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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Final Report: Children and Family Services Review CFSR)
(Southeast Service Area ™ 81ini CFSR Review)

This document presents findings from ti&mBini Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) fooe t
Southeast Service Area. The Nebraska CQI (Contsi@uality Improvement) team has identified the
mini CFSR review as an important activity for asssg the performance of each Service Area and the
State as a whole with regard to achieving positivieomes for children and their families. Mini

CFSR reviews are scheduled to take place in eaclicEé\rea once every quarter in year 2010 and
2011.

The Southeast Service Area mini CFSR review waslocted on August™, 2010 to August 4,

2010. The period under review for the onsite cas@ew was July %, 2009 through July®1 2010.

The findings were derived from file reviews of lases (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 pareatsldren, foster parents, CFS specialists, androthe
service providers to assess items 17-20 withimgkiew tool.

Two (2) of the 14 cases were brought to the atiaerdf the Department of Health and Human Services
for juvenile justice services and three (3) of ¢hses were non court involved. The cases were from
the following Southeast Service Area offices: lalm; Nebraska City and Seward.

The review was completed by staff from the Depaninoé Health and Human Services and Out of
Home Reform provider KVC Health Systems. 100%hefc¢ases were reviewed by the following
second level reviewers: Kathy Anstine and Sheildd{é&rom the Department of Health and Human
Services, and Travis Payne from KVC Health Systems.

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 sevgoomnes depending on the percentage of cases that
receive a Strength rating in the onsite case revlewitem is assigned an overall rating of Strengfb
percent of the applicable cases reviewed are est@dStrength. Performance ratings for each ofelien
outcomes are based on item ratings for each caSernAce Area may be rated as havi8gbstantially
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 ditome. In order for a Service Area to be in
substantial conformity with a particular outcomg,grcent of the cases reviewed must be ratedvéisgha
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standarddbstantial conformity is based on the standatd s
for Federal CFSR. The standards are based on lie¢ that because child welfare agencies work it
country’s most vulnerable children and familieslyadhe highest standards of performance should be
acceptable. The focus of the CFSR process is aimcaus quality improvement; standards are set togh
ensure ongoing attention to the goal of achieviogjtive outcomes for children and families withaegto
safety, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with theicéb

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 Regarding Outcomes

The 3 Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfane in the Southeast Service Area with regard
to achieving desired outcomes for children. TheviSerArea achieved substantial conformity in onéhef
seven CFSR outcomes. One hundred percent (100&8set that were applicable for Well-Being Outcome
2, children receive appropriate services to meat trducational needs, were rated as Substantially
Achieved. Although the Service Area did not achisubstantial conformity with the other six outceme
the Service Area did achieve overall ratings oé&gth for the individual indicators pertaining epeat
maltreatment (item 2), foster care re-entry (itémaShieving permanency goals of reunification,
guardianship, or permanent placement with relatjitem 8), and placing children in close proximtity

their parents (item 11).

The 3 Mini CFSR review also identified key areas of cemcwith regard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiedwitgard to Safety Outcome 1 (children are first an
foremost protected from abuse and neglect), whiaf Substantially Achieved in 57 percent of the gase
reviewed. The lowest rating within this outcome i@stem 1 (timeliness of initiating investigatien
which was rated as a Strength in 57 percent ofélses reviewed.

Concerns were also identified with regards to Peenay Outcome 1, (children have permanency and
stability in their living situations) which was Sstantially Achieved in 25 percent of the casesawed.
Within Permanency Outcome 1, the Southeast SeAnea’s lowest ratings were for item 7 (establishinen
of permanency goal for the child) which was rate@&trength in 13 percent of the cases reviewdd an
item 9 (achieving permanency goal of adoption),chitwas rated as a Strength in 33 percent of thescas
reviewed.

In addition, concerns also were identified withaefjto Well-Being Outcome 1 (families have enhanced
capacity to provide for children’s needs), whichsv@abstantially Achieved in only 14 percent of thses
reviewed. The lowest ratings were for item 17 (rseald services to child, parents and foster pgrents
which was rated as a Strength in 36 percent otéises reviewed; item 18 (child and family involveine
case planning), which was rated as a Strength peB&nt of the cases reviewed; and item 20 (cakewo
visits with parent(s)), which was rated as a Stitengonly 17 percent of the cases reviewed.

