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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Final Report: Children and Family Services Review
(Southeast Service Area — Februatydf 2010)

This document presents findings from tifendini Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) fioe t
Southeast Service Area. The Nebraska CQI (Contim@uality Improvement) team has identified
mini CFSR review as an important activity for assag the performance of each service area and the
state as a whole with regard to achieving posiivieomes for children and their families. Mini GES
reviews are scheduled to take place in each seave@once every quarter in year 2010 and 2011.

The Southeast Service area mini CFSR review wadumed on February 1st to February 3rd 2010.
The period under review for the onsite case rewias January 1st, 2009 through January 25th, 2010.
The findings were derived from file reviews of l&ses (8 foster care and 6 in home cases ) which
were randomly selected from all open child welfegises at some time during the period under review.
The reviews also included interviews with parenksldren, foster parents, CFS specialists, androthe
service providers to assess items 17-20 withimdkiw tool.

Five of the 14 cases were brought to the atterdfddHHS for juvenile justice services and four bét
cases were non court involved. The cases were therfollowing Southeast Service Area offices:
Lincoln, York, Seward, Crete and Plattsmouth.

The review was completed by 5 teams of two revieweade up of both staff from DHHS and Out of
Home Reform providers (KVC, Cedars & Visinet). ¥#0f the cases were reviewed by the following
second level reviewers: Micaela Swigle, Kathy Amstand Sheila Kadoi.

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 rating of I8jtk or Area Needing Improvement (ANI) is assigted
each of the 23 items incorporated in the sevenoous depending on the percentage of cases thataece
a Strength rating in the onsite case review. Am itg assigned an overall rating of Strength if 85cpnt of
the applicable cases reviewed are rated as StreéPgtformance ratings for each of the seven outsare
based on item ratings for each case. A serviceraggabe rated as having “substantially achieved,”
“partially achieved,” or “not achieved” the outconide determination of whether a service area is in
substantial conformity with a particular outcoméased on the percentage of cases that were deggtmi
to have substantially achieved that outcome. Iiofok a service area to be in substantial confiyrmith

a particular outcome, 95 percent of the caseswedaenust be rated as having substantially achigwed
outcome. The standard for substantial conformityaised on the standard set for Federal CFSR. The
standards are based on the belief that becauskvabiifare agencies work with our country’s most
vulnerable children and families, only the high&sindards of performance should be acceptable. The
focus of the CFSR process is on continuous quiatiprovement; standards are set high to ensure nggoi
attention to the goal of achieving positive outcsrf@ children and families with regard to safety,
permanency, and well-being.

A service area that is not in substantial confoymiith a particular outcome must work with theicéd

CQI team to develop and implement a Program Imprere Plan (PIP) to address the areas of concern
associated with that outcome.
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Key CFSR Findings Regar ding Outcomes

The ' Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfanoe in Southeast Service Area with regard to
achieving desired outcomes for children. Althoug $ervice area did not achieve substantial corityprm
with any of the seven CFSR outcomes, the serviea did achieve overall ratings of Strength for the
individual indicators pertaining to repeat maltreant (item 2), services to family to protect chié() in
the home and prevent removal or re-entry into fostee (item 3), foster care reentry (item 5), othe
planned living arrangement (item 10), placing at@fdin close proximity to their parents (item 1dngd
addressing mental/behavioral health needs of theé(idn) (item 23).

The mini CFSR review also identified key areasafaern with regard to achieving outcomes for citdr
and families. Concerns were identified with regar&afety Outcome 1 (children are, first and forstno
protected from abuse and neglect), which was satialig achieved in only 33 percent of the cases
reviewed. The lowest rating within this outcome vi@stem 1 (timeliness of investigations), whiclasv
rated as a Strength in 33 percent of the caseswed.

Concerns were also identified with regards to Paanay Outcome 1, (Children have permanency and
stability in their living situations) which was ssthntially achieved in only 13 percent of the cases
reviewed. Within Permanency Outcome 1, Southeasic®earea’s lowest ratings were for item 9
(adoptions), which was rated as a Strength in 38 of the cases reviewed; and for item 7 (peanen
goal for child), which was rated as a Strength8mp8rcent of the cases reviewed.

In addition, concerns also were identified withaefjto Well-Being Outcome 1 (families have enhanced
capacity to provide for children’s needs), whichsvgabstantially achieved in only 29% percent of the
cases reviewed. The lowest ratings were for iterfca8eworker visits with parent(s)), which was dade

a Strength in only 14 percent of the cases reviewea 19 (caseworker visits with child), which wased
as a Strength in 43 percent of the cases reviewed.
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KEY FINDINGSRELATED TO OUTCOMES

|. SAFETY

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

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 2 33%
Partially Achieved: 3 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 17%
Not Applicable: 8 57%

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment

In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report
occurring during the period under review had begtrated in accordance with child welfare agency
policy. A new intake tool was implemented in 2Q@3ich 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 HHS. Priority 2 designated reportstargave face to face contact with the allegedmict
by Protection and Safety within O to 5 days from time the intake is received and Priority 3 has a
response time of 0-10 days. Data is generatedhtyotat ensure compliance with the response times.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 2 (33%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (67%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (2 foster care cases) — In both cases, the inagtigwas initiated in a timely manner and
contacts with the children were made in a timelywn& according to state policy.

