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LaShawn A. v. Gray
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012

l. INTRODUCTION

This report on performance of the District of Columbia’s child welfare system for the period of
January 1 — June 30, 2012 is prepared by the Center for the Study of Social Policy (the LaShawn
Court-appointed Monitor). The Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) is responsible to the
Honorable Thomas F. Hogan of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia as
Federal Monitor of the class action lawsuit LaShawn A. v. Gray. As Monitor, CSSP is required
to independently assess the District of Columbia’s performance on the outcomes, Exit Standards
and strategies of the Modified Final Order® (MFO) and its most recent update, the LaShawn
Implementation and Exit Plan (IEP).>

The IEP includes four sections: Section I: Outcomes to be Achieved; Section Il: Outcomes to be
Maintained; Section I11: Sustainability and Exit; and Section 1V: The 2010-2011 Strategy Plan.’
The IEP establishes the Court’s expectations regarding the outcomes and performance levels to
be achieved and sustained in order to fulfill the requirements of the LaShawn MFO. For each of
the outcomes, an Exit Standard(s) has been identified.

The Monitor’s last full report on LaShawn implementation was released on May 21, 2012. With
few exceptions, this report is based on data and performance from January through June 2012, as
verified by the Monitor, to determine progress in meeting the IEP Exit Standards and the
objectives of the 2012 Strategy Plan.

A. Methodology

The primary sources of information about performance are data provided by the Children and
Family Services Agency (CFSA) and verified by the Monitor. The Monitor receives extensive
aggregate and back-up data and has access to staff and FACES.NET* to verify performance.

! January 27, 1994, Modified Final Order (“MFO™) (Dkt. No. 222 (order adopting MFO); Dkt. No. 222-2 (MFOQ))

2 December 17, 2010, Implementation and Exit Plan (“IEP”) (Dkt. No. 1073)

® The District presented the 2012 Strategy Plan to the Court on March 30, 2012, to guide its efforts to improve
outcomes and performance levels on Exit Standards not yet achieved. See March 27, 2012, 2012 Strategy Plan (Dkt.
No. 1095-1). A 2013 Strategy Plan is currently under development.

* FACES.NET is CFSA’s automated child welfare information system.
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The Monitor conducted the following special verification/data collection activities during this
period:

> Youth Transition Plan Case Record Review

To assess the quality of transition planning with older youth in foster care, the Monitor
conducted a case record review in the summer 2012 to determine the rate of Youth Transition
Plan (YTP) completion and to evaluate the quality of YTP meetings, resulting plans and
subsequent implementation. This review was done jointly with CFSA and the District of
Columbia’s Citizen’s Review Panel. The review examined the case files and most recent YTP
plans of all youth aged 20.5 to 21 years old in foster care between January 1 and March 31, 2012
(see full report in Appendix C).

> Resource Parent Survey

The Monitor conducted a telephone survey of 129 resource parents who had a child or youth
newly placed with them between January and May 2012 in order to collect and validate data
related to several Exit Standards including timely approval of foster/adoptive parents; children
and youth health outcomes; and the extent to which resource parents feel supported by CFSA
and private providers in their care of children and youth (see full report in Appendix D).

> Assessing Safety during Visits Case Record Review

The IEP includes three Exit Standards which require social workers to assess and document the
safety of a child(ren) during each social worker visit. The Monitor and CFSA jointly conducted
a review of a statistically significant sample of children and youth who were involved with
CFSA either through an in-home or out-of-home case to determine the extent to which child
safety was assessed and documented during social worker visits.

> Validation of Training Data

The Monitor conducted an independent validation of pre- and in-service training data for CFSA
and private agency staff, as well as foster/adoptive parent training completion.

> Validation of Caseload Data

The Monitor conducted an independent validation of CFSA and private agency social worker
caseloads for the period between January and June 2012.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
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> Focus Group with Nurse Care Managers

In May 2012, the Monitor conducted a focus group with several nurse care managers and nurse
care manager supervisors to better understand their roles and responsibilities with children and
families served by CFSA as well as their teaming with social workers and placement providers.

> Other Monitoring Activities

The Monitor interviewed and/or visited many external stakeholders of the District of Columbia’s
child welfare system, including contracted service providers, youth, relatives and birth parents,
advocacy organizations and judicial officers. The Monitor attends numerous CFSA meetings
including policy workgroup meetings, Child Stat, CPS Grand Rounds and CFSA Internal Child
Fatality Review Committee, as well as the City-wide Child Fatality Review Committee. The
Monitor meets frequently with senior leadership and managers throughout the Agency. The
Monitor also conducts Quality Service Reviews and reviews the documentation and scoring of
CFSA Quality Service Reviews and other quality reviews.

B. Report Structure

This monitoring report assesses the District of Columbia child welfare system’s performance in
meeting the IEP Exit Standards, as defined in the December 17, 2010 Court Order, during
January 1 through June 30, 2012. Section Il provides a summary of the District’s progress and,
where identified, CFSA’s plans for improving outcomes in 2012. In Section 11, the summary
tables provide the Court with a consolidated update of the District’s performance as of June 2012
on LaShawn IEP Outcomes to be Achieved and Outcomes to be Maintained Exit Standards.
Section IV provides further discussion and assessment of whether the District has met the
established Exit Standards as well as progress in implementing the strategies identified in the
2012 Strategy Plan. The Appendices to this report include a glossary of acronyms; CFSA
Organizational Chart; findings and recommendations from a case record review of transition
planning for youth exiting foster care; findings from a telephone survey of resource parents; and
corrected data pertaining to investigative social worker caseloads during the previous monitoring
period, July through December 2011.
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1.  SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE

A. New Developments

This six month period has been one of high energy and rapid change with a renewed focus at
CFSA on positive outcomes for children, youth and families. On January 3, 2012, the Mayor of
the District of Columbia appointed Brenda Donald as Acting Director of the Child and Family
Services Agency (CFSA) and on April 17, 2012 the District of Columbia Council confirmed her
appointment as Director. Within months of becoming Director, Ms. Donald implemented an
overall, broad-based strategic framework to improve outcomes for children and families by
working to ensure that children are safe, families are strengthened, child and teen developmental
needs are met and children and teens have permanence. The strategic framework has “four
pillars” which are being used to organize the Agency’s work:

e Narrowing the Front Door—focuses on keeping families together and removing children
from their homes only when necessary for their safety. CFSA is emphasizing reaching
out to and engaging kin and coordinating responses to ensure that children only enter
foster care when needed for their protection and implementing Differential Response to
serve families without having to establish abuse or neglect, among other strategies and
services, to support and stabilize families.

e Temporary safe haven—focuses on CFSA'’s efforts to make a plan for permanence for
children from the first day of entering out-of-home care and promotes that while children
are in custody, they should be placed in the most appropriate, family-like setting that
enables continued connections with their family, school and community whenever
possible.

e Well-being— CFSA has committed to working collaboratively with other systems on the
healthy development of all children and youth in care, including attention to appropriate
educational, mental health and physical health benchmarks and needs. This pillar
supports an approach to applying evidence-based treatments for trauma and other chronic
mental and physical health conditions and a two-generation approach targeting teen
parents.

e Exits to Positive Permanency— recognizes the services families and youth may require
for stability post-legal permanency or who have aged out of care. Although the Agency
hopes that all children and youth efficiently exit care to a permanent home and a lifelong
connection, this pillar also recognizes the need for older youth to develop the tools
necessary to be self-supporting adults.

In May 2012, CFSA realigned its internal structure to support the four-pillar framework and to
assist in improved outcomes for children and families (see Child and Family Services —
Organizational Chart, Appendix B). At the same time, Director Donald recruited several new
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and talented staff to join the CFSA leadership team and reassigned talented staff already within
the Agency to new positions and responsibilities aligned with the strategic framework. The most
significant change within the realignment involved disbanding the organizational entities
previously known as Community Services Administration and Office of Clinical Practice and
creating the following new organizational entities: Entry Services, Kinship Support, Foster Care
Resources and Well Being. Entry Services, which is responsible for CFSA’s front door
realignment, includes four administrations: Child Protective Services (CPS), Kinship Support,
Clinical & Health and Placement Services. With the disbanding of a stand-alone Office of
Clinical Practice, CFSA has created a new Kinship Support Division which includes the Family
Team Meetings Unit, diligent search and foster parent licensing to launch streamlined efforts to
engage families promptly and prevent placement, when possible. The new Foster Care
Resources Administration was created to consolidate functions previously encompassed within
the Community Services Administration and to integrate the vital support services of
foster/adoptive parent recruitment and family-based and congregate care licensing and
monitoring. The new Well Being Administration is charged with strengthening support services
in the areas of education, domestic violence response, mentoring and tutoring, substance abuse
treatment and transportation. Also as part of the realignment, Ms. Donald repositioned the
Office of Youth Empowerment to report directly to her in an effort to intensively focus on better
meeting the needs of older youth. Since the beginning of this year, CFSA has concentrated
specific efforts to increase support and permanency options for older youth. After additional
review of permanency practices and outcomes, in June 2012, Director Donald disbanded the
separate Adoptions Unit and is working on a transition plan that will integrate adoptions
specialists with case-carrying permanency workers who will be responsible for ensuring that
every child removed from their home achieves safe and timely permanency, including timely
adoption when that is the appropriate permanency option.