* 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: 4 57%
Partially Achieved: 3 43%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 7 50%

* 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 7eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 4 (57%) of the applicable casdsated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 3
(43%) of the applicable cases. The following issadf response levels assigned to the intakesaryt
applicable cases: 4 cases (Priority 2) and 3 d@gewity 3).

Strength:
» (1 foster care case)
o Inthis one case, the investigation was initiated timely manner and contacts with
the child(ren) was/were made in a timely manneoating to State policy.

* (3 in home cases)
o In all 3 cases, the investigation was initiated itmely manner and contacts with
the child(ren) was/were made in a timely manneogating to State policy.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (2 foster care cases)
o0 Inthese 2 cases, contacts with the child(rengwet made in a timely manner
according to State policy and case file documenrtatid not indicate circumstances
that justified the delay.
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* (1in home case)
o Inthis one case, contacts with the child(ren) weremade in a timely manner
according to State policy and case file documenrtatid not indicate circumstances
that justified the delay.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to include reasons why contetiisthe child(ren) was/were not
completed in a timely manner according to Statécgol

NOTE: During the debriefing following the review, CFS8visors suggested that N-FOCUS Safety
Narrative screens should be printed out during fifeparation for the CFSR review. In some
instances, documentation addressing time frameoresptimes may be documented in this area in N-
FOCUS but not in the safety conclusion and /or suipery review section of the assessment. A
further review of cases selected during the cur@RER review did not reveal any documentation in
the narratives to explain why face to face contea$ not made in a timely manner according to State
Policy. The narrative screens on N-FOCUS will b@ted and included in the file in upcoming CFSR
Reviews.

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in all 6 (100%) applicable cases.

Strength:
* (3 in home cases; and 3 foster care cases)
o In all six cases, there were no additional substBattmaltreatment reports within a
6 month period before or after the substantiateltrezment report that was
received during the period under review.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Information was readily available to explain theatimstances and findings for any
maltreatment reports received within a 6 month pathefore and after any substantiated
maltreatment reports that were received duringgbeod 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: 8 57%
Partially Achieved: 4 29%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 14%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

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

Item 3: Services to family to protect child(ren) h home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethersponding to a substantiated/inconclusive/petition
to be filed maltreatment report or 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 1heofld cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 8 (73%) of the applicable casdgated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 3
(27%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In one case, the child was reunified with their Ingotprior to the period under
review but was removed during the period underen@wdue to safety reasons
resulting from mom’s neglectful behavior and la¢lengagement in services.
While the department provided necessary servicasaiatain the child in their
mother’s care, the child entered foster care bexthesr mother abandoned them in
a treatment facility.

o In another case, the child was removed from theehdue to their own behaviors
and the need for a higher level of care.

o In another case, the child(ren) was/were removat their mother prior to the
period under review but were united with their &tduring the period under review
and remained in his care as of the date of thereasew. The department provided
the necessary services to safely maintain theremlah the care of their father.

* (5in home cases)

o In all five cases, documentation indicates thatame safety and other services
were provided in order to protect the children prelvent their entry into foster
care.

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

o In one of the cases, the child was removed fronhtme per court order indicating
that it was in the best interest of the child tgleced out of the home in order to
address the child’s substance abuse and other.n@bédscase was rated as an area
needing improvement because reviewers were unalfilect documentation of
efforts to assess and provide necessary servigasdébdthe needs of the child and
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family prior to the child’s removal from the homeea though they were already
involved with the Department.

o In one of the cases, the child was initially plaweth their mother but was removed
during the period under review due to safety reasdhis case was rated as an area
needing improvement because reviewers were unalfilect documentation of
efforts to assess and provide necessary servicdess the mother’s needs and
maintain the child in the home.

