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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Final Report: Children and Family Services Review(CFSR)
(Southeast Service Ared Quarter Review)

This document presents findings from tffengini Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) foe t
Southeast Service Area. A table with all of tlegns and outcome results for this review is found on
page 29 of this report. The Nebraska ContinuouaiQumprovement (CQI) team has identified the
mini CFSR review as an important activity for ass#sg the performance of each Service Area and the
State as a whole with regard to achieving posiiwvieomes for children and their families. Mini

CFSR reviews are scheduled to take place in eaclic8eé\rea once every quarter in year 2010 and
2011. Please note that a table with all the itamsoutcome results for all quarterly mini CFSR
reviews conducted in the Southeast Service Aregeslanuary 2010 is found on page 30 of this report.

The Southeast Service Area'8 @uarter mini CFSR review was conducted on April £113", 2011.
The period under review for the onsite case revias April ', 2010 — April £, 2011. The findings
were derived from file reviews of 14 cases (8 fostge and 6 in home cases) which were randomly
selected from all open child welfare cases at stimme during the period under review. The reviews
also included interviews with parents, childrerstés parents, case managers and other service
providers to assess items 17-20 within the reviol t

Two (2) of the 14 cases were brought to the atiaerdf the Department of Health and Human Services
for juvenile justice services and one (1) of theesawas non court involved. The cases were frem th
following Southeast Service Area offices: Beatricacoln and York.

The review was completed by staff from the Depaninoé Health and Human Services and Out of
Home Reform provider KVC Behavioral Healthcare Nedtiia. 100% of the cases were reviewed by
the following second level reviewers: Sheila Kaflom the Department of Health and Human
Services and Michaela Ring from KVC Behavioral Heedre Nebraska.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSkewes/and assesses 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 incorporated in the seveoomes depending on the percentage of cases that
receive a Strength rating in the onsite case revi@witem is assigned an overall rating of StréngB0
percent of the applicable cases reviewed are est@dStrength. Performance ratings for each cfeken
outcomes are based on item ratings for each daService Area may be rated as haviBgbstantially
Achieved,” “Partially Achieved,” or“Not Achieved” the outcome. The determination of whether a
Service Area is in substantial conformity with atjgallar outcome is based on the percentage osdhse
were determined to have Substantially Achieved détome. In order for a Service Area to be in
substantial conformity with a particular outcomg,frcent of the cases reviewed must be ratedvéisgha
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standarddbstantial conformity is based on the standatd
for the Federal CFSR. The standards are basdukedretief that because child welfare agencies waitk
our country’s most vulnerable children and familiesly the highest standards of performance shoeld
acceptable. The focus of the CFSR process is oiincmus quality improvement; standards are sét tog
ensure ongoing attention to the goal of achieviogjtive outcomes for children and families withaegto
safety, permanency, and well-being.
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A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with theicb
CQI team to develop and implement a Program Impn=re Plan (PIP) to address the areas of concern
associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 8" quarter mini CFSR review identified several arefisigh performance in the Southeast Service
Area with regard to achieving desired outcome<kaldren and families. Although the Service Aréd d

not achieve substantial conformity with any of #exen outcomes, the Service Area did achieve dveral
ratings of Strength for the individual indicatoesrfaining to repeat maltreatment (item 2), fosteeae-

entry (item 5), achievement of permanency goaldofpéion (item 9), and achievement of permanency goa
of other planned living arrangement (item 10).

The 8" quarter mini CFSR review also identified key areBsoncern with regard to achieving outcomes
for children and families. Concerns were identifieith regard to Safety Outcome 1 (children arst fand
foremost protected from abuse and neglect@adety Outcome 2 (children are safely maintaimeitheir
homes whenever possible and appropriate). Safettyothe 1 was Substantially Achieved in 25.0 percent
of the cases reviewed. The lowest rating withia ttutcome was for item 1 (timeliness of initiating
investigations of reports of child maltreatmenthjieth was rated as a Strength in 25.0 percent ofdkes
reviewed. Safety Outcome 2 was Substantially Agkuen 28.6 percent of the cases reviewed. The
lowest rating for this outcome was for item 4 (readsessment and safety management), which wasasited
a Strength in 28.6 percent of the cases reviewed.

Concerns were also identified with regard to Peenay Outcome 2 (continuity of family relationships
and connections is preserved for children), whiels Substantially Achieved in 50.0 percent of theesa
reviewed. Within Permanency Outcome 2, the Sostifearvice Area’s lowest rating was for item 16
(relationship of child in care with parents), whighs rated as a Strength in 37.5 percent of thescas
reviewed.

In addition, concerns were also identified withaejto Well-Being Outcome 1 (families have enhanced
capacity to provide for children’s needs), whichsv@abstantially Achieved in only 7.1 percent of ¢thses
reviewed. The lowest ratings were for item 17 (fse@nd services to child, parents and foster psent
which was rated as a Strength in 35.7 percenteotéises reviewed; item 18 (child and family invalest
in case planning), which was rated as a Streng®8i6 percent of the cases reviewed; item 19 (cadew
visits with the child) which was rated as a Strérigt42.9 percent of the cases reviewed; and it@m 2
(caseworker visits with parent(s)), which was raaec Strength in 21.4 percent of the cases rediewe

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in the ¢abbithin the report may not total 100 percent thueounding.
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KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES

l. SAFETY

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 25.0%
Partially Achieved: 2 50.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 25.0%
Not Applicable: 10 71.4%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢éaimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations ofreports of child maltreatment

In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determinetiven 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 implemented in 2Q@3ch is based upon a priority response model
with Priority 1 calling for a response by the warkethin 24 hours of the time that the report is
received by the Department of Health and Humani&esy Priority 2 designated reports are to have
face to face contact with the alleged victim bytBection and Safety within O to 5 days from the time
the intake is received and Priority 3 has a respdinge of 0-10 days.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 4eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 1 (25.0%) of the applicable casdsrated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in
3 (75.0%) of the applicable cases. The followmg list of response levels assigned to the intakes
the 4 applicable cases: 2 intake (Priority 1)tdkes (Priority 2) and 1 intake (Priority 3). Augpde of
these cases had multiple intakes during the pemaolér review.

Strength:
* (1 foster care case)
o0 Inthis case, the investigation was initiated imeely manner and contact with the
child(ren) was made in a timely manner accordin§ttte policy.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (2 foster care cases)
o In one case, the required timeframes were not arairfe of the intakes received as
there was no face to face contact with the youttudwented for a Priority 2 intake.
o In another case, documentation shows requirementhtacting children involved
in a Priority 1 intake were not met. The stateefirames for contact in this case
were exceeded by 13 days and the case file dithaloide information to indicate
why the timeframes were not met.
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* (1in home case)
o Inthis case, two Priority 2 intakes were receidedng the Period under review.
For both intakes, contacts with the child(ren) wesemade in a timely manner
according to State policy and case file documenrtatid not include information
that justified the delay.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to include reasons why comigletthe child(ren) was not completed
in a timely manner according to State policy.

Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tmegtment report during the period under reviewd, an
if so, whether another substantiated/inconclusetgtipn to be filed report occurred within a 6 mont
period before or after the report identified. Gasere considered not applicable for assessméme if
child or family had never had a maltreatment report

Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 3eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in all 3 (100.0%) applicable cases.

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)

o0 In one case, there were no additional substantrastteatment reports within a 6
month period before or after the substantiatednetinent report that was received
during the period under review.

o In another case, while there were two substantiegedrts received within a 6
month period, the nature of these reports did ootain similar reports of
maltreatment.

* (1in home case)

o Inthis case, there were no additional substamtia@treatment reports within a 6
month period before or after the substantiatednetinent report that was received
during the period under review.

Reviewer Comments:
¢ Information was readily available to explain thectimstances and findings for any
maltreatment reports received within a 6 month @ethefore and after any substantiated
maltreatment reports that were received duringpgbeod under review.
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Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thédiomes whenever possible and appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 28.6%
Partially Achieved: 6 42.9%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 4 28.6%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢aimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.

Iltem 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 risk of harme #tgency made diligent efforts to provide services
families to prevent removal of children from theomes while at the same time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings The assessment of item 3 was applicable for Qeofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 7 (77.8%) of the applicable casédsrated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in
2 (22.2%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

* (4 foster care cases)

(0]

(0]

In one case, while the child was removed withawst fiaving provided services to
prevent entry into foster care, it was determiried immediate removal was
necessary to ensure the safety of the child.

In one case, the department made efforts to praadaces to allow the children to
remain at home in the care of their parents. H@awngtwas necessary to remove
the children from the home due to safety reasors after services were provided.
In two cases, the children were returned to the oétheir parent(s) during the
period under review and services were providecitelg maintain them at home.

* (3 in home cases)

0]

In all three cases, the file documentation indiddkat in home safety and other
services were provided in order to protect thedchih and prevent their entry into
foster care.

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

o

In this case, while safety assessments were coeaplietdid not appear that the
safety of the child remaining in the home was adégjy addressed.

* (1 in home case)

o

In this case, safety plans were not developed datggl in a timely manner. It was
also found in this case that while drop-in’s anahifgt support were court ordered,
several months passed before those services wietalgprovided to the family.
Additionally, reviewers found that the safety pthat was created contained
promissory commitments as the mother was placetiange of the safety of her
children when it had been determined that this bea®nd the mother’s control.
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Reviewer Comments:

&~ In most cases, there was evidence to supportthabine safety services (drop- in visits)
and other services to enhance parent protectivaciips were provided for the parent(s).

&~ Safety determination should be made by conside@sg circumstances absent of
department intervention. Safety plans should j@dmented in cases in which the children
are determined to be unsafe in their current cirstamces and without services and
intervention from the department.

&~ If there are safety concerns related to the parahisn the parents should not be left in
charge of managing safety for their children.

Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers torrdate whether the Department of Health and
Human Services had made, or was making, diligefottefto reduce the risk of harm to the children
involved in each case. Reviewers rated this itesna &trength if the agency terminated the child’s
parent’s rights as a means of decreasing risk ahHar the child (for example, a termination of
parental rights would prevent a child from beintureed to a home in which the child would be at
risk) and has taken action to minimize other rigkshe child (for example, preventing contact with
individuals who pose a risk to the child’s safetyf).a case is/was open for services for a reasoero
than a court substantiated, inconclusive, petitiohe filed or unfounded report of abuse or neglect
apparent risk of harm to the child(ren) (for exaeph juvenile justice case), reviewers were to
document this information and rate the item asapglicable. Note, however, that for a child(ren)
noted as a “child in need of supervision” or “dglient”, reviewers were to explore and determine
whether there was a risk of harm to the child,dditon to the other reasons the case may have been
opened, prior to rating it as not applicable. Gasere not applicable for assessment of this item i
there was no current or prior risk of harm to thédren in the family.

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

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In both cases, the file contained sufficient infatimn to support that initial and
ongoing risk and safety assessments were comglatége target child while in
foster care and with his/her siblings that remaiimeithe home. Documentation
indicated that risk and safety assessments wemgaftyr or informally completed
and safety plans were adjusted as safety threatsased or decreased.

* (2 in home cases)

o In both cases, the file contained sufficient infatimn to support that initial and
ongoing risk and safety assessments were comgtatéae child(ren) while placed
in the care of their parents. Documentation ingiddhat risk and safety
assessments were formally or informally completedl safety plans were adjusted
as safety threats increased or decreased.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (6 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, there was no documentation to inglitett the agency had conducted
ongoing safety assessments.

o Intwo cases, the reviewers noted that the safatywas not updated and a
thorough ongoing assessment was not completedtprtbe child being reunified
with their parent(s).

o Inone case, while the safety of the target cimltbster care was assessed, there was
no documentation to show that safety concerns dagga sibling remaining in the
home were adequately addressed.

o In one case, reviewers determined that the ageidayad conduct sufficient safety
management and ongoing safety assessments. ktadeswhile there were current
safety plans in effect, there was not documentabashow that the safety plans
have been addressed, monitored or reviewed.

* (4 in home cases)

o0 In one case, there is no documentation in the filas® show that ongoing safety
assessments were completed during the period uedenw.

o0 In one case, there is no documentation of ongafgtys assessments. It is also
noted in this case that the safety plan was neattedein a timely manner and that
when the safety plan was created, it contained @soTy commitments, as the
mother was placed in charge of the safety of hadm@n when it had been
determined that this was beyond the mother’s cantro

0 Inone case, while it is noted that an initial YW&s completed, there is no
documentation to show that other court orderedsassents or ongoing assessments
have been completed.

o In one case, the safety plan was not adjusteddaited to ensure the safety of the
children.

Reviewer Comments:

s~ Workers need to utilize the Nebraska Safety Intgime System (Safety Model) to assess
risk and improve safety interventions with childesrd families. The reviewers identified
that in the majority of cases, initial assessmevege being conducted and documented,
however, ongoing safety assessments were not bempleted using the Nebraska Safety
Intervention System (Safety Model). Reviewersdan informal assessments documented
during face to face contacts and Family Team Mestiior review of this item.

¢~ Workers need to continually assess risk and saligtiyng face to face contacts with the
child, parent(s) and foster parents. Assessmenskfind safety should be very well
documented in the narratives provided for requicedtacts with the child, parents and
foster parents.

