who are corn@aito state custody by the juvenile justice system
unless the Youth Level of Service/Case Managenmmemnitory indicates a safety concern in a youth’s
family.

NSIS implementation began in April 2007 in the VéestService Area, continued throughout the state
and was fully implemented in the spring of 200&vie areas were asked to begin NSIS implementation
as soon as they completed training. Under thisemphtation plan, all new child abuse and neglect
reports are assessed using NSIS. Each servicevasealso asked to develop and implement a transitio
plan to ensure that all current cases were evaluai;mg NSIS by October 2008.
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Summary of Findings:
Data collected from the second round of Initial @ssment reviews in Central Service Area indicdted t
following:

Initial Response:
* 83% - initial contact with all child victims was i@ within the required time frame.
44% - other adults living in the home were inteweel.
92% - maltreating caregiver was interviewed.
50% - interview protocol was followed.
11% - documentation indicated the reason for dendtom protocol.
Present Danger & Immediate Protective Action:
* 2% - worker identified Present Danger during cotstagth the child and/or family. However,
there were no Immediate Protective Action Plansudented on N-FOCUS.
* 98% - reviewer agreed with the worker’s assessmmieRtesent Danger.
6 Domains/Collateral Info/ldentification of Relagis/ICWA:
* 84% - sufficient information was documented in kiatreatment domain.
* 43% - sufficient information was documented in eture domain.
*  62% - sufficient information was documented in @tald Functioning domain.
* 58% - sufficient information was documented in Baenting Discipline domain.
» 48% - sufficient information was documented in @eneral Parenting domain.
* 29% - sufficient information was documented the Wéunctioning domain.
* 28% - collateral information was incorporated winecessary.
* 67% - worker identified maternal relatives.
*  51% - worker identified paternal relatives.
* 80% - ICWA information was obtained.
Safety Evaluation:
* 32% - documentation was sufficient in the 6 doma&inaccurately assess the 14 safety factors.
* 96% - reviewer agreed with worker on safety threatafety factors marked “YES”.
* 34% - reviewer agreed with worker on safety factoesked “NO”.
Safety Plan:
* 8% - reviewer judged the overall Safety Plan tebiicient.
*  79% - suitability of Safety Plan participant wasfisient.
38% - Safety Plan oversight was sufficient.
33% - contingency plan was appropriate.
*  25% - contained promissory commitments. * Lower number is better.
Protective Capacity Assessment (PCA):
* 22% - Protective Capacity Assessment was conducted.
* 60% - PCA documentation reflects consensus bettveeworker and the family.
* 100% - PCA identified enhanced protective capagitie
Conditions of Return (COR):
* 41% - COR was established for children in out ahkccare at the end of the assessment.
* 78% - COR included how an in home Safety Plan w&elep the child safe.
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REVIEW FINDINGS:

Twenty percent (20%) of the Initial Safety Assesstaeompleted in the Central Service Area durirgg th
period under review were assessed by the reviewers.

¢~ Reviewer Observations Regarding Assessments:

0 Safety Assessments are not being finalized ingytimanner. Assessments indicate
several months gap between the begin date anchtheate of the Safety Assessment.
Several of the assessments were open longer tharofiths. In many of these instances,
the assessment was not updated to reflect thermurese circumstance at time of the
finalization of the assessment.

I nitial Response/Contact I nformation (Chart 1):

During the period under review (PUR), 122 Initiads®ssments were reviewed in Central Service Apéease
note; not all of the Initial Safety Assessmentsesged had an intake on the system that listed tanyji@ion-
maltreating caregiver and maltreating caregiver.

Initial contact with child victim was made withihe required time frame in 83% of the Safety
Assessments (100 out of 121 instances).

Other children in the household were present inf46e reviewed assessments. 76% of other
children residing in the household were interviewed

Non-maltreating caregiver was interviewed in 39 @42 or 93% of the instances.

44% or 11 out of 25 of other adults residing in tioene were interviewed by Children and Family
Services Specialist.

Interviews with the maltreating caregiver occurie@®2% or 110 out of 119 assessments where
there was an identified maltreating caregiver.