Areas needing improvement:

* (1 foster care & 3 in home cases) — In all 4 casastacts with the child(ren) were not
made in a timely manner according to state polity @ase file documentation did not
indicate circumstances that justified the delay.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Need to document reasons why contacts with thd(ohil) was/were 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 tregtment report during the period under reviewd, an
if so, whether another substantiated/inconcluset#ipn to be filed report occurred within a 6 miont
period before or after the report identified. Gasere considered not applicable for assessméme if
child or family had never had a maltreatment report
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Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 3eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 3(100%) of the applicable sase

Strengths:

* (3 in home cases) — While there was at least obstantiated maltreatment report
involving a child in the family during the periodider review in these 3 cases, there were
no additional substantiatedports within a 6 month period before or aftet gharticular
maltreatment report.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation in the file included information rediag the circumstances and findings
for any maltreatment reports received within a énthagperiod before and after the
particular substantiated maltreatment report thatsweceived during the period under
review.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thdiomes whenever possible and appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 64%
Partially Achieved: 4 29%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Item 3: Servicesto family to protect child(ren) in 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 7eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 7(100%) of the applicable sase

Strengths:

* (5in home cases) — In home safety and other sswiere provided in order to protect the
children and prevent their entry into foster care.

* (2 out of home cases) —In home safety and otheicesrwere provided after the children
were reunified with the parent(s).

Reviewer Comments:

& None of the children who were currently living lre thome were removed from their home
during the period under review.
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&~ There was evidence to support that in home saéetyces (random drop ins etc.) and other
services to enhance parent protective capacitiag weovided for those children who were
reunified with their parents during the period undeview.

Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management

The assessment of Iltem 4 required reviewers tardete whether DHHS had made, or was making,
diligent efforts to reduce the risk of harm to ttteldren involved in each case. Reviewers ratésl th
item as a Strength if the agency terminated thkel'shparent’s rights as a means of decreasingaisk
harm for the child (for example, a termination @frgntal rights would prevent a child from being
returned to a home in which the child would beigk)rand has taken action to minimize other risks t
the child (for example, preventing contact withiunduals who pose a risk to the child’'s safetyj.al
case is/was open for services for a reason otla@r ahcourt substantiated, inconclusive, petitiobdo
filed or unfounded report of abuse or neglect,ppaaent risk of harm to the child(ren) (for examgle
juvenile justice case), reviewers were to docunti@istinformation and rate the item as not applieabl
Note, however, that for a child(ren) noted as ailichn need of supervision” or “delinquent”,
reviewers were to explore and determine whetheethas a risk of harm to the child, in addition to
the other reasons the case may have been oper&dioprating it as not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@asurrent or prior risk of harm to the childrentine
family.

Review Findings The assessment of item 4 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 9(64%) of the applicable cases andirasean area needing improvement in 5 (36%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o Intwo of the cases, the files contained enougbrimétion to support ongoing risk
and safety assessments for the target child whalged in a treatment facility and
during visits with their parents. There were noappt risk and safety issues for the
other child(ren) that remained in the home in tHzsases.

o Inthree of the cases, the files contained enonfgitnation to support ongoing risk
and safety assessment for the target child whifester care and during visits with
their parent(s). There were no other children ramaiin the home in these 3 cases.

* (4 in home cases) — In all four cases, the fild@ored enough information to support
ongoing risk and safety assessment for the childi{mdnile placed in the care of their
parents. Documentation indicated that risk arfietgassessments were formally and/or
informally completed and safety plans were adjustedafety threats increased or
decreased.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)
o Intwo of the cases, a safety assessment was nydleted before the child(ren)
was/were reunified with their parent(s).
0 In one case, the file contained very little infotraa regarding contact with the
foster parents and the child while placed with éhfwster parents. There were only
3 documented contacts with the child and the fqsdeents during the entire review
period.
* (2 in home cases) - In both in home cases, thewsrs were unable to find any additional
formal or informal ongoing safety assessments beybae initial assessment that led to the
case opening.
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Reviewer Comments:
&~ Workers need to utilize the Nebraska Safety Intgime System (Safety Model) to assess
risk and improve safety interventions with childeerd families.
s~ Workers need to continually assess risk and salgtiyng face to face contacts with the
child(ren), parent(s) and foster parents. Assessmoensk and safety should be very well
documented in the narratives provided for requicedtacts with the child, parents and
foster parents.

