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Quality Assurance Team completed third round dfdhBafety Assessment Reviews for Eastern
Service Area (ESA) in October 2009 through Decen2io@9. A total of 35 finalized Safety
Assessments were randomly selected by QA staff #ewen Children and Family Services
Supervisors. Review consisted of five assessniemtseach ESA Supervisor; Diane Martig,
Kari Pitt, Lynnea Maystrick, Roxanne Jackson, Slea$ohiermeister, Stephanie Anderson and
Tamera Keller.

Second round reviews of Initial Safety Assessmesi® completed in December 2008 through
February 2009. A total of 35 finalized Safety Asswents were randomly selected by QA staff
from seven Children and Family Services Supervis&sview consisted of five assessments
from each ESA Supervisor; Stephanie Anderson, TamdeHer, Kris Kircher, Roxanne Jackson,
Diane Martig, Kari Pitt and Shayne Schiermeister.

First round reviews of Initial Safety Assessmengencompleted in April 2008. A total of 90
finalized Safety Assessments were randomly seldobed finalized assessments on N-FOCUS
during January 2008-April 2008. The reviews caesi®f 15 cases from each of the following
Children and Family Services Supervisors; Stephangerson, Roxanne Jackson, Tamera
Keller, Kris Kircher, Diane Martig and Kari Pitt.

Third Round: 35 assessments reviewed; 4 were Pridyi 1, 24 were Priority 2 and 6 were
Priority 3. 1 assessment was a dependency and didt have a priority listed on the intake
or the assessment.
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Second Round: 35 assessments reviewed; 8 were Pitypd, 16 were Priority 2 and 7 were
Priority 3. 4 assessments were dependency and didt have a priority listed on the intake
or the assessment.

4 )
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Priority 2
46%

First Round: 90 assessments reviewed; 12 were Prityr 1, 66 were Priority 2, 11 were
Priority 3 and 1 intake was dependency and did ndtave a priority listed on the intake or
the assessment.

First Round Intake Priority for
Reviewed Safety Assessments
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The following is a summary of Third Round Data fromALL 35 Initial Safety Assessment
reviews. Charts for these overall data can be founith the attached excel fileESA Safety QA
Report. CHARTS.Overall 3rd Roun€harts in these attachments, compare all Roundsf
Initial Safety Assessment Reviews.

Initial Response/Contact Information (Chart 1):

Initial contact with child victim was made withiequired time frame in 77.1% of the
Safety Assessments (27 out of 35 instances).

Other children in the household were present inut2of 35 (34.3%) reviewed
assessments. Other children in the home wereviateed in 9 out of 12 instances
(75%). For the three children that were not wigwed, reviewers were unable to locate
documentation to justify the lack of contact.

13 out of 35 reviewed assessments had a non-ntaigezaregiver listed in the intake.
The non-maltreating caregiver was interviewed ir82% or 12 out of 13 instances.
Other adults were present in 10 of the reviewedsasaents. 80% or 8 out of 10 of these
adults were interviewed by workers.

Interviews with the maltreating caregiver occur@®7.9% or 29 out of 33 assessments
where a maltreating caregiver was identified. Tremewed assessments were not
applicable to this item.

Interview protocol was followed in 28.6% or 10 @fit35 assessments. For those 25
assessments that did not follow protocol, reviemeree able to find documentation to
indicate the reason for the deviation from protandf out of 25 assessments (28.0%).

Present Danger (Chart 2 & 3):

Present danger at the initial contact with thedchictim and/or family was not identified
in the reviewed assessments (0.0%).

Reviewers agreed with the worker’'s assessmentesidat Danger in 34 out of 35
instances (97.1%).

Domains (Chart 5):

Maltreatment — Sufficient information was collected in 82.9% (2% of 35) of the
assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Interview or include informafior everyone listed as
perpetrators. Include findings/conclusions and ewick to support findings,
include removal of child, address all areas of canncin the intake. Caution run
on narratives, information needs to be separatéd ather domain areas.

Nature — Sufficient information was collected in 77.1% (21 of 35) of the
assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Information contained in donsgvidence and goes to
supporting the finding, therefore should be corgdiim maltreatment. Include
analysis of events/factors surrounding the abuskraglect. Include pattern of
why the abuse and neglect is occurring in the home.
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Child Functioning — Sufficient information was collected in 62.9% (22 of 35) of the
assessments.