Interview protocol was followed in 50% or 60 outldfl assessments. For those assessments that
did not follow protocol reviewers were able to fiddcumentation to indicate the reason for
protocol deviation in 7 out of 61 assessments (11%)

Present Danger and Protective Action (Charts 2 & 3):

Present danger at the initial contact with thedchittim and/or family was identified by CFS
Specialists in three (3) of the reviewed assessnéhe CFS Specialist documented an
Immediate Protective Action (IPA) to address thespnt danger in 0% (0 out of 3) of these
instances, therefore there weren’t any that coaldebiewed.

Reviewers agreed with the worker’'s assessmentesidat Danger in 98% (120 out of 122) of the
assessments.

Domains (Chart 4):

Maltreatment — Sufficient information was collected in 84% (103 oti122) of the assessments.

&~ Reviewer Comments:
o Provide conclusion/overall analysis from interviewsiclude findings/conclusion.
o Provide details about symptoms, events and ciramass related to maltreatment.
o Include information from and about the childrenfirits regarding the
maltreatment allegations.
o Interview or include information for everyone lidtas perpetrators.
0 Address all areas of concern in the intake.
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o Caution run on narratives, information needs toskearated into other domain
areas.

Nature — Sufficient information was collected in 43% (52 @fitLl22) of the assessments.

&~ Reviewer Comments:

0 Need to include caregiver’s explanation of maltreant

0 This section needs to include worker’s analysiegthy history of intakes
received on this family.

o Summarize and discuss the major influences ofwbeacching causes to abuse
and neglect.

o Include analysis of events/factors and historicébrmation surrounding the abuse
and neglect.

o Include information about circumstances of pastaeats and whether or not those
circumstances relate to current maltreatment.

Child Functioning — Sufficient information was collected in 62% (76 ofitL22) of the
assessments.

¢ Reviewer Comments:

0 Need to include current information and addressnges in child functioning.

0 Summarize and incorporate information gathered famgoing contacts with
child, family and providers.

o Include parents and/or caregivers perceptions efchild. What conclusions can
be drawn from the worker's contact with all partregarding the child's behavior
and development?

0 Include worker observation of child (ren).

0 Include description and information to support awehing statements
surrounding child’s development or behavioral dities.

0 Need to assess all children living in the home.

Disciplinary Practices —Sufficient information was collected in 58% (71 @fitL22) of the
assessments.

&~ Reviewer Comments:

0 Need to include current information and addressngjes in disciplinary practices.

o Incorporate information gathered from contacts watiild, family and providers.
Include statements from providers working withfdémaily regarding their
observations of parent discipline.

o0 Include situation/purpose and detailed informatiorwhich the parent implements
discipline for the child (ren), length of discipéinfuture discipline plans in
assessments involving infants, children’s statesehdliscipline in the home,
patterns of discipline with older children.

General Parenting —Sufficient information was collected in 48% (58 @fit122) of the
assessments.

s Reviewer Comments:
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0 Need to include current information and addressnges in general parenting
practices.

o Incorporate information gathered from contacts wathld, family and providers.
Include statements from providers working withftémaily regarding their
observations.

o Include information regarding routines within therhe, include past parenting of
children that may have been relinquished or terrredafamily activities, parent
satisfaction, parental roles.

o0 Include parenting for all individuals living in tHeome if they take a role in caring
for the children.

= Adult Functioning — Sufficient information was collected in 29% (35 @fitL22) of the
assessments.

& Reviewer Comments:

0 Need to include current information and addressngjes in adult functioning.

o0 Summarize information gained during contacts whihn adults involved.

0 Need to include information for all adults living ihe home.

o Include information about employment history, fici@ahassistance, community or
family supports, Mental Health, Domestic Violenoe &ubstance Abuse
information.

o Discuss the nature of adult relationships withia ttome (marriage and other
relationships).

Collateral Source (Chart 4):
= 88% or 107 out of 122 assessments indicated tfamiation should have been collected from a
collateral source. Collateral information was eoted in 28% (30 out of 107) of the applicable
assessments.

¢ Reviewer Comments:

0 Incorporate the information gained from collatesahto the assessment that
supports enhancement of parental protective cascdr discusses barriers to
enhancing the diminished capacities.

o Collaterals can include family team participantsoyiders working with the
family, mental health professionals, etc.