* (1in home case)

o Inthis one case, there was ample documentatitimeadervices arranged for the
mother to address the safety issues, however, weseo indication in the file that
any services were arranged to address the sasetysselated to the step father of
the children. The step father of the children dadnagency substantiated findings
on abuse during this reporting period and whilediveas indication that he was no
longer residing in the home, there was indicatiothe case file that the step father
was having regular contact with the children dutimg period under review.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ In most cases, there was evidence to supportthabime safety services (drop in Vvisits)
and other services to enhance parent protectivaciips were provided for the parent(s).
&~ If there are safety concerns related to the pastep parent, then the parents/step parent
should not be left in charge of managing safetytlieir children and safety plans should
include how safety will be maintained for the cteldlif they continue to have contact with
the parent/stepparent.

Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers torrdate whether the Department of Health and
Human Servcies had made, or was making, diligeottefto reduce the risk of harm to the children
involved in each case. Reviewers rated this itsna &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,ddition 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 9 (64%) of the applicable cases aretlras an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 5
(36%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (6 foster care cases)
o In all six cases, the file contained enough infdrarato support initial and ongoing
risk and safety assessments were completed faatbet child while in foster care
and with his/her siblings that remained in the honidocumentation indicates that

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (July 2010 Revie page 7





risk and safety assessments were formally or indédlgncompleted and safety plans
adjusted as safety threats increased or decreased.

* (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, the file contained enough médion to support initial and
ongoing risk and safety assessments were comgtatélde child(ren) while placed
in the care of their parents. Documentation iatdis that risk and safety
assessments were formally or informally completed safety plans adjusted as
safety threats increased or decreased.

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

o0 Inthese two cases, reviewers were unable to fimtkace of ongoing risk and
safety assessments. In one of the cases, revieweeesunable to find
documentation to support ongoing risk assessmeeat\amew baby was born to the
target child’s mother, or during visitations betweke target child and their mother.
It is also unknown if the foster home was asseasdtiere is no evidence of a home
study found in the file. There also appear to theeloadults living in the home
where the target child is placed and it is unkneviyat their roles are in providing
safety for the child. In another case, there wastake received alleging physical
neglect by the child’s father and reviewers werahl@ to find evidence of a
thorough safety assessment or documentation atlanfj for the allegations. The
child was also placed in the care of their fatheirdy the period under review and
reviewers were unable to find evidence of a thohosafety assessment prior the
child’s reunification with their father.

* (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, the reviewers were unablentbdiny formal or informal ongoing
safety assessments. Furthermore, there was midimeaimentation of contacts
between the worker and the children/family andeesrs were unable to determine
if ongoing risk assessments were conducted. Irobtiee cases, reviewers found
documentation of possible risk or safety concentsraot enough information
documented in the file to address such concerngth#&n case contained no
documentation of face to face contact between thrxev and the children during
the period under review.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Workers need to utilize the Nebraska Safety Intgime System (Safety Model) to assess
risk and improve safety interventions with childeerd families. The reviewers identified
that in the majority of cases, initial assessmevegse being conducted and documented,
however, ongoing safety assessments were not bempleted using the Nebraska Safety
Intervention System (Safety Model). Reviewersd@reinformal assessments documented
during face to face contacts and Family Team Mestuturing their review of this item.

s~ Workers need to continually assess risk and salgtiyng face to face contacts with the
child, parent(s) and foster parents. Assessmenslofind 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 conside@seg circumstances absent of
department intervention. Safety plans should béeamented in cases in which the children

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (July 2010 Revie page 8





are determined to be unsafe in their current cirstances and without services and
intervention from the department.
&~ Safety plans should be continually monitored andiagd as safety threats increase or
decrease.
Il. PERMANENCY

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilitytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 2 25%
Partially Achieved: 6 75%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

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

Item 5: Foster care re-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 thedliskving 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 occurringivin a 12-month period were due to the same
general reasons or same perpetrators. Reviewerstras item as Not Applicable due to the follog/in
reasons: (1) the child entered foster care beforé,remained in foster care during, the perioceund
review; or (2) the child entered foster care befarel 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 3eoflthcases. This item was rated
as Strength in all 3 (100%) applicable cases.

Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, the child did not enter fostee within a 12-month period from
being discharged from another entry into fostee car most instances, the child
entered foster care for the first time during tleeigd 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 ild@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%) of the applicable casdsated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 1
(13%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
» (8 foster care cases)

o Inone of the cases, the file indicated that thkldfad experienced only one
placement setting and remained in the same foaterptacement which was
meeting their needs until they were successfullyited with their father.

o Inthree of the cases, the file indicated thatcthiéd experienced only one placement
setting and remains in the same foster care platiewtach is currently stable and
meeting all of their needs.