¢~ Safety determination should be made by consideaseg circumstances absent of
department intervention. Safety plans should jamented in cases in which the children
are determined to be unsafe in their current cirstances and without services and
intervention from the department.

¢~ Safety plans should be continually monitored andlibgd as circumstances change and as
safety threats increase or decrease.
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. PERMANENCY

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilrytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Partially Achieved: 2 25.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 12.5%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢aimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.

Item 5: Foster care re-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltlmmperiod under review a child did not have an
entry into care within a 12-month period from betigcharged from another entry into foster care.
Reviewers also rated this item as a Strengthefantry was an isolated incident during which the
agency did what was reasonable to manage thediiskving reunification but the child re-entered
care for another reason (for example, the deathpafrent). Reviewers rated this item as an Area
Needing Improvement (ANI) if re-entries occurringhin a 12-month period were due to the same
general reasons or same perpetrators. Reviewerstras item as Not Applicable due to the followin
reasons: (1) the child entered foster care beforé remained in foster care during, the perioceund
review; or (2) the child entered foster care befared exited foster care during, the period under
review and there was not another entry into foséee during the period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 5 was applicable for 2eofithcases. This item was rated
as Strength in these 2 (100.0%) applicable cases.

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)
o In both cases, the child did not enter foster gatiein 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 review, and iid@ther the changes in placement settings were
necessary to achieve the child’s permanency goaleat the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of item 6 was applicable for 8eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 7 (87.5%) of the applicable casédsated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in
1 (12.5%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
o (7 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, the file indicated that the child bagderienced only one placement
setting and remained in the same foster care placewhich was meeting his needs
until he was successfully reunited with his parent(

o Intwo cases, the child has remained with the daster family since removal. In
both cases, the foster parents have changed ftoeitional foster home to an
agency based foster home, and both placementedicated to be stable.

o0 In one case, the file indicated that the child eigmeed only one placement setting
and remains in the same relative foster home wslgtandmother. This is a stable
placement in which the grandmother is willing toyade permanency for the
children if needed.

o Intwo cases, even though the child experiencecrian one placement change,
these placement changes were necessary in orgesviale for the child’s needs.

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

o Inthis case, the child has experienced multipdeg@ents during the period under
review and reviewers determined that the most tgq@ecement change was not
related to the child’s needs or achievement ofggoBlocumentation in the case file
also shows that the child’s current placementrsgtth foster home, is not stable as
the foster parents have indicated that they willbeable to continue the placement
if the child’s behaviors do not improve.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Workers need to document the reason for placentamges in the case file.
Documentation should address whether or not thegsteent change was in the best
interest of the child and/or was necessary to aahtbe child’s permanency goals or meet
the child’s specific needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the Department of Health and Human
Services had established an appropriate permamgatyor the child in a timely manner, including
filing for termination of parental rights when resat. Reviewers examined the appropriateness of a
goal that ultimately rules out adoption, guardiapsbr return to family. Reviewers assessed whethe
the child’s best interests were thoroughly congddyy the Department of Health and Human Services
in setting a goal of other planned living arrangatnand that such a decision is /was continually
reviewed for ongoing appropriateness. Cases vasigreed a rating of Strength for this item when
reviewers determined that the Department of HemtthHuman Services had established an
appropriate permanency goal in a timely mannerse€avere assigned a rating of Area Needing
Improvement ANI) when goals of reunification wei@ changed in a timely manner when it was
apparent that reunification was unlikely to hapgennination of parental rights was not filed when
the child had been foster care for 15 of the pashanths and no compelling reasons were notedein th
file, or the goal established for the child was aopropriate. Cases were identified as Not Applie

if the child was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable casédsrated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in
3 (37.5%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the child’s primary and concutrgoals were established in a
timely manner, appropriate for the child’s needgermanency and documented in
the case file. The following were the goals essaield in these five cases:

= 1 case (Primary: Reunification; Concurrent: Adlomt
= 1 case (Primary: Independent Living; Concurre@tiardianship)
= 1 case (Primary: Independent Living; Concurramine)
= 2 case (Primary: Family Preservation; Concurremne)
* Note: In both cases, the child’s primary goal elURification was
achieved during the PUR and goals were changedrtoly
Preservation with no concurrent goal.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (3 foster care cases)
o The following were the goals established in thesas®s:
= 1 case (Primary: Reunification; Concurrent: Adomt

* Inthis case, the child’s permanency goals of fecation and
independent living were not established in a tirmegnner according
to state policy.

= 1 case (Primary: Reunification; Concurrent: FgrRiteservation)

* Reviewers were unable to determine why Reunificatemains the
primary goal even though the child has been inobliome care for
over 60 months. While the child has been in outarhe placement
for more than 15 out of 22 months, there is no duentation in the
case file to explain why TPR has not yet been stibthi

* Reviewers were also unable to determine how a cogrugoal of
Family Preservation was appropriate in this cagb@ashild was
currently placed out of the home and the primargl geas
reunification.

= 1 case (Primary: Guardianship; Concurrent: Inddpat Living)

* Reviewers found that the concurrent plan of IndepehLiving was
not appropriate based on the child’s age (15).

» Reviewers found that based upon the participatfdyoth parents
and the length of time in out of home placemennfhths at the
time of the onsite review), reunification would ledveen a more
suitable goal.

Reviewer Comments:

& Permanency goals need to be identified in the leseDocumentation of permanency
goals should accurately reflect goals that are geaddressed for the child.

& The first permanency goal for the child should s&blished within 60 days from the
child’s entry into foster care.

& Case file documentation needs to reflect any changease plan goals.

¢~ Case file documentation needs to include all infation regarding termination of parental
rights (TPR) for children who have been in fostarecat least 15 out of the most recent 22
months. Documentation should include evidencepatiion for TPR and/or
documentation of compelling reasons for not fiiogTPR.
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Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevtieéhDepartment of Health and Human Services
had achieved children’s goals of reunification, rgienship or placement with relatives in a timely
manner. If the goals had not been achieved imalyi manner reviewers determined whether the
Department of Health and Human Services had mdideli efforts to achieve the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 8 was applicable for 7eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 6 (85.7%) of the applicable casédsrated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in
1 (14.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (6 foster care cases)
o In four cases, the documentation indicated thatreffivere made to achieve the
child’s primary permanency goal of reunification.
» In two cases, the child was successfully reunitéd the parents and the
agency continued to provide services to maintagncttild in the home.
* In two cases, there is documentation in the filsupport the department’s
efforts to meet the child’s permanency goal of riécation.

* In one case, the child has not been in care lothger 12 months and
progress continues to be made toward reunification.