. PERMANENCY
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilitytheir living situations.

Status of Per manency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 12.5%
Partially Achieved: 6 75%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 12.5%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

Item 5: Foster carere-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment Strength if ddnegeriod under review a child did not have an
entry into care within a 12-month period from bethgcharged 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 if re-entries occurring withid2-month period were due to the same general
reasons or same perpetrators.

Review Findings The assessment of item 5 was applicable for all 14 cases. Reviewers rated this
item as Not Applicable due to the following reasofE) the child entered foster care before, and
remained in foster care during, the period undeiere or (2) the child entered foster care befare]
exited foster care during, the period under revéen there was not another entry into foster care
during the period under review.

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 ifid@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 8eflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 7 (88.5%) of the applicable casdsated as an area needing improvement in 1
(12.5%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (7 foster care cases)

o In four of the cases, the file indicated that th#édcremained in the same foster care
placement which was meeting their needs until thege successfully reunited with
their parent(s).

o Intwo of the cases, the file indicated that thidciemained in the same foster care
placement which was meeting their needs until these officially adopted by the
same foster parents.

o In one of the cases, even though the child expeggmore than one placement
change, these placement changes were necessadeirnt provide for the child’s
treatment needs.

Areas needing improvement:

» (1 foster care case) — In this one case, the yoathmoved to a different foster home when
the current foster parents decided that they ngdowanted to be foster parents. There
was some indication in the file that these fostepts may have believed that the agency
did not fully disclose the youth’s behavioral issysior to placing the youth in their care.

Reviewer Comments:
s~ Workers need to document reasons for any placeamamges. Documentation should
include whether or not the placement change wabkerbest interest of the child and
address if the placement change was necessanhtewacthe child’s permanency goals
and/or meet the child’s specific needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether DHHS had established an appropriate
permanency goal for the child in a timely mannec|uding filing for termination of parental rights
when relevant. Reviewers examined the appropeatenf a goal that ultimately rules out adoption,
guardianship, or return to family. Reviewers asedsvhether the child’s best interests were
thoroughly considered by DHHS in setting a goabthier planned living arrangement, and that such a
decision is /was continually reviewed for ongoimgppriateness. Cases were assigned a rating of
Strength for this item when reviewers determined DHHS had established an appropriate
permanency goal in a timely manner. Cases wergreska rating of Area Needing Improvement
when goals of reunification were not changed imeely manner when it was apparent that
reunification was unlikely to happen, terminatidrparental rights was not filed when the child had
been foster care for 15 of the past 22 months antbmpelling reasons were noted in the file, or the
goal established for the child was not appropria&ases were identified as Not Applicable if théd
was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 3 (37.5%) of the applicable casédsrated as an area needing improvement in 5
(62.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (3 foster care cases) — In these three casepeth@nency goal for the child was
reunification and was established in a timely manne
o Intwo of the cases, the child was reunited witirtparent(s) during the period
under review and documentation showed that the qeency goal was effectively
changed from reunification to family preservation.
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0 The third case involved a child who had been inafutome care for longer than 12
months and had a concurrent goal of adoption. Dwecuation in this case indicated
that reunification remained the primary goal duertmgress being made in
addressing the child’s treatment needs and thehdad that the child will be
successfully reunited with the parents in the hatare.

Areas needing improvement:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, the permanency goal for thé lshd been reunification and
guardianship for over 24 months. The primary heenbreunification with a
concurrent goal of guardianship some of the tintegurardianship as the primary
goal with reunification as the concurrent goal edrthe time. Both permanency
goals were not established within 60 days of thklshentry into foster care.

o Intwo of the cases, initial goal of reunificatiofas not established within 60 days
of the child’s entry into foster care. Furthermareboth cases the child returned
home during the period under review, however, dse@lan was not appropriately
changed from reunification to family preservation.

o In one of the cases the primary goal of reunifarativas established in a timely
manner, however, the goal of reunification is nugler the goal that is appropriately
meeting the child’s needs and case circumstandespiimary goal remained
reunification even after both parents had relingedstheir parental rights.

o In one of the cases, although the permanency pladaption was the appropriate
plan for the child’s needs and case circumstaritbegjoal of adoption was not
established in a timely manner. Case circumstamcksated that TPR
(Termination of Parental Rights) was not submitiatil the child had been in out of
home care for 26 months and there were no exceptionompelling reasons not to
file TRP documented in the file.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Permanency goals need to be identified in the Ghse

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

¢~ Case file documentation needs to reflect any chamgease plan goals.

& Case file documentation needs to include all infatton 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 evidence titigpefor TPR and/or documentation
of compelling reasons for not filing for TPR.

Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Placement with Relatives

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 8 was applicable for 7eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 5 (71%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (29%)
of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o Inone of the cases, the agency made concertedseffomeet the goal of
reunification, however, both parents were incaneerand unable to continue to
participate in court ordered services. Both pareelinquished their parental rights
during the period under review.

o Inthree of the cases, the agency made conceffimdiseto meet the goal of
reunification and the youth was reunited with thggrent(s) during the period under
review.

o In one of the cases, efforts were made to addnesshild’s treatment needs and
even though the child has been in out of home loauger than 12 months,
documentation indicates active involvement by theepts in the child’s treatment
and likelihood that the child will be successfuigunited with the parents.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, there is no evidence thaddkacy is addressing the concurrent
goal of guardianship that has been establishethé&ochild.

o In one of the cases, the child was in out of hoare éor 37 months. While the file
indicates that the child’s father was incarcerdtedome time, reviewers were
unable to find documentation of particular circuamgtes that would justify the
delay in achieving the goal of reunification.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencifares in achieving all permanency
goals established for the child.

& If the child has been in foster care for longerrif2 months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particul@ircumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

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

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 3eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 1 (33%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (67%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (1 foster care case) — Concerted efforts were rtdehieve the goal of adoption and the
child was adopted within 21 months from entering ifoster care.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases)
o Inone of the cases, there was a concurrent gaadastion established at the same
time that the primary goal of reunification wasagdished for the child. However,
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there was no evidence in the file that the concuirgeal of adoption was being
addressed by the agency.

o In another case, the child has been in out of hcane for well over 24 months.
While the termination of mom’s parental rights isrently under appeal, the actual
requests for termination of parental rights forrbparents were not submitted until
after the child had been in out of home care fomnths.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencyfarts in achieving all permanency
goals established for the child.

&~ If the child has been in foster care for longerrtti2 months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particul@ircumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

¢ If the permanency goal of adoption was not achiemeétht months or is not likely to be
achieved in 24 months of the date of the child’stm&cent entry into foster care, then the
documentation in the file should include particutaicumstances that warrant the delay.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanent living 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 Beollt cases. This item was rated
as a strength in both of the applicable cases (300%

Strengths:

» (2 foster care cases) — In both of these caseg itha concurrent goal of independent
living established for the child. Documentatiodicates that efforts are being made to
achieve case plan goals related to independenglivi

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencyfarts in achieving all permanency
goals established for the child.

&~ For children with other planned living arrangeméhidependent Living) permanency goal
who are expected to exit foster care to indepeneleihe documentation in the file should
address the following:

« Efforts to provide the child with services to adaigly prepare the child for
independent living when the child leaves fosteecar
« Efforts to provide long term stability for the ahilintil he or she reaches adulthood.

Status of Per manency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 50%
Partially Achieved: 4 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (Jan 2010 MiBIRCReview) page 11



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 chitd¥st interest.

Review Findings The assessment of item 11 was applicable for Beolh cases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 8 (100%) of the applicableesas

Strengths:

» (8 foster care cases)
o Intwo of the cases, the child was placed in tmesaommunity as their parent(s)

o Infive of the cases, the child was placed in almeaommunity that was in close
proximity to allow parents to visit the child orfraquent basis.

o In one of the cases the child was placed in ardiffestate in order to meet the
child’s specialized needs. Documentation indicéltesthe parents were involved
with the child’s treatment and had frequent pham&tacts and several face to face
contacts with the child during the PUR.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should include information regardiagation of foster care placement and

its proximity to the parent(s).

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 Aeollt cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 3 (75%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 1 (25%)

of the applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (3 foster care cases)
o Intwo of the cases, the child was placed in tmeestoster placement with his/her

siblings during the period under review.

o In one of the cases, the child was placed in @difft placement than her siblings
during the period under review. However, it wasassary to place the child in a
separate placement in order to meet their idedtifieatment needs.

Areas needing improvement:
» (1 foster care cases) — There was no documentatite file to indicate that the agency

tried to place all the siblings together.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should clearly state the agencysreftto place all siblings together.
&~ Documentation should clearly address the circumsgaror reasons for not placing all

siblings together.
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Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblingsin foster care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#iS had or was making diligent efforts to
facilitate visitations between children in fostare and their parents and siblings. Reviewers also
determined whether these visits typically occurth sufficient frequency to meet the needs of the
children and families. Non applicable cases wieosé where the child had no siblings in foster care
if the parents could not be located, and/or iftaisbn with the parents was considered not in &g b
interests of the child. Reviewers rated this ifemthe period under review based on the individual
needs of the child and family, rather than on ti&HS policy regarding visitation. The DHHS
visitation guidebook recommends a minimum of orsét \@very two weeks between child and parent
unless it would not be in the child’s best intetestause the parent is the perpetrator of sevesiqaly
abuse or sexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires thigs placed separately must have a minimum of
one visit per month. Other forms of communicatieiuding phone calls and letters are strongly

encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of item 13 was applicable for Beol#h cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 4 (50%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (50%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (4 foster care cases) — In all four cases, theeatation indicated that the frequency and
quality of the visits were sufficient to promotentimuity of parent child relationships. In
these instances, the child was either placed tegeitlth their siblings or did not have any
other siblings in foster care.

Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, documentation indicatedviséagation between the target
child and his/her siblings were not sufficient tomote continuity of their
relationships. In one of these cases the targket lshd no contact with any of her
siblings during the period under review.

o In one other case, while there was indication ¥isits between the child and his
mother were taking place, there was no documemtagigarding the length of the
visitation or the quality of the visitations betwetie child and his mother. There
was also no documentation of contacts betweenhite &nd his father during the
period under review.

Reviewer Comments:

& Documentation should clearly explain the frequeaicyisits between the child and his/her
parents (mother and/or father when applicable) &melchild and his or her siblings if the
child has a sibling who is also in foster care ®uin a different placement.

¢~ Documentation should include information regardihg quality of the visit between the
child and his/her parents (mother and/or father wia@plicable). Documentation should
address how the quality of the visit was sufficterfiromote continuity of the relationship
between the child and his/her parent(s) and/or eetwthe child and his/her sibling(s).

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matligent efforts to preserve the child’s

primary connection and characteristics while indosare. Reviewers had to make a professional
judgment about the child’s primary connections #rah explore whether those connections have been
preserved through case planning and service dgliver
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Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 6 (75%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (75%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (6 foster care cases) — In all six cases, the ¢ibeained documentation of efforts made by
the department to maintain the child’s connectionisis community, faith, extended
family, friends, tribe and any other connectionpamant to the child.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases) - In both cases, the reveewere unable to locate any documentation
regarding efforts to preserve the target child’pamant connections.

* In six of the cases (75%), reviewers indicateat the files did notontain enough information to
support that sufficient inquiry was conducted watrents, child, and other interested party to
determine whether the child may be a member ofigibke for membership in an Indian trib&lote:
Although this question is asked within the revieal,tits purpose is for data collection only andedo
not affect the rating for this item.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to clearly identify the chiidiportant connections 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.

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 dootatien 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 Bl cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 3 (60%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (40%)
of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (3 foster care cases)
o In one of the cases, the file indicated that reéstiwere identified and the child was
placed with a relative.
o Intwo of the cases, the files indicated that maternal and maternal relatives were
identified but were determined to be inapproprseement options for the child.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, there was documentation tfpostithat both maternal and paternal
relatives were identified, however, there was noudieentation in the file to explain
why the child was not placed with relatives.

o In one of the cases, there was no documentatisagport the agency’s efforts to locate
the child’s father or identify any paternal relasv Documentation indicated that
maternal relatives were identified but were deteedito be inappropriate placement
options for the child.

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, then dowentation should include the reason for
not placing the child with relatives (i.e. relatsrerere unwilling to provide placement,
relatives were ruled out or determined to be inaygrate placement options for the child
etc.)

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parents

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetheas evidence of a strong, emotionally supportive
relationship between the child in foster care dredahild’s parents during the period under review.
Reviewers assigned a rating of Strength for tlisiitvhen there was evidence of regular visitation
between parent and child. Reviewers assignedrayrat Area Needing Improvement when they
determined the agency had not made diligent eftorssipport the child’s relationship with the fathe
or mother. A case was considered not applicatdediationship with the child’s parents was camtra
to the child’s safety or best interest during tleeiqgd under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beol#h cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 6 (75%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (25%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (6 foster care cases)
o In all six cases, documentation supports that effi@ere made to support and
maintain a positive and nurturing relationship begw the child in foster care and
their mother and/or father.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases)
o In one of the cases, there was no documentati@rae any attempts of
creating a relationship between the child and tmaither other than supervised
visits that took place once a week.
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o Inthe other case, there was no documentationdagpany attempts of creating
a relationship between the child and their fati@ocumentation indicates that the
father's whereabouts were unknown, however, doctatien was not clear and it is
unknown if ongoing efforts were made to locatefdtber.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly indicate the ageneyferts to provide opportunities or
additional activities to help support, strengthenmaintain parent-child relationships.
Documentation should address each parent’s (mathdfor father as applicable)
relationship with the child.

& The additional activities referenced under thigntare those other than planned visitation
between parent and child and would include theofwithg:

» Parent patrticipation in the child’s school actiws, attendance at
doctor’s appointments, engagement in after schoelktracurricular
activities.

» Agencies efforts to arrange for or provide trangption for the parent
to attend such activities mentioned above.

* Opportunities for therapeutic situations to stremgt parent child
relationships.

* Encourage foster parents to provide mentoring oveeas role model to
parents.

