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Executive Summary
Final Report: Children and Family Services Review(CFSR)
Western Service Area "@ini CFSR Review

This document presents the findings from thevBni-Child and Family Services Review (CFSR)
for the Western Service Area. The Nebraska CQh{i@oous Quality Improvement) team has
identified Mini-CFSR as an important activity fasessing the performance of each service area
and the state as a whole with regard to achievasgipe outcomes for children and their families.
The Mini-CFSR is scheduled to take place in eachiczarea, quarterly in the years 2010 and
2011.

The Western Service Area’¥ 8ini-CFSR was conducted from April 19 to 21, 201The

period under review for the onsite case review aasl 1, 2010 to April 1, 2011. The findings
were derived from file reviews of 14 cases (8 fostge and 6 in home services) which were
randomly selected from all child welfare cases Whire open at some time during the period
under review. The reviews also included interviewmith parents, children, foster parents, CFS
specialists, and other service providers to astaas 17-20 within the review tool.

In the Western Service Area, 6 of the 14 caseswad were brought to the attention of DHHS
for juvenile justice services and 1 of the cases man court involved. Cases reviewed were from
the following local offices: Alliance, Gering, Lexgton, McCook, North Platte, Ogallala, and
Sidney.

The first level reviews of the cases were compléte8 staff from DHHS and one external
stakeholder. A second level review of 100% ofdases was completed by Lori Posvar and
Leslie Schlecht- DHHS.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSRaasdsses 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 incorporateéddarseven outcomes depending on the
percentage of cases that receive a Strength ratithg onsite case review. An item is assigned
an overall rating of Strength of 95 percent ofdipplicable cases reviewed are rated as Strength.
Performance ratings for each of the seven outc@reebased on item ratings for each case. A
Service Area may be rated as haviSgbstantially Achieved,” “Partially Achieved,” or“Not
Achieved” the outcome. The determination of whether a $erfirea is in substantial

conformity with a particular outcome is based om plercentage of cases that were determined to
have Substantially Achieved that outcome. In ofdea Service Area to be in substantial
conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percenthd cases reviewed must be rated as having
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standardtibstantial conformity is based on the
standard set for the Federal CFSR. The standaedsaged on the belief that because child
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welfare agencies work with our country’s most vuaide children and families, only the highest
standards of performance should be acceptable.fothe of the CFSR process is on continuous
quality improvement; standards are set high to nsogoing attention to the goal of achieving
positive outcomes for children and families witlyaed to safety, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with
their local CQI team to develop and implement ggham Improvement Plan (PIP) to address
the areas of concern associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 6" Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfante in the Western Service Area with
regard to achieving desired outcomes for childr€ne Service Area achieved substantial
conformity in two of the seven CFSR outcomes. yadritcome 1 (children are, first and
foremost, protected from abuse and neglect) wasl it Substantially Achieved for one hundred
percent (100%) of the applicable cases. This ocis comprised of Item 1 (timeliness of
initiating investigations) and Item 2 (repeat medtment). Well-Being Outcome 2 (children
receive appropriate services to meet their edutaltioeeds), also rated as Substantially Achieved
for one hundred percent (100%) of the applicabémga The rating for this outcome is based on
Item 21 (educational needs of the child). Addislty) the Western Service Area achieved overall
ratings of Strength for the individual indicatoesaining to Item 3 (services to protect childnen i
the home and prevent removal or re-entry into fastee), Iltem 5 (foster care re-entries), Item 6
(stability of foster care placement), ltem 10 (otplanned permanent living arrangement), and
Item 12 (placement with siblings).

The Mini-CFSR also identified key areas of conagitt regard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiethwegard to Permanency Outcome 1 (children
have permanency and stability in their living sitoas), which was substantially achieved in 50%
of the cases reviewed. Within this outcome, Ite(pefmanency goal for child) was rated a
Strength in 50% of the cases that were applicalléhfs item.

Concerns were also identified with regard to Wedixi§) Outcome 3 (children receive appropriate
services to meet their physical and mental hea#ds). This outcome was substantially
achieved in 54% of the cases reviewed. Within ¥Belhg Outcome 3, the Western Service Area
achieved a Strength rating of 33.3% for Item 22/§dal health of the child).
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KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
I. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 2 100.0%
Partially Achieved: 0 0.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 12 85.7%

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 implemente@@©03, which is based upon a priority
response model with Priority 1 calling for a respoiby the worker within 24 hours of the time
that the report is received by DHHS. Priority 3ideated reports are to have face to face
contact with the alleged victim by Protection aradeBy within 0 to 5 days from the time the
intake is received and Priority 3 has a respomse 6f 0-10 days. Data is generated monthly to
ensure compliance with the response times.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 2eofithcases. The item was
rated a strength in the 2 (100.0%) applicable cases

Strengths:
+ (2 in home cases)
o In both cases, the timeframes for initiating inigegion and making contact with
child victims was met.

Reviewer Comments:

M The Western Service Area has achieved 100% Stréagitem 1 during five of the six
quarterly mini-CFSRs that have been completed slaoeary 2010.

M The Western Service Area continues to show higieaement for this item by meeting the
time frames for initiating investigations of repodf child maltreatment. Contact with
children who are the subject of child maltreatnrepbrts is occurring in accordance with the
timeframes for the priority assigned to the allegad.
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Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tmegltment report during the period under
review, and if so, whether another substantiatedfiolusive/petition to be filed report occurred
within a 6 month period before or after the repdentified. Cases were considered not
applicable for assessment if the child or familg In@ver had a maltreatment report.

Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 2eofithcases. This item was
rated as a strength the 2 (100.0%) applicable cases

Strengths:
« (2 in home cases)
o In both cases, there were no additional substaatmaltreatment reports
within a 6 month period before or after the maltmeant report that was
received during the period under review.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation in the case file was available tdarghe circumstances and findings for
any maltreatment reports received within a 6 mgethod before and after any substantiated
maltreatment reports that were received duringotitedod under review.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thé&iomes whenever possible and
appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 11 78.6%
Partially Achieved: 2 14.3%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7.1%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

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 tmegtment report or risk of harm, the agency
made diligent efforts to provide services to fagslio prevent removal of children from their
homes while at the same time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings: The assessment of item 3 was applicable for 18eofi# cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 10 (100.0%) of phieable cases.
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Strengths:
« (4 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, while the child was removed withanst having provided services
to prevent entry into foster care, it was determiti&t immediate removal was
necessary due to the child’s uncontrollable belraasol need for a higher level of
care.

o Inone case, the child was returned to the catlkedf parent(s) during the period
under review and services were provided to safeintain them at home.

o In another case, efforts to prevent removal wegented and it was found that
supports including tracker, counseling, and drugy@oohol evaluation were
utilized to try to prevent removal from the childieme.

« (6 in home cases)

o In all six of these cases, a variety of formal sarppincluding family support,
therapy, random drug testing, and tracker servieae provided to protect the
children and prevent entry into foster care.

Reviewer Comments:
M Reviewers identified that a wide variety of sergiege being provided to families to protect
children and prevent entry or re-entry into fostare.

Item 4: Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers tordete whether DHHS had made, or was
making, diligent efforts to reduce the risk of hawrthe children involved in each case.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if the egé&rminated the child’s parent’s rights as a
means of decreasing risk of harm for the child @oample, a termination of parental rights
would prevent a child from being returned to a hamehich the child would be at risk) and has
taken action to minimize other risks to the chftal @xample, preventing contact with
individuals who pose a risk to the child’s safetif)a case is/was open for services for a reason
other than a court substantiated, inconclusivatipetto be filed or unfounded report of abuse or
neglect, or apparent risk of harm to the child(réo) example, a juvenile justice case),
reviewers were to document this information and the item as not applicable. Note, however,
that for a child(ren) noted as a “child in needpervision” or “delinquent”, reviewers were to
explore and determine whether there was a rislaohho the child, in addition to the other
reasons the case may have been opened, prioirtg itzdis not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@surrent or prior risk of harm to the children
in the family.

Review Findings The assessment of item 4 was applicable for atlak&s. This item was rated
as a strength in 11 (78.6%) of the applicable casdgated as an area needing improvement in 3
(21.4%) of the applicable cases.

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, April 19-21, 2011 p.6





Strengths:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five of these cases, there was sufficierdunentation to show that initial
assessments and ongoing risk and safety assessmezatsompleted for the
target child while in foster care and for the otbleildren remaining in the home.
Documentation also indicated that risk and safeggasments were formally or
informally completed and safety plans were adjustedafety threats increased or
decreased.

+ (6 in home cases)

o In all six of these cases, there was sufficientudoentation to show that initial
and ongoing risk and safety assessments were ctadfddeth formally and
informally while the children were placed in theeaf their parents and that
safety plans were adjusted as safety threats isedear decreased.

Areas needing improvement:
- (3 foster care cases)
o Inone case, the safety plan was not updated atedex the time of reunification.
o In one case, the initial safety plan was not uptlateany point during the life of
the case.
o In another case, the reviewers were able to findegxe of initial and ongoing
safety and risk assessments; however, a thorodgty sssessment was not
completed when the child was reunified with theepé#s.

Reviewer Comments:

M The Nebraska Safety Intervention System (Safetyé¥)ahould be utilized to assess risk
and improve safety interventions with children &aailies. Reviewers found that while the
Nebraska Safety Intervention System was utilizediHfe majority of initial assessments, it
was not used as consistently for ongoing safetysassents. Reviewers relied on informal
assessments documented during face to face coatatamily Team Meetings during their
review of this item.

M Reviewers identified that safety plans are notlat@ or are not updated as needed to reflect
changes in the case.

M Risk to children remaining in the home should dsevaluated.
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Il. PERMANENCY
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilrytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 50.0%
Partially Achieved: 4 50.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 5: Foster care re-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltma period under review a child did not have
an entry into care within a 12-month period fronmigedischarged from another entry into foster
care. Reviewers also rated this item as a Strahgthe-entry was an isolated incident during
which the agency did what was reasonable to matmagesk following reunification but the

child re-entered care for another reason (for exentipe death of a parent). Reviewers rated
this item as an Area Needing Improvement if reieatoccurring within a 12-month period were
due to the same general reasons or same perpgtr&eviewers rated this item as Not
Applicable if : (1) the child entered foster chefore, and remained in foster care during, the
period under review; or (2) the child entered fostre before, and exited foster care during, the
period under review and there was not anothey émtio foster care during the period under
review.

Review Findings: The assessment of item 5 was applicable for leofithcases. This item was
rated as a strength in the 1 (100.0%) applicalde.ca

Strengths:
« (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case the child did not enter foster carthwia 12-month period from
being discharged from another entry into fosteecar

Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple
placement changes during the period under revied/jfaso, whether the changes in placement
settings were necessary to achieve the child’s @eemcy goal or meet the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of item 6 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 8 (100.0%) of the applie cases.
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Strengths:
- (8 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, documentation showed teathhd experienced only one
placement setting during the period under revidive foster care placements
were found to be stable.

o Infive of the cases, while the child experiencemterthan one placement change,
these placement changes were necessary in orgesvigle for the child’s needs.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reasons for placement changes were documented fiteth

