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Executive Summary
Children and Family Services Review
Western Service Area

This document presents the findings from tPfeNgini-Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) fhet
Western Service Area. The Nebraska CQI (Contin@ueslity Improvement) team has identified Mini-
CFSR as an important activity for assessing thiopaance of each service area and the state asla wh
with regard to achieving positive outcomes foratgh and their families. The Mini-CFSR is schedute
take place in each service area, quarterly in éaesy2010 and 2011.

The Western Service Area’8*Mini-CFSR was conducted from April 20 to 22, 20IThe period under
review for the onsite case review was April 1, 200@pril 5, 2010. The findings were derived frdite
reviews of 14 cases (8 foster care and 6 in homveces) which were randomly selected from all child
welfare cases which were open at some time duin@geériod under review. The reviews also included
interviews with parents, children, foster pare@SS specialists, and other service providers tesassems
17-20 within the review tool.

In the Western Service Area, 3 of the 14 casegwad were brought to the attention of DHHS for julee
justice services and 4 of the cases were non couglved. Cases reviewed were from the followiagdl
offices: Gering, Lexington, McCook, North Plat@gallala and Sidney.

The review was completed by five teams of two neeies made up of one staff person from DHHS and one
staff person from an out of home reform contra@@mys & Girls Home, Voices for Families, and Speak
Out). A second level review of 100% of the casas completed by Terri Farrell and Lori Posvar.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSRaasdsses the service area’s performance on 28 item
relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall rating of ijtk or Area Needing Improvement (ANI) is assigteed
each of the 23 items incorporated in the sevenoous depending on the percentage of cases thateece
a Strength rating in the onsite case review. Amits assigned an overall rating of Strength ip8&ent

of the applicable cases reviewed are rated as@lrefPerformance ratings for each of the seveocomues
are based on item ratings for each case. A seave@may be rated as having “substantially acHiéve
“partially achieved,” or “not achieved” the outcom&he determination of whether a service area is i
substantial conformity with a particular outcoméased on the percentage of cases that were deesimi
to have substantially achieved that outcome. dieofor a service area to be in substantial contgrwith

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

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, April 20-22, 2010 p.2



A service area that is not in substantial confoymiith a particular outcome must work with theicédb
CQI team to develop and implement a Program Imprzré Plan (PIP) to address the areas of concern
associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 29 Mini-CFSR identified several areas of high perfance in the Western Service Area with regard to
achieving desired outcomes for children. Althotigg service area did not achieve substantial comfpr

with any of the seven CFSR outcomes, the servie @did achieve overall ratings of Strength for the
individual indicators pertaining to the followinggms: timeliness of initiating investigations fitel),

services to protect child(ren) in the home and @névemoval or re-entry into foster care (itemf@3ter

care re-entries (item 5), stability of foster cpl@cement (item 6), adoption (item 9), proximityfoter care
placement (item 11), placement with siblings (ite2) and addressing mental/behavioral health otltid
(item 23).

The Mini-CFSR also identified key areas of conasith regard to achieving outcomes for children and
families. Concern was identified with regard tollABeing Outcome 1 (families have enhanced capdoity
provide for children’s needs), which was substélgtachieved in only 50% of the cases reviewede Th
lowest rating within this outcome was for item 2@geworker visits with parent(s), which was rated a
Strength in 38% of the cases reviewed.
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KEY FINDINGSRELATED TO OUTCOMES
|. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 80%
Partially Achieved: 1 20%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 9 64%

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

In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report oocurri
during the period under review had been initiateddcordance with child welfare agency policy. éwn
intake tool was implemented in 2003 which is bageah a priority response model with Priority 1 iwagl
for a response by the worker within 24 hours ofttime that the report is received by HHS. Priogty
designated reports are to have face to face contticthe alleged victim by Protection and Safeithiin O
to 5 days from the time the intake is received Rndrity 3 has a response time of 0-10 days. Rata
generated monthly to ensure compliance with theaese times.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for Seofithcases. The item was rated a
strength in 5 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:

+ (1 foster care & 4 in home cases) — In all 5 cagesinvestigations of child maltreatment were
initiated and face to face contact with the chilctin was made in a timely manner according
to the priority assigned to the allegation.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The overall rating for this item indicates that WWestern Service Area continues to consistentlytmee
the time frames for initiating investigations opogts of child maltreatment. Contact with childxeho
are the subject of child maltreatment reports @uaing in accordance with the timeframes for the
priority assigned to the allegations.

Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tmegtment report during the period under reviewd &0,
whether another substantiated/inconclusive/petiioe filed report occurred within a 6 month pdrio
before or after the report identified. Cases veemesidered not applicable for assessment if the ohi
family had never had a maltreatment report.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 2eoflthcases. This item was rated as a
strength in 1 (50%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 1 (50%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (1 in home case) — In this case there were namgsts of repeat maltreatment occurring within
six months.

Areas needing improvement:

« (1 in home case) — In this case there were tworgathent reports during the period under
review and within 6 months of one another. Itased that both instances involved similar
circumstances of maltreatment and that in this taee is an extensive history of allegations
going back 11 years.