Another significant change that occurred toward the end of this monitoring period is CFSA
decisions not to renew multiple existing placement contracts and realign contract capacity based
on an assessment of provider performance and an anticipated shift from congregate care to
greater use of family-based care. The anticipated contract changes necessitated shifts of some
foster families to different contract agencies for case management services and some placement
changes for youth. While the Monitor was informed of instances where communication with
providers, resource parents and Guardian ad litems (GALS) could have been improved, overall
the transition occurred with only modest disruptions. The decision to not renew contracts with
some low performing providers was consistent with CFSA’s performance-based contracting
system.

In addition to the many systemic changes that have occurred throughout this monitoring period,
CFSA has also been busy developing strategies to accomplish the outcomes identified within the
four pillars framework. As a lot of change has occurred in a short amount of time, performance
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from this monitoring period may be too soon to evaluate the full effect of the systemic changes
and strategies implemented. There is however no question of the heightened attention to a
visible and shared mission that will require disparate parts of CFSA, private providers under
contract with CFSA and all of the other public and private entities with whom CFSA interacts to
collaborate more effectively to achieve outcomes for children and youth. There is also a clear
and positive attention to results with a commitment to use data to track progress, identify
problems, explore underneath and around issues to identify root causes, and to think and act
flexibly to craft and implement solutions. As is demonstrated in the remainder of this report, the
forward action in the last six months has shown some improved results in some areas. This does
not mean that all problems have been identified or solved but there is a sense of both forward
movement and optimism about the accelerated system performance in the next monitoring
period.

The remainder of this section highlights areas of progress and areas of challenge and concern.

B. Progress

There are a number of areas in which CFSA has demonstrated progress during this monitoring
period.

> Eleven LaShawn Exit Standards were newly achieved during the period under review,
seven Exit Standards were partially achieved and all but one of the Exit Standards that
were previously achieved have been maintained.®> There remain two Exit Standards to be
achieved for which progress cannot currently be assessed.®

During the January to June 2012 monitoring period, the Monitor could assess that eleven
Exit Standards were newly met. These Exit Standards are:

® CFSA performance toward Timely Adoption Exit Standard (IEP citation 1.B.16.a.i.) has fallen below the IEP
required performance level for two consecutive monitoring periods. CFSA met the other Timely Adoption Exit
Standard (IEP citation 1.B.16.a.ii.) for the first time this monitoring period, but performance was due a year ago.
Two additional Exit Standards designated as Outcomes to be Maintained have had declined performance over this
monitoring period (Investigations completed within 35 days at IEP citation I.A.1.b.. and Training for New
Supervisors at IEP citation 1.D.27.b.), however, at this point, the Monitor has determined that this decline was
temporary or insubstantial. The Monitor will continue to assess these Exit Standards with the goal of improved
performance in the future.

® Data provided for performance toward Initiation of Investigations (IEP citation I.A.1.a.) were insufficient to assess
performance as the logic for the data report is inconsistent with the IEP definition which requires that initiation
include seeing all alleged victim child(ren) or making good faith efforts to do so. (See IEP, at 3.) Specifically,
performance data for January through April 2012 only captured if at least one child, regardless of victim status,
within a household that was subject to a CPS investigation was seen by a social worker within 48 hours of the
report. Data provided for May and June 2012, captured if at least one alleged victim child was seen within 48 hours
and if not, if good faith efforts were made. The second Exit Standard for which progress cannot be assessed is
Assessments for Children Experiencing a Placement Disruption (IEP citation I1.C.21.).
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e Worker visitation to children in out-of-home care, which requires social workers to
visit children at least monthly and a social worker, family support worker or nurse
care manager to conduct a second visit during the month. At least one of these visits
shall occur in the child’s placement (IEP citation 1.A.5.a-C.).

o Relative resources, which requires CFSA to identify and investigate relative
resources by offering and facilitating a pre-removal Family Team Meeting (FTM) in
all cases requiring removal of children from their homes (IEP citation 1.B.7.a.).”

e Relative resources, which requires CFSA to make efforts to identify, locate and invite
known relatives to a FTM in cases where children have been removed from their
homes (IEP citation 1.B.7.b.).2

e Placement in most family-like setting, which requires that children in out-of-home
care be placed in the least restrictive, most family-like setting appropriate to their
needs (IEP citation 1.B.8.a.).

e Placement of young children, which requires that no child under the age of six years
be placed in group care non-foster home setting, except for those children with
exceptional needs that cannot be met in any other type of care (IEP citation 1.B.9.b.).

e Appropriate permanency goals, which requires that no child or youth be given a goal
of APPLA without a Family Team Meeting or Listening to Youth and Families as
Experts (LYFE) meeting with participation of the youth and approval by the CFSA
Director or Court order (IEP citation 1.B.12.b.).

e Timely adoption of children, which follows the time to placement in a pre-adoptive
home for a cohort of 223 children whose permanency goal changed to adoption prior
to July 1, 2010 and who were not in an approved adoptive placement (IEP citation
1.B.16.a.ii).

e Training for previously hired social workers, which requires that direct service staff
receive required annual in-service training (IEP citation 1.D.28.a.).

e Training for previously hired supervisors and administrators, which requires that
supervisors and administrators who have casework responsibility receive annual in-
service training (IEP citation 1.D.28.b.).

" The Monitor was not provided with sufficient back up data to allow validation. Back up data will be provided and
g/alidated by the Monitor during the next monitoring period.
Ibid.
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e Performance Based contracting, which requires CFSA to have a functioning
contracting system (IEP citation 1.D.31.)

e Licensing Regulations, which require CFSA to have the necessary resources to
enforce regulations related to ensuring that providers have required original or
renewal licenses (IEP citation 1.D.33.).

Seven Exit Standards were partially® met during this monitoring period, including:

e Placement of young children (IEP citation 1.B.9.a.). During this monitoring period,
CFSA came very close to meeting this Exit Standard as only one child under the age
of 12 was placed in a congregate care setting for more than 30 days without
appropriate justification.

e Reduction of multiple placements for children in care (IEP citation 1.B.13.). CFSA
met one of the sub-parts of this Exit Standard related to children in care at least 24
months. The Standard is that these children have two or fewer placements in the
previous 12 months. CFSA did not meet the other two sub-parts regarding reduction
in multiple placements for cohorts of children in care 8 days to 12 months and 12 to
24 months.

e Sibling visits (IEP citation 1.C.20.b.). CFSA met the sub-part of this Exit Standard
which requires that 80 percent of children have monthly visits with their separated
siblings. CFSA came close to meeting (72 percent performance) the sub-part which
requires that 75 percent of children have twice monthly visits with their separated
siblings.*

e Health and dental care (IEP citation 1.C.22.b.ii.). CFSA met two of the sub-parts of
this Exit Standard related to the number of children who receive a full dental
evaluation within 30 days of placement and within 60 days of placement. CFSA did
not meet the final sub-part which requires that within 90 days of placement, 85
percent of children are to have received a full dental evaluation.

e Special corrective action (IEP citation 1.D.30.). CFSA met the sub-part of the EXxit
Standard which requires that CFSA produce accurate monthly reports on children

® “partially” is used when CFSA has come very close but has not fully met an Exit Standard or in instances where
Exit Standards have more than one part and CFSA has fulfilled some but not all parts of the Exit Standard
requirement.

19 performance is based upon data for the month of June 2012.
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who fall within special corrective action categories but did not meet required
performance to conduct reviews and to develop corrective action plans, as
appropriate, for 90 percent of children identified in corrective action categories.
There was however progress in reducing the number of children overall and within
several categories who are identified as needing corrective action.

e Federal Revenue Maximization (IEP citation 1.D.35.). CFSA has nearly completed
the work necessary to consistently and appropriately claim all appropriate and
available federal revenue.

e Child fatality review (IEP citation 11.A.4.). The Internal CFSA Committee is
compliant; however, the City-wide Child Fatality Committee remains non-compliant.