Maternal/Paternal Relatives (Chart 4): In October 2008, clarification regarding the idefidation of
relatives was provided to the CFS and Service Administrators. All cases will have relatives
identified regardless of the safety determination.

= Maternal relatives were identified in 67% (82 otil@2) of the assessments.

= Paternal relatives were identified in 51% (62 dut2?) of the assessments.

&~ Reviewer Comments:
o Documentation needs to contain at a minimum fieshe, last name, and location
(city & state).
o0 Include in documentation parents’ refusal to prevektended family information
during assessment.
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o Strongly encourage workers complete the kinshipatee. Workers should also
review information entered in the kinship narratogring previous assessment and
update as necessary.

|CWA (Chart 4):
= Information regarding ICWA was obtained in 80% (88 of 122) of the assessments.

¢~ Reviewer Comments:
o0 Workers need to utilize the kinship narrative amclude a statement as to how
ICWA information was obtained by CFS Specialistr &ample, if the worker
indicates that ICWA does not apply to family or Nbe worker needs to include a
statement of how they learned that it did not apply

Safety Assessment Conclusion & Impending Danger (Charts5):
The worker determined the child (ren) to be ungaf9% of the assessments (23 out of 122). The
reviewer was in agreement with the worker’s detaation that the child was unsafe in 96% (22 out of
23) assessments.
The worker determined the child (ren) to be saf@li#h of the assessments (99 out of 122). Thewevie
agreed with the worker’s conclusion that the cinbis safe in 41% (41 out of 99) of the assessments.
= 30% (36 out of 122) of the assessments containi@disnt information to provide a reasonable
understanding of family members and their functigni
= 32% (39 out of 122) of the assessments containiédisnt information to support and justify
decision making.
= 32% (39 out of 122) of the assessments containidisnt information in the six domains to
accurately assess all 14 safety factors.
» The reviewer agreed with the worker on all of thtety factors identifiedyes” in 96%
(22 out of 23) of the applicable assessments.
o Within the safety factors identifiéges”, 83% (19 out of 23) contained
threshold documentation for identification/just#tmon of impending danger.
» The reviewer agreed with the worker on all of tagety factors identifiedno” in 34% or
41 out of 122 assessments.

&~ Reviewer Comments:

o In many instances, the safety assessment did ntinenough information to
accurately assess all 14 safety factors.

o CFS Administrators were alerted when a reviewer tyaéstions/concerns for the
child’s safety. Although the reviewers determirtezlrhajority of assessments did not
contain sufficient information to determine impergldanger, CFS Administrator
notification was not necessary following revievitef safety assessments.

Safety Plan (Charts6 & 7):

= The worker determined that the child was unsafSiout of the 122 (19%) reviewed
assessments. However, safety plans were estabbshieel conclusion of the safety assessment in
24 out of 122 (20%) of the reviewed assessments.

= The review of the 24 safety plans revealed th@valhg:
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é )
Types of Safety Plans in Reviewed Assessments
n=24
B InHome, 6,
25%
Combination, 0,
0%
Out of Home,
18, 75%
\. J

25% (6 out of 24) of the Safety Plans were In H@aéety Plans. Reviewers indicated that the
CFS Specialist should have considered utilizingnadome Safety Plan on one additional case.
0% (O out of 28) of the Safety Plans were Combamagafety Plans. Reviewers indicated that the
CFS Specialist should have considered utilizingpen@Bination Safety Plan in two of the cases.
75% (18 out of 24) Safety Plans were Out of Homfetg&lans. Reviewers agreed 100% with
the CFS Specialists decision not to utilize an @diome Safety Plan in the remaining 6 cases.
Contingency plans were appropriately documented8#b (8 out of 24) of the Safety Plans.
Suitability of Safety Plan participant(s) was/wappropriately documented and contained
sufficient information to support decisions madéwegards to the suitability of the Safety Plan
participants in 79% (19 out of 24) of the Safetsri3l.

92% (22 out of 24) of the Safety Plans addressemlwas going to make sure the child was
protected.

54% (13 out of 24) of the Safety Plans addresseat attion is needed.

83% (20 out of 24) of the Safety Plans addressestevtine plan and action are going to take
place.

17% (4 out of 24) of the Safety Plans addressedwie action will be finished.

42% (10 out of 24) of the Safety Plans address&ditis all going to work and how the actions
are going to control for safety.