* Inone case, the child has been in out of homeloager than 12
months; however, the child’s goal of reunificatizas not been
achieved due to lack of cooperation by the mothedrfather. In this
case, the department is also making efforts toeaehthe child’s
concurrent goal of adoption.

o Intwo cases, documentation shows that the agenayaking concerted efforts to
achieve the child’'s permanency goal of guardianship

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the child has been out of the homatfteast 60 months and has not
yet achieved permanency. There is no evidendeeicdse file to show that
concerted efforts are being made to achieve reatidin in a timely manner.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencyfarts in achieving permanency goals
of reunification and guardianship established foe child.
& If the child has been in foster care for longerrif2 months, documentation should
include information regarding barriers or particul@ircumstances that 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 into foster caae) been or were being made to achieve finalized
adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of item 9 was applicable for 2eofithcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in these 2 (100.0%) of the appliczdnes.
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Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)
o In both cases, there is evidence in the casehfleshows efforts were being made
to achieve the child’s concurrent goal of adoption.

Reviewer Comments:
¢ The documentation showed active efforts on theqdarte agency to achieve the
concurrent permanency goal of adoption.
¢~ Documentation included information regarding barser particular circumstances to
justify the delay in achieving the child’s permacyggoal when the child had been in foster
care for longer than 12 months.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanériving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had madesmaking diligent efforts to assist children
in attaining their goals related to other plannethpanent living arrangements (Independent Living,
Self-Sufficiency or Family Preservation).

Review Findings The assessment of item 10 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in all 3 (100.0%) applicabtesa

Strength:
* (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, the reviewers were able todimclmentation to support the
Department’s efforts to meet the child’s primaryconcurrent goal of independent
living. Reviewers were able to find case plan g@aldressing independent living
skills for the child as well as documentation dbets and services provided to
achieve those goals.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation explained the agency’s efforts taea@hthe child’'s permanency goal of
independent living. Documentation addressed theviong for the child:
» Efforts to provide the child with services to adaigly prepare the child
for independent living when the child leaves fostae.
» Efforts to provide long term stability for the ahilintil he or she reaches
adulthood.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 50.0%
Partially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 12.5%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢éammay not total 100 percent due to rounding.
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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&at po the period under review, or in which cortac
with parents was not considered to be in the chit@st interest.

Review Findings The assessment of item 11 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 7 (87.5%) of the applicabges and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (12.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

o (7 foster care cases)
o In four cases, the child was placed in the sameawanity as their parent(s).
o Inthree cases, the child was placed within 50 srfilem their parent(s).

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

o Inthis case, the child’s placement was not inel@sough proximity to facilitate
sufficient visits with the child’s parents. Theaseno information in the case file to
indicate that the placement was selected basekeochild’s needs or to aid in the
achievement of case goals.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should include information regardthg location of foster care placement

and its proximity to the parent(s) location.

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 12 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 1 (50.0%) of the applicabges and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (50.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

» (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the target child and his siblingsendaced in the same relative foster

care placement.

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

o Inthis case, there were 4 children that enterstefacare. The target child and one
sibling were placed together in one foster caredarhile two other siblings were
placed in a different foster home. The revieweesenunable to find documentation
that shows efforts made to place the children togyedr to explain why the siblings
were not placed together.
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Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should explain the agency’s effargglace all siblings together.
&~ Documentation should address the circumstancesasans for not placing all siblings
together.

Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foser care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whettfeeDepartment of Health and Human Services
(DHHS) had or was making diligent efforts to faeite visitations between children in foster caré an
their parents and siblings. Reviewers also detethivhether these visits typically occurred with
sufficient frequency to meet the needs of the childand families. Non applicable cases were those
where the child had no siblings in foster caréhé& parents could not be located, and/or if vigitat
with the parents was considered not in the bestasts of the child. Reviewers rated this itemntlier
period under review based on the individual neddseochild and family, rather than on the DHHS
policy regarding visitation. The DHHS visitationigebook recommends a minimum of one visit
every two weeks between child and parent unlessutd not be in the child’s best interest because
the parent is the perpetrator of severe physiaad@lbr sexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires that
siblings placed separately must have a minimunmmef\asit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of item 13 was applicable for Beoil# cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 5 (62.5%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 3 (37.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, documentation indicated thatftaguency and quality of the visits
were sufficient to promote continuity of parentldirelationships.

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

o In one case, there was no documentation to indibateefforts had been made to
promote sufficient frequency or quality of visitati between the child and his
parents. In this case visitation between the miathd child was inconsistent and
not of sufficient frequency while there was no t@son between the father and the
child.

o In one case, documentation supports efforts to ptersufficient frequency and
quality of visitation between the child and the het However, the reviewers were
unable to find any documentation of visitationsamn the child and the father.
The child had no other siblings in foster care.

o In one case, the reviewers were able to find docatien to support the frequency
of visitation between the child and his mother atter. However, the reviewers
were unable to find documentation to support sigfficquality of visitations
between the target child and their mother and fathe
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Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should explain the frequency of wisétween the child and his/her parents
(mother and/or father when applicable) and thealaihd his or her siblings if the child has
a sibling who is also in foster care but is in #felient placement.

& Documentation should explain the quality of visg$ween the child and his/her parents
(mother and/or father when applicable) and thealaihd his or her siblings if the child has
a sibling who is also in foster care but is in #&e&lient placement. Documentation should
address how the quality of the visit was sufficterthaintain continuity of relationships.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether the Department oftH@sd Human Services had or was making
diligent efforts to preserve the child’s primarynoection and characteristics while in foster care.
Reviewers had to make a professional judgment abheuthild’s primary connections and then
explore whether those connections have been pegsénmvough case planning and service delivery.

Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable for Beofl# cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 5 (62.5%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 3 (37.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the files contained documentatibefforts made by the
department to maintain the child’s connectionsisocbhmmunity, faith, extended
family, friends, tribe and any other connectioret there determined to be
important to the child.