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

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care case)
o Inthis one case, the item was rated as an ANIuseceeviewers were unable to find
documentation addressing the child’s history ohiag from their current foster
care placement.

Reviewer Comments:
& In most cases, the reasons for placement changesdeeumented in the file.
& In most cases, the reviewers were able to deterthaitethe placement changes were in the
best interest of the child and necessary to achilegehild’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 the Department of Health and Human
Services had established an appropriate permarmggatyor the child in a timely manner, including
filing for termination of parental rights when retat. 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 vgsigraed a rating of Strength for this item when
reviewers determined that the Department of HeatthHuman 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 ohanged 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 pasnh@nths and no compelling reasons were notedein th
file, or the goal established for the child was appropriate. Cases were identified as Not Applie

if the child was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eflthcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 1 (13%) of the applicable casdgsaed as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 7
(88%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
* (1 foster care casp
o0 In this one case, the child’s primary permanen@l gbguardianship was
established and documented in the case file less@f days from the child’s entry
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into care. The child’s permanency goal was appab@tio the child’s needs for
permanency.

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

(0]

(0]

In one of the cases, the child’s permanency goaldd#pendent living was not
established in a timely manner after the child’argiianship was dissolved.

In one of the cases, the child’s initial permanegesl of guardianship was not
established in a timely manner. The goal was siatidished within 60 days from
the child’s entry into care.

In two of the cases, the child’s initial permanegogl of reunification was not
established in a timely manner. The goal was staldished within 60 days from
the child’s entry into care.

In two of the cases, documentation of the chilééenpanency goals did not appear
to match case circumstances. In both cases, #ileofamily Preservation was
documented when the child was out of the home anthRcation was documented
when the child was in the home.

In one of the cases, while the child’s permaneraat gf Independent Living was
established in less than 60 days from the childtsyento care, the reviewers were
unable to find evidence that other permanency geats considered prior to the
goal of independent living.

Reviewer Comments:

& Permanency goals need to be identified in the GleséDocumentation 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 evidencepat#ion for TPR and or
documentation of compelling reasons for not filiogTPR.

Iltem 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Phcement 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 5eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a Strength in all 5 (100%) applicable cases.

Strength:

» (5 foster care cases)

o

In all five cases, documentation indicated thabré$fwere made to achieve the
child’s permanency goal of reunification and /oaglianship. In one of these
cases, the child had been in foster care lesslthanonths and the parents were
actively involved in services and working towardm#ication. In one of these
cases, the child was successfully reunited witr fagher and the agency continued
to provide services to meet the goal of family preation. In one of the cases, the
department made efforts to locate and involve #remts during the period under
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review but the parents’ whereabouts were unknowmiast of the period under
review. In this particular case, the Department &lad been actively addressing the
concurrent goal of adoption and a request had belemitted to the county attorney
to file termination of parental rights (TPR). Ineoaf the cases, there is
documentation in the file to support the departrsegfforts to meet the child’'s
permanency goal of guardianship.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly explain the agency¥farts in achieving ALlpermanency
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.

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 (ANI) in 2
(67%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
* (1 foster care case)
o Inthis one case, concerted efforts were madehm®ae the child’s concurrent goal.

The department made concerted efforts to locaterauadve the parents during the
period under review but the parents’ whereaboute waknown for most of the
period under review. The department has been &¢tdelressing the concurrent
goal of adoption and a request has been submdttaetcounty attorney to file
termination of parental rights (TPR).

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (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,
there was no evidence in the file to support thatdoncurrent goal of adoption was
being addressed by the agency. In another casehildevas placed with their
father within 7 months after entry into foster gdrewever, there was a concurrent
goal of adoption established at the same time tinegpy goal of reunification was
established for the child and no evidence in tleeti support that the goal of
adoption was addressed by the agency.

Reviewer Comments:

& The agency should be making active efforts to aehdd_L permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Reeahad a difficult time finding
information to support agency’s efforts to achiewacurrentgoals that were established.