» Reviewer CommentRarents and/or caregivers perceptions of the childhat
conclusions can be drawn from the worker's contéttt all parties regarding the
child's behavior and development? Discuss nat@iggeer interactions. Worker
observation of child (ren), description of overairgi statements surrounding
child’s development or behavioral difficulties. édeto assess all children living
in home.

Disciplinary Practices —Sufficient information was collected in 48.6% (11t of 35) of
the assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Include situation/purpose atdiléd information in
which the parent implements discipline for theafnén), future discipline plans
in assessments involving infants, children’s stat@shof discipline in home,
patterns of discipline with older children.

General Parenting —Sufficient information was collected in 54.3% (1% of 35) of the
assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Routines within the home, dieghast parenting of
children that may have been relinquished or terrredafamily activities,
parental roles, include parenting for all individigdiving in the home if they take
role in caring for the children, include how parsritave attempted to assist or
sought services for a child or children with medickevelopmental, educational,
behavioral and/or mental health needs.

Adult Functioning — Sufficient information was collected in 45.7% (1t of 35) of the
assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Need to include all adultadivih the home, employment
history, community or family supports, Mental HealDbomestic Violence and
Substance Abuse information. Discuss the natuagloit relationships within the
home (marriage and other relationships).

Collateral Source (Chart 5):

30 out of the 35 assessments indicated that infeomahould have been collected from a
collateral source. Collateral information was eoted in 53.3% or 16 out the 30
assessments.

» Reviewer Comments: Incorporate the information gdifrom collaterals into the
assessment. Many times a contact is recordedendhtact sheet but the
information gained is not incorporated into the essment. Suggest workers
utilize the narrative portion in the contact sheetilocument the family’s
relationship to the contact.

Maternal/Paternal Relatives (Chart 5)n October 2008, clarification regarding the
identification of relatives regardless of the sgfdétermination was provided to the Children
and Family Service Administrators and the ServicsaAAdministrator’s. All cases will have
relatives identified.

Maternal relatives were identified in 57.1% of #esessments (20 out of 35).
Paternal relatives were identified in 51.4% of éisesessments (18 out of 35)
» Reviewer Comment: Documentation needs to contaamainimum first name,
last name, and location (city & state). Inclugedocumentation parents’ refusal
to provide extended family information during assesnt.
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ICWA (Chart 5):
= Information regarding ICWA was obtained in 65.7%ltd assessments (23 out of 35).
» Reviewer Comments: Workers need to utilize thénlprsarrative and include a
statement as to how ICWA information was obtaine@BS Specialist. For
example, ICWA does not apply to family or N/A. dNleeinclude statement of
how the worker learned that it did not apply.
» Examples
= Per mother/name and father/name child does not oréetia for ICWA
because of the following reason.
= Father was asked about enrollment or qualificattemay meet in Native
American Tribe in which he denied eligibility famhor his son.
= According to (parents/name), no Native Americarbdlrheritage exists
within the family.

Impending Danger (Charts 4 & 6):
Impending Danger at the initial contact with the yaith and/or family (Chart 4): The
worker identified impending danger at the initiahtact with the child or family in 45.7% or 16
out of the 35 reviewed assessmenthe reviewer agreed with the worker's decision in
91.4% or 32 out of the 35 reviewed assessments.
> Although there was not enough information initidllydetermine impending
danger, these Safety Assessments did not ris@tievkl of Service Area
Administrator notification.

Impending Danger at the end of the Initial Assessnmé (Chart 6): The worker identified
impending danger at the end of the initial asseasmel6 out of the 35 cases reviewed.
= 18 out of 35 (51.4%) of the reviewed assessmemtwaowed sufficient information to
provide a reasonable understanding of family meshaad their functioning.
= 18 out of 35 (51.4%) of the reviewed assessmemtwaowed sufficient information to
support and justify decision making.
= 18 out of 35 (51.4%) of the reviewed assessmemtwaowed sufficient information in the
six domains to accurately assess the 14 factors.
= Safety threats were identified in 16 of the revidvassessments.
> In75.0% or 12 out 16 of the instances the revieageeed with the worker on all
of the safety factors identified “yes”.
» Within the safety factors identifiéges”, 14 out of 16 (87.5%) contained
threshold documentation for identification/justé#ton of impending danger.
= |n51.4% or 18 out of 35 assessments, the reviageed with the worker on all of the
safety factors identified “no”.

= Safety Assessment Conclusion:

» The worker determined that the child was UNSAFEatconclusion of the
safety assessment in 16 out 35 (45.7%) of the weadeassessments. The reviewer
agreed with the worker’s decision that the childWBNSAFE in 15 out of the 16
(93.8%) assessments.