Of the 23 Exit Standards designated as Outcomes to be Achieved which did not meet the
required levels of performance, several demonstrated improvement over previous monitoring
periods. These Exit Standards include:

e Acceptable investigations, with performance improving this monitoring period to 70
percent of investigations determined to be of acceptable quality from 53 percent in
the previous monitoring period ** (IEP citation I.A.2.). The Exit Standard requires 80
percent of investigations to be of acceptable quality.

e Visitation for children experiencing a placement change, with a monthly range of 67
to 87 percent of children receiving weekly visits from a worker during the first four
weeks of placement change this monitoring period compared to a monthly range of
52 to 71 percent during the previous monitoring period (IEP citation 1.A.6.a.-c.). The
Exit Standard requires 90 percent.

e Visitation between parents and workers, with data from May and June 2012
indicating that 63 percent and 53 percent of applicable parents received twice
monthly visits with workers during the first three months post-placement of their
child(ren) compared to a monthly range of 33 to 44 percent during the previous
monitoring period (IEP citation 1.B.10.). The Exit Standard requires 80 percent.*?

e Visitation between parents and children, with a monthly range of 68 to 74 percent of
children with a goal of reunification visiting weekly with their parents with whom

1 performance data are based on a non-statistically significant sample of cases. The Monitor and CFSA are
planning a review of a statistically significant sample of closed investigations in December 2012.

12 Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where there is documentation that the parent(s) is(are)
unavailable or refuses to cooperate with the Agency. Thus, performance may be better than reported as the Exit
Standard is satisfied when there is documentation that parents are unavailable or non-cooperative with the Agency.
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reunification is sought compared to a monthly range of 52 to 69 percent during the
previous monitoring period (IEP citation 1.B.11.). The Exit Standard requires 85
percent. ™

Other areas of significant improvement include:

>

The number of children placed outside of the District of Columbia has continued to
decrease.

CFSA has continued to reduce the number of children who are placed more than 100
miles from the District of Columbia to an all-time low of 39 children as of June 30, 2012.
As demonstrated in Figure 1 below, CFSA has reduced the number of children placed
more than 100 miles outside the District by 57 percent since December 2009.

Figure 1:

Number of Children Placed 100 Miles Outside of the District of Columbia
December 2009 — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net report PLC205
* Data are point in time data from the last day of the month

3 Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where it is documented that a visit is not in the child’s

best interest, is clinically inappropriate or did not occur despite efforts by the Agency to facilitate it. Thus,
performance may be better than reported.
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> Direct service staff, supervisors and administrators are receiving required in-service
training hours.

CFSA met and exceeded the 80 percent performance requirement for in-service training
for both direct service staff as well as supervisors and administrators. During this
monitoring period, 95 percent of CFSA and private agency direct service staff received
30 hours of in-service training and 94 percent of CFSA and private agency supervisors
and administrators who have casework responsibility received 24 hours of in-service
training. In-service training is an important tool in keeping the child welfare workforce
educated in current best practice, informing workers on policy changes that occur with
the Agency and promoting consistent practice in accordance with the principles of the
Practice Model.

> The majority of children in out-of-home placement are living in family-like settings or are
placed in the most appropriate, least restrictive placement based upon their individual
needs.

In previous monitoring periods, data on this measure only indicated what percentage of
children and youth were placed in foster homes. During this monitoring period, CFSA
conducted a statistically significant review of children and youth placed in non-foster
home settings to determine if their placement as of March 2012 was the most appropriate,
least restrictive placement based upon the child’s needs. The findings from this review in
addition to the number of children placed in foster homes in March 2012 provide an
estimate that 97% of children were either in a family-based setting or the most
appropriate setting based on his/her needs as of March 2012.

> Supporting older youth in finding permanence and preparing for responsibilities of
adulthood is a priority of CFSA leadership.

For the first time this monitoring period, no child or youth was recommended by CFSA
to have a goal change to APPLA. The 18 youth whose goal changed to APPLA between
January and June 2012 were all changed by court order, over the objection of CFSA.
Further, 346 youth had a goal of APPLA on June 30, 2012, a decline of 60 youth since
the last monitoring period. With significant numbers of those youth with the goal of
APPLA reaching the age of 21 in the next year or two, and fewer youth being assigned
the goal of APPLA, the Monitor expects to see a dramatic reduction in the number of
youth with this goal.

Further, the Monitor’s case record review conducted in collaboration with CFSA and the
District of Columbia’s Citizens Review Panel, found that of youth ages 20.5 and 21, 96
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percent participated in a youth transition plan meeting at least 180 days before their 21%
birthday. CFSA has demonstrated an increased focus on this older population and is
working hard to ensure that there are adequate and appropriate plans and supports in
place for these youth.

> CFSA has recently developed a new approach for kinship licensing.

During this monitoring period, CFSA worked intensively to assess barriers to kinship
licensing and placement with a goal of constructing a dramatically different and
streamlined process to identify, study and support kinship placements and to make
decisions about such placements quickly enough to reduce trauma for children. This
work has culminated in the launch in October 2012 of CFSA'’s revised Kinfirst
procedures.

> Progress is being made to finalize a new joint QSR protocol for use by CFSA and the
Department of Mental Health.

Since 2004 the District’s Department of Mental Health (DMH) has used a qualitative
case review process and protocol termed the Community Services Review (CSR). The
CSR is very similar to CFSA’s Quality Service Review (QSR) which was implemented
in 2005 and is used for CFSA internal quality improvement as well as to monitor lawsuit
progress. In January 2012 CFSA, DMH and CSSP began planning for the creation of a
shared Quality Service Review protocol which articulates the practice tenets and
expectations embraced by both systems and can be applied to cases of children and youth
involved with either the child protection or mental health system or with both systems.
CFSA and DMH representatives met with key stakeholders in early June and a team with
representation from CFSA, DMH and CSSP convened in late June to design the new
protocol. The work remains on target for completion at the end of 2012. It will be
important for CFSA and DMH to continue to work together and with stakeholders to
fully support shared practices and take actions based on what is learned from the
qualitative case reviews.

> CFSA has demonstrated increased performance of visitation by workers to children
within the first four weeks of a new placement or placement change and worker visits to
children in out-of-home care.

The IEP requires that 90 percent of children newly placed in foster care or experiencing a
placement change receive weekly visits by CFSA and/or private agency staff during the
first four weeks of the new placement or change in placement. During the previous
monitoring period (July — December 2011), monthly performance on this measure ranged
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C.

from 52 to 71 percent. During this monitoring period, performance increased to a
monthly range of 67 to 87 percent. Although this performance does not meet the level
required by the IEP, performance is improving.

Additionally, the IEP requires that 90 percent of children in out-of-home care are visited
monthly by the worker with case management responsibility and 90 percent of children
are required to be visited a second time by the social worker, family support worker or
nurse care manager. At least one of these visits should occur within the child’s
placement. During this monitoring period, CFSA met and exceeded the IEP required
performance level with a monthly range of 95 to 97 percent of children receiving one
visit a month by their worker with case management responsibility and a monthly range
of 93 to 95 percent of children receiving a second visit during the month conducted by
their social worker, family support worker or nurse care manager. Performance data
based upon a case record review of a statistically significant sample of cases in June 2012
found that 96 percent of children were visited at least once within their placement.

The Monitor and CFSA have reached agreement on data collection and reporting
methodologies for the majority of Exit Standards that were previously unable to be
assessed.

In the previous monitoring period (July — December 2011), the Monitor was unable to
report performance for 21 Exit Standards. Since that time, the Monitor and CFSA
determined methodologies to measure the vast majority of those Standards. These data
will assist in providing a full understanding of CFSA’s progress toward the IEP
requirements and identifying areas where future strategies can be targeted to increase
performance as needed. Although this is a noteworthy accomplishment, as discussed
more fully later in this report, there remain two Exit Standards that are not assessed in this
report and the Monitor has become concerned about the quality of data in several areas.

Challenges and Concerns

The following are areas where CFSA’s performance falls short of the requirements of the IEP
and where there remain significant barriers to achieving goals.

>

Caseloads for investigative social workers have been higher than the required caseload
standard since August 2011.

CFSA’s recent performance is out of compliance with the Exit Standard requirement that
90 percent of social workers conducting investigations maintain a caseload of 12
investigations per worker and that no investigator has a caseload greater than 15. This
performance decline began in August 2011 when 85 percent of investigative social
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workers had caseloads of 12 or fewer, with one worker having a caseload exceeding 15
investigations. Performance significantly declined during this monitoring period, with
the lowest performance during the month of February 2012 when only slightly more than
half (56%) of investigative workers had caseloads meeting standards and 18 investigative
workers had a caseload exceeding 15 investigations. High investigative caseloads add
stress to the workforce in this already difficult job and have a collateral impact on the
quality of investigations and case practice expectations about family engagement and
linking families to services.