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

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permaneniving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had magdaesmaking 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 Aeofll# cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 3 (75%) of the applicable casdsated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 1
(25%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)

o0 Inthese three cases, there was evidence of cedceffbrts to achieve the child’s
primary or concurrent goal of independent livingall three cases, there was
evidence that appropriate needs assessments wepeted and case plan goals
and/or independent living plans were establisheddet the child’s independent
living needs. There is also documentation infilleeregarding department efforts
to meet those needs and goals identified in the pls and/or independent living
plan.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care casp
o Inthis one case, the reviewers were able to fmthdependent living plan with
recommendations of what must be addressed forhilek Elowever, reviewers were
unable to find documentation of progress or howgiba@s in the plan were being
addressed.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

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

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

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'seiosare setting was in close proximity to the
child’s parents or close relatives. Cases detaxdchin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been completgat po the period under review, or in which contac
with parents was not considered to be in the chitd¥st interest.

Review Findings The assessment of item 11 was applicable for Beoll#t cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in all 6 (100%) applicable cases.
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Strength:
» (6 foster care cases)
o Infive of the cases, the child was placed in #i®e community or within 50 miles
from their parent(s).
o Inone of the cases, the child was placed withixels after the death of her mother.
The father’s rights were terminated prior to theigubunder review and the child
continues to reside with the same relatives.

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 heollé cases. This item was rated
as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) for this 1q%) applicable case.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care case)
o There was no documentation in the file to explalrythe target child was not
placed together with her sister who was also itefosare.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should explain the agency’s effartglace 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 faeate visitations between children in foster caré an
their parents and siblings. Reviewers also detexthimhether these visits typically occurred with
sufficient frequency to meet the needs of the cbildand families. Non applicable cases were those
where the child had no siblings in foster caréhé parents could not be located, and/or if visitat
with the parents was considered not in the besteasts of the child. Reviewers rated this itentlier
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 sever physicasalon sexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires that
siblings placed separately must have a minimunmef\asit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of item 13 was applicable for Aeolltd cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 3 (43%) of the applicable casdgated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 4
(57%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)

o Documentation in all three cases indicated thafréguency and quality of the
visits were sufficient to promote continuity of pat child relationships. In these
instances, the child was either placed in the daster home with their sibling or
did not have any other siblings in foster care.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (4 foster care cases)
o Inthree of the cases, the reviewers were unaldfiadany documentation of active
efforts to locate and involve the father in visias with their child.
o In one case, the reviewers were unable to find mh@cuation to support sufficient
frequency and quality of visitations between thgeachild and her sister who is
also in foster care.

Reviewer Comments:

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

¢~ Documentation should explain the quality of vibi$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&lent placement. Documentation should
address how the quality of the visit was sufficterthaintain continuity of relationships.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether the Department oftHead 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 abeuthild’s primary connections and then
explore whether those connections have been pegsénmrough case planning and service delivery.

Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 5 (63%) of the applicable casdgated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 3
(38%) 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 connectionpamant to the child.

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

o In one of the cases, the child identified a stroognection with their grandparents
and reviewers were unable to find documentatiogfiofrts to preserve this
connection for the child.

o In another case, documentation indicated possit\€A (Indian Child Welfare
Act) connections for the child and reviewers wemnahle to find documentation of
efforts or sufficient inquiry by the departmentaedjng ICWA connections that
should be maintained for the child.
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o In another case, the target child identified anargmt connection to her older
sibling and reviewers were unable to find documigomeof efforts to preserve this
connection for the child. There was also minimatutoentation regarding other
possible important connections for the target 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 suppbadt 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 Indighd.

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 apblieaf 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 4 (80%) of the applicable casdgated as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 1
(20%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (4 foster care cases)

o Documentation supports that the child was placet arelative in three of the
cases. Documentation also supports that the cystecément is stable and meeting
the child’s needs.

o Inone case, the child’s maternal and paternalivelawere identified but
determined to be inappropriate placement optionghi® child.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (1 foster care case)
o Inthis one case, there was no documentation tpastithe agency’s efforts to identify
the child’s maternal and paternal relatives.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly indicate the ageneyferts to identify, locate and evaluate
maternal and/or paternal relatives as potentialqgdenents 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@ainwilling to provide placement, relatives
were ruled out or determined to be inappropriatagement options for the child etc.)