» The worker determined that the child was SAFE iro@Bof 35 (54.3%) of the
reviewed assessments. The reviewer agreed witlvdhieer’'s decision that the
child was SAFE in 8 out of the 19 assessments {4p.1
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Safety Plan (Charts 7, 8 & 9):
= Worker determined that the child was unsafe in ditod the 35 (45.7%) reviewed
assessments. Safety plans were established atribkrision of the safety assessment in
16 out 16 (100%) of the reviewed assessments.
> 25% or 4 out of 16 safety plans were in-home sgitgs. Reviewers thought in
1 out of 12 instances or 8.3% in home safety plaal#vhave been appropriate.
» No combination safety plans were utilized. Revietheught in 3 out of 16
instances or 18.75%, combination safety plans whalte been appropriate.
» 75% or 12 out of 16 of the safety plans were outarhe safety plans. Reviewers
thought in 1 out of 4 instances or 25% out of haakety plan would have been

appropriate.
N . )
3rd Round Safety Model: Utilized Safety Plans in
Reviewed Assessments
In Home
25%
Combination
0%
Out of Home
75%
\ Yy

= 16 out of 16 (100%) safety plans contained a cgeticy plan; reviewer judged the
contingency plan to be appropriate in 3 out of 18.8%) of the reviewed assessments.

Examples of sufficient contingency plan:

Note The intent of having a sufficient contingency plan isawee staff think ahead, anticipate situations
that might come up and make a plan to deal with thegunodl contingency plan is an actual backup plan
with names and information of individual(s) that wélke over or complete safety actions if the original
safety plan participant is unable to do so. A goodiogency plan is one that can prevent the need for
immediate caseworker notification or action.

For Out of Home Safety Plans:

1.) If (NAME) approved relativerovider is unable to care for the (child/youth), the refatcare
provider will contact the child’s caseworker and the child Wélplaced with (NAME) another
identified and approved relative provider.

2.) If (NAMES) foster pareni@re unable to care for the (child/youth), the foster pagevitl contact
the child’s caseworker and the child will be placed with (NBAAMdentified respite care provider
(NAME) identified traditional or agency foster care provider

For IN Home Safety Plans:
1.) If (NAME) relative safety plan provider is unable to beNAKME) family home as expected from
4-6pm. Then (NAME) will contact (NAME) another relatigéey plan participant who will substitute
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for them during that time. If both are unavailable doatfamily emergency then (NAME) the
pastor’s wife will substitute for them during that ém

2.) If (NAME) a contractor providing safety servides the family is unable to do what they agreed
to do, they will notify the caseworker and (NAME) anotiadety service contractavill be utilized.

Examples of insufficient contingency plan;

1) The placement unit will need to find another placement

2) Child will be made a state ward and placed intaefosare.

3) This is an out of home safety plan and there ismaed for a backup plan.
4) The assigned caseworker should be contacted.

5) Their designee will take over

6) None

= Suitability of the safety plan participants was @beted in 14 out of 16 (87.5%) of the
assessments.
» Reviewer judged that there was sufficient informiatio support the decision
made with regards to the suitability of the safd@gn participants in 14 out of 16
(87.5%) of the safety plans.
Reviewer Comments: Need to ensure suitabilitynspteted for all participants
including two-parent foster families, providers anébrmal supports. When
appropriate, suitability must include backgrouncdecks.
= 12 out of 16 (75.0%) safety plans addressed whogeagy to make sure the child was
protected.
= 13 out of 16 (81.3%) safety plans addressed whatrais needed.
= 12 out of 16 (75.0%) safety plans addressed wier@lan and action are going to take
place.
= 0 out of 16 (0%) safety plans addressed when thenawill be finished.
= 6 outof 16 (37.5%) safety plans addressed hosvatligoing to work and how the
actions are going to control for safety.
= 12 out of 16 (75.0%) safety plans did not contaregiver promissory commitments.
= 6 out of 16 (37.5%) safety plans involved in horee/es.
= 15 out of 16 (93.8%) safety plans contained a fdaversight.
> Reviewers determined that the oversight requiresneete sufficient to assure
that the safety plan was implemented in accordaniteexpectation and was
assuring child safety in 5 out of 16 (31.3%) of theiewed safety plans.
= 15 out of 16 (93.8%) safety plans adjusted as thieareased or decreased.
= Overall, 0% (O out of 16) safety plans were judteetie appropriate by Reviewers.
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Reviewer’s Overall Analysis and Conclusion of theoYi:
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IQ; Szggi‘é?riﬂité ﬁiﬁﬁggg;”“mmem was 30% | 17.1% | 31.4% | 13.3% | 20% | 40% | 40% | 0% | 40% | 46.7% | 20% | 40% | 20% | 20%