[Il.  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: 4 29%
Partially Achieved: 7 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

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

In assessing item 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs of
children, parents and foster parents AND provideddservices to meet those needs. Reviewers rated
item 17 as a strength if (1) a needs assessmentamasicted for the child(ren), parents, and foster
parents, and (2) appropriate services were proviaeglation to the identified needs of the targfatd

in foster care cases, or for all children in in-looases. Education and physical or mental health
services to the target child were not rated fos item (these are rated in items 21, 22, and 23).
Reviewers had to document whether these servicespvrevided to parents.

Review Findings The assessment of item 17 was applicable for atlabés. This item was rated as a
strength in 8 (57%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 6 (43%) of the
applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o Inthese 5 foster care cases, there were conagfiftats to asses the needs of the
target child, foster parents and parents (mothefoariather when applicable) and
appropriate services were implemented to addrésieatified needs.

* (3 in home cases)

o Inthese 3 in home cases, there were concertedseftoasses the needs of the all
children living in the home as well as the needthefparent(s) (mother and/or
father when applicable) and appropriate serviceg weplemented to address all
identified needs.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo of the cases, the caseworker did not hagelae contact with the child and
the foster parents to assess their needs and pregigtices to meet those needs. In
one of these cases, the foster parent(s) indithtedhe caseworker did not
communicate necessary information about the chiddisavior and did not provide
the support that they needed in order to caren®ichild.

o In one of the cases, the caseworker indicated!tlediather’'s whereabouts were
unknown. However, the file did not include informaait regarding continuous
efforts to locate and assess the father’s needs.

* (3 in home cases)

o Intwo of the in home cases, there was no evidehéamal or informal assessment
of the father’'s needs and no services were proviolethe father. One of these
cases involved two different fathers and while s@&ifierts were made by the
caseworker to assess the needs of one of thedathere were no contacts with the
other father involved in the case. In the otheecgéhe caseworker did not have any
contacts with the father during the entire periader review, even though there is
some indication that the father is currently hawrsits with the children.

o0 In one of the in home cases, the records show maaficor informal assessment of
the mother’s needs beyond the information docundeint¢éhe initial safety
assessment. During the interview, the mother agaek her frustration in the lack
of involvement by the caseworker.

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.

&~ Services should be clearly identified and shouldcimadentified needs.

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planning

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 8 (57%) of the applicable cases aretiras an area needing improvement in 6 (43%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (7 foster care case)

o Inall 7 cases, the reviewers determined that vaex@lopmentally appropriate, the
target child was actively involved in the develominand evaluation of their case
plan goals. Furthermore, documentation indicated the parents (mother and/or
father when applicable) were actively involvedhe development and evaluation
of their child’s case plan goals.

* (1in home cases)

o In one of the cases, the reviewers determinedoibiaitthe mother and father were
actively involved in the development and evaluatbtheir children’s case plan
goals. The children were too young and not devetagally appropriate to be
involved in the development and evaluation of tisage plan goals.

Areas needing improvement:
» (1 foster care case)

o Inthe one foster care case, reviewers were urtaldletermine the level of child and

mother’s involvement in the development and evaunabf case plan goals.
* (5in home cases)

o Inthree of the in home cases, there was no evaehthe father’s involvement in
the development and evaluation of case plan goals.

o In one of the cases, there was no case plan do¢cumée file and reviewers were
unable to determine the level of involvement by¢hidren and parents in the
development and evaluation of the case plan.

o Inone of the cases, file documentation and ingsvgiwith mom indicated that very
few Family Team Meetings occurred and mom did eet that she was given the
opportunity to be involved in the development amdlgation of case plan goals.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation and interviews should clearly idgntiife extent to which the child (if
developmentally appropriate) was involved in detamng: (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.

Item 19: Worker visitswith child

Reviewers were to determine the typical patteigifs 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 suds pertinent to case planning, service delivery,
and achievement of the goals.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 19 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated as a
strength in 6 (43%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 8 (57%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o Inthe five foster care cases, the frequency armditguof visits between the
caseworker and the target child were sufficierdrisure safety, permanency and
well-being of the child and achieve case plan goals

* (1in home case)

o Inthe one in home case, the worker had face ® d¢aatacts with ALL the children
living in the home and the frequency and qualityisfts between the caseworker
and each child were sufficient to ensure safetynpaency and well-being of the
children and achieve case plan goals.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, the frequency of visits betwtbercaseworker and the target
child were less than once a month. In two of treeses, the reviewers were unable
to determine the quality of visits due to lack mfbrmation in the file and during the
interviews.