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 interestimigithe period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beoll#t cases. This item was rated
as a Strength in 3 (50%) of the applicable casdsaed as an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 3
(50%) 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 begw the child in foster care and
their mother and/or father.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
* (3 foster care cases)
O In all three of the cases, there was no documentatigarding any attempts to
support and maintain a positive relationship betwtbe child and his/her father.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should indicate the agency’s effrtgrovide opportunities or support
additional activities to help support, strengthenmaintain parent-child relationships.
Documentation should address mother and/or fathedationships as determined
applicable due to case circumstances.

& The additional activities referenced here are thogtside of planned visitation between the
parent and child and would include the following:

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

» Agency efforts to arrange for or provide transpaida for the parent to
attend activities mentioned above.
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» Opportunities for therapeutic situations to stremgt parent child
relationships.
* Encourage foster parents to provide mentoring oveeas a role model
to parents.
. WELL-BEING

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

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 2 14%
Partially Achieved: 9 64%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢éammay 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 chifdnemmts 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 foséeepts, and (2) appropriate services were provited
relation to the identified needs of the targetatiml foster care cases, or for all children initheome
cases. Education and physical or mental healthcesrto the target child were not rated for tkesn
(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 atlab&s. This item was rated as a
Strength in 5 (36%) of the applicable cases aretlrat an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 9
(64%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (3 foster care cases)

o Inthese three cases, there were concerted eftoaissess the needs of the target
child, foster parents and parents (mother and fathen applicable) and
appropriate services were implemented to addrésdeattified needs.

* (2 in home cases)

0 Inthese four cases, there were concerted efioidssess the needs of all children
living in the home as well as the parents (motimek father when applicable) and
appropriate services were implemented to addrésieatified needs.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (5 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, the reviewers were unalfiedanformation to support that
the needs of the child’s father were assesseceotiféed. In general reviewers
were unable to find documentation to support thenay's efforts to locate and/or
involve the father in all three cases.

o In one of the cases, the reviewers were unabli@dariformation to support that the
needs of the foster parent were assessed or iigentif

o In one of the cases, the reviewers were unabliedariformation to support that the
needs of both parents were assessed or idenflfrede was minimal to no contact
between the worker and the child’s parents in¢hee.

* (4 in home cases)
o In all four cases, the department made effortssess and provide services to meet
the children’s needs. However, documentation mteid a lack of effort in
assessing and providing the needs of both panemigoi of the cases, and
particularly with the father in the other two cases

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 adequdidiie assessment.

&~ Needs should be clearly identified and documented.

&~ Services should be clearly identified and shouldchn&entified needs.

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planing

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the parent(s),
guardian, child(ren) and other people identifiedhoy family in the case planning activities relevian
the current case plan. A determination of involeatrin case planning required that a parent
(guardian) and the child (older than 8 and notpac#tated) had actively participated in identifyig
services and goals for the case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of item 18 was applicable for 1Beoi4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 5 (38%) of the applicabéesand rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 8 (62%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In both foster care cases, the reviewers deternthregdvhen applicable the mother,
father, and target child were actively involvedhe development and evaluation of
case plan goals.

* (3in home cases)

o In all three cases, the reviewers determined tha&vapplicable the mother, father,
and the children were actively involved in the depenent and evaluation of case
plan goals.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (5 foster care case)

o In all five cases, the reviewers were unable td iocumentation of active efforts
to involve the child’s biological father in the ddepment and evaluation of case
plan goals. In three of these cases, the reviewers unable to find documentation
of efforts by the department to locate the chifdther. In the other two cases,
while the whereabouts of the child’s father waswnpdocumentation did not
contain enough information to address their le¥@hweolvement in the
development and evaluation of case plan goals.

* (3 in home cases)

o Intwo of the cases, there was no evidence ofdttesf’s involvement in the
development and evaluation of case plan goals.

0 In one case, there was no information in the Glsupport efforts to involve the
children and both parents in case planning. Ther® wo formal case plan in the file
and limited narrative regarding the case. The eratbncurred in the interview that
she and the children were not involved in caserptan

Reviewer Comments:

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

¢~ Documentation and interviewers should clearly idgrthe 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 goalsj &5) discussing the case plan in case
planning meetings.