CFSA leadership has discussed and is in the process of implementing several measures to
address this problem, including hiring additional CPS staff. To assist in addressing
incoming educational neglect referrals, one additional Family Assessment unit was
established in late-September 2012. This unit is fully staffed and functional. CFSA is
currently hiring and training staff for a CPS overflow unit and a new Family Assessment
unit with the goal of all staff hired by the end of December 2012. Additionally, CFSA
reports that modifications have been made to the tours of duty of its investigative social
workers to provide for more coverage on the evening shifts. The Monitor will continue
to work with CFSA to assess barriers to meeting the required investigator caseload
standards.

> Preliminary annual data for the District’s performance on the Exit Standard for
““services to families and children to promote safety, permanency and well-being” and
““case planning process’ as measured through Quality Service Reviews, has decreased.

Quality Service Review (QSR) ratings on indicators used to measure “services to families
and children to promote safety, permanency and well-being” and “case planning process”
reflect that performance on cases rated acceptable has declined so far this year, compared
to the last monitoring period, July to December 2011. Specifically, for cases reviewed
between January and June 2012, performance decreased by 16 percentage points on the
combined indicators for each case used to report on “services to families and children to
promote safety, permanency and well-being” (from 64% to 48%) and by 10 percentage
points (from 64% to 54%) on the indicators for “case planning process.”

CFSA plans to conduct 65 QSRs of cases of children and youth in foster care in 2012 and
the Monitor plans to conduct an additional 50 QSRs of children and youth receiving both
foster care and in-home services. Recently recommended changes in CFSA’s Continuous
Quality Improvement activities include a greater focus on using the QSR process and
results in conjunction with quantitative data and other case review results to further
understand and act on eliminating systemic barriers to acceptable practice performance.
The Agency is beginning to work on building the infrastructure across the system to
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support key practices such as engagement of and teaming and planning with families,
youth and other service providers.

Data regarding placement providers receipt of Medicaid numbers and Medicaid cards,
reported for the first time during this monitoring period, shows that compliance for this
Exit Standard is lower than required.

Data collected during a survey of resource parents who had a child placed with them
between January and May 2012 indicate that a little over half (53%) of resource parents
surveyed were provided with the Medicaid number of the child placed with them within
five days of placement as is required. This performance is substantially below the
required level of 90 percent. Additionally, less than a third (29%) of resource parents
surveyed received the child’s Medicaid card within 45 days of the child’s placement and
well over half (67%) had not yet received the child’s Medicaid card at the time of the
survey. This performance is also well below the required level of 90 percent.

CFSA has failed to maintain the Exit Standard requiring that a child be placed in a pre-
adoptive home within nine months of the goal change to adoption.

CFSA failed to maintain performance on one of the Exit Standards related to timely
adoption, specifically that children with a permanency goal of adoption shall be in an
approved adoptive placement within nine months of their goal becoming adoption. This
Exit Standard requires that 80 percent of the children and youth whose goal changed to
adoption July 1, 2010 or thereafter be placed in an approved adoptive placement by the
end of the ninth month from when their goal changed to adoption. Last monitoring
period, performance dropped to 76 percent of children achieving placement in an
adoptive home by the end of the ninth month from when their goal changed to adoption.*
This monitoring period, performance declined again — to 71 percent of children achieving
placement in an adoptive home by the end of the ninth month from their goal change.
Should performance continue to be below the Exit Standard requirement during the next
monitoring period, the Monitor will recommend that this Exit Standard be re-designated
as an Outcome to be Achieved. CFSA leadership has recognized that adoption
performance is not meeting expectations. One of the reasons for the Director’s decision
to disband separate adoption units and reorganize permanency work is to improve the

14 After continued discussions with CFSA, the Monitor agreed to a different methodology than previously used to
calculate performance for this Exit Standard. Performance on this Exit Standard as reported in the May 21, 2012
report was 56 percent but was re-calculated to 76 percent (71 of 94 children) (see p. 43 of LaShawn A. v. Gray
Progress Report for the Period July 1- December 21, 2011). There remain legitimate questions about the fairest

way to measure CFSA performance on this Exit Standard. The Monitor will be proposing a new calculation method
prior to next monitoring period. Due to the small number of children involved in reducing CFSA’s performance, the
Monitor is not currently recommending re-designating this Exit Standard despite the drop in performance. Data for
this Exit Standard as currently calculated are cumulative.
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timeliness of adoption planning and outcomes for those children who require adoption to
achieve permanency. The Monitor will follow these efforts closely to see how they
impact permanency outcomes, including performance on this Exit Standard.

> Case record review found evidence of unclear expectations for workers about the
practice and documentation necessary to ensure that a safety assessment of all children
is conducted at each worker visit.

This review discovered several practice issues which made it difficult to assess
performance for the three Exit Standards related to assessing and documenting safety
during worker visits for in-home and out-of-home care cases. While workers have
received training regarding assessing safety through the Child Welfare Training Academy
(CWTA) and CFSA policy identifies the factors and criteria that need to be examined
when assessing safety of a child and family, consistent guidance on how an assessment of
safety should be carried out and documented is lacking. As a result, it appears that
different supervisors, program managers and units within CFSA and at private agencies
may provide their workers with differing expectations of what is minimally expected to
be done and documented to assess safety during a worker visit.

> Although data methodologies have been identified for nearly all IEP Exit Standards,
representing a significant improvement over last reporting period, the Monitor continues
to be concerned about CFSA’s ability to produce accurate data in a timely manner.

The Monitor has had discussions with CFSA leadership about these concerns and
recommends that CFSA review several existing management reports to ensure the logic
behind the information is accurate and contains data adequate to track performance over
time. In this monitoring period, as a result of analyses to validate the data provided by
CFSA, the Monitor became concerned about the quality of data in many areas, including:
FACES.NET data on unassigned cases, FACES.NET reports on over placements,
addresses of resource parents and FACES.NET reports on worker visits with children and
families. The Monitor and CFSA are continuing to assess and hopefully resolve these
issues.
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I1l.  SUMMARY TABLES OF LaSHAWN A. V. GRAY IMPLEMENTATION AND EXIT PLAN (IEP)

Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
1. Investigations: Investigations of 95% of all investigations will Monthly Monthly Monthly Data provided No N/A
alleged child abuse and neglect shall be be initiated within 48 hours or range range range to Monitor
initiated or documented good faith efforts | there will be documented good | 73-78%" 73-75% ' | 68— 74%" insufficient to
shall be made to initiate investigations faith efforts to initiate assess
within 48 hours after receipt of a report to | investigations whenever the performance’®
the hotline of child maltreatment. alleged victim child(ren) cannot
(IEP citation I.A.1.a.) be immediately located.
3. Investigations: For families who are 90% of the case records for CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to Range from No
subject to a new investigation for whom families subject to a new produced data | assess assess 33% in T
the current report of child maltreatment is | investigation for whom the on this January 2012

the fourth or greater report of child
maltreatment, with the most recent report
occurring within the last 12 months,
CFSA will conduct a comprehensive
review of the case history and the current
circumstances that bring the family to
CFSA’s attention.

(IEP citation LA.1.c.)

current report of child
maltreatment is the fourth or
greater report of child
maltreatment, with the most
recent report occurring within
the last 12 months will have
documentation of a
comprehensive review.

requirement
as of the date
of this report.

to 75% in June
2012

15 Data do not include an account of applicable good faith efforts.
18 Data do not include an account of applicable good faith efforts. Monitor’s case review of good faith efforts for a statistically significant sample of
investigations during July 2011 found that in 19 percent of applicable cases all required and applicable good faith efforts were made.
7 Data do not include an account of applicable good faith efforts.