M Reviewers were able to determine that the placerterges were in the best interest of the
child and necessary to achieve the child’s permangnals 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 yjnmeanner, including filing for termination of
parental rights when relevant. Reviewers examihedippropriateness of a goal that ultimately
rules out adoption, guardianship, or return to famReviewers assessed whether the child’'s
best interests were thoroughly considered by DHiH&etting a goal of other planned living
arrangement, and that such a decision is /wasraily reviewed for ongoing appropriateness.
Cases were assigned a rating of Strength fortéms when reviewers determined that DHHS
had established an appropriate permanency godinmedy manner. Cases were assigned a
rating of Area Needing Improvement when goals ahitcation were not changed in a timely
manner when it was apparent that reunification wdskely to happen, termination of parental
rights was not filed when the child had been fostee for 15 of the past 22 months and no
compelling reasons were noted in the file, or tbal @stablished for the child was not
appropriate. Cases were identified as Not Apple# the child was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eofithcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 4 (50.0%) of the applicahtes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 4 (50.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
+ (4 foster care cases)
o In all four cases, the child’s permanency goalsewestablished in a timely
manner, documented in the case file, and were appte to the child’s needs for
permanency.
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Areas needing improvement
« (4 foster care cases)

(0]

In two cases, the child’s permanency goal was siatidished in a timely manner.
The goal was not established within 60 days froendtild’s entry into care. In
one case the permanency goal was established 8afttay the child entered care
and in the other case as the child had been irlant for five months before the
permanency goal was established.

In two cases, the child had been in placement fanerthan 15 out of 22 months.
There had been no request for Termination of Par&ights, nor was there
documentation in the case file regarding an exoapir compelling reason for
not filing for Termination of Parental Rights.

Reviewer Comments:

M Permanency goals need to be identified in the fil@seDocumentation of permanency goals
should accurately reflect goals that are beingeskird for the child.

@ The first permanency goal of the child should haldshed within 60 days from the child’'s
entry into foster care.

M Case file documentation needs to include all infation regarding termination of parental
rights for children who have been in foster carkeast 15 out of the most recent 22 months.
Documentation should include evidence of a petitartermination of parental rights and /
or documentation of compelling reasons for nohglfor termination of parental rights.

Iltem 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 8 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 5 (83.3%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 1 (16.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (5 foster care cases)

(0]

In three cases, documentation in the case file slomncerted efforts being made
to achieve the permanency goal of reunificatioa trmely manner.

In one case, the case file documentation showstraterted efforts are being
made both toward the permanency goal of reuniboaéind toward the concurrent
goal of guardianship.

In another case, the original permanency goal wfifeation was not reached
within a year of the child entering placement; hegredocumentation shows that
the achievement of this goal has been delayedesuét of the child’s treatment
needs and concerted efforts continue to be madartbtle child’s permanency
goal of reunification.
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Areas needing improvement
« (1 foster care cases)

o Inthis case, the child had been in care for 44tthvohefore the permanency goal
was achieved. Reviewers were unable to find dootatien in the case file to
show concerted efforts being made toward the peemangoal of guardianship
with relatives.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts

(within 24 months of the most recent entry intaidosare) had been or were being made to
achieve finalized adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of item 9 was not applicable fooathe 14 cases reviewed.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permaneniving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had madaesmaking diligent efforts to assist
children in attaining their goals related to othlemned permanent living arrangements
(Independent Living, Self-Sufficiency or Family Beevation).

Review Findings The assessment of item 10 was applicable for Bheoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 4 (100.0%) of th®iegble cases.

Strengths:
- (4 foster care cases)

o Inthese cases, there was evidence of concertedsefd achieve the child’'s
primary or concurrent goal of independent livingliading the completion needs
assessments and the provision of services to ag&sifically with the
development of independent living skills.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Partially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

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 detexchin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been complet&af po the period under review, or in which
contact with parents was not considered to bearchild’s best interest.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 11 was applicable for Beoll#t cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 7 (87.5%) of the appkceases and as an area needing improvement
in 1 (12.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (7 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, the child was placed in hevencommunity.

o In six cases, while placement was not in closeipmiy to the child’s parents and
home community, documentation showed that the piace¢ was in the closest
available facility which could meet the child’s wise Five of these six cases
involved OJS wards.

Areas needing improvement
« (1 foster care cases)
o Inthis case, the child was placed in an agencgd#ésster home that was over
400 miles from his family home. The case file @méd no documentation on
the availability of placement closer to the child@me.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should include information regardimg location of foster care placement
and its proximity to the parents(s).

M For most cases where placement was not within gdasamity to the child’s family, it was
identified that this occurred because an apprapp&icement was not available in the child’s
home community and that the closest appropriateept@nt was utilized.

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 12 was applicable for heofl# cases. This item
was rated a strength in the 1 (100.0%) applicahée c

Strengths:
« (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, documentation in the case file shatvatthe target child and his
sibling could not be placed together as the sihtiegded a higher level of care
and was placed in a residential treatment faatitgrder to meet those needs.

Reviewer Comments:
@ Documentation clearly addresses the circumstancesasons for not placing all siblings

together.
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Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foser 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 casesewlgose where the child had no siblings in
foster care, if the parents could not be locatad/a if visitation with the parents was

considered not in the best interests of the cHRdviewers rated this item for the period under
review based on the individual needs of the child &amily, rather than on the DHHS policy
regarding visitation. The DHHS visitation guidekaecommends a minimum of one visit every
two weeks between child and parent unless it waotdoe in the child’s best interest because the
parent is the perpetrator of sever physical abusexual 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 Beoll#t cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (50.0%) of the appkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (50.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (4 foster care cases)

o Inone case, documentation showed that the chdd/lsdts with his parents at
least weekly. Documentation also contained infaromaabout the quality of the
visits including activities that the child partieigd in during the visits.

