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STATEWIDE
 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Initial Res ponse
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STATEWIDE
Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Identifying Present Danger
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Round #1: 39 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however,  40 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.
Round #2:  5 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however, only 4 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.
Round #2:  6 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however, only 5 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.
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STATEWIDE
Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Protective A ction

68%

95%

26%

61%

3%

50%

60%

50%

43%

3%

60%

80%

60%

40% 40%

60%

50%

83%

50%

83%

0%

67%

50%

8%

0%
0%0%

20%

0%

33%

17%17%

0%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

IP
A

 r
ea

so
n 

ex
pl

ai
ne

d 
to

ca
re

gi
ve

r

IP
A

 in
cl

ud
e 

pr
ov

is
io

n
fo

r 
ov

er
si

gh
t

O
ve

rs
ig

ht
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 to
as

su
re

 s
af

et
y

W
or

ke
r 

fo
llo

w
ed

 p
la

n
fo

r 
ov

er
si

gh
t

IP
A

 O
ve

ra
ll

do
cu

m
en

ta
tio

n 
is

su
ffi

ci
en

t

IP
A

 c
on

ta
in

 p
ar

en
ts

co
op

er
at

io
n

IP
A

 d
es

cr
ib

es
 p

er
so

n
re

sp
on

si
bl

e

IP
A

 c
on

fir
m

s 
pe

rs
on

re
sp

on
si

bl
e

IP
A

 -
 H

ow
 w

ill
 it

 w
or

k

IP
A

 T
im

e 
F

ra
m

es

R
ev

ie
w

er
 ju

dg
ed

 IP
A

 to
be

 s
uf

fic
ie

nt

P
er

ce
nt

 A
ch

ie
ve

d

Round 1 (n = 378)

Round 2 (n = 155)

Round 3 (n = 160)

1 of 403 of 4017 of 40

20 of 4024 of 4020 of 40

1 of 40

23 of 3810 of 3838 of 4027 of 40

Chart 3

0 of 5
1 of 5

0 of 53 of 52 of 52 of 50 of 53 of 50 of 54 of 53 of 5

0 of 6

1 of 6

2 of 6

3 of 6

4 of 6

0 of 6

5 of 6

3 of 6

5 of 6

3 of 6 1 of 6

Round #1: 39 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however,  40 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.
Round #2:  5 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however, only 4 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.
Round #2:  6 Safety Assessments identified present danger, however, only 5 Immediate Protective Actions were documented.



STATEWIDE
 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Impending D anger at Initial Contact
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STATEWIDE
Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews -

6 Domains, Collateral Contacts, Family Network and ICWA 
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STATEWIDE
Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Evalu ation 
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STATEWIDE
Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Plans   
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Round 1: 102 assessments identified impending dange r, however, 105 safety plans were documented.
Round 2:  58 assessment identified impending danger , however only 57 safety plans were documented.

Round 3:  62 assessment identified impending danger  and 62 safety plans were documented.
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STATEWIDE
 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Plan s (continued)
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Round 1: 102 assessments identified impending dange r, however, 105 safety plans were documented.
Round 2:  58 assessment identified impending danger , however only 57 safety plans were documented.

Round 3:  62 assessment identified impending danger  and 62 safety plans were documented.
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STATEWIDE
 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Plan s (continued)
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Round 1: 102 assessments identified impending dange r, however, 105 safety plans were documented.
Round 2:  58 assessment identified impending danger , however only 57 safety plans were documented.

Round 3:  62 assessment identified impending danger  and 62 safety plans were documented.
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STATEWIDE
 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 

PCA & Conditions of Return   
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NOTE: The QA tool does not assess whether or not the worker met their time frame in documenting the PCA or the Conditions of Return on N-
FOCUS. The QA team only reviews the quality of the PCA and the Conditions of Return if it is finalized on N-FOCUS at the time of the review. 

There were no finalized PCA or Conditions 
of Return found on NFOCUS during Round 

1 of Safety IA Reviews.
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