Reviewer Comments:

M Itis noted that a majority of the cases reviewkE2i¢f 14) were not applicable to this item as thveeee
no maltreatment reports during the Period UndernéreyApril 1, 2009 to April 5, 2010).

M The review identified that improvement in this aneay be gained through consistently identifying and
providing appropriate services to families in agiynmanner.

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

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 71%
Partially Achieved: 2 14%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 14%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Item 3: Servicesto family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethersponding to a substantiated/inconclusive/petitoobe
filed maltreatment report or risk of harm, the agemade diligent efforts to provide services to iléen to
prevent removal of children from their homes wiasitedhe same time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings: The assessment of item 3 was applicable for 7eofithcases. This item was rated as a
strength in all 7 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (2 foster care cases)
o In both of these cases, a variety of services,edkas regular visitation by the CFSS, were
in place and continued after reunification was ecéd.
o In one case it was noted that conditions for retuene documented in the case file.
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« (5in home cases)
o In all five of these cases, a variety of formalsonps were provided to protect the children
and prevent entry into foster care.
o Inthree of the cases, reviewers noted that the@georked with the family to create a
safety plan involving both formal and informal sopg to protect the children and prevent
entry into foster care.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers identified that there are a wide varadtgervices being provided to families to protect
children and prevent entry or re-entry into fostare including family support, residential safety,
individual and family therapy, drug screening, smhotervention services, tracker services, and
medication management.

Item 4: Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers torrdete whether DHHS had made, or was making,
diligent efforts to reduce the risk of harm to ttteldren involved in each case. Reviewers ratéslitbm

as a Strength if the agency terminated the chpdi®nt’s rights as a means of decreasing risk wh Har
the child (for example, a termination of parenights would prevent a child from being returnedtoome

in which the child would be at risk) and has taketion to minimize other risks to the child (foraaxple,
preventing contact with individuals who pose a tiskthe child’s safety). If a case is/was opensknvices
for a reason other than a court substantiatedneiasive, petition to be filed or unfounded repafrabuse

or neglect, or apparent risk of harm to the chddjr(for example, a juvenile justice case), revisneere

to document this information and rate the item @tsapplicable. Note, however, that for a childjreated

as a “child in need of supervision” or “delinquenviewers were to explore and determine whethenet
was a risk of harm to the child, in addition to thtber reasons the case may have been openedtrior
rating it as not applicable. Cases were not apgblefor assessment of this item if there was roeati or
prior risk of harm to the children in the family.

Review Findings The assessment of item 4 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 10 (71%) of the applicable cases atatiras an area needing improvement in 4 (29%)eof th
applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (5 foster care cases)

o In all five of these cases, it was found that thiety of the target child was assessed while
placed in out of home care and during visits wititt parent(s). There were no apparent
risk or safety issues for the child(ren) remainimg¢he home.

« (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, documentation show®mggrisk and safety assessments were
completed both formally and informally while thelldren were placed with their parent(s).
A variety of methods were used to assess risk afedysincluding initial assessments using
the Nebraska Safety Model, OJS evaluations, ppdiicin in Family Team Meetings,
contact between the caseworker and the parentshalidden, and in home safety services.
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Areas needing improvement:
« (3 foster care cases)
o In one case it was noted that the agency did nadwtt or document a safety assessment
prior to reunification.
o In one out of home case, it was noted that theenaa current safety plan as the last
documented plan was from June 20009.
o Two reviews noted that there no ongoing safetyssssents completed during the period
under review.
« (1 in home case)
o Inthis one case, while there was a safety plgrldoe, there were no ongoing safety
assessments completed and only one contact withgdnecy during the period under
review.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The reviewers identified that initial assessmengsb&ing conducted and documented; however,
ongoing safety assessments are not being complseiteg the Nebraska Safety Intervention System
(Safety Model).

™ When ongoing assessments were noted, reviewerd thakethese were being completed informally as
part of the CFSS contact with the child and parentduring Family Team Meetings.

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

Status of Per manency Outcome P1

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

Item 5: Foster carere-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltlimperiod under review a child did not have rinye
into care within a 12-month period from being desgjed from another entry into foster care. Reviewe
also rated this item as a Strength if a re-entry araisolated incident during which the agencyvaicht
was reasonable to manage the risk following recaiibn but the child re-entered care for anothasoe
(for example, the death of a parent). Revieweaedrthis item as an Area Needing Improvement if r-
entries occurring within a 12-month period were tluthe same general reasons or same perpetrators.
Reviewers rated this item as Not Applicable ifL) the child entered foster care before, and reethin
foster care during, the period under review; ortli2)child entered foster care before, and exibstef care
during, the period under review and there wasanother entry into foster care during the periodain
review.

Review Findings: The assessment of item 5 was applicable for 2eoflthcases. This item was rated as a
strengths in 2 (100%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
- (2 foster care cases)
o Strengths were noted for both cases as there were-@ntries into foster care.
o Inone case, it was noted that concerted efforpgdagent re-entry were made through
completing a Comprehensive Child and Adolescenegsasient, providing services through
Region Il and working with school intervention t@nage the youth’s behaviors.