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

o In all three cases, the case file contains no exdef efforts made by the
department during the period under review to mairitae child’s connections to his
community, faith, extended family, friends, tribeamy other connections that were
determined to be important to the child.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to include the child’s impartamnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.
&~ Documentation should include information to suppbat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with bothmother and father and relatives to determine wéeth not the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in an Indigbd.
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Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving preferéoce
placing the child with relatives, and determine thiee the State considered such a placement and how
(for example, seeking out and evaluating the chitdlatives). Relatives include non-custodial
parents, such as fathers not in the home, if agiplécto the case. Reviewers had to determine the
extent to which the agency identified relatives Wilaol some reasonable degree of relationship with
the child and with whom the child might reside.efédid not need to be in the case record a formal
evaluation of relatives with whom the child migbside, but for reviewers to have answered “yes”
evidence must exist, through either the case dontatien or the case interviews, that relatives were
evaluated and considered. Reviewers rated thisatea Strength if (1) the agency assessed thi<chil
needs and determined that he/she required speciatssand (2) the agency assessed potential
relative placements and determined that the reatimcements did not have the capacity to meet the
child’s needs. Reviewers rated this item as an§theunless no efforts were made to locate or iffent
relatives for placement, or placement with a farkilpwn to the child. Reviewers rated this item as
not applicable if (1) the agency determined up@ndhild’s initial entry into care that his/her need
required residential treatment services and aivelalacement would be inappropriate, or (2) if
relatives were unable to be identified despitedpency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situassuch
as abandonment in which the identity of the parantkrelatives remains unknown despite efforts to
identify them. Reviewers were to check not apjblieaf the child was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of item 15 was applicable for Aeofltt cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 4 (57.1%) of the applicabges and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 3 (42.9%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (4 foster care cases)
o Inthree cases, the child was placed with relataretsthe relative placement was
stable and meeting the child’s needs.
o In one case, documentation shows that an extessareh of both maternal and
paternal relatives was completed; however, thetified relatives were determined
to be inappropriate placement options for the child

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (3 foster care case)

o Intwo cases, the child was not placed with retaiand reviewers were unable to find
any documentation to support any efforts to idgrthe child’s maternal or paternal
relatives.

0 In one case, the child was not placed with relataed while reviewers found
documentation that shows maternal relatives wesetified, there is no documentation
to support any efforts to identify the child’s paial relatives.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should clearly indicate the agenejferts to identify, locate, and evaluate
maternal and/or paternal relatives as potentialgdanents for the child.
& If the child is not placed with relatives, the dowmntation should include the reason for not
placing the child with relatives (i.e. relativesn@einwilling to provide placement, relatives
were ruled out or determined to be inappropriataggment options for the child etc.)
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Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parens

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetleas evidence of a strong, emotionally supportive
relationship between the child in foster care dreddhild’s parents during the period under review.
Reviewers assigned a rating of Strength for tleisiitvhen there was evidence of regular visitation
between parent and child. Reviewers assignedrayrat Area Needing Improvement (ANI) when
they determined the agency had not made diligdaitefto support the child’s relationship with the
father or mother. A case was considered not agigkcif a relationship with the child’s parents was
contrary to the child’s safety or best interestimiyithe period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beoil# cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 3 (37.5%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

» (3 foster care cases)
O In all three cases, documentation supports thattsfivere made to promote and
maintain a positive and nurturing relationship bestw the child in foster care and their
mother and/or father.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):

» (5 foster care cases)
O In all five cases, there was no documentation tavstiat efforts were made to
promote and maintain a positive and nurturing retesthip between the child in foster
care and their parents (mother and father).

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should indicate the agency'’s efftarigrovide opportunities or support
additional activities to help support, strengthenmaintain parent-child relationships.
Documentation should address mother and/or fathexdationships as determined
applicable due to case circumstances.
¢~ The additional activities referenced here are thostside of planned visitation between the
parent and child and would include the following:

» Parent participation in the child’s school actiat, attendance at
doctor’s appointments, engagement in after schoektracurricular
activities.

» Agency efforts to arrange for or provide transpaida for the parent to
attend activities mentioned above.

* Opportunities for therapeutic situations to stremgt parent child
relationships.

* Encourage foster parents to provide mentoring oveeas a role model
to parents.
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.  WELL-BEING

Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity topde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 7.1%
Partially Achieved: 10 71.4%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21.4%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢éaimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.

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

In assessing item 17, reviewers were to determimetiver the Department of Health and Human
Services adequately assessed the needs of chifdmemts and foster parents AND provided the
services to meet those needs. Reviewers ratedlifeas a Strength if (1) a needs assessment was
conducted for the child(ren), parents, and fosteepts, and (2) appropriate services were proviied
relation to the identified needs of the targetcatiml foster care cases, or for all children initheome
cases. Education and physical or mental healthicgsrto the target child were not rated for ttesn
(these are rated in items 21, 22, and 23). Reviehad to document whether these services were
provided to parents.

Review Findings The assessment of item 17 was applicable for atlabés. This item was rated as a
Strength in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases atetiras an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 9
(64.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, there were concerted efforts to agkesneeds of the target child,
foster parents and parents (mother and father \&pplicable) and appropriate
services were implemented to address all identifeeds.

* (3 in home cases)

o Inthree cases, there were concerted efforts saghe needs of all children living
in the home as well as the parents (mother an@rfathen applicable) and
appropriate services were implemented to addrésdeattified needs.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (6 foster care cases)

0]

o

(0]

In one case, the needs of the child, parents, @stdrfparent were assessed,;
however, the reviewers found that services wergrmtided to meet all identified
needs of the child, parents, and foster parent.

In one case, the reviewers were unable to findmétion to support that the needs
of the child’s father or the needs of the fosterepawere assessed or identified.

In one case, the reviewers were unable to findmé&tion to support that services
were provided to meet the identified needs of ths father. In this same case,
the reviewers were unable to find information tport that the needs of the foster
parent were assessed or identified.

In one case, the reviewers were unable to findmé&tion to support that services
were provided to meet the identified needs of thiels mother. In this same case,
the reviewers were unable to find information tpmort that the needs of the foster
parent were assessed or identified.

In one case, the reviewers were unable to finokimétion to support that the needs
of the foster parent were assessed or identified.

In one case, the reviewers were unable to findmétion to support that the needs
of the child’s mother were sufficiently assessedet during the PUR.

* (3 in home cases)

o

In one case, the reviewers found that the childrestis that were not identified by
the agency. In this same case, reviewers werdeit@find information to support
that the needs of the child’s father were assesshk in home case involved 2
different biological fathers. While the mother ogjgd that this father was not
appropriate, the case file documentation indicttasthe agency did not document
the identity of the father to the oldest child ald not make efforts to locate him.
In one case, the reviewers were unable to finda@efit information to support that
the child’s father’'s needs were assessed or sarpicided to meet his needs
during the PUR. The child was in the care andamysof his mother in this case.

In one case, the reviewers found that the neetistbfthe father and the mother
were assessed; however, it was determined thatdaoémts had needs that were not
addressed through appropriate services.

Reviewer Comments:

& Documentation should include detailed informatidnhe agency’s efforts to achieve an in
depth understanding of the needs of the child andly regardless of whether needs were
assessed in a formal or informal manner.

¢ It is not enough to simply note that an assessmaatcompleted, it is important that
enough information is documented regarding adequddiie assessment.

¢~ Needs should be clearly identified and documented.