Item 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 atlab&s. This item was rated as a
Strength in 9 (64%) of the applicable cases aretlrat an Area Needing Improvement (ANI) in 5
(36%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (5 foster care cases)

o 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.

* (4 in home cases)

o In all four cases, the worker had face to face aastwith all of the children living
in the home. The frequency and quality of visitsrgen the caseworker and each
child were sufficient to ensure safety, permaneaay well-being of the children
and achieve case plan goals.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, the typical pattern of vistatbetween the caseworker and the
target child was less than once a month. In adldltases, the reviewers were
unable to determine the quality of visits due tklaf information in the file and
during the interviews.

* (2 in home cases)

o In both cases, the reviewers determined that {hiedl/pattern of visitation between
the worker and the child(ren) was less than onoeiath. Furthermore, the
reviewers were unable to determine from case dontatien if the quality of the
visits with the child(ren) were sufficient to ensiwgafety, permanency, well-being
and achieve case plan goals.

* In one of the cases, there was minimal contact&etvwhe worker and the
children in the home.
= In another case, reviewers were unable to find ohacuation to explain why
the worker was unable to have face to face comtdhtthe children during
several months when face to face contact was ratrdented as having
taken place.
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 permaneguat 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 1RBeoi4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 2 (17%) of the applicabéesa@and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 10 (83%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
* (2 in home cases)

o In one of the cases, there was evidence that éloggiéncy and quality of visits
between caseworker and the parents (mother aratherj were sufficient to ensure
the safety, permanency, and well-being of the childand promote achievement of
case plan goals.

o Inthe other case, there was evidence that thedrezy and quality of the visits
between the caseworker and the mother were suffitdeensure the safety,
permanency and well-being of the children. There alao evidence that the
caseworker made attempts to have face to faceasmdth the child’s father but
the child’s father refused to participate in ansgitgi with the caseworker.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
» (6 foster care cases)

o

(0]

(0]

In two of the cases, the reviewers determinedttietypical pattern of visitation
between the worker and the mother/father was lems énce a month. Furthermore,
the reviewers were unable to determine from caseardentation if the quality of

the visits with mother/father was sufficient to eressafety, permanency, well-being
and achieve case plan goals.

In three of the cases, there was no documentatiefiarts to locate and or meet
with the child’s father during the period underieav.

In one case, there was insufficient documentatfafforts to engage and meet with
the mother on a monthly basis during the perioceumeview.

* (4 in home cases)

0]

In two of the cases, the reviewers determinedttietypical pattern of visitation
between the worker and the mother/father was lems énce a month. Furthermore,
the reviewers were unable to determine from caseardentation if the quality of

the visits with mother/father was sufficient to eressafety, permanency, well-being
and achieve case plan goals.

In two of the cases, there was no documentatiaffofts to locate and or meet with
the child’s father during the period under review.

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

Ooccur.

> If the reason for lack of contact with the parentiue to the parent’'s whereabouts
being unknown, the file needs to include enougirimétion regarding the departments
efforts to locate and involve the parent.

& Documentation should include enough informatioddétermine that the quality of the visit
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.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 11 100%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 3 21%

* Figures displayed for applicable cases in thel¢éamay not total 100 percent due to rounding.
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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 educatiesiaés is/was a reasonable expectation given the
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémaily. (If not, reviewers rated item 21 as not
applicable.) Reviewers rated this item as a Stteiidl) the agency made extensive efforts to adsir
the child’s educational needs and the school systasnunresponsive, especially if the problems are
with a local school or jurisdiction; (2) if the dthiren)’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 educatssoaki 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 1heoi 4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in all 11 (100%) applicablesas

Strength:
» (6 foster care and 5 in home cases)
o In all eleven cases, there was evidence that tié(i@n)’s current educational
needs were assessed and services were providezttadantified needs.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation addressed the agency’s efforts tesasthe child’s educational needs and
provide services to meet those 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%
Partially Achieved: 3 21%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7%
Not Applicable: 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 recgiinrhome 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 oiglay abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reasobt@able
expect the agency to provide services to ensuteahbahild 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.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 22 was applicable for 1Beoi4 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 9 (69%) of the applicabéesand rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 4 (31%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five foster care cases, the documentatialiceted that the agency
conducted an assessment of the target child’s gdlysind dental health needs
and provided appropriate services to meet all iiledtneeds.