o In one case, initially the visits were of sufficidrequency; however, the
frequency of actual visits decreased during theodarmder review.
Documentation in the case file shows that the C#S&issed the decreasing
frequency of visits with the parents and encourdfeth to maintain frequent
visits with the child. The CFSS also made efftotpromote visitation by
providing parents with travel reimbursement.

o In another case, the visitation plan promotes weeikits between the child and
his parents through a combination of phone callsday passes.

o One case shows that frequent visitation occurrédden the child and his
adoptive mother. In this case, visits with thdaéatare not applicable as the
biological father’s parental rights were terminasedl there is no other father,
such as adoptive.
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Areas needing improvement
« (4 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, there was no documentation of aatigit plan or other efforts to
promote visits between the child and their parents.

o In another case, the reviewers found documentagigarding the frequency of
visits between the child and his mother but wereatde to find information
regarding the frequency of visits between the carid his father. Reviewers also
did not find documentation in the case file to supgufficient quality of
visitation between the child and his mother oréath

o In one of the cases, the case file contained irdtion to support the frequency of
visitation between the child and his mother antdat However, no
documentation was found that showed quality otaigin between the child and
his parents.

Reviewer Comments:

M Visitation with the child and his/her parents (mathand /or father when applicable) and the
child and his/ her siblings in foster care showddclearly documented in the case file.
Documentation should describe both the frequendycarality of visits.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matiigent efforts to preserve the child’s
primary connection and characteristics while indosare. Reviewers had to make a
professional judgment about the child’s primaryrmections and then explore whether those
connections have been preserved through case ptpand service delivery.

Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable fortBeol4 cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 5 (62.5%) of the applicahtes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 3 (37.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (5 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, important connections were maintagsedrrangements were made
for the child to have visits with siblings that raimed in the family home. The
child was able to continue involvement in extrarmudar activities.

o Inone case, the enhanced treatment group horm#awing the educational
curriculum of the child’s school so that the chiidl be able to graduate with his
home town class.

o In one case, the case file shows that the childbbkas able to maintain
connections with extended family through campimgstrvacations, holidays and
other family celebrations.

o In another case, documentation clearly shows beatvorker made concerted
efforts to interview the child about his connecti@nd to identify any
connections that could be appropriately maintaigigdn the child’s behaviors.
The child was able to maintain a connection tatlaefiafigure in his life through
telephone contact and letters.
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Areas needing improvement
- (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, there was no documentatioffafte being made to preserve
connections for the child while in foster care.
o Inone of these cases, it was noted that the dassohtained no documentation
of efforts to contact or notify the tribe even tigbuhere is documentation that the
child is Native American.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to identify the child’s impotteonnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.

@ Documentation should include information to supploat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with bothmother and father and relatives to determine wédrathnot the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in a Native éoan tribe.

Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving preferémce
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 ptae
such as fathers not in the home, if applicabld¢odase. Reviewers had to determine the extemititch
the agency identified relatives who had some regtsderdegree of relationship with the child and with
whom the child might reside. There did not neeldean the case record a formal evaluation of iredat
with whom the child might reside, but for reviewershave answered “yes” evidence must exist, thioug
either the case documentation or the case intesyithat relatives were evaluated and considered.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if (1)apency assessed the child’s needs and determiaied th
he/she required special servieesl (2) the agency assessed potential relative platisna@d determined
that the relative placements did not have the dégptmcmeet the child’s needs. Reviewers rates itieim
as a Strength unless no efforts were made to lecatentify relatives for placement, or placemerth

a family known to the child. Reviewers rated fkésn as not applicable if (1) the agency determined
upon the child’s initial entry into care that hisfmeeds required residential treatment serviceésaan
relative placement would be inappropriate, or {2¢liatives were unable to be identified despite th
agency'’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situas@uch as abandonment in which the identity of the
parents and relatives remains unknown despitetefforidentify them. Reviewers were to check not
applicable if the child was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of item 15 was applicable for Beollt cases. This item
was rated as an area needing improvement in b0h({%) of the applicable cases.

Areas needing improvement
+ (2 foster care case)
o Inone case, it was noted that there were no doctedefforts to identify either
maternal or paternal family members.
o In another case, while the case file containedrmétion regarding relatives to
the child, the child was not placed with relatieesl the case file does not contain
information regarding why a relative placement waspursued.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Both maternal and paternal relatives should betifieth

M Efforts to identify and pursue appropriate relajpl@cements should be clearly documented
in the case file.

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parens

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetheas evidence of a strong, emotionally
supportive relationship between the child in fosie and the child’s parents during the period
under review. Reviewers assigned a rating of §thefor this item when there was evidence of
regular visitation between parent and child. Reeles assigned a rating of Area Needing
Improvement when they determined the agency hadade diligent efforts to support the
child’s relationship with the father or mother. cAse was considered not applicable if a
relationship with the child’s parents was contreryhe child’s safety or best interest during the
period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beoil#t cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 6 (75.0%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (25.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (6 foster care)
o In all six of these cases, documentation showettthigeagency had made efforts
to support and maintain a positive and nurturingti@nship between the target
child and their parents.

Areas needing improvement
« (2 foster care cases)

o In one case, there was no documentation showirigetftats were made to
support and maintain a positive and nurturing retestip between the child and
their parents.

o In another case, while there is documentation fof&sfto promote a positive
relationship between the child and his mother elveais no documentation
regarding any attempts to support and maintainséipe relationship between
the child and his father.