Reviewer Comments:
M The reviewers identified no issues with re-entitp ifoster care in the two applicable cases.

Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple placement
changes during the period under review, and ifid@ther the changes in placement settings were
necessary to achieve the child’s permanency goaleat the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of item 6 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was rated as a
strength in 8 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (8 foster care cases)
o Intwo of the cases reviewed, a strength was nagettie target child was placed in foster
care in a relative home.
o Inthree cases the target child experienced ondypdaicement during the period under
review and the placement was stable.
o In four cases, while multiple placements were npotleel reviewers found strengths as the
placement changes were made based on the bessistef the child to provide an
increased level of care or to step down level oé @ appropriate for the child.

Reviewer Comments:

M The reviewers noted overall stability for thosddt@n who were placed in foster care. In threesas
children were able to remain in the same fosteg paacement and experienced no placement changes.

M Relative foster placements contributed for stapiitsome cases.

M Reviewers also identified that in the cases whaikiphe placements were experienced, placement
changes were made based on the child’s neededdivaie.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether DHHS had established an appropriate
permanency goal for the child in a timely mannec|uding filing for termination of parental rightghen
relevant. Reviewers examined the appropriatenfesgoal that ultimately rules out adoption,
guardianship, or return to family. Reviewers asedsvhether the child’s best interests were thdriyug
considered by DHHS in setting a goal of other pé&ghliving arrangement, and that such a decisidwas
continually reviewed for ongoing appropriatene€sses were assigned a rating of Strength fortdms i
when reviewers determined that DHHS had establishemppropriate permanency goal in a timely
manner. Cases were assigned a rating of Area Ngéddiprovement when goals of reunification were not
changed in a timely manner when it was apparentgumification was unlikely to happen, terminatun
parental rights was not filed when the child hadrb®ster care for 15 of the past 22 months and no
compelling reasons were noted in the file, or tbal @stablished for the child was not appropria@ases
were identified as Not Applicable if the child wagt in foster care.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was rated as a
strength in 6 (75%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 2 (25%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (6 foster care cases)
o In all of the cases given a strength rating, peenag goals for the child were specified in
the case file and established in a timely manner.
o Intwo cases a strength noted was that the permgrgmal was updated upon completion of
the previous goal (reunification and guardianship).

Areas needing improvement
- (2 foster care cases)

o It was noted in one case that the reviewers cooldlatermine the date the primary
permanency goal had been established and a contgoal was not established until the
child had been in placement for 12 months.

o In one case the child had been in placement 12 ofi@ths without a filing for TPR and
there was no documentation to show an excepti@ompelling reason for not filing TPR.

Reviewer Comments:

4]

4]

The first permanency goal of the child should kaldshed within 60 days from the child’s entryant
foster care.

Case file documentation needs to include all inftron regarding termination of parental rights (JPR
for children who have been in foster care at 1&&sbut of the most recent 22 months. Documentation
should include evidence of petition for TPR and documentation of compelling reasons for not §jlin
for TPR.

In cases applicable to this item, the followinglgomere identified:

Primary Permanency Goal:
* Reunification—4 cases
» Guardianship—O0 cases
= Independent Living—O0 cases
= Family Preservation—3 cases
= Adoption—1 case

Concurrent Goal:
= No concurrent goal—2 cases
= Reunification—O0 cases
» Guardianship—1 cases
= Independent Living—4 case
= Family Preservation—1 case
= Adoption—O case

Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Placement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevittHS 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 determinedtiadr DHHS had made diligent efforts to achieve the

goals.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 8 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was rated as a
strength in 8 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (8 foster care cases)
o Inthree cases, the agency made concerted effonteet the goal of reunification and the
child was reunited with their parent(s) during gegiod under review.
o Inone case, the child has been in placement 6lhmanrtd efforts are being made toward the
timely achievement of reunification.
o Intwo cases, while the child has been out of thrad for longer than 12 months, a strength
was noted because the case file documents thatsefiiee being made toward reunification
and that the extended placement was necessary tiige¢reatment needs of the child.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts (within 24

months of the most recent entry into foster caae) been or were being made to achieve finalized
adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of item 9 was applicable for leofithcases. This item was rated as a
strength in 1 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (1 foster care case)
o The strength noted in this case was that the agestaplished a goal of adoption concurrent
with the goal of guardianship. Documentation shtives concerted efforts have been made
toward the goal of adoption.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanent living arrangement

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

Review Findings The assessment of item 10 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 1 (33%) of the applicable cases arghaarea needing improvement in 2 (67%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
+ (1 foster care case)
o A strength noted in one case was that concertedtefivere made to work toward the goal
of independent living by providing parenting classad assisting the youth in attaining
employment.