'8 Data provided were insufficient to assess performance as the logic for the data report is inconsistent with the IEP definition which requires that initiation

include seeing all alleged victim child(ren) or making good faith efforts to do so. (See IEP, at 3.) Specifically, performance data for January through April 2012
(range of 68 to 80%) only captured if at least one child, regardless of victim status, within a household that was subject to a CPS investigation was seen by a
social worker within 48 hours of the report. Data provided for May and June 2012 (range of 73 to 76%), captured if at least one alleged victim child was seen
within 48 hours and if not, if good faith efforts were made.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
4. Acceptable Investigations: CFSA 80% of investigations will be of | Not newly 50% of 53% of 70% of
shall routinely conduct investigations of acceptable quality. assessed in investigations | investigations investigations No T
alleged child abuse and neglect®®. this report. of acceptable | of acceptable of acceptable
(IEP citation .A.2.) quality. quality. 2 quality. %

19 Evidence of acceptable investigations includes: (a) Use of CFSA’s screening tool in prioritizing response times for initiating investigations; (b) Interviews with
and information obtained from the five core contacts — the victim child(ren), the maltreater, the reporting source (when known), medical resources, and
educational resources (for school-aged children); (c) Interviews with collateral contacts that are likely to provide information about the child’s safety and well-
being; (d) Interviews with all children in the household outside the presence of the caretaker, parents or caregivers, or documentation, by the worker, of good-
faith efforts to see the child and that the worker has been unable to locate the child; (e) Medical and mental health evaluations of the children or parents when the
worker determines that such evaluations are needed to complete the investigation, except where a parent refuses to consent to such evaluations. When a parent
refuses to consent to such an evaluation, the investigative social worker and supervisor shall consult with the Assistant Attorney General to determine whether

court intervention is necessary to ensure the health and safety of the child(ren); (f) Use of risk assessment protocol in making decisions resulting from an
investigation; and (g) Initiation of services during the investigation to prevent unnecessary removal of children from their homes.

2 Results of a review of 40 investigations closed between July 2010 and June 2011. Cases were reviewed by CFSA and findings were validated by the Monitor.
2! Results of a review of 30 investigations closed between July and December 2011. Cases were reviewed by CFSA and findings were validated by the Monitor.
22 Results of a review of 20 investigations closed between January and June 2012. Cases were reviewed by CFSA and findings were validated by the Monitor.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
5. Services to Families and Children to In 80% of cases, appropriate 42% 65% 64% Partial
Promote Safety, Permanency and Well- services, including all services | CY2010 QSR | Jan - June CYy2011 CY2012 data: No
Being: Appropriate services, including all | identified in a child’s or data® 2011 QSR data® 48% l
services identified in a child or family’s family’s safety plan or case QSR data® Jan - June
safety plan or case plan shall be offered plan shall be offered along with 2012
and children/families shall be assisted to an offer of instruction or QSR data®

use services to support child safety,
permanence and well-being.

CFSA shall provide for or arrange for
services through operational
commitments from District of Columbia
public agencies and/or contracts with
private providers. Services shall include:

a. Services to enable children who have
been the subject of an abuse/neglect
report to avoid placement and to
remain safely in their own homes;

b. Services to enable children who have
or will be returned from foster care to
parents or relatives to remain with
those families and avoid replacement
into foster care;

assistance to children/families
regarding the use of those
services. The Monitor will
determine performance-based
on the QSR Implementation
and Pathway to Safe Closure
indicators.

% The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR implementation and pathway to safe case closure indicators for which 80 percent of
cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For period under review, 60 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the implementation
indicator, 58 percent were determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 42 percent were acceptable on both indicators.

2 For period under review, 88 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the implementation indicator, 68 percent were determined to be
acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 65 percent were acceptable on both indicators.

% For period under review, 87 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the implementation indicator, 70 percent were determined to be
acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 64 percent were acceptable on both indicators.

% For period under review, 79 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the implementation indicator, 56 percent were determined to be
acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 48 percent were acceptable on both indicators.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
c. Services to avoid disruption of an
adoptive placement that has not been
finalized and avoid the need for
replacement; and
d. Services to prevent the disruption of
a beneficial foster care placement
and avoid the need for replacement.
(IEP citation 1.A.3.)
7. Worker Visitation to Families with In- | 90% of cases will have CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to 57% of children
Home Services: Workers are responsible | documentation verifying each produced data | assess assess were inter- No N/A

for assessing and documenting the safety
(e.g., health, educational and
environmental factors and the initial
safety concerns that brought this family to
the attention of the Agency) of each child
at every visit and each child must be
separately interviewed at least monthly
outside of the presence of the caretaker.
(IEP citation LA.4.c.)

child was visited and seen
outside the presence of the
caretaker and that safety was
assessed during each visit.

on this
requirement
as of the date
of this report.

viewed outside
the presence of
their caretaker at
least once
during the
month of June
2012. 28% of
children had
documentation
indicating that
safety was fully
assessed during
all visits in June
2012. An
additional 60%
of children had
documentation
indicating that
safety was
partially %/
assessed during

2" «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial safety concern(s) that brought this family to
the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits. The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

family homes, group homes,

congregate care, independent living

programs, etc.).

c. At least one of the above visits each
month shall be in the child’s home.
(IEP citation 1.A.5.a-c.)

least one visit
a month within
their
placement

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
visits in June
2012.%8
8. Worker Visitation to Children in Out-
of-Home Care: 95% of children should be CFSA has not | a. Monthly a. Monthly a. Monthly
visited at least monthly and produced data | range of 92 — | range of 93 — range of 95 —
a. A CFSA social worker or private 90% of children shall have on this 96% 94% 97% had Yes T
agency social worker with case twice-monthly visits. requirement monthly visits
management responsibility shall as of the date | b. Monthly b. Monthly
make monthly visits to each child in of this report. | range of 89 - | range of 89 — b. Monthly
out-of-home care (foster family 94% 92% range of 93 -
homes, group homes, congregate 95% had twice
care, independent living programs, c. Monthly c. Monthly monthly visits
etc.). range of 92 — | range of 93 —
b. A CFSA social worker, private 96% 94% c. Monthly
agency social worker, family support range of 95 -
worker or nurse care manager shall 97% of
make a second monthly visit to each children
child in out-of-home care (foster received at

%8 performance data based upon case record review of a statistically significant sample of cases with a margin of error of + 9% with 95 percent confidence for the
month of June 2012. See Visitation section of this report for additional details.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
9. Worker Visitation to Children in Out- 90% of cases will have CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to 85% of No N/A
of-Home Care: Workers are responsible | documentation verifying each | produced data | assess assess aﬁf’lgcab'e
for assessing and documenting the safety | child was seen outside the on this fm'er\:fenwvggre
(e.g., health, educational and presence of the caretaker by a requirement outside the

environmental factors and the initial
safety concerns that brought this family to
the attention of the Agency) of each child
at every visit and each child over two
years old must be separately interviewed
at least monthly outside of the presence of
the caretaker.

(IEP citation LA.5.d.)

worker and that safety was
assessed during each visit.

as of the date
of this report.

presence of their
caretaker at least
once during the
month of June
2012. 24% of
children had
documentation
indicating that
safety was fully
assessed during
all visits within
the month. An
additional 66%
of children had
documentation
indicating that
safety was
partially
23ssessed
during visits
within the
month.*

2 «partially” indicates that not all applicable domains (health, education, environment or initial safety concerns that brought this family to the attention of the
Agency) were fully assessed at each visit during the month. The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.

% performance data based upon case record review of a statistically significant sample of cases with a margin of error of + 9% with 95 percent confidence for the
month of June 2012. See Visitation section of this report for additional details.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
10. Visitation for Children Experiencing
a New Placement or a Placement 90% of children newly placed No data May: 66% a.-c. Monthly | &-c. Monthly
Change: in foster care or experiencinga | available June: 57% range of 52 — g;rl?eo‘;f 67 - No
placement change will have 71% app?i cable T
a. A CFSA social worker or private four visits in the first four children had
agency social worker with case weeks of a new placement or d. Unable to four visits in
management responsibility shall placement change as described. assess first four weeks

make at least two visits to each child
during the first four weeks of a new
placement or a placement change.
A CFSA social worker, private
agency social worker, family support
worker or nurse care manager shall
make two additional visits to each
child during the first four weeks of a
new placement or a placement
change.
At least one of the above visits
during the first four weeks of a new
placement or a placement change
shall be in the child’s home.
At least one of the visits during the
first four weeks of a new placement
or a placement change shall include a
conversation between the social
worker and the resource parent to
assess assistance needed by the
resource parent from the Agency.
(IEP citation 1.A.6.a-d.)

of new
placement or
placement
change.

d. 61 - 62% of
visits included a
conversation
between the
social worker
and resource
parent regarding
assistance
needed. 3!