* (4 in home cases)

o In all four in home cases, there was documentat@upport that the agency
conducted an assessment of all of the child(ref)isical and dental health
needs and provided appropriate services to mestifigéel needs.

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

o Inthese three cases, the reviewers were unalffiledtdocumentation of a
current assessment of the target child’s dentdttheaeds. In two of these
cases, there was also no documentation of a cuassessment of the target
child’s physical health needs.

* (1 in home case)

o Inthis one case, the reviewers were unable todowumentation of current

assessments of the child(ren)’s physical and déetath care 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 assessriasnot 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 Strerfgtieiagency conducted an assessment of the child’s
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 10eoi14 cases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 9 (90%) of the applicabéesa@and rated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (10%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:

» (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the documentation indicated thatagency conducted current

assessments of the target child’s mental/behaviiealth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all of the child’sifeed needs.

* (4 in home cases)
o In all four cases, the documentation indicated tih@tagency conducted current

assessments of the child(ren)’s mental/behaviaalth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all of the child(remjentified needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):

* (1 in home case)
o Inthis one case, file information stated thatrirether expressed concerns

regarding the oldest child’s mental/behavioral tredflowever, the reviewers
were unable to find documentation of the agencijtis to assess the
mental/behavioral health needs of this child.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation clearly addresses the agency’s sftorassess the child’s

mental/behavioral health needs.
¢~ Documentation identified the child’s needs andcéatkd the agency’s efforts to address the

child’s mental/behavioral needs as identified ia #ssessment.
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Southeast Service Area - 3" Qtr Mini CFSR Results:
Review Period: July 1%, 2009 — July 1% 2010
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 Item S ANI N/A S ANI N/A
ltem I | Timeliness of initiating investigations 4 3 57% 43% 50%
ltem 2. | Repeat maltreatment 6 0 100% 0% 57%
ltem 3. | services to family 8 3 73% 27% 21%
ltem 4. | Risk assessment and safety management 9 5 64% 36% 0%
ltem 5| Foster care re-entries 3 0 11 100% 0% 79%
ltem 6. | stability of foster care placement 7 1 88% 13% 43%
ltem 7: | permanency goal for child 1 7 13% 88% 43%
ltem 8: | Reunification, guardianship etc 5 0 100% 0% 64%
ltem 9: | Adoption 1 2 11 33% | 67% | 79%
ltem 10: | other planned permanent living arrangement 3 1 10 75% 25% 71%
ltem 11| proximity of foster care placement 6 0 8 100% 0% 57%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 0 1 13 0% 100% [ 93%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 3 4 7 43% 57% 50%
ltem 14: | preserving connections 5 3 6 63% 38% 43%
ltem 15 | Relative placement 4 1 9 80% 20% 64%
ltem 16 | Relationship of child in care with parents 3 3 8 50% 50% 57%
ltem 17: | Needs and services 5 9 0 36% 64% 0%
ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case planning 5 8 1 38% 62% 7%
ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 9 5 0 64% 36% 0%
ltem 20: | caseworker visits with parent(s) 2 10 2 17% 83% 14%
ltem 21: | Eqycational needs of the child 11 0 3 100% 0% 21%
ltem 22: | pnysical health of the child 9 1 69% 31% 7%
Item 23: | Mental/behavioral health of the child 9 4 90% | 10% | 29%
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) 4 3 0 7 57% | 43% 0% 50%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4) 8 4 2 0 57% | 29% | 14% 0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 2 6 0 6 25% 75% 0% 43%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 4 4 0 6 50% 50% 0% 43%
Well-being 1 (Items 17-20 2 9 3 0 14% 64% 21% 0%
Well-being 2 (Item 21 11 0 0 3 100% 0% 0% 21%
Well-being 3 (Items 22-23) 10 3 1 0 71% 21% 7% 0%

KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable

PA =Partially Achieved

S =Strength SA =Substantially Achieved

NACH = Not Achieved
ANI = Area Needing Improvement
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