Area needing improvement
« (2 foster care cases)
o In one case it was noted that efforts being madeutd independent living stopped when the
child’s placement changed from group home to shelte
o In another case, the concurrent goal of indeperideng was not established until the child
had been in foster care for 12 months, and whéegthal is documented in the case file,
there was no documentation of efforts being madetd this goal.
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Status of Per manency Outcome P2

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

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'sefosare setting was in close proximity to the a'sil
parents or close relatives. Cases determined tmbapplicable were those in which termination of
parental rights had been completed prior to thegamder review, or in which contact with parewtss
not considered to be in the child’s best interest.

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

Strengths:
- (8 foster care cases)

o In five of the cases, the child was placed in go@es community as their parent(s).

o Inthree cases, while placement was not in closrimity to the child’s parents and home
community, documentation showed that the placemeastin the closest facility available to
meet the child’s needs. In one of these threesaaseas noted that the agency assisted in
facilitating contact by providing assistance witksgline and lodging.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The review identified that children are commonlgqad within their home community or within close
proximity to their parents and home community.

@ In the instances in which placement was not withise proximity to the child’s family, it was
identified that this occurred because an apprapp&cement was not available in the child’s home
community and that the closest appropriate placémas utilized.

Item 12: Placement with siblings
Reviewers were to determine whether siblings wettead been placed together and if not, was separati
necessary to meet the needs (service or safetghetdne or more of the children.

Review Findings The assessment of item 12 was applicable for heofl#d cases. This item was rated a
strength in 1 (100%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (1 foster care cases)
o Inthe one case applicable to this item, the tazbdtl and their sibling(s) were placed in the
same foster care home.

Reviewer Comments:
M The review identified successful effort made tacplaiblings together in foster care.
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Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblingsin foster care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#1S had or was making diligent efforts to facité
visitations between children in foster care andrtharents and siblings. Reviewers also determined
whether these visits typically occurred with su#fit frequency to meet the needs of the childreh an
families. Non applicable cases were those whereliid had no siblings in foster care, if the pase
could not be located, and/or if visitation with th&rents was considered not in the best interéskeo
child. Reviewers rated this item for the periodl@nreview based on the individual needs of thieladmd
family, rather than on the DHHS policy regardingitation. The DHHS visitation guidebook recommends
a minimum of one visit every two weeks betweendhitd parent unless it would not be in the chilsbst
interest because the parent is the perpetrat@vefr physical abuse or sexual abuse. DHHS Policy
requires that siblings placed separately must haweimum of one visit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of item 13 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 4 (67%) of the applicable cases atetiras an area needing improvement in 2 (33%jeof t
applicable cases.

Strengths:
+ (4 foster care cases)

o In all four cases a strength was noted based onndewctation that showed visits were of
sufficient frequency and quality to promote contipwf parent child relationships.

o Intwo of the four cases rated as a strength, wesfig identified documentation that the
agency provided supportive services including fpanstion, gas vouchers, lodging, and
supervised visitation as part of concerted efftartsnsure sufficient frequency of visits and
promote the continuity of the parent child relasbip.

Area needing improvement
- (2 foster care cases)

o Inone case it was noted that due to the locatinsds, face to face contact was not
frequent and there was no documentation in thefdasghowing that alternative visitation,
such as phone contact, occurred or was encouraged.

o In one case reviewers found that concerted effeet® not made to allow contact either in
person or through phone calls to maintain a retatdp between the child and the child’s
father.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers noted written visitation plans were pnége several cases.

M It was identified that documentation of efforts¢lsas supports offered to facilitate visitation or
alternatives to face to face visitation, could f@ioved in some cases.

M It was also noted that efforts need to be madedinide both parents in visitation and to assure tha
non-custodial parents are not overlooked.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matiligent efforts to preserve the child’s primary
connection and characteristics while in foster c&eviewers had to make a professional judgmemntitab
the child’s primary connections and then explorethir those connections have been preserved through
case planning and service delivery.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable fortBeol4 cases. This item was rated as a
strength in 6 (75%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 2 (25%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (6 foster care cases)
o Infive of the cases, the child was placed in theime community and was able to preserve
connections to extended family, friends, and school
o In one case, reviewers noted that efforts were nag@eeserve connections by creating a
genogram and peer list to identify existing coniers.
o Infive of the six cases the reviewers made naéttie case file contained documentation to
show that the agency had explored ICWA and haddaoumtribal affiliations.

Area needing improvement:
- (2 foster care cases)
o Inone case the reviewers noted that there wedoomented efforts to preserve
connections during the time that the child was gdiagut of state.
o In another case, reviewers found no documentatfi@utside resources or important
connections.

Reviewer Comments:

M In the majority of cases, children were able t@laeed in a setting that allowed them to remaithen
same school, continue activities in their commuartg maintain a connection to their family.

@ Documentation needs to clearly identity the childyportant connections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.

M In most cases documentation was found to showctssworkers are gathering information with regard
to ICWA.

Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving preferéagaacing the
child with relatives, and determine whether theeStansidered such a placement and how (for exarsgéking out
and evaluating the child’s relatives). Relativesdude non-custodial parents, such as fathersribiei home, if
applicable to the case. Reviewers had to deterthimextent to which the agency identified relaiwho had some
reasonable degree of relationship with the childaith whom the child might reside. There did need to be in
the case record a formal evaluation of relativad whom the child might reside, but for reviewardiave answered
“yes” evidence must exist, through either the @smimentation or the case interviews, that relativere evaluated
and considered. Reviewers rated this item asem@itn if (1) the agency assessed the child’'s needsletermined
that he/she required special serviard (2) the agency assessed potential relative platisna@d determined that
the relative placements did not have the capagitpdet the child's needs. Reviewers rated this d&e a Strength
unless no efforts were made to locate or idenéfgitives for placement, or placement with a farkitpwn to the
child. Reviewers rated this item as not applicéb(&) the agency determined upon the child’siahiéntry into care
that his/her needs required residential treatmemvices and a relative placement would be inappatgror (2) if
relatives were unable to be identified despiteatpency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situai@such as
abandonment in which the identity of the parents ratatives remains unknown despite efforts totifethem.
Reviewers were to check not applicable if the chiés placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of item 15 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was rates as a
strength in all 3 (100%) of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
« (3 foster care cases)
o Intwo cases it was noted that relatives were ifledtand stable placement with relatives
was secured.
o In one case, although a relative placement couldh@secured, documentation showed that
both maternal and paternal relatives were idewttified efforts were made toward placement
with relatives.

Reviewer Comments:
M Reviewers found that relatives were fully identifiend explored as potential foster placementslin al
applicable cases and relative placements wereestau of the 3 applicable cases.

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parents

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetheas evidence of a strong, emotionally supportive
relationship between the child in foster care dredahild’s parents during the period under review.
Reviewers assigned a rating of Strength for tlisiitvhen there was evidence of regular visitatidween
parent and child. Reviewers assigned a ratingreaAeeding Improvement when they determined the
agency had not made diligent efforts to supportctiikl’s relationship with the father or mother. cAse
was considered not applicable if a relationshighie child’s parents was contrary to the childifesy or
best interest during the period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 5 (63%) of the applicable cases atetlras an area needing improvement in 3 (38%jeof t
applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care)
o In all five of these cases, documentation showatttite agency had made efforts to support
and maintain a positive and nurturing relationdiepnveen the target child and their parents.

Area needing improvement
+ (3 foster care cases)
o In all three of these cases, the reviewers noteitiiere was no indication in the case files
that concerted efforts were made to encourage ardgie a positive and nurturing
relationship between the child and his/her pargnt(s

Reviewer Comments:
M Reviewers noted a lack of documentation in the Géeseto show that efforts were made to encourage

and nurture the relationship between the child@arents beyond regular visitation.
M Reviewers also noted that non-custodial parentdbkad overlooked in this area.
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[Il.  WELL-BEING
Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity topde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 7 50%
Partially Achieved: 5 36%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 14%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Item 17: Needsand services of child, parents, foster parents

In assessing item 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs of
children, parents and foster parents AND providedservices to meet those needs. Reviewers tated i
17 as a strength if (1) a needs assessment wasateddor the child(ren), parents, and foster pareand
(2) appropriate services were provided in relatothe identified needs of the target child in éostare
cases, or for all children in in-home cases. Etlagand physical or mental health services tatdnget
child were not rated for this item (these are raeitems 21, 22, and 23). Reviewers had to dociime
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 7 (50%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 7 (50%) of the
applicable cases. The overall rating for itemslBased on the combination of the following thnele-s
items:

Item 17a: Needs Assessment and Servicesto Children: The assessment of item 17a was applicable for
all 14 cases. This item was rated as a strendltB ({93%) of the applicable cases and rated asean a
needing improvement in 1 (7%) of the applicableesas

Strengths:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea a&sessed in a variety of ways including
CFSS visits with the child, Family Team Meetingdevaluation, and psychological
evaluation

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea met through clothing vouchers,
assistance with transportation, supervised visitatut of home placement, medication
management, individual and family therapy, eleatrenonitoring, family support, and
school intervention services. Reviewers found mmet needs for the children in these
cases.
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« (5in home cases)

(0]

In these five cases, the needs of the children assessed in a variety of ways including the
initial safety assessment, OJS evaluation, contsattgeen the child and the CFSS and
service coordinator and during Family Team Meetings

In these five cases, identified needs of the ohiildvere met through assistance with family
support services, individual and family therapyaa intervention, and tracker services.
Reviewers found no unmet needs for the childreh@se cases.

Areas needing improvement:
+ (1 in home case)

o

In this case, reviewers found no assessments ctedila the children during the period
under review and no indication of services provittetheet the needs of the children. (Note
that this case was open for less than two monthiaglthe period under review.)