%! Data presented are from two sources: 1) 61% was obtained during resource parent survey of statistically significant sample with a margin of error of + 7.6%
with 95 percent confidence who had a child placed with them between January and May 2012 and 2) 62% is from data collected during case record review of
non-statistically significant sample of children newly placed or experiencing a placement change in June 2012.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
11. Visitation for Children Experiencing | 90% of cases will have CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to 100% of No N/A
a New Placement or a Placement documentation verifying each produced data | assess assess children were
Change: Workers are responsible for child was seen outside the on this :)”stri‘éf‘:‘r’]id

assessing and documenting the safety
(e.g., health, educational and
environmental factors and the initial
safety concerns that brought this family to
the attention of the Agency) of each child
at every visit and each child must be
separately interviewed at least monthly
outside of the presence of the caretaker.
(IEP citation 1.A.6.e.)

presence of the caretaker by a
social worker and that safety

was assessed during each visit.

requirement
as of the date
of this report.

presence of their
caretaker.%? 8%
of children had
documentation
indicating that
safety was
assessed during
visits within the
first four weeks
of a new
placement and
92% children
had
documentation
indicating that
safety was
partially *
assessed during
visits within the
month.

%2 Data collected during case record review of non-statistically significant sample of children newly placed or experiencing a placement change in June 2012.
% «partially” indicates that not all applicable domains (health, education, environment or initial safety concerns that brought this family to the attention of the
Agency) were fully assessed at each visit during the month. The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
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Table 1: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
12. Relative Resources: CFSA shall CFSA will take necessary steps | Unable to Unable to Unable to Between Jan- | Yes, N/A
identify and investigate relative resources | to offer and facilitate pre- Determine assess assess June 2012, pending
by taking necessary steps to offer and removal FTMs in 70% of CFSA took verifi-
facilitate pre-removal Family Team applicable cases requiring child necessary cation
Meetings (FTM) in all cases requiring removal from home. steps to
removal of children from their homes. offer/facilitate
(IEP citation 1.B.7.a.) pre-removal
FTMs in 83%
of applicable
cases.>
13. Relative Resources: In cases wherea | In 90% of cases where a CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to Of the children | Yes, N/A
child(ren) has been removed from his/her | child(ren) has been removed produced data | assess assess removed pending
home, CFSA shall make reasonable from his/her home, CFSA will on this during this verifi-
efforts to identify, locate and invite make reasonable efforts to requirement monitoring cation
known relatives to the FTM. identify, locate and invite as of the date period, CFSA
(IEP citation 1.B.7.b.) known relatives to the FTM. of this report. made
reasonable
efforts to
identify, locate
and invite
known

relatives to the
FTM for 98%
(253 of 259) of
children
removed.®

*In September 2012, CFSA provided for the first time data regarding the use of FTMs. The Monitor is not able to validate this data as sufficient, detailed back

up data was not provided. Beginning July 2012, CFSA is able to and will provide data on this requirement to the Monitor on at least a quarterly basis with

additional, sufficient back up data necessary for verification.

% 1bid.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
14. Placement of Children in Most 90% of children will be in the Monthly Monthly Monthly range In March
Family-Like Setting: Children in out-of- least restrictive, most family- range of 74- range of 76- 78 - 80% of 2012, an Yes N/A
home care shall be placed in the least like setting appropriate to his or | 75% of 78% of children in estimate of
restrictive, most family-like setting her needs. children in children in placement were | 97% of
appropriate to his or her needs. placement placement in a foster home | children were
(IEP citation 1.B.8.a.) were ina were ina setting® in the most
foster home foster home family-like
setting. setting. setting based
on his/her
needs.*’
15. Placement of Children in Most No child shall remain in an Monthly Monthly Between July - Between
Family-like Setting: No child shall emergency, short-term or range of 3-11 | range of 6 — December January - June No l,
remain in an emergency, short-term or shelter facility or foster home children 15 children 2011, there 2012, there
shelter facility or foster home for more for more than 30 days. Based were 27 of 51 were 41 of 67
than 30 days. on individual review, the children and children and
(IEP citation 1.B.8.b.) Monitor's assessment will youth youth
exclude, on a case-by-case placements over | placements
basis, children placed in an 30 days in over 30 days
emergency, short-term or emergency, in emergency,

shelter facility or foster home
for more than 30 days where
moving them would not be in
their best interest.

short-term or
shelter facility
or foster home
that did not
meet an agreed
upon placement
exception.

short-term or
shelter facility
that did not
meet an agreed
upon
placement
exception.

% A child-specific review is needed to assess appropriateness of placement in meeting child’s needs.
%" performance is based upon finding that 80% of children in placement in March 2012 were in family-based settings. Of those children not in a family-based

setting, a statistically significant sampling with + 8.6 % margin of error with 95 percent confidence in the results found that 84% of the sample were in the most
appropriate setting based upon his/her needs. These data combined with the number of children in a family setting yield an estimate of 97% of children meeting
the requirement of the Exit Standard.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
16. Placement of Young Children: No child under 12 will be Monthly Monthly Between July - | Between
Children under age 12 shall not be placed | placed in congregate care range of 4-10 | range of 1-8 December January - June
in congregate care settings for more than | settings for more than 30 days children children 2011,20f 9 2012, 1 of 7 Partially T
30 days unless the child has special needs | without appropriate placements of placements of
that cannot be met in a home-like setting | justification that the child has children children
and unless the setting has a program to special treatment needs that applicable to applicable to
meet the child’s specific needs. cannot be met in a home-like this standard this standard
(IEP citation 1.B.9.a.) setting and the setting has a did not meetan | did not meet
program to meet the child’s agreed upon an agreed upon
specific needs. placement placement
exception. exception.
17. Placement of Young Children: CFSA | No child under 6 years of age Monthly Monthly Between July - | Between
shall place no child under six years of age | will be placed in a group care range of 8-14 | range of 3-12 | December January - June
in a group care non-foster home setting, non-foster home setting without | children children 2011, 1 0of 12 2012, the 1 Yes T
except for those children with exceptional | appropriate justification that the placements of child
needs that cannot be met in any other type | child has exceptional needs that children under 6 | placement
of care. (IEP citation 1.B.9.b.) cannot be met in any other type inagroup care | applicable to

of care. The Monitor will
evaluate and report on the
placement and needs of any
children placed in a group care
non-foster home setting where
the District has determined the
child to have exceptional needs
that cannot be met in any other
type of care.

non-foster
home setting
applicable to
this measure did
not meet one of
the agreed upon
placement
exceptions.

this measure
met an agreed
upon
placement
exception.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

Implementation and Exit Plan
Requirement

Exit Standard

July -
Dec. 2010
Performance

January —
June 2011
Performance

July -
Dec. 2011
Performance

January —
June 2012
Performance

Exit
Standard
Achieved

Direction
of
Change

18. Visits between Parents and Workers:

a. For children with a permanency goal
of reunification, in accordance with
the case plan, the CFSA social
worker or private agency social
worker with case-management
responsibility shall visit with the
parent(s) at least one time per month
in the first three months post-
placement.*®

b. A CFSA social worker, nurse care
manager or family support worker
shall make a second visit during each
month for the first three months post-
placement. (IEP citation 1.B.10.)

80% of parents will have twice
monthly visitation with workers
in the first three months post-
placement.

No data
available

No data
available

Monthly range
33-44%

Monthly range
28 — 63% 3

No

T

19. Visits between Parents and Children:
There shall be weekly visits between
parents and children with a goal of
reunification unless clinically
inappropriate and approved by the Family
Court. In cases in which visitation does
not occur, the Agency shall demonstrate
and there shall be documentation in the

85% of children with the goal
of reunification will have
weekly visitation with the
parent with whom reunification
is sought.

No data
available

No data
available

Monthly range
of 52 — 69%

Monthly range
of 68 — 74%"

No

% This Exit Standard is also satisfied when there is documentation that the parent(s) is(are) unavailable or refuses to cooperate with the Agency.
% Data for monitoring period are as follows: January 2012, 28%; February 2012, 46%; March 2012, 43%:; April 2012, 49%; May 2012, 63% and June 2012,

53%.

“0 Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where there is documentation that the parent(s) is(are) unavailable or refuses to cooperate with the

Agency. Thus, performance may be better than reported as the Exit Standard is satisfied when there is documentation that parents are unavailable or non-

cooperative with the Agency.