* (5in home cases)

o Intwo of the cases, contacts between the caseawarld the children were
minimal. In one of these cases, there were twlli@n in the home, however, there
was no documentation of visits with one of theatsh and when contacts were
made with the other child, the contacts were nevére family home. The other
case involved five children and reviewers were lmé&bdetermine if contacts were
made with ALL of the children in the home.

o Inthree of the cases, the reviewers determinddhiedrequency of the visits with
the child(ren) were less than once a month. Furtbeg, due to lack of information
in the file and during the interviews, the reviesvarere unable to determine if the
quality of the visits with the child(ren) were safént to ensure safety, permanency,
well-being and achieve case plan goals.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should clearly address the frequeriayorker’s visits with the child. If the
face to face contact between the worker and thiel eyas less 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 were sufficier@ddress 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 visitswith parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffadent face to face contact with parents to
encourage attainment of their children’s permaneyoat while ensuring safety and well being. Cases
that were considered not applicable were those wepermanency objective was something other
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than reunification or family preservation.

Review Findings The assessment of item 20 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated as a
strength in 2 (14%) of the applicable cases arglirat an area needing improvement in 12 (86%) of
the applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (2 foster care cases) - In both cases, there wdsree that the frequency and quality of
visits between caseworkers and the parents (matiwor father when applicable) were
sufficient to ensure the safety, permanency, aribveeng of the child and promote
achievement of case plan goals.

Areas needing improvement:
» (6 foster cases)

o In four of the cases, documentation in the file antdrviews with the parent(s)
indicated that the frequency of visits were lessmtbnce a month and the quality of
visits were not sufficient to ensure the safetypmmency, and well-being of the
children and promote achievement of case goals.

o Intwo of the cases, the documentation in thedild interviews with the parents
indicated that the frequency of the visits metisight requirements, however, the
quality of the visits were not sufficient to enstine safety, permanency, and well-
being of the children and promote achievement sé gdan goals.

e (6 in home cases)

o In five of the cases, documentation in the file@gated that the frequency of visits
with the child’s father was less than once a mamith the quality of visits were not
sufficient to ensure the safety, permanency, aritlveeng of the children and
promote achievement of case plan goals.

o In five of the cases, documentation in the file@gated that the frequency of visits
with the child’s mother was less than once a maniththe quality of visits were not
sufficient to ensure the safety, permanency, aritlveeng of the children and
promote achievement of case plan goals.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly address the frequaiayorker’s visits with the parents
(mother and/or father when applicable). If theddo face contact between the worker and
the parent was less than once a month, then dodatm@mshould include reasons why the
face to face contact between the worker and patighhot occur.

» If the reason for lack of contact with the parentiue to the parent’s
whereabouts being unknown, the file needs to irckrbugh
information regarding the departments efforts todite and involve the
parent.

¢~ Documentation should include enough informatioddtermine that the quality of the visit
between the worker and the parent were sufficizraididress 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.
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Status of Well-Being Outcome WB?2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 89%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 11%
Not Applicable: 5 36%

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 Beol# cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 8 (89%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 1 (11%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (6 foster care and 2 in home cases) - In altabes, there was evidence that the

child(ren)’s current educational needs were asdemse services were provided to meet all
identified educational needs.

Areas needing improvement:

» (1 foster care case)- In this one case, there wavidence that the child’s current
educational needs were assessed even though sheemme evidence that the child is
struggling in school and failing some of his classe

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly address the agendytsts to assess the child’s educational
needs.

&~ Documentation should clearly indicate the ageneyferts (services provided) to address
all identified needs.
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Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 6 50%
Partially Achieved: 6 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 2 14%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiinFhome services, reviewers considered whether
the physical health needs are/were relevant togigon why the agency is/was involved with the
family and whether the need to address physicdthhssues is/was a reasonable expectation given th
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémeily. (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 objglay abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reasobt@able
expect the agency to provide services to ensutdahbahild receives the appropriate physical lealt
services. Reviewers rated this item as Strendtreiigency 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 10eo14 cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 4 (40%) of the applicabéesand rated as an area needing improvement in 6
(60%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (3 foster care case and 1 in home case) — in@lldases, the documentation indicated
that the agency conducted an assessment of tlirei)'s physical and dental health
needs and provided appropriate services to meet #ike child(ren)’s identified needs.

Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, there was no evidence etas®ents of the child’s
physical and dental health needs during the pennatér review. In one of the
cases, there is evidence that the child receivdd dphysical and dental
examinations during the period under review, howetere was no
information to indicate if any physical or dentaiaith care needs identified as a
result of the examinations.

* (2 in home cases)

o0 Inthese two cases, it was reasonable to expecth@agency would address the
child(ren)’s physical and dental health needs, h@nehere was no evidence of
assessment of the child(ren)’s dental health ceeel$
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Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly address the agendytsts to assess the child’s physical
and dental health needs.

&~ Documentation should clearly indicate the ageneyferts to address the child’s physical
and dental health needs as identified in the assess It is not enough to simply state the
date of the examinations or the type of assessmenipleted. Documentation should
include the results of both physical and dentalneixetions and services that were
provided to meet the needs that were identified..