Documentation is on N-EOCUS 98.9% | 100% | 100% | 93.3% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 200% | 100% | 100%
Required Time Erames were met 733% | 735% | 80% 60% | 80% | 100% | 86.7% | 60% | sow | e0% | eow | 80% | 60% | 60%
i’;éﬁgﬁgg""sﬂfe's":;ﬁgeﬂg” was expended given the 83.1% | 54.3% | 54.3% | 86.7% | 40% | 60% | 73.3% | 60% | 60% | 733% | 60% | 60% | 40% | 40%
ig;‘;g’somfézte;';i‘ggg“th was assured during the 96.7% | 71.4% | 77.1% | 100% | 80% | 80% | 86.7% | 80% | 60% | 100% | 80% | 100% | 60% | 60%
i‘;ﬁi‘iﬂg”t information was gathered for informed decision 60.2% | 29.4% | 457% | 53.3% | 20% | 60% | 64.3% | 20% | 40% | 733% | 40% | 60% | 10% | 40%

’e*;’ff’(‘)' 'rite’ﬁ“a"’;t't;% doct’ﬁgfs‘eansta;g’p“rc‘)’;?; t"ebta'“ed from law 68.8% | NIA | 100% | 100% | N/A | 100% | 333% | NA | ~nA | 50% | ~na | nA | wa | 100%

ICWA information was documented 83.3% | 68.6% | 65.7% | 80% | 80% | 80% | 86.7% | 80% | 100% | 80% | 40% | 40% | 60% | 100%
'rgfgtri’\‘/":;'ogn‘g%sthoebrt?;rﬁﬁ/i%%‘go?ton'cus“’d'a' parent, 48.9% | 25.7% | 31.4% | 13.3% | 20% | 40% | 60% | 20% | 60% | 26.7% | 20% | 40% | 20% | 20%
ﬁ;‘p’lg‘n’l‘:ﬂfg‘isggﬂg’gﬁgf&gj‘s appropriately 55.0% | 0% 0% 2506 | NA | NA | 0% NA | NnA | N | o NA | NnA | 0%
ﬁ,\n 3fgﬁ}é’ni’g”gi;ﬂgrgﬁﬁ'gfgeﬁ;mp'ete‘j and 32.6% | 26.3% | 20% | 37.5% | 50% | 50% | 16.7% | 0% 0% |333% | ow | 100% | 0% 0%
fe s&frzg’ Si?f;mem was documented in accordance With | a5 20, | 55706 | 4006 | 13.3% | 20% | 40% | 40% | 0% | 60% | 53.3% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 20%
fe g&ﬁfgi‘)‘gc’?&o“ was documented in accordance with 526% | 0% N/A 0% NA | NIA 0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ﬁre?(?t];gey Plan was documented in accordance with required 23.9% 5.30% 25% 2506 0% 50% 16.7% 0% 0% 16.7% 0% 50% 0% 0%
Lhteh;aggg’]e“ne;‘g’%rfkl r?f’;fn?;'ggf were appropriately involved | ¢ 100 | 52905 | 6450 | 28.6% | 40% | 80% | 53.3% | 25% | 60% | 66.7% | 60% | 75% | 40% | 40%

I]hgefj‘:%'gi:gtggf;k; ?:,rl‘gn‘;mers were appropriately involved | o 4o | 473065 | 5006 | 25% | 0% | 100% | 50% | 0% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 100% | 100%
]f;‘l’l'(')%’eznd procedures related to safety intervention were | 55 500 | 420906 | 0% | 20% | 60% | 100% | 73.3% | 40% | 40% | 46.7% | 40% | 60% | 20% | 40%
S:\';‘;% ‘?]'::‘m's sufficient to protect child from threats of 51.1% | 26.3% | 25% | 25% | 0% | 50% | 33.3% | 0% 0% | 333% | 50% | 50% | 0% 0%

Eggﬁé‘; t‘;?jord'”ate with law enforcement were 89.1% | 100% | 87.8% | 81.8% | N/A | 1200% | 100% | NA | 100% | 100% | 100% | 0% NA | 100%
wéfévéeﬁféoéﬁfgf were followed or reason for deviation 59.6% | 47.1% | 45.7% | 46.7% | 20% | 80% | 71.4% | 25% | 40% | 533% | 80% | 20% | 60w | 20%