&~ Services should be clearly identified and shouldcimadentified needs.

Iltem 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 people identifiedhry family in the case planning activities reletvian
the current case plan. A determination of involeetrin case planning required that a parent
(guardian) and the child (older than 8 and notpacatated) had actively participated in identifyiig
services and goals for the case plan.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 18 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
Strength in 4 (28.6%) of the applicable cases atetiras an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 10
(71.4%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, the reviewers determined tih&vapplicable the mother, father,
and target child were actively involved in the depenent and evaluation of case
plan goals.

* (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, the reviewers determined that wh@figgble the mother, father, and
the children were actively involved in the devel@mnand evaluation of case plan
goals.

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

o Intwo cases, the reviewers were unable to findidwmntation of active efforts to
involve the child’s mother or father in the deveatggnt and evaluation of case plan
goals.

o0 In one case, the reviewers were unable to find sh@cuation of active efforts to
involve the child’s biological father in the devploent and evaluation of case plan
goals.

o Intwo cases, the reviewers were unable to findidwmntation of active efforts to
involve the child’s biological mother in the devploent and evaluation of case plan
goals.

* (5in home cases)

o Intwo cases, the reviewers were unable to findidentation of active efforts to
involve the child or the child’s mother in the demment and evaluation of case
plan goals.

o Intwo cases, the reviewers were unable to findidwmntation of active efforts to
involve the child’s biological father in the devphoent and evaluation of case plan
goals.

0 In one case, the reviewers found that the mothefather were not provided with
sufficient opportunities to be involved in the dgment and evaluation of case
plan goals.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation and interviews should clearly idgntiife extent to which the child (if
developmentally appropriate) was involved in defamng: (1) his or her strengths and
needs, (2) the type and level of services nee@gdnf his or her goals and progress
towards them.

¢~ Documentation and interviewers should clearly idfgrihe extent to which the parents
(mother and/or father) whenever appropriate/apphieawere involved in (1) identifying
strengths and needs, (2) identifying services andice providers, (3) establishing case
plan goals, (4) evaluating progress toward goalsi &) discussing the case plan in case
planning meetings.
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ltem 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical patterigifs between the worker and child and if these
visits were sufficient to ensure adequate monitpahthe child’s safety and Well-Being. Reviewers
were also to determine whether visits focused smds pertinent to case planning, service delivery,
and achievement of the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 19 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
Strength in 6 (42.9%) of the applicable cases atetiras an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 8
(57.1%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

» (5 foster care cases)

(0]

In all five cases, the frequency and quality oftgibetween the caseworker and the
target child were sufficient to ensure safety, perency and well-being of the child
and achieve case plan goals.

* (1in home case)

o

In this case, the worker had face to face contaittsall of the children living in the
home. The frequency and quality of visits betwd#encaseworker and each child
were sufficient to ensure safety, permanency arldbeeng of the children and
achieve case plan goals.

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

o

o

In one case, the reviewers found the frequencysis\between the caseworker and
the child was not sufficient, with visits occurrimgjust four out of eleven months.
In one case, the typical pattern of visitation bewthe caseworker and the target
child was less than once a month. The reviewers weable to determine the
quality of visits due to lack of information in tifiee and during the interviews.

In one case, the case file contains no documentadishow that caseworker visits
with the child occurred. While information provatiduring interviews indicated
that the caseworker did visit the child on a montidsis, these visits were found to
be insufficient in quality as none of the visitdlwihis child, who is older than 18
months, were private visits.

* (5in home cases)

(0]

In four cases, the reviewers determined that thiedy pattern of visitation between
the worker and the child(ren) was less than onoelath. Furthermore, the
reviewers were unable to determine the qualityisitsydue to lack of information

in the file and during the interviews.

In one case, the typical pattern of visitation ledwthe caseworker and each of the
children was at least once a month. However,aliz=wers were unable to
determine the quality of visits due to lack of imf@tion in the file and during the
interviews.
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Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should address the frequency of warkesits with the child. If the face to
face contact between the worker and the child was than once a month, the
documentation should include reasons why the fadade contact between the worker and
child did not occur.

¢~ Documentation should include enough informatioddtermine that the quality of the visit
between the worker and the child was sufficierstddress issues pertaining to safety,
permanency, and well-being of the child and pronaatéevement of case plan goals. Itis
important to document length of visit, locationvidit and items that were discussed during
the visits.

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 permaneyoaj while ensuring safety and Well-Being.
Cases were not applicable for this item if parengdits had been terminated prior to the periodennd
review and parents were no longer involved in ies| of the children.

Review Findings The assessment of item 20 was applicable for atlabés. This item was rated as a
Strength in 3 (21.4%) of the applicable cases atebras an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 11
(78.6%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In both cases, the frequency and quality of visésveen the caseworker and the
target child’s parents were sufficient to ensurfetyapermanency and well-being of
the child and promote achievement of case plarsgoal

* (1 in home case)

o In one case, the frequency and quality of visitsveen the caseworker and the
child’s parents (mother and/or father) were sugintito ensure the safety,
permanency and well-being of the children and prenaghievement of case plan
goals.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (6 foster care cases)

o In one case, the reviewers determined that thedlpiattern of visitation between
the worker and the child’s mother and father was tean once a month.
Furthermore, the reviewers were unable to deterthi@euality of the visits based
on the documentation found in the file.

o0 In one case, the typical pattern of visitation keswthe caseworker and the child’s
mother was less than once a month; however quadsyindicated for the visits that
did occur. In this same case, there was no doctatien of contacts between the
worker and the child’s father.

o Intwo cases, the reviewers determined that th&evdrad monthly face to face
contact with the child’s mother and the qualitytioé visits were sufficient to
address safety, permanency and well-being of thé.chlowever, there were either
no documented contacts or minimal contacts docusddmttween the worker and
the child’s father in these cases.

o Intwo cases, the reviewers determined that thé&e&vdrad monthly face to face
contact with the child’s father and the qualitytioé visits were sufficient to address
safety, permanency and well-being of the child.wieer, there were either no
documented contacts or minimal contacts documdrgealeen the worker and the
child’s mother in these cases.