Item 17b: Needs Assessment and Servicesto Parents. The assessment of item 17b was applicable for

all 14 cases. This item was rated as a strength(%i9%) of the applicable cases and rated asesn ar
needing improvement in 7 (50%) of the applicabkeesa

Strengths:
(4 foster care cases)

o

(0]

In these four cases, the needs of the parentsagsessed on an ongoing basis on an
ongoing basis using both formal and informal maaokiding regular contact with the
caseworker, participation in Family Team Meetiraysj drug and alcohol evaluations
In these four cases, identified needs were metgirdamily support services, family
therapy, drug and alcohol screening, and transgpomtto facilitate visitation.

+ (3 in home cases)

(0]

In these three cases, the needs of the parentsassessed using the initial safety
assessment, comprehensive family assessment, dtamdy Team Meetings, and during
contact between the caseworker, service coordinamarthe parents.

In these three cases, identified needs were maighrfamily supportive services, family
therapy, and supervised visitation.

Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)

(0]

In one case, the needs of the parents were nasesseDuring interviews the CFSS
indicated that assessing parents’ needs was noiteegn OJS cases. This information is
incorrect.

In one case, reviewers found no documentations#ssnent of the needs of the mother or
services provided to meet those needs.

In two cases, the needs of the custodial parerg assessed and services provided to meet
all needs, however no efforts were made to asbesseeds of the non-custodial parent or to
provide services.

« (3 in home cases)

(0]

o

In two cases, there was no indication of effortglenan the part of the agency to complete
an assessment of needs or to provide serviceg tooii-custodial parent.

In one case, the file contained no documentatiahtw that the needs of either parent were
assessed or that services were provided to meeetus of the parents. During interview it
was noted that tracker services were put in pla@ssist the mother with supervision of the
youth.
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[tem 17c; Needs Assessment and Servicesto Foster Parents: The assessment of item 17c was
applicable for 4 of the 14 cases. This item wésdas a strength in all 4 (100%) of the applica@lalses.

Strengths:
- (4 foster care cases)

o Inthese four cases, it was identified that thedsexd the foster parents were assessed on an
ongoing basis through face to face contact withctiseworker, telephone contact with the
caseworker, and participation in the monthly teaeets.

o Inthese four cases, there were no unmet needd.ntentified needs were met through
various services including assistance with trarsgpion, assistance to purchase food,
clothing, and furniture, respite care, and subgiayments.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers identified that in the majority of thesea the agency performed well in terms of assessing
and meeting the needs of the child.

M In terms of the parents, reviewers noted that mesoases the needs of one parent were identifigd an
addressed while the other parent’s needs wereMost often it was a non-custodial parent whose
needs were not assessed or met.

M Reviewers discovered that caseworkers may be rorengd that in OJS cases a needs assessment is not

required for the parents. This misinformation rbaycontributing to low achievement on item 17b as

the requirement to complete needs assessments@rideappropriate services to parents does apply
to OJS cases.

The needs of foster parents were addressed ipg@itable cases.

Caseworker contacts and Family Team Meetings werenost frequently noted methods of assessing

needs for children, parents, and foster parents.

N E

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planning

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the parent(s),
guardian, child(ren) and other people identifiedtuy family in the case planning activities relevanthe
current case plan. A determination of involvemarntase planning required that a parent (guardaad)
the child (older than 8 and not incapacitated) &etd/ely participated in identifying the serviceglagoals
for the case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of item 18 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 7 (50%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 7 (50%) of the
applicable cases.

Strength
« (4 foster care cases)

o The reviewers noted that in all four of the casies,case worker sought input from and
actively involved the target child in the developrhef case plan goals. Parents (mother
and/or father when applicable) were also activelpived in the development and
evaluation of the case plan goals.

* In one of the above cases, it is noted that threaghlar phone contact with the father
and the father’s attorney, the caseworker wastallevolve the father in the case
planning process despite the fact that the fatsdes in Oklahoma.
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« (3 in home cases)
o In all three cases, the caseworker sought inpuat fiee family (parent(s)/guardian and child)
on an ongoing basis and involved them in the cs®mg process.

Areas needing improvement
+ (4 foster care cases)

o In all four cases, the reviewer found that oneaihtof the parents were not involved in the
case planning process and there was nothing to ghetvwconcerted efforts had been made to
involve the parents.

+ (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, reviewers found no indicatibaffiorts to involve the father in the

development or evaluation of case plan goals.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers noted that in several cases, the nomdiasparent was not involved in the case planning
process and that no documented efforts could hedftainvolve this parent.

M The reviewers identified that case planning is ageg during monthly contacts with the parents and
child as well as during Family Team Meetings.

Item 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattemigifs between the worker and child and if thesgtwi
were sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring efdhild’s safety and well being. Reviewers wes®db
determine whether visits focused on issues petftitwecase planning, service delivery, and achieverog
the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 19 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 11 (79%) of the applicable cases atadiras an area needing improvement in 3 (21%)eof th
applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (6 foster care cases)

o In all six of these cases, the visitation betwédendase worker and the target child occurred
at least monthly and were of sufficient qualitytlas caseworker addressed issues of safety,
permanency and well being as well as case planmitingthe child.

« (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, the caseworker hadtiaéace contacts with the children at least
once per month and the visits were found to meelitywas they involved issues of safety,
permanency and well-being.