;g?u";pé’er‘t’grmfaﬁﬁgm“on was used in making the case 91.1% | 100% | 97.1% | 86.7% | 100% | 100% | 93.3% | 100% | 100% | 200% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
::r’]r(t)r?; (f)i{ecertlfled notice to the alleged perpetrator is located N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Igrere'\éﬁgr:ﬁ'éac ggfpelteyt stessme“t Instrument was completed | 300, | 47905 | 3149 | 40% | 40% | 20% | 20% | 20% | 20% | 0% | 20% | 40%
Documentation is on N-FOCUS 98.9% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 200% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 200%
SAaﬁf‘;ggﬁgfn']‘i"e' of effort was expended given the identified | g5 10, | 54305 | 543% | 86.7% | 80% | 100% | 40% | 40% | s0% | 60% | 0% | 60%
;%f::eé);;)f the child/youth was assured during the assessment 96.7% 71.4% 77 1% 100% 80% 93.3% 60% 80% 100% 60% 80% 80%
il;fﬂiﬂgnt information was gathered for informed decision 60.2% 29.4% 45.7% 64.3% 40% 66.7% 2504 40% 0% 20% 20% 60%
eAr‘]’f"’(‘)' 'r‘zl;'rf]xt't;en’:j ‘i’?ﬁgge;;a;g’p“r(‘)’g?; t%bta'“ed from law 68.8% | NIA 100% | 50% | NA | 100% | NA NA | 50% | N N/A N/A
'r’;';gtri’\‘/‘:;'Ogn‘(’jvaosthoebrt‘f"‘;’;fiﬂ/ZZ%‘SOTIO“'CUStOd'a' parent, 48.9% | 257% | 31.4% | 66.7% | 80% | 73.3% | 20% 0% | 533% | 0% 40% | 20%
a:‘ p'lg‘nT:r?tféetg’;"St:lf:g’mgtfgfgj‘s appropriately 55.0% 0 0% 50% | 0% | 625% | nA | NA | 100% | 0% NA | NA
A Safety Pla_n was appropriately completed and implemented 32 6% 26.3% 20% 50% 2504 38.5% 33.3% 0% 14.3% 50% 0% 33.3%
to assure child safety
ﬁe (?j‘l‘;?é’ stc‘fisczme“t was documented in accordance with 337% | 25.7% | 40% | 46.7% | 40% | 28.6% | 40% | 20% | 20% 0% 40% | 60%
ﬁe ;:iorteedci')‘:gcﬁ‘éi"“ was documented in accordance with 5.26% 0 N/A 0% 0% | 125% | NA | NA 0% NA | O NA | NA
A Saf_ety Plan was documented in accordance with required 23.9% 5.3% 2504 28.6% 2504 33.3% 0% 0% 14.3% 0% 33.3% 33.3%
practice
E‘eeggmg’i;‘geg’}’?;']f;;‘;ﬁ;zers were appropriately involved in | g5 100 | 5905 | 645% | 84.6% | 80% | 71.4% | 60% | 66.7% | 76.9% | 60% | 60w | 75%
thgjg‘g'gir?getggfg "’;,Tgnzthers were appropriately involved | 55 400 | 47,305 50% 80% | 50% | 45.5% | 66.7% | 0% | 83.3% | 25% 0% | 33.3%
lf?)(ljlgale?jnd procedures related to safety intervention were 52,904 42.9% 60% 60% 60% 53.3% 40% 20% 60% 40% 60% 80%
ﬁ::r?:y plan is sufficient to protect child from threats of severe 51.1% 26.3% 2504 83.3% 2504 75% 33.3% 0% 42.9% 50% 33.3% 33.3%
Efforts to coordinate with law enforcement were documented. | 89.1% | 100% | 87.8% 80% N/A | 100% | 100% N/A 75% N/A 100% | 100%
wéfévéeﬁféoéﬁfgf were followed or reason for deviation 59.6% | 47.1% | 45.7% | 73.3% | 40% | 60% 20% 40% | 53.3% | 80% 60% 60%
nguipgéfeﬂmfaﬂgﬂn'“o” was used in making the case 91.1% | 100% | 97.1% | 86.7% | 100% | 93.3% | 100% | 100% | 86.7% | 100% | 100% | 80%
It:r’]rgcf)i];eof certified notice to the alleged perpetrator is located in N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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