Reviewer Comments:
@ Documentation should clearly describe the agenefytats to provide opportunities or to
support additional activities to promote, strengthe maintain parent-child relationships.
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[l. 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: 9 64.3%
Partially Achieved: 5 35.7%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

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

In assessing item 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs
of children, parents and foster parents AND proditlee services to meet those needs.
Reviewers rated item 17 as a strength if (1) a s@sdessment was conducted for the child(ren),
parents, and foster parents, and (2) appropriawces were provided in relation to the

identified needs of the target child in foster ceases, or for all children in in-home cases.
Education and physical or mental health servicebgdarget child were not rated for this item
(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 atlakés. This item was
rated as a strength in 10 (71.4%) of the applicaages and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (28.6%) of the applicable casBse overall rating for item 17 is based on the
combination of the following three sub-items:

Iltem 17a: Needs Assessment and Services to ChildreThe assessment of item 17a was
applicable for all 14 cases. This item was rated atrength in 14 (100%) of the applicable
cases.

Strengths:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea a&sessed in a variety of ways
including Family Team Meetings, OJS evaluationgdrad alcohol evaluation,
Comprehensive Child and Adolescent Assessment,hyloenel of Service / Case
Management Inventory and caseworker visits withcti&l, parents, and foster
parents.

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea met through providing
assistance in obtaining alarms and monitors fofahely home, out of home
placement, residential treatment, drug screeninlgtesting, and teaching of self
sufficiency and independent living skills. Revies/&und no unmet needs for
the children in these cases.
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« (6 in home cases)

o

In these five cases, the needs of all of the abildn the home were assessed both
formally and informally through the initial safedggsessment, OJS evaluation,
Youth Level of Service / Case Management Inventduying Family Team
Meetings, and during worker contacts with the gHéanily, and safety plan
participants.

In these five cases, identified needs of the childvere met through assistance
with safety monitors, family support services, onte safety services, and tracker
services. Reviewers found no unmet needs forliiidren in these cases.

Iltem 17b: Needs Assessment and Services to Parentthe assessment of item 17b was

applicable for all 14 cases reviewed. This itens vaded as a strength in 10 (71%) of the
applicable cases and rated as an area needingvempent in 4 (29%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (5 foster care cases)

(0]

In these five cases, the needs of the parentsassessed on an ongoing basis
using both formal and informal means includingiatiand ongoing safety
assessments, interviews conducted by mental he@ttitioners, Family Team
Meetings and regular monthly contact with the cas&er.

In these five cases, identified needs were metutiirondividual and family
therapy, family support services, supervised Misita parenting classes, and
assistance with transportation to facilitate visita

« (5in home cases)

(0]

In these five cases, the needs of the parentsassessed through the following
methods: initial assessments, protective capasggssments, family team
meetings, and during monthly contacts between dlseworker, service
coordinator, and the parents.

In these five cases, identified needs were meutiirahe following services:
family support services, individual and family tapy, drug screening, intensive
outpatient treatment, parenting classes, educataddressing the child’s
specific needs, assistance with supervision otltile, and transportation
assistance.

Areas needing improvement:
- (3 foster care cases)

(0]

In one case, the case file contains no documentafioconcerted efforts to assess
the needs of the mother or the father or to proajgleropriate services to meet
their needs. During interviews the CFSS indicaked the local judge had ruled
that reasonable efforts to provide service to tlo¢her and father were not
necessary since the parents lived out of stateghiemthis conflicts with federal
and state expectations.

In two cases where the father was an absent pdénemgeeds of the mother were
assessed and services provided to meet these iegds;er there was not a
needs assessment completed or services provided father.
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+ (1 in home cases)
o Inthis one case, where the mother was in the Hmmhéhe father was absent, the
agency assessed the needs of the mother, but tidake efforts to assess the
needs of the father.

ltem 17c: Needs Assessment and Services to Fod®arents: The assessment of item 17c¢
was applicable for 3 of the 14 cases. This itera ka#ed as a strength in all 3 (100%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
+ (3 foster care cases)
o In all of these cases, it was noted that the nettle foster parents were assessed
informally through involvement in Family Team Mewgs and worker visits with
the foster parents, and all needs were found te baen met.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers identified that in the majority of thesea the agency performed well in terms of
assessing, identifying, and meeting the needseothiid.

M In terms of the parents, reviewers noted that mesoases the needs of one of the parents
were identified and addressed while the other garereds were not. Most often, this
occurred when one of the parents was absent frerhdme and it is the absent parent whose
needs are not consistently being assessed, igehtdi met.

M Caseworker contacts and Family Team Meetings virereniost frequently noted methods of
assessing needs for children, parents and fosten{sa

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 peopatified by the family in the case planning
activities relevant to the current case plan. fedrination of involvement in case planning
required that a parent (guardian) and the childgjothan 8 and not incapacitated) had actively
participated in identifying the services and gdatsthe case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of item 18 was applicable for atlakés. This item was
rated as a strength in 11 (78.6%) of the applicaages and rated as an area needing
improvement in 3 (21.4%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (7 foster care cases)

o In all seven cases, the reviewers noted that tbe warker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents to be involved in case planning throughlfateam meetings and
caseworker contacts with the child and parents.
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+ (4 in home cases)

o Inthree cases, all of the children in the homelawiti parents were involved in
the case planning process through family team mgetnd caseworker contacts
with the children and with the parents.

o Inone case, the child and the child’s guardiareveetively involved in case
planning through family team meetings and conteutis the worker. The case
file also shows that the biological father has emosot to participate in case
planning despite concerted efforts by the casewddkmcate, contact, and
involve the father.

Areas needing improvement:
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, while concerted efforts were madevolve the child in case
planning, there is no indication that neither th&ttmer nor the father was involved
in case planning. It was noted that during intams, the CFSS indicated that the
local judge had ruled that reasonable efforts volwe the mother and father were
not necessary since the parents lived out of dtateever this conflicts with
federal and state expectations.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In one case, reviewers found that while the child the mother were involved in
case planning, concerted efforts were not madeviolve the father / absent
parent in the development or evaluation of case gtals. Reviewers noted that
during the period under review there was only ocoeudhented attempt to contact
the father.

o Inone case, efforts were made to involve the nrathease planning during a
family team meeting, but efforts were not madentwlve the father in case
planning despite the father being involved in thads life and actively seeking
to gain custody of the child through the courts.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should clearly show concerted effoytthe agency to involve the parents
(mother and/or father as applicable) in case planactivities.