25% (6 out of 24) of the Safety Plans containe@giaer promissory commitment3romissory
commitment refers to the caregiver having respaligilbto manage safety when it has been
determined that the situation is out of controks@ssment needs to clearly document changes that
caregivers have made to suggest their ability toage safety.

21% (5 out of 24) of the Safety Plans involved amie services.

The Safety Plan oversight requirement was suffidierssure that the Safety Plan was
implemented in accordance with expectation andasgasring child safety in 38% (9 out of 24) of
the reviewed Safety Plans.

92% or 22 out of 24 completed Safety Plans weresaeljl as threats increased or decreased.
Overall, only 8% (2 out of 24) of the Safety Plavexe judged to be sufficient by reviewers.
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& Reviewer Comments:

0]

CFS Specialists need to evaluate the safety thigsiag if the children were residing
in parental care without service intervention. sleme instances, children were
determined to be SAFE because of the servicesge pFor example: Upon
completion of an updated safety assessment, CH&&ides there are no safety
threats due to implemented services and suppodppad around the family, even
though parent protective capacities have not bedrarced and safety threats would
be present in the absence of those services.

Safety Plans are to be implemented and activerags ds threats to child safety exist
and caregiver protective capacities are insuffitiBnassure a child is protected. A
Safety Plan must: Control and manage impending dgngcorporate and control any
present danger controlled by Protective Action; @awn immediate effect; be
immediately available and accessible and have suppmd services that have
immediate effect of controlling for identified dgféhreats. Safety Plans must NOT
have promissory commitments.

Suitability of Safety Plan participants should lwenpleted for all participants
including two-parent foster families, providers anébrmal supports. When
appropriate, suitability must include backgroundechks on suitability.

The Safety Plan documentation should include acgerit contingency planThe intent
of having a sufficient contingency plan is to hatadf think ahead, anticipate situations that
might come up and make a plan to deal with thegodd contingency plan is an actual
backup plan with names and information of individsiethat will take over or complete safety
actions if the original Safety Plan participantusable to do so. A good contingency plan is
one that can prevent the need for immediate cadewaiotification or action.

Children and Family Services Specialist (CFSSggponsible for oversight of the
Safety Plan. Safety Plans will be monitored corttirslly, but no less often than once a
week prior to completion of the assessment. Manigoof the Safety Plan will involve
face to face contact with the child and family adne calls to Safety Plan
participants. This monitoring may be done by theSSFor other person designated by
the CFSS to provide monitoring. An individual Safefan participant cannot be
designated to monitor the Safety Plan. As progiegemonstrated toward achieving
the identified outcomes, the Safety Plan may betared less frequently, but no less
than once a month. All monitoring activities wid documented and maintained in the
case record. If monitoring is done by someone dtie@n the CFSS, the CFSS will
review the monitoring reports at least once a week.
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Protective Capacity Assessment (Chart 8):
= 22% (5 out of 23) of the cases had a Protectivea€igpAssessment documented on N-FOCUS at
the time of the review.

» Documentation within the Protective Capacity Asse=#s indicated that consensus was
reached between the specialist and family reganditmat has changed or needs to change
in 60% (3 out of 5) of the completed Protective &aty Assessments.

» The CFS Specialist identified the parent (s)’ erdeanprotective capacities in 100% (5 out
of 5) of the completed Protective Capacity Assesgme

¢~ Reviewer Comments:

o CFSS must complete a Protective Capacity AssesgR€A) for a family in which a
child has been determined to be unsafe. The P@A &ssessment to determine the
enhanced and diminished protective capacities withe family.

o0 The PCA needs to be completed and documentedrsdQUS within 60 calendar
days of the initial custody date or 60 days from Iblegin date of the initial safety
assessment.

o The PCA should be completed to reflect current plapeotective capacities.

Conditionsfor Return (Chart 9):
= 41% (9 out of 22) of the cases in which the chédjrwere placed out of home At the time of the
reviews, none (0%) none of the 17 applicable camdgded a finalized copy of the Conditions for
Return.
& Reviewer Comments:
o When children are residing outside the parent’ségaver's home as part of a Safety
Plan, everyone involved, especially the child’sgmds/caregivers, should be well
informed about what conditions (circumstances thast exist in the home) are for the
child/youth to be returned to the home.
o Conditions for Return need to be developed fordceil who are expected to be placed
outside of the parental home for longer than 30sd&onditions of Return need to be
completed and documented on NFOCUS within 60 caletiays of removal.