Areas needing improvement:
- (2 foster care cases)

o In one case, while the child was placed in an bgtate treatment facility, visits with the
child either took place over the phone or througbtler caseworker. It was noted that
during this time there was not documentation tgsufthat visits with the child were of
sufficient quality.

o In another case it was noted that visits are osayion a less than once a month basis.
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« (1 in home cases)
o0 In one case, which was open less than two monthisgithe period under review, visitation

between the caseworker and the child was deternibd less than monthly.

Reviewer Comments:

|

|

Reviewers found a lack of documentation in the ¢deseegarding the occurrence of visits and had to
rely upon interviews to gather information to assadficient frequency of visits.

Reviewers also noted a lack of detail in documénategarding contacts between the caseworker and
child and had to rely upon information gathereatigh interviews to determine if caseworker visits
with the child were of sufficient frequency and titya

Item 20: Worker visitswith parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffacdent face to face contact with parents to
encourage attainment of their children’s permangoat while ensuring safety and well being. Cdkas
were considered not applicable were those in wtiieke is no plan for further involvement betwees th
parents and the agency or the parents and the ahnitdthe child is not in a permanent home.

Review Findings The assessment of item 20 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 5 (38%) of the applicable cases atetlras an area needing improvement in 8 (62%eof t
applicable cases.

Strengths:
- (2 foster care cases)

o In both of these cases, there was sufficient eween show that both the frequency and the
quality of visits between the caseworkers and Hremts were sufficient to ensure safety,
permanency, and well being of the child.

o In one of these two cases it was noted that thewsaker maintained contact with both the
custodial and non-custodial parent even thougmtimecustodial parent lives out of state.

« (3 in home cases)

o Intwo of these cases, documentation in case ffideiaformation gathered through
interviews showed that the caseworker visits wakepts were sufficient in both frequency
and quality.

o In one case, documentation in the case file shdahetdhe worker made efforts towards
visitation with both parents; however the non-cd&tbparent chose not to have any
involvement with the department despite the woskefforts.

Areas needing improvement:
« (5 foster care cases)

o Intwo of these cases it was found that adequaits\took place between the caseworker
and the custodial parent, however there was neation of efforts made by the caseworker
to have adequate visits with the non-custodial qtare

o Intwo cases, reviewers found no documentatiohencase file regarding caseworker visits
with the parent(s).

o In one of the cases it was noted that there wenesiis between the caseworker and the
guardians during the time the child was in outtafesplacement.
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« (3 in home cases)

o Inone of these cases, the case file and informatathered during interviews showed that
the caseworker had visits with the mother that vgeifécient in frequency and quality, but
did not have any visits with the non-custodial &éth

o In one case, while information gathered throughriiew with the caseworker indicated
that monthly visits with the mother occurred, thenas no documentation in the case file
regarding frequency or quality of visits with eitliee mother or the father.

o0 In one case, which was open less than two monthisgithe period under review, visitation
between the caseworker and parents was deternarglless than monthly.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Much of the information regarding the frequency andlity of visits between the caseworker and the
parents had to be obtained through interviews asrdentation in the case file alone would not have
been sufficient to rate this item as a strength.

@ In several cases, while visitation with the cusabgarent was of good frequency and quality, noregf
toward the non-custodial parent could be found.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 91%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 9%
Not Applicable: 3 21%

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivetg in-home services, reviewers considered wdreth
the educational needs are/were relevant to themeahy the agency is/was involved with the famagpd
whether the need to address educational issueassiweasonable expectation given the circumstarices
the agency’s involvement with the family. (If nodyviewers rated item 21 as not applicable.) Resis
rated this item as a Strength if (1) the agencyeredensive efforts to address the child’s edunatio
needs and the school system was unresponsive ja@abpeéthe problems are with a local school or
jurisdiction; (2) if the child(ren)’s educationaé@ds were assessed and addressed, including dases w
the educational records were missing and the reasby; or (3) if the agency conducted an assessaofent
educational issues and determined that there wepeablems in that area, nor any need for educaltion
services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 21 was applicable for 1heol4 cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 10 (91%) of the applicable casesratedi as an area needing improvement in 1 (9%)jeof t
applicable cases.
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Strengths:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Inthree of these cases it was noted that thefd@asmntained documentation to show that
the child’s educational needs were assessed aruhildevas found to have no additional
educational needs.

o In five of these cases documentation in the cédseliowed that the educational needs of the
child were assessed and that appropriate serviesspvovided to meet all identified
educational needs.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In both of these cases, the case file containedrdentation to show that the educational
needs of the child were being assessed and thdeatified educational needs were being
met with appropriate services.

Areas needing improvement:
« (1 in home case)
o Inthis case, there was no documentation to shatwathy assessments of the child’s
educational needs had been completed during thedp@nder review.

Reviewer Comments:

M In the majority of the cases, reviewers found cteazumentation to show that the educational neéds o
the child were being assessed and that a varietgrgfces, including IEP meetings, school intervemt
workers, family support workers and alternativeadional programs, are being utilized in order to
meet identified educational needs.