M The reviewers identified that case planning is pritg occurring during monthly contacts
with the parents and child as well as during Fafidam Meetings.

Item 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattermigits between the worker and child and if
these visits were sufficient to ensure adequatetoramy of the child’s safety and well being.
Reviewers were also to determine whether visitaged on issues pertinent to case planning,
service delivery, and achievement of the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 19 was applicable for atlabés. This item was
rated as a strength in 13 (92.9%) of the applicehtes and rated as an area needing
improvement in 1 (7.1%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
- (7 foster care cases)

o In all seven of these cases, face to face visiisden the case worker were found
to be of sufficient frequency and were also foumte of sufficient quality as the
caseworker addressed issues of safety, permanadayell being as well as case
planning with the child.

» |tis noted that for five of these cases, the sujppgpinformation came
from a combination of the case file documentatiod imterviews;
however in two of the seven cases, the reviewaedrthat the case file
lacked or contained minimal documentation of caskaiovisits with the
child and the rating for this case was based upernnformation gained
through interviews.

« (6 in home cases)

o In all six of these cases, it was found that theewarker had face to face contacts
with all children at least once per month. Thetsigere found to meet quality as
they involved issues of safety, permanency and-baihg.

Areas needing improvement:
+ (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, the frequency of the visits with ¢héd was found to be sufficient;
however the quality of the visits were not suffrdi@s there was no information to
support that issues of safety, permanency, or beitlg were addressed. It is
noted that in this case, that caseworker visith wie child either took place at the
family team meeting or at the child’s school; hoegw\none of the visits with the
child took place in the child’'s place of residence.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should address the frequency of warkesits with the child. If face to face
contact between the worker and the child was leas imonthly, documentation should
include reasons why the contact did not occur.

@ Documentation should include enough informatioddétermine the quality of the visit and to
show that the visit was sufficient to address isquertaining to safety, permanency and well-
being of the child and to promote achievement skgalan goals.

Item 20: Worker visits with parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffaddent face to face contact with parents
to encourage attainment of their children’s permnagegoal while ensuring safety and well
being. Cases that were considered not applicabte those in which there is no plan for further
involvement between the parents and the agendyegpdrents and the child, and the child is not
in a permanent home.

Review Findings The assessment of item 20 was applicable for atlabés. This item was
rated as a strength in 10 (71.4%) of the applicehtes and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (28.6%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, reviewers found that the vigitth the parents were of sufficient
frequency; occurring at least monthly. Visits witie parents were also
determined to be of sufficient quality as the cas#er and parents discussed
issues pertaining to the permanency and well beifinige child.

« (5in home cases)

o In four cases, documentation in the case file afmrination gathered through
interviews showed that the caseworker visits withithe mother and the father
were sufficient in frequency and quality.

o Inone case, documentation in the case file aratnmdtion gathered through
interviews shows that the caseworker had visith #ie child’s guardian and that
these visits were sufficient both in frequency guodlity.

Areas needing improvement:
- (3 foster care cases)

o Inone case, while visits with the parents wersufficient frequency, it was
found that the visits were not of sufficient qugalit

o Inone case, while visits with the mother were fbtm be of sufficient frequency
and quality, visits with the father were found o dporadic and the case file
lacked information regarding the quality of visigh the father.

o In another case, there was a lack of documentatigarding caseworker visits
with the mother and the father. It was found thsits were not of sufficient
frequency, occurring less than once a month, aatdtiikere was a lack of
documentation and information available regardimgduality of the visits with
the parents.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, the case file and information gatthel@ing interviews showed that
the caseworker had visits with the mother that vgeifécient in frequency and
quality, but no visits occurred with the father d@hdre is not information to
support that concerted efforts were made to hameacowith the father / absent
parent.

Reviewer Comments:

@ In out of home cases where the parents do noteésgether, the agency tends to achieve
sufficient contact with the parent they are seekogeunify the child with, while less than
sufficient contact or no contact is made with thigeo parent.

™ For the majority of in-home cases, when contadhwie child was sufficient, contact with
the parent or parents residing in the home withcthlel was also sufficient, however contact
was not sufficient with the absent parent.
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Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 12 100.0%
Partially Achieved: 0 0.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 2 14.3%

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivety in-home services, reviewers
considered whether the educational needs are/wkneant to the reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family, and whether the need ddr@ss educational issues is/was a reasonable
expectation given the circumstances of the agenny@vement with the family. (If not,
reviewers rated item 21 as not applicable.) Resiswated this item as a Strength if (1) the
agency made extensive efforts to address the sheldlicational needs and the school system
was unresponsive, especially if the problems atlke aviocal school or jurisdiction; (2) if the
child(ren)’s educational needs were assessed atrdssebd, including cases where the
educational records were missing and the reasogswl{3) if the agency conducted an
assessment of educational issues and determinethéna were no problems in that area, nor
any need for educational services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 21 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 12 (100.0%) of phieable cases.

Strengths:
- (8 foster care cases)

o In all eight cases, documentation in the caseshi@ved that the educational
needs of the child were assessed and that thereloived appropriate services
in order to meet their unique educational needs.