* (5in home cases)

o Inthree cases, the reviewers determined thalyflieal pattern of visitation
between the worker and the child’s mother and fatrees less than once a month.
Furthermore, the reviewers were unable to deterthi@euality of the visits based
on the documentation found in the file.

o In one case, the reviewers determined that the evaniet with the mother at least
once a month and the quality of the visits wasisigffiit to address safety,
permanency and well-being of the child. Howevesits between the worker and
the father were not of sufficient frequency or dyal

o In one case, the reviewers determined that the evariet with the mother at least
once a month and the quality of the visits wasisigffit to address safety,
permanency and well-being of the child. Howevesits between the worker and
the father were not of sufficient frequency or ayal The child was placed in the
care and custody of their father in this case.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly address the frequaiayorker’s visits with the parents
(mother and/or father) as determined to be applieand appropriate. If the face to face
contact between the worker and the parent wasthessonce a month, the documentation
should include reasons why the face to face cofivteen the worker and parent did not
occur.
> If the reason for lack of contact with the parentiue to the parent's whereabouts

being unknown, the file needs to include enougirimtion regarding the
departments’ efforts to locate and involve the pare

& Documentation should include enough informatioddtermine that the quality of the visits
between the worker and the parent were sufficiemaididress issues pertaining to safety,
permanency, and well-being of the child and pronaat@evement of case plan goals. Itis
important to document the length of the visit, tamaof the visit and items that were
discussed during the visits.
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Status of Well-Being Outcome WB?2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 72.7%
Partially Achieved: 1 9.1%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 18.2%
Not Applicable: 3 21.4%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢aimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivetg in home services, reviewers considered
whether the educational needs are/were relevahetoeason why the agency is/was involved with the
family, and whether the need to address educatissas is/was a reasonable expectation given the
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémily. (If not, reviewers rated item 21 as not
applicable.) Reviewers rated this item as a Streri@l) the agency made extensive efforts to adslr
the child’s educational needs and the school systaswunresponsive, especially if the problems are
with a local school or jurisdiction; (2) if the dfhiren)’s educational needs were assessed and
addressed, including cases where the educatioc@id®were missing and the reasons why; or (3) if
the agency conducted an assessment of educatssnali and determined that there were no problems
in that area, nor any need for educational services

Review Findings The assessment of item 21 was applicable for 1ieol4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 8 (72.7%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 3 (27.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (6 foster care and 2 in home cases)
o In all eight cases, there was evidence that thd(cén)’'s current educational needs
were assessed and services were provided to nesified needs.

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

o0 Inthis case, there was no evidence that the chddirent educational needs were
assessed or that services were provided even thbaghis some evidence that the
child is struggling in school.

* (2 in home cases)

o0 In one case, reviewers found that while assessnoétite child’s educational needs
were completed, there is not documentation to sthatvall of the child’s
educational needs were met with appropriate sesvice

0 In one case, there was evidence in the file thagpaeus that an educational
assessment was needed for one of the childrerihdme; however, the reviewers
were unable to find documentation to support timggoing educational assessments
were completed or that services were provided tvesms$ educational needs.
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Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should clearly address the agendysts to assess the child’s educational
needs.

¢~ Documentation should clearly indicate the agenejferts (services provided) to address
all identified needs.

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health needs.
Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

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%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢aimay not total 100 percent due to rounding.
Item 22: Physical health of the child
When addressing health issues for families recgivirnome services, reviewers considered whether
the physical health needs are/were relevant toghson why the agency is/was involved with the
family and whether the need to address physicdtthesues is/was a reasonable expectation given th
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémaily. (If not, reviewers rated this item as not
applicable.) For example, if a child became knaavthe agency and was determined to be in need of
in home services at least partly as a result ofiglay abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reasot@able
expect the agency to provide services to ensutahbahild receives the appropriate physical lealt
services. Reviewers rated this item as a Strahtjtke agency conducted an assessment of physical
health and determined that there were no problertisait area, nor any need for physical health
services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 22 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 9 (75.0%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 3 (25.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (7 foster care cases)

o In all seven cases, there was documentation toostfiiat the agency conducted an
assessment of the target child’s physical and tlbetdth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all identified needs.

* (2 in home cases)

o In both cases, there was documentation to suppatrthe agency conducted an
assessment of all of the children’s physical antaléhealth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet identified needs.

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (April 2011eR8vi  pagel6





Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the reviewers were unable to findudwntation of current assessments
of the child’s physical and dental health needs.
* (2 in home cases)
o0 In both cases, the reviewers were unable to firmidentation of current
assessments of the child(ren)’s physical and déetath needs.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should address the agency’s efforéssess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

¢~ Documentation should indicate the agency’s efftartaddress the child’s physical and
dental health needs as identified in the assessnieist not enough to simply state the date
of the examinations. Documentation should inclingeresults of both physical and dental
examinations and services that were provided ta theeneeds that were identified during
those examinations.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theopasnder review, (1) mental health needs had
been appropriately assessed, and (2) appropriateeseto address those needs had been offered or
provided. Reviewers rated this item as a Streiigtie agency conducted an assessment of the shild’
mental health and determined that there were ndahkealth needs or that appropriate services were
provided to meet all identified mental health nee@ases were not applicable if the child was too
young for an assessment of mental health needsha reviewer determined that there was no reason
to expect that, during the period under review,apency would address mental/behavioral health
issues for the child(ren), given the circumstarafabe case.

Review Findings The assessment of item 23 was applicable for 1ieol4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 9 (81.8%) of the applicakes and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 2 (18.2%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (6 foster care cases)

o In all six cases, the file documentation indicateat the agency conducted informal
or formal assessments of the target child’s mdghbvioral health needs.
Assessments were completed formally through pedrtrent assessments or
psychological evaluations and informally during fgnteam meetings and worker
contacts with the child.

» Needs identified for each case included conductrdes, PTSD, AHDH,
depression, bi-polar disorder, drug and alcohokddpnce, anger and other
behavioral issues.

= Services provided to meet the child’s needs in easle included family
therapy, individual therapy, medication managemgsychiatric
consultations, behavioral need’s daycare, and dnagalcohol education
classes.
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* (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, the file documentation indiddtat the agency conducted current
assessments of the child(ren)’s mental/behaviaalth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all the identifieddses the child(ren)’s.

» In one of the cases, the agency assessed thescmi&dital and behavioral
health needs through YLS assessment, CCAA, prariegd assessment, and
substance abuse evaluation. Services providecrét the child’s needs
included day treatment, MST, group therapy andviddial therapy.

= In one of the cases, a pre treatment assessmertiseasompleted for each
of the children in the home.

* In one case, the agency assessed the child’s lmeabneeds through YLS
assessment which was updated on two occasiongydherperiod under
review. Individual therapy was provided to meet ¢thild’s needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (2 in home cases)

o Inone case, while the documentation indicatedtti@mental health needs for two
of the children in the home were assessed, thewevs were unable to find
documentation to show that the mental health nésdse 3° child in the home.

o Inone case, the reviewers found documentatioharcase file that shows that the
agency conducted assessments of the child’s mieeltaVioral health needs;
however reviewer were unable to find documentatiiosupport that appropriate
services were provided to meet all identified needs

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should clearly address the agendytsts to assess the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs.
¢~ Documentation should identify the child’s needs eledrly show the agency’s efforts to
address the child’s mental/behavioral health nesslgdentified in the assessment.
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Southeast Service Area — 6™ Quarter 2011 Mini CFSR Results

Review Period: April 1%, 2010 — April 1%, 2011
Number of Reviews: 14 cases (8 Foster Care, 6 In-Home)

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Note: Percentages for applicable cases may nota#q®0 due to rounding.