“I Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where it is documented that a visit is not in the child’s best interest, is clinically inappropriate or did

not occur despite efforts by the Agency to facilitate it. Thus, performance may be better than reported.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
case record that visitation was not in the
child’s best interest, is clinically
inappropriate or did not occur despite
efforts by the Agency to facilitate it.
(IEP citation 1.B.11.)
Ofthe 5
21. Appropriate Permanency Goals: Beginning July 1, 2010, youth whose | There were There were 19 There were 18
Children shall not be given a goal of children shall not be given a goal changed | 19 children children and youth whose
APPLA without convening a FTM or goal of APPLA without to APPLA and youth youth whose goal changed Yes T
Listening to Youth and Families as convening a FTM or Listening | between July | whose goal goal changed to | tg APPLA
Experts (LYFE) meeting with to Youth and Families as and changed to APPLA between | potween
participation by the youth and approval Experts (LYFE) meeting with | December APPLA July and January and
by the CFSA Director, or a court order participation by the youth and | 2010 at between _l?ﬁ_cc:mbeert(?]ll. June 2012.
directing the permanency goal of APPLA. | approval by the CFSA Director, | CFSA’s January and 19 Ir::;nc?al € Eleven of the
(IEP citation 1.B.12.b.) or a court order directing the recommendat | June 2011. g 18 (61%) had
. . changes ordered
permanency goal of APPLA. ion, four Thirteen of by the Court LYFE
youth had a the 19 had over CESA’s conferences.
LYFE goal _changes objection and In all cases,
conference. required by tWo cases CFSA opposed
Two of the the Court involved the goal
four youth over CFSA’s | ynaccompanied | change
who had a objection. Of | refugee minors. ordered by the
LYFE the six where court.
conference recommended | In the remaining
had the LYFE | for approval, | 4 cases, a LYFE
conference none of these | conference was
prior to their | were held but the
goal being approved by | CFSA Director
changed by | the Director. | did not review
the Court and the proposed
one of them goal change.
had the CFSA staff did
Agency not object t_o_the
Director’s Court requiring
the goal change.
approval.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
22. Appropriate Permanency Goals: 90% of youth ages 18 and older 50% Of the 527 Unable to Between
Youth ages 18 and older will have a plan | will have a plan to prepare them youth able to | assess® January and No /
to prepare them for adulthood that is for adulthood that is developed participate in June 2012, N/A
developed with their consultation and with their consultation. No later a Youth 61% of youth
includes, as appropriate, connections to than 180 days prior to the date Transition ages 18 and
housing, health insurance, education, on which the youth will turn 21 Planning older had a
continuing adult support services agencies | years old (or on which the (YTP) timely YTP.
(e.g., Rehabilitation Services youth will emancipate), an meeting, 473
Administration, the Department on individualized transition plan (90%) youth
Disability Services, the Department of will be created that includes as had at least
Mental Health, Supplemental Security appropriate connections to one meeting
Income (SSI) and Medicaid), work force | specific options on housing, during that
supports, employment services and local health insurance, and education same period
opportunities for mentors. and linkages to continuing adult of time. #?

(IEP citation 1.B.12.c.)

support services agencies (e.g.,
Rehabilitation Services
Administration, the Department
on Disability Services, the
Department of Mental Health,
Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) and Medicaid), work
force supports, employment
services, and local opportunities
for mentors.

“2 Forty-nine youth were reported as not able to have a meeting conducted due to being incarcerated, on runaway or too medically fragile to participate.
“3 CFSA provided data stating that 92 percent of applicable youth participated in a YTP, however, information on whether the YTP plan includes appropriate

connections to the options listed in this Exit Standard is not available. Additionally, this universe excludes 31 youth on the basis that the youth’s disability,

incarceration or abscondence make the youth unable to participate in the YTP meeting. The Monitor reviewed approximately half of these excluded cases and
could not determine why some of these exclusions were made. Consequently, the Monitor will postpone reporting performance and determining compliance
until a case record review is conducted during the summer of 2012.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

previous 12 months who
were in care for at least 24
months, 75% shall have
had two or fewer
placements in that 12
month period.

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
23. Reduction of Multiple Placements for Of all children served in Not Assessed 81% Monthly range | Monthly range
Children in Care: foster care during the of 78-81% of 79 - 82%
(IEP citation 1.B.13.) previous 12 months who
were in care at least 8 days
and less than 12 months,
83% shall have had two or
fewer placements.
Of all children served in Not Assessed 59% Monthly range | Monthly range
foster care during the of 57 — 59% of 53 - 62%
previous 12 months who
were in care for at least 12 Partially**
months but less than 24 >
months, 60% shall have
had two or fewer
placements.
Of all children served in Not Assessed 76% Monthly range | Monthly range
foster care during the of 75 - 83% of 77 - 79%

4 CFSA met one of the sub-parts of this Exit Standard which requires children in care 25 months or longer to have two or fewer placements during the previous

12 months, but did not meet the other two sub-parts for cohorts of children in care less than 12 months and children in care 12 to 24 months.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
24. Timely Approval of Foster/ Adoptive 70% of homes licensed 2% No data No data 51% of
Parents: CFSA shall have in place a beginning November 1, 2010, available available applicable No N/A
process for recruiting, studying and will have been approved, and foster parents
approving families, including relative interested parties will have surveyed
caregivers, interested in becoming foster | been notified within 150 days. received full
or adoptive parents that results in the licensure
necessary training, home studies and withinl150
decisions on approval being completed days or less of
within 150 days of beginning training. beginning
(IEP citation 1.B.14.) training.*
As of June
28. Timely Adoption: Children with a For children whose permanency | 16% of An additional | 44% of 2012, of the Yes N/A
permanency goal of adoption shall be in goal changed to adoption prior | children 11%* by applicable original
an approved adoptive placement within to July 1, 2010 who are not placed by June 30, 2011 | children by cohort, 30%
nine months of their goal becoming currently in an approved December 31, December 31, have been
adoption. adoptive placement, 40% will 2010 2011 placed in a
(IEP citation 1.B.16.a.ii.) be placed in an approved pre-adoptive
adoptive placement by home or
December 31, 2010 and an adopted. An
additional 20% will be placed additional 9%
in an approved adoptive of children
placement by June 30, 2011. found
permanency
through

guardianship

> CSSP collected data for performance on this Exit Standard through a survey of foster parents who had a foster child placed with them between January and
May 2012. In order to ensure more recent practice was being assessed, CSSP analyzed data specific to this Exit Standard for those foster parents who had been

licensed for three years or less.

“% In total, as of June 30, 2011, 40 children had been moved into a pre-adoptive home; 27 of those children moved by December 31, 2010 and 13 moved by June
30, 2011. In addition, of the original 215 children, eight had their adoptions finalized, 13 children achieved permanency through reunification or guardianship,

and 46 children had their goal changed from adoption. As of June 30, 2011, 106 children are still awaiting placement in a pre-adoptive home.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
or
reunification.”’
32. Timely Adoption: Timely permanency | i. Ofall children who entered | Not Yet Due | Not Yet Due | By September | As of June 30, | Performance
through reunification, adoption or legal foster care for the first time 30, 2011, 2012, 37% of Se:ftgr‘;%er N/A
guardianship. in FY2011 and who remain 47% of children | childreninthis | 55 5012
(IEP citation 1.B.16.c.) in foster care for 8 days or in this cohort cohort
longer, 45% will achieve achieved achieved
permanency (reunification,
Kinship guardianship. permanency. permanency.
adoption or non-relative
guardianship) by September
30, 2012.
ii. Ofall children who are in Not Yet Due | Not Yet Due | By September As of June 30,
foster care for more than 12 30, 2011, 2012, 19% of

but less than 25 months on
September 30, 2011, 45%
will be discharged from
foster care to permanency
(reunification, kinship
guardianship, adoption or
non-relative guardianship)
by September 30, 2012.

34% of children
in this cohort
achieved
permanency.

children in this
cohort
achieved
permanency.

“"As of June 30, 2012, the original cohort of children was determined to be 223 (a new denominator). Of the original 223, 65 children have been adopted or

placed in pre-adoptive homes and 79 children with the goal of adoption are still awaiting placement in a pre-adoptive home. Of the original cohort of 223

children, 56 had their goal changed from adoption to another goal. 23 exited care due to emancipation (2), guardianship (11), reunification (8), or no end of care

reason determined (2).
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
iii. Ofall children who are in Not Yet Due | Not Yet Due | By September As of June 30,
foster care for 25 months or 30,2011, 18% | 2012, 14% of
longer on September 30, of children in children in this
2011, 40% will be this cohort cohort
discharged through achieved achieved
reunification, adoption, permanency. permanency.
legal guardianship prior to
their 21st birthday or by
September 30, 2012,
whichever is earlier.
33. Case Planning Process:
a. CFSA, with the family, shall develop | 80% of cases reviewed CY2010: 65% of cases | 64% of cases Partial
timely, comprehensive and through the Quality Service Case were were acceptable | CY2012 data: No l
appropriate case plans in compliance Reviews (QSR) will be rated Planning acceptable based on QSR 54% of cases
with District law requirements and as acceptable. Process - based on data CY 2011 *° | acceptable Jan
permanency timeframes, which 64% QSR data - June 2012
reflect family and children’s needs, Pathway to January - QSR data®®
are updated as family circumstances Safe Case June 2011
or needs change, and CFSA shall Closure -
deliver services reflected in the 58%
current case plan.