@ Documentation of assessment of educational neeglsnissing in one case.

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 83%
Partially Achieved: 2 17%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 2 14%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiwiFhome services, reviewers considered whetleer th
physical health needs are/were relevant to thereaty the agency is/was involved with the famitgla
whether the need to address physical health issivess a reasonable expectation given the circurosta
of the agency’s involvement with the family. (bthreviewers rated this item as not applicabkeoy
example, if a child became known to the agencyveasl determined to be in need of in-home services at
least partly as a result of physical abuse or deatuase, then it is reasonable to expect the agency
provide services to ensure that the child receivesppropriate physical health services. Reviswated
this item as a Strength if the agency conductegsasrssment of physical health and determinedhbe t
were no problems in that area, nor any need fosiphi/health services.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 22 was applicable for Beofl#t cases. This item was rated as
a strength in 8 (89%) of the applicable cases atetiras an area needing improvement in 1 (11%jeof t
applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (7 foster care cases)

o A common strength noted in all seven of these Wwasthe case file contained
documentation that the child received periodic, agaropriate physical and dental health
examinations, and that any identified health neegl® met with appropriate services.

+ (1 in home cases)

o Inthis case, the case file contained documentatiaurrent medical and dental check-ups

and the examinations identified that the child haddditional physical health needs.

Areas needing improvement:
o (1 foster care cases)
o Inthis one case, there was no documentation tev $hat dental health screenings were
completed for this child or that dental health reeegre addressed.

Reviewer Comments:

M In the majority of cases reviewed, documentatiamwsdd that the physical health needs of the child
were adequately addressed through periodic meainchtlental exams as well as ongoing treatment to
address individual medicals needs that were idedtif

@ Documentation should include the agency’s effartadsess the child’s dental health needs as well as
physical health needs.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theogeunder review, the agency addressed the
mental/behavioral health needs of the child(ré®¢viewers rated this item as a Strength if the egen
conducted an assessment of the child’s mentalhheaatt determined that there were no problems in tha
area, nor any need for mental health servicethele was a need for services then they were affere

Review Findings The assessment of item 23 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item was rated as
a strength in all 12 (100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
« (8 foster care cases)
o In all eight cases, the case file contained docuatiem to show that the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs were assessed panapajpte services were provided to
meet each identified need.
+ (4 in home cases)
o In all four cases, the documentation in the cdsesfiows that the agency did complete
assessments of the child(ren)’s mental/behaviaalth care needs and provided services as
needed to meet all identified needs.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Overall, reviewers found adequate documentati®shtw that mental health assessments were
completed.

@ Documentation supports that efforts were made erp#nt of the agency to address all identified
mental/behavioral health needs through the prowisfaappropriate services.
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WSA Results

Case Sample: Mini CFSR Review — APRIL 2010

Type of Review: 2"Mini CFSR
Number of Reviews: 14

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Report Type: Western Service Area
Review Period: April 1%, 2009 — April 5™, 2010

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)

Performance Item s ANI N/A S ANI N/A

Item 1. Timeliness of initiating investigations 5 0 9 100% 0 64%
ltem 2: Repeat maltreatment 1 1 12 50% 50% 86%
ltem 3: Services to family 7 0 7 100% 0% 50%

ltem 4. | Risk assessment and safety management 10 4 0 1% 29% 0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 2 0 12 100% 0% 86%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 7 Permanency goal for child 6 2 6 75% 25% 43%
ltem8: | Reunification, guardianship etc 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 9: | adoption 1 0 13 | 100% | 0% 93%
ltem 10° | Gther planned permanent living arrangement 1 2 11 33% 67% 79%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 1 0 13 100% 0% 93%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 4 2 8 67% 33% S7%
ltem 14. | preserving connections 6 2 6 75% 25% 43%
ltem 15 | Relative placement 3 0 11 100% 0% 79%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 5 3 6 63% 38% 43%
ltem17: | Needs and services 7 7 0 50% 50% 0%
ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannipg 7 7 0 50% 50% 0%
ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 11 3 0 79% 21% 0%
ltem 20: | caseworker visits with parent(s) 5 8 1 38% 62% %
ltem 21| Educational needs of the child 10 1 3 91% 9% 21%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 8 1 5 89% | 11% | 36%
ltem 23| Mentallbehavioral health of the child 12 0 2 100% | 0% 14%

OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NA N/A SA PA NA N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2 4 1 0 9 80% 20% 0% 64%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4) 10 2 2 0 71% 14% 14% 0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 6 2 0 6 75% 25% 0% 43%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 6 2 0 6 75% 25% 0% 43%
Wellbeing 1 (Items 17-20 7 5 2 0 50% 36% 14% 0%
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21{ 10 0 1 3 91% 0% 9% 21%
Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23) 10 2 0 2 83% 17% 0% 14%
KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable PA = Partially Achieved NACH Not Achieved

S = Strength

SA = Substantially Achieved

ANI rea Needing Improvement