NOTE The QA tool does not assess whether or not thhkerwonet their time frame in documenting
the PCAor the_Conditions for Returon N-FOCUS. The QA team only reviews the qualithePCA
and the_Conditions of Returhit is finalized on N-FOCUS at the time of theview.
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Reviewers Overall Analysis and Conclusion of the W:

For the purpose of a case review, the revieweisassethe following information based on their reved
the case. This part of the review contains theesiaformation as those included in the Supervisteyiew

of the Nebraska Safety Assessment.

%

Question Achieved
The Nebraska Safety Assessment Instrument was etegptorrectly and completely. 20%
Documentation is on N-FOCUS 98%
Required Time Frames were met. 83%

A reasonable level of effort was expended givendbatified safety concerns. 32%
Safety of the child/youth was assured during tlsessment process. 36%
Sufficient information was gathered for informeacd@n making 31%
Available written documentation was obtained fr@aw lenforcement/others as appropriate. 100%
ICWA information was documented. 80%
Information was obtained about non-custodial paneatives, and other family support. 41%
An Immediate Protective Action was appropriatelpiemented to assure child safety. 0%

A Safety Plan was appropriately completed and impleted to assure child safety. 4%
A Safety Assessment was documented in accordaritbeaguired practice. 22%

A Protective Action was documented in accordandh vequired practice. 0%
A Safety Plan was documented in accordance withired| practice. 4%
The family network and others were appropriatelyolued in the gathering of information. 30%
The family networks and others were appropriatelyplved in developing Safety Plans. 71%
Policy and procedures related to safety interventiere followed. 48%
Safety Plan is sufficient to protect child fromehts of severe harm. 4%
Efforts to coordinate with law enforcement were woented. 91%
Interview protocols were followed or reason for idé&en from protocol was documented. 53%
The appropriate definition was used in making thgecstatus determination. 92%
The finding was correctly documented in N-FOCUS. 96%
Factual information supports the selected finding. 93%
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments

Child and Family Service Specialist:
Initial Responses for Abuse and Neglect Referrals

Sample Size: 122 Initial Safety Assessments
Note: 20% of all available Initial Safety Assessments in CSA were reviewed during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments
Identification of Present Danger

Sample Size: 122 Initial Safety Assessments
Note: 20% of all available Initial Safety Assessments in CSA were reviewed during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments
Immediate Protective Action

Sample Size: 122 Initial Safety Assessments
Note: 20% of all available Initial Safety Assessments in CSA were reviewed during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments

Domains, Collateral Contacts, Family Information & ICWA

Sample Size: 122 Initial Safety Assessments
Note: 20% of all available Initial Safety Assessments in CSA were reviewed during the period under review.
Margin of error for Safety QA Questions range from 5.8% to 8%.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments

Identification of Impending Danger & Safety Evaluation
Sample Size: 122 Initial Safety Assessments

Note: 20% of all available Initial Safety Assessments in CSA were reviewed during the period under review.
Margin of error for Safety QA Questions range from 3.1% to 7.8%.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments
Safety Plans

Total Number of Safety Plans assessed by reviewers = 24

This chart does not include the margin of error for each of the Safety Plan questions due to lack of information regarding the total

number of Safety Plans completed in Central Service Area during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments

Safety Plans cont.
Total number of Safety Plans assessed by reviewers = 24

This chart does not include the margin of error for each of the Safety Plan questions due to lack of information regarding the total

number of Safety Plans completed in Central Service Area during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments
Protective Capacity Assessment (PCA)

Total Number of PCA's assessed by reviewers =5

This chart does not include the margin of error for each of the Protective Capacity Assessment questions due to lack of

information regarding the total number of PCA's completed in Central Service Area during the period under review.
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Central Service Area - Initial Safety Assessments

Conditions for Return
Total Conditions of Return assessed by reviewers = 9

This chart does not include the margin of error for each of the Condition of Return questions due to lack of information

regarding the total number of COR completed in Central Service Area during the period under review.
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