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine if the child is/wafoster care, was an initial formal mental health
screening or assessment provided upon the mosttrexty into foster care (or within the timeframe
specified in the State’s guidelines, if applicabl®eviewers checked not applicable if the childwa

not in foster care or if the State has no guidslimed there were no indications that a screening or
assessment was needed. Reviewers rated thisstarnstength if the agency conducted an assessment
of the child’s mental health and determined thatéhwere no problems in that area, nor any need for
mental health services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 1heoflt} cases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 11(100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (7 foster care cases) — In all seven cases, thentetation indicated that the agency
conducted assessments of the child’s mental/betsViealth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all of the child’siifeed needs.

* (4 in home cases) — In all four cases, the docuatientindicated that the agency
conducted assessments of the child(ren)’s menteiberal health care needs and
provided appropriate services to meet all of thid{den)’s identified needs.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly address the agendysts to assess the child(ren)’s
mental/behavioral health needs.
&~ Documentation should clearly identify the childeeds and indicate the agency’s efforts
(service provided) to address the child’'s mentdithaoral needs as identified in the
assessment.
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Southeast Service Area (1°*Mini CFSR Review) Results Table:
Review Period: January 1%, 2009 — January 25™, 2010

Number of Reviews: 14 cases (8 Foster Care, 6 In Home)

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance Item s AN N/A s ANI N/A
ltem 1- | Timeliness of initiating investigations 2 4 8 33% 67% 57%
ltem 2: | Repeat maltreatment 3 0 11 100% | 0% 9%
ltem 3: Services to family 7 0 7 100% 0% 50%
ltem 4: Risk assessment and safety management 9 5 0 64% 36% 0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 0 0 14 NA NA 100%
Item 6: Stability of foster care placement 7 1 6 88.5% | 12.5% | 43%
ltem 7 Permanency goal for child 3 S 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 43%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 5 2 7 1% 29% 50%
ltem 9: | Adoption 1 2 11 33% | 67% | 79%
ltem 10: | Other planned permanent living arrangement 2 0 12 100% 0% 86%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 3 1 10 5% 25% 1%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 4 4 6 50% 50% 43%
ltem 14: | preserving connections 6 2 6 5% 25% 43%
ltem 150 | Relative placement 3 2 9 60% 40% 64%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 6 2 6 75% 25% 43%
ltem17: | Needs and services 8 6 0 S7% 43% 0%
ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannifg 8 6 0 S7% 43% 0%
ltem 19: | Caseworker visits with child 6 8 0 43% 57% 0%
ltem 20: | Caseworker visits with parent(s) 2 12 0 14% 86% 0%
ltem 21 | Equcational needs of the child 8 1 S 89% 11% 36%
ltem 22| physical health of the child 4 6 4 40% | 60% | 29%
ltem 23| Mentalibehavioral health of the child 11 0 3 100% | 0% 21%
OUTCOME RESULTS
* 95 % isthetarget goal for each outcome.
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NACH N/A SA PA NACH N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2 2 3 1 8 33% 50% 17% 57%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4 9 4 1 0 64% 29% 7% 0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 1 6 1 6 125% | 75% | 12.5% | 43%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-1) 4 4 0 6 50% 50% 0% 43%
Well-being 1 (Items 17-20) 4 7 3 0 29% 50% 21% 0%
Well-being 2 (Item 21 8 0 1 5 89% 0% 11% 36%
Well-being 3 (Items 22-23) 6 6 0 2 50% 50% 0% 14%
KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable PA = Partially Achieved NACH Not Achieved
S = Strength SA = Substantially Achieved ANI =& Needing Improvement
Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (Jan 2010 MiBIRCReview) page 24



Comparison Charts

Southeast Service Area & Statewide Results from January 2010 CFSR Review
Number of Applicable Cases: Statewide Jan 2010 Mini CFSR= 75; SESA Jan 2010 Mini CFSR= 14

(" G
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Southeast Service Area - 1st Mini CFSR (January 2010) SESA
100%
.§______________________ % _ ____________
= 90% 81% 0
© 80% |
Q 0,
E 70% 4 . _RAA RAYA - - - - - - — - - | 6,8,/9 ,,,,,,
<
0, =
> i 50% 50%
S 50% +-43%6 - |l | 43%T— - -
(=
S 40% N33 - -9 |- -- -
2 29%
2 30% - 23%
S 20% - 13%
10% -
037 Safety #1 Safety #2 Permanency #1 | Permanency #2 | Well-Being #1 | Well-Being #2 | Well-Being #3
W Jan 2010 Statewide 43% 64% 27% 43% 23% 81% 68%
OJan 2010 SESA 33% 64% 13% 50% 29% 89% 50%
\ Outcome Results *95% is the target goal for ALL outcomes. )
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Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (Jan 2010 MiBIRCReview)

page 25