Item Ratings (#)

Item Ratings (%)

Performance ltem s ANI N/A S ANI N/A
ltem 1. | Timeliness of initiating investigations 1 10 25.0% [ 75.0% | 71.4%
ltem 2. | Repeat maltreatment 3 11 100.0% | 0.0% [ 78.6%
ltem 3: | services to family 7 2 77.8% | 22.2% | 35.7%
ltem4: | Risk assessment and safety management 4 10 28.6% | 71.4% | 0.0%
ltem 5| Foster care re-entries 2 0 12 100.0% | 0.0% | 85.7%
ltem 6. | stability of foster care placement 7 1 87.5% | 12.5% | 42.9%
ltem 7: | permanency goal for child 5 3 62.5% | 37.5% | 42.9%
ltem 8: | Reunification, guardianship etc 6 1 85.7% | 14.3% | 50.0%
ltem ;| Adoption 2 0 12 | 100.0% | 0.0% | 85.7%
ltem 10 | other planned permanent living arrangement 3 0 11 100.0% | 0.0% | 78.6%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 7 1 6 87.5% | 12.5% | 42.9%
ltem 12: | pjacement with siblings 1 1 12 50.0% | 50.0% | 85.7%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 5 3 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 42.9%
ltem 14: | preserving connections 5 3 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 42.9%
ltem 15 | Relative placement 4 3 7 57.1% | 42.9% | 50.0%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 3 5 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 42.9%
ltem 17: | Needs and services 5 9 0 35.7% | 64.3% | 0.0%
ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case planning 4 10 0 28.6% | 71.4% | 0.0%
ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 6 8 0 42.9% | 57.1% | 0.0%
ltem 20 | caseworker visits with parent(s) 3 11 0 21.4% | 78.6% | 0.0%
ltem 21: | Eqycational needs of the child 8 3 72.7% | 27.3% | 21.4%
ltem 22: | pnysical health of the child 9 2 75.0% | 25.0% | 14.3%
ltem 23 | Mental/behavioral health of the child 9 2 3 81.8% | 18.2% | 21.4%
OUTCOME RESULTS
* 95 % is the target goal for each outcome.
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NACH N/A SA PA NACH N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2 1 2 1 10 25.0% | 50.0% | 25.0% | 71.4%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4) 4 6 4 0 28.6% | 42.9% | 28.6% | 0.0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 5 2 1 6 62.5% | 25.0% | 12.5% | 42.9%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 4 3 1 6 50.0% | 37.5% | 12.5% | 42.9%
Well-being 1 (Items 17-20 1 10 3 0 7.1% 71.4% | 21.4% 0.0%
Well-being 2 (Item 21 8 1 2 3 72.7% 9.1% 18.2% | 21.4%
Well-being 3 (Items 22-23) 10 2 2 0 71.4% | 14.3% | 14.3% 0.0%

KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable
S =Strength

PA =Partially Achieved

SA =Substantially Achieved

NACH =Not Achieved

ANI = Area Needing Improvement
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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.
» Item 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 Item 9 (Adoption)
e Item 10 (Other planned permanent living arrangement)
Permanency Outcome #2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for
children.
* Item 11 (Proximity of foster care placement)
+ Iltem 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)
e Item 15 (Relative placement)
e 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.
e 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.
e 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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CHART 1

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR = Combined (ALL Cases)

Safety Outcomes

i Foster Care Only

¥ In Home Only

n=14
Federal Expectation=95%
33.3%
n=1
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Safety Outcome #1 (Children are first and foremost
protected from abuse and neglect)

CFSR Performance Item

Safety Outcome #2 (Children are safely maintained in their
homes whenever possible and appropriate)

Federal Expectations:
Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%
Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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CHART 2

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Safety Outcome #1 - Strength Ratings for ltems 1 & 2
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Item 1: Timeliness of Initiating Investigations
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CFSR Performance Item
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Item 2: Repeat Maltreatment

Federal Expectations:
Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%
Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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Item 3: Services to Family Item 4: Risk Assessment & Safety Management
Federal Expectations:
Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%
CFSR Performance Item Items 1-20. 22. 23 = 90%
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CHART 4

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Permanency Outcomes
n=8

[ Foster Care Only

Federal Expectation=95%
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Permanency Outcome #1 (Children have permanency and Permanency Outcome #2 (Proximity of foster care
stability in their living situations) placement)
Federal Expectations:
CFSR Performance Item Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%

Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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Item 5: Foster Care  Item 6: Stability of Item 7: Permanency Item 8: Reunification, Item 9: Adoption Item 10: Other
Re-Entries Foster Care Goal for Child Guardianship, etc. Planned Permanent
Placement Living Arrangement
Federal Expectations:
CFSR Performance Item Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%

CHART 5 Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%






100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

Strength Rating - Achieved Percentage

20.0%

0.0%

CHART 6

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Permanency Outcome #2 - Strength Ratings for Items 11-16

i Foster Care Only
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Item 11: Proximity of Item 12: Placement Item 13: Visiting with Item14: Preserving  Item 15: Relative Item 16: Relationship

Foster Care w/ Siblings Parents & Siblings connections Placement of Child in Care w/
Placement Parents
Federal Expectations:
CFSR Performance Item Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%

Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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CHART 7

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Well-Being Outcomes
n=14

B Combined (ALL Cases)
i Foster Care Only

H In Home Only
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Well-Being Outcome #1 (Families have =~ Well-Being Outcome #2 (Children

children's needs) their educational needs)

CFSR Performance Item

Well-Being Outcome #3 (Children
enchanced capacity to provide for their receive appropriate services to meet receive adequate services to meet their

physical and mental health needs)

Federal Expectations:
Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%
Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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B Combined (ALL Cases)

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR < Foster Care Only
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CHART 9

SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Well-Being Outcome #2 - Strength Rating for Item 21

B Combined (ALL Cases)
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Item 21: Educational Needs of Child

CFSR Performance Item

Federal Expectations:

Item 21 and ALL Outcomes = 95%
Items 1-20, 22, 23 = 90%
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SESA - 6th Quarter Mini CFSR

Well-Being Outcome #3 - Strength Ratings for Iltems 22 & 23
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Item 22: Physical Health of Child

CFSR Performance Item
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Item 23: Mental/Behavioral Health of Child
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