« (4 in home case)

o Inone case, the child’s educational needs wersasd through a Comprehensive
Child and Adolescent Assessment and a Youth LevBEovice / Case
Management Inventory. An IEP was developed arldi@d to address the
child’s educational needs.

o In another case, the children’s educational preagaesl needs were documented
in copies of report cards, IEP, school evaluatiamsl, academic comparison
results. Counseling and therapy were providedltyess behavioral outbursts in
school.

o Inone case, a family support worker assisted llild and guardian with
organization and time management. Documentatidhdrcase filed showed an
increase in the child’s attendance and school padace following the
implementation of the family support worker.
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o In another case, the child’s educational needs assessed through a
Comprehensive Child and Adolescent Assessment wtiattified learning
disabilities for child. Documentation shows tha taseworker made efforts to
address these needs by discussing these needpmangréate available services
at family team meetings; however the parents haeéireed the services
available.

Reviewer Comments:

M Documentation shows what efforts were made to agkeschild’s educational needs.

@ Documentation details what the child’s educatiore®ds are and what efforts the agency is
making to meet these 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: 7 53.8%
Partially Achieved: 5 38.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7.7%
Not Applicable: 1 7.1%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiwiFhome services, reviewers considered
whether the physical health needs are/were reldeahe reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family and whether the need tdrads physical health issues is/was a
reasonable expectation given the circumstancdseadgency’s involvement with the family. (If
not, reviewers rated this item as not applicabkeo)y example, if a child became known to the
agency and was determined to be in need of in-lsEmaces at least partly as a result of
physical abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reag®t@lexpect the agency to provide services to
ensure that the child receives the appropriateipalysealth services. Reviewers rated this item
as a Strength if the agency conducted an assessingmygsical health and determined that there
were no problems in that area, nor any need fosiphlhealth services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 22 was applicable for Beolld cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 3 (33.3%) of the appkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 6 (66.7%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
- (3 foster care cases)
o In all three of these cases, the case file condasiseumentation that the child
received periodic, age appropriate physical andad&ealth examinations, and
that any identified health needs were met with appate services.

Areas needing improvement:
- (5 foster care cases)

o Inthree cases, there was documentation of phylseadth screenings, but no
documentation to show that dental health screenirege completed or that
dental health needs were addressed.

o In one case, there was documentation of a cureartetiexam and services
provided to meet dental needs; however there wakboomentation to show that
the child had received a current physical exam.

o In another case, the case file lacked documentédiotime period under review.
There was no information to support that the chilghysical or dental health
needs had been assessed during the period undawrev

« (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, part of the agency’s involvement vedésvant to the physical health
of one of the children in the home, as this chiswanorexic, bulimic, and had
been engaging in self harming behaviors. Therensadocumentation regarding
efforts to assess the physical or dental healthisfchild or to provide services to
meet the physical and dental health needs thatdimiexpected in a child who
has eating disorders and self harming behaviors.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should show what efforts were madesgess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

@ Documentation should detail what the child’s phgkand dental health needs are and what
efforts the agency is making to meet these needs.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theopganinder review, the agency addressed the
mental/behavioral health needs of the child(ré®¢viewers rated this item as a Strength if the
agency conducted an assessment of the child’s hieedtih and determined that there were no
problems in that area, nor any need for mentalthearvices. If there was a need for services
then they were offered.

Review Findings The assessment of item 23 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 12 (92.3%) of the agipliiccases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 1 (7.7%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
- (7 foster care cases)

o In seven cases, the case file contained documentatishow that the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs were assessed ainefftbrts were made to
provide appropriate services to meet each idedtifieed.

« (5in home cases)

o Inthese five cases, there was documentation slyothat the mental health needs
of all applicable children in the home were assgss®l that services were
provided to meet all of the children’s mental hiealeeds.

Areas needing improvement:
« (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, the case lacked documentation fopéned under review. Due
to a lack of documentation there was no informatamshow that the child’'s
mental health needs had been assessed or thapapg@ervices had been
provided to meet any needs that were present.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s mental/behavior
needs.

™ Documentation should detail what the child’'s méb&thiavioral needs are and what efforts
the agency is making to meet these needs.
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WSA Results

Case Sample: Mini CFSR Review — April 2011

Type of Review: 6™ Mini CFSR
Number of Reviews: 14

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Report Type: Western Service Area
Review Period: April 1%, 2010 — April 1%, 2011

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance ltem S ANI N/A S ANI N/A

ltem 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations 2 0 12 100.0%| 0.0% [ 85.7%
ltem 2: Repeat maltreatment 2 0 12 100.0% | 0.0% 85.7%
ltem 3: Services to family 10 0 4 100.0%| 0.0% | 28.5%

ltem 4: Risk assessment and safety management 11 3 0 78.6% | 21.4% | 0.0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 1 0 13 100.0% | 0.0% 92.8%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100.0%| 0.0% [ 42.9%
ltem 7: Permanency goal for child 4 4 6 50.0% | 50.0% | 42.9%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 5 1 8 83.3% | 16.7% | 57.1%
ltem 9: | Adoption 0 0 14 0.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
ltem 10: | Other planned permanent living arrangemenit 4 0 10 100.0% | 0.0% 71.4%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 7 1 6 87.5%%| 12.5% [ 42.9%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 1 0 13 100.0%| 0.0% | 92.9%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 4 4 6 50.0% | 50.0% | 42.9%
ltem 14. | preserving connections 5 3 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 42.9%
ltem 15: | Relative placement 0 2 12 0.0% | 100.0%| 85.7%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 6 2 6 75.0% | 25.0% | 42.9%

ltem 17: | Needs and services 10 4 0 71.4% | 28.6% | 0.0%

ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannihg 11 3 0 78.6% | 21.4% 0.0%

ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 13 1 0 929% | 7.1% | 0.0%

ltem 20: | Caseworker visits with parent(s) 10 4 0 71.4% | 28.6% | 0.0%
ltem 21 | Educational needs of the child 12 0 2 100.0%| 0.0% | 14.3%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 3 6 5 33.3% | 66.7% | 35.7%

ltem 23: | Mental/behavioral health of the child 12 1 1 92.3 7.7% | 7.1%

OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NA N/A SA PA NA N/A

Safety 1 (Items 1-2 2 0 0 12 100.0%| 0.0% | 0.0% | 85.7%

Safety 2 (Items 3-4) 11 2 1 0 78.6% | 14.3% | 7.1% 0.0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 4 4 0 6 50.0% | 50.0% | 0.0% | 42.9%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 5 3 0 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 0.0% | 42.9%
Wellbeing 1 (ltems 17-20) 9 5 0 0 64.3% | 35.7% | 0.0% 0.0%
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21 12 0 0 2 100.0%| 0.0% 0.0% | 14.3%

Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23) 7 5 1 1 53.8% [ 385% | 7.7% 7.1%

KEY:

N/A = Not Applicable
S = Strength

PA = Partially Achieved

SA = Substantially Achieved

NACH Not Achieved
ANI rea Needing Improvement






CFSR - Western Service Area (Item & Outcome Quarterly Results)

REPORT CODES: Items 1 to 20, 22 and 23
90% or Above
85% - 89.9%
below 50%

Yellow

* For reference - a list and
description of CFSR items
and Outcomes is found on

the following page.

Report CODES: Item 21 and ALL OUTCOMES
95% or Above

90% - 94.9%

below 50%

Yellow

Period Under Apr 09-Apr Apr 10-Apr
Review 10 10 10 11 11
item 1
ltem 2 75%

Outcome: S1 80%

Iltem 3 71%
Iltem 4 57% 50% 71%
Outcome: S2 50% 71%
Iltem 5
ltem 6 75% 88%
Item 7 63% 63% 50%
Iltem 8 67% 83%
Iltem 9 50%
Item 10

Outcome: P1
Iltem 11
Item 12
Iltem 13 50% 67% 71% 71% 50%
Iltem 14 78% 75% 63% 63% 63%
Item 15 50% 75%
ltem 16 50% 71% 71% 75%

Outcome: P2 50% 63%
ltem 17 64% 50%

Iltem 18 50% 50%
item 19 79%
Iltem 20 29%

Outcome: WB1 50%

Iltem 21 64% 91% 60% 75%

Outcome: WB2 64% 91% 60% 75%

Item 22 83% 89% 67% 56%
Iltem 23 58% 88%

Outcome: WB3 83% 83% 50% 58%
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CFSR
Iltems & Outcomes Description

SAFETY:

Safety Outcome #1: Children are first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
+ Item 1 (Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment)
* Item 2 (Repeat maltreatment)

Safety Outcome #2: Children are safely maintained in their homes, whenever possible and appropriate.
e Item 3 (Services to family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or re-entry into
foster care)
e Item 4 (Risk assessment and safety management)

PERMANENCY:
Permanency Outcome #1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
+ Iltem 5 (Foster care re-entries — did a child who entered foster care during the period under review
re-enter within 12 months of a prior foster care episode)
+ ltem 6 (Stability of Foster Care placement)
+ Iltem 7(Permanency goal for child — were appropriate permanency goals established for the child in
a timely manner)
« Item 8 (Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives)
e Iltem 9 (Adoption)
e Item 10 (Other planned permanent living arrangement)
Permanency Outcome #2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
e Item 11 (Proximity of foster care placement)
e Item 12 (Placement with siblings)
+ Item 13 (Visits with parents and siblings in foster care)
+ Item 14 (Preserving connections — with child's neighborhood, community, faith, extended family,
tribe, school, friends)
* Item 15 (Relative placement)
+ Item 16 (Relationship of child in care with parents)

WELLBEING
Well-Being Outcome #1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.
« Item 17 (Needs and services of child, parents, and foster parents)
o Item 17A (Services to meet the child’s identified needs)
o Item 17B (Services to meet parents’ identified needs)
o Item 17C (Services to meet the foster parents’ identified needs)
+ Item 18 (Child and family involvement in case planning)
+ Item 19 (Worker visits with child)
+ Item 20 (Caseworker visits with parent)
Well-Being Outcome #2: Children received adequate services to meet their educational need.
+ Item 21 (Educational Needs of the child)
Well-Being #3: Children received adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.
e Item 22 (Physical health of the child)
e Item 23 (Mental/behavioral health of the child)
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Strength Comparisons
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Item 1: Timeliness of Initiating Investigations Item 2: Repeat Maltreatment
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N=The number of cases applicable for each item.
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Item 3: Services to Family Item 4: Risk Assessment & Safety Management
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N=The number of cases applicable for each item.
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Item 5: Foster Care Re-Entries Item 6: Stability of Foster Care Placement Item 7: Permanency Goal for Child
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N= The number of cases applicable for each item.
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Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship, etc. Iltem 9: Adoption Item 10: Other Planned Permanent Living
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N=The number of cases applicable for each item.
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Item 11: Proximity of Foster Care Placement Item 12: Placement w/ Siblings
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Item 13: Visiting with Parents & Siblings
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N=The number of applicable cases for each item.
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Item 14: Preserving connections Item 15: Relative Placement Item 16: Relationship of Child in Care w/ Parents
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N=The number of applicable cases for each item.
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Item 17: Needs & Services
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Item 18: Child & Family Involvement Item 19: Caseworker Visits w/ Child Item 20: Caseworker visits w/ Parent

in Case Planning (s)
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N=The number of applicable cases for each item.
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Item 21: Educational Needs of Child Item 22: Physical Health of Child Item 23: Mental/Behavioral Health of Child
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N= The number of applicable cases for each outcome.
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N= The number of applicable cases for each outcome.