“8 The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR case planning and pathway to safe case closure indicators for which 80 percent of
cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For the period under review, 82 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the case planning
indicator, 68 percent were determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 65 percent were acceptable on both indicators.

¥ The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR case planning and pathway to safe case closure indicators for which 80 percent of
cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For the period under review, 81 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the case planning
indicator, 70 percent were determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 64 percent were acceptable on both indicators.

*® The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR case planning and pathway to safe case closure indicators for which 80 percent of
cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For the period under review, 73 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the case planning
indicator, 56 percent were determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 54 percent were acceptable on both indicators.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
b. Every reasonable effort shall be
made to locate family members and
to develop case plans in partnership
with youth and families, the families’
informal support networks, and other
formal resources working with or
needed by the youth and/or family.
c. Case plans shall identify specific
services, supports and timetables for
providing services needed by
children and families to achieve
identified goals.
(IEP citation 1.B.17.)
35. Community-based Service Referrals 90% of families who have been | As reported Monthly Unable to The Monitor
for Low & Moderate Risk Families: the subject of a report of abuse | by CFSA, in | range of 26- assess and CFSA are | Unable to N/A
(IEP citation 1.C.19.) | and/or neglect, whose December 59%° engaged in determine
circumstances are deemed to 2011, 33% of discussions
place a child in their care at low | families for about
or moderate risk of abuse and whom CFSA alternative
neglect and who are in need of | determined measurement
and agree to additional supports | services were methodologies
shall be referred to an needed were for this Exit
appropriate Collaborative or referred to a Standard.

community agency for follow-
up. Low and moderate risk
cases for which CFSA decides
to open an ongoing CFSA case
are excluded from this
requirement.

Collabora-
tive.>

*1The Monitor does not think that the data provided above supplies enough information to assess whether or not the families who need community-based services

are being referred.
> 1bid.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of

Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
36. Sibling Placement and Visits: 80% of children who enter No data Monthly Monthly range | Monthly range
Children in out-of-home placement who foster care with their siblings or | available range of 63 - | of 64 — 67% of 67 — 68% No >
enter foster care with their siblings should | within 30 days of their siblings 64%
be placed with some or all of their will be placed with some of
siblings, unless documented that the their siblings.
placement is not appropriate based on
safety, best interest needs of child(ren) or
a court order requiring separation.

(IEP citation 1.C.20.a.)

37. Sibling Placement and Visits: 80% of children shall have No data Unable to Unable to June 2012
Children placed apart from their siblings | monthly visits with their available assess assess performance: Partially N/A
should have at least twice monthly separated siblings and 75% of
visitation with some or all of their children shall have twice 80% with at

siblings unless documented that the
visitation is not in the best interest of the
child(ren).

(IEP citation 1.C.20.b.)

monthly visits with their
separated siblings.

least monthly
visits

72% with at
least twice
monthly visits
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of

Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
38. Assessments for Children 90% of children experiencing a | Assessment Unable to Unable to Unable to Unable to N/A
Experiencing a Placement Disruption: placement disruption will have | process not assess assess assess>® determine
CFSA shall ensure that children in its a comprehensive assessment fully
custody whose placements are disrupted and an action plan to promote developed or
are provided with a comprehensive and stability developed. tracked.

appropriate assessment and follow-up
action plans to determine their service
and re-placement needs no later than
within 30 days of re-placement. A
comprehensive assessment is a review,
including as applicable the child, his/her
family, kin, current and former caregiver
and the GAL, to assess the child’s current
medical, social, behavioral, educational
and dental needs to determine the
additional evaluations/services/ supports
that are required to prevent future
placement disruptions.

(IEP citation 1.C.21.)

> CFSA does not currently have information available to determine performance on this measure. CFSA reports that data will be available for the July through

December 2012 monitoring period.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
39. Health and Dental Care: Childrenin | 95% of children in foster care Initial Initial: Initial: monthly | Initial and re-
foster care shall have a health screening shall have a health screening Placements monthly range of 83 - entries:
prior to placement. prior to an initial placement or | and Re- range of 91 - | 100% monthly range No >
(IEP citation 1.C.22.a.) re-entry into care. entries: 100% of 86 — 100%
monthly Re- entry:
90% of children in foster care range of 39- Re-entry: monthly range Replacements:
who experience a placement 69% monthly of 64 — 100% monthly range
change shall have a range of 80 - of 74 - 81%
replacement health screening. Replacements: | 100% Replacements:
monthly monthly range
range of 47- Replacements: | of 69 — 79%
66% monthly
range of 58 -
75%
40. Health and Dental Care: Children in | 85% of children in foster care Within 30 Within 30 Within 30 days: | Within 30
foster care shall receive a full medical shall receive a full medical days: days: 67% monthly range days: monthly
evaluation within 30 days of placement. evaluation within 30 days of monthly of 69 — 82% range of 54 —
(IEP citation 1.C.22.b.i.) placement. range of Within 60 80% No
22-52% days: 88% | Within 60 days: >
95% of children in foster care monthly range Within 60
shall receive a full medical Within 60 of 83 - 91% days: monthly
evaluation within 60 days of days: range of 76 —
placement. monthly 94%
range of
32-66%
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
41. Health and Dental Care: Children in | 25% of children shall receive a | Within 30 Within 30 Within 30 days: | Within 30
foster care shall receive a full dental full dental evaluation within 30 | days: days: Apr.- monthly range days: monthly
evaluation within 30 days of placement. days of placement. monthly June data: of 49 — 64% range of 36 —
(IEP citation 1.C.22.b.ii.) range of 6- 57% 54%
50% of children shall receive a | 35% Pargaally —>
L‘g;sdg?z'ai‘éz:gﬁ'o“ WIthin 60 | \vithing0 | Within60 | Within 60 days: | Within 60
' days: days: Apr.- monthly range days: monthly
85% of children shall receive a monthly Jur;e data: of 64 — 69% rarlge of 58 —
full dental evaluation within 90 | "&19¢ of 12- 8% 67%
41%
days of placement.
Within 90 Within 90 Within 90 days: | Within 90
days: days: Apr.- monthly range days: monthly
monthly June data: of 66 — 72% range of 60 —
range of 15- 82% 69%
43%
43. Health and Dental Care: CFSA shall | 90% of children’s caregivers CFSA has not | Unable to Unable to Receipt of No N/A
ensure the prompt completion and shall be provided with produced data | assess assess Medicaid
submission of appropriate health documentation of Medicaid on this number within
insurance paperwork, and shall keep coverage within 5 days of requirement 5 days of
records of, e.g., Medicaid application placement and Medicaid cards | as of the date placement:
dates, HMO severance dates, and within 45 days of placement. of this report. 53%

enrollment dates. CFSA shall provide
caregivers with documentation of
Medicaid coverage within 5 days of every
placement and Medicaid cards within 45
days of placement.

(IEP citation 1.C.22.d.)

** In order to achieve compliance on this Exit Standard, performance must meet the required level for all parts of the Exit Standard. During the period under
review, CFSA met the required performance level for dental evaluations within 30 and 60 days, but not the requirement that 85 percent of children receive a
dental evaluation within 90 days of placement.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
Receipt of
Medicaid card
within 45 days
of placement:
29% *®
51. Training for Previously Hired Social | 80% of CFSA and private Not Yet Due;
Workers, Supervisors and Administrators: | agency direct service staff shall | Not Yet Due 57% data collected 95% Yes T
Previously hired direct service staff>® receive the required annual in- for period July
shall receive annually a minimum of 5 service training. 1, 2011 - June
full training days (or a minimum of 30 30, 2012
hours) of structured in-service training
geared toward professional development
and specific core and advanced
competencies.
(IEP citation 1.D.28.a.)
52. Training for Previously Hired Social | 80% of CFSA and private Not Yet Due 69% Not yet due; 94% Yes
Workers, Supervisors and Administrators: | agency supervisors and data collected T
Supervisors and administrators shall administrators who have for period July
receive annually a minimum of 24 hours | casework responsibility shall 1, 2011 - June
of structured in-service training. receive annual in-service 30, 2012
(IEP citation 1.D.28.h.) training.
53. Training for Foster Parents: CFSA 95% of CFSA and contract Not Assessed | Unable to No data 92% No N/A
and contract agency foster parents shall agency foster parents shall assess available

receive a minimum of 15 hours of pre-
service training.
(IEP citation 1.D.29.a.)

receive a minimum of 15 hours
of pre-service training.

*® Data for this Exit Standard were collected during a survey of resource parents who had a child placed with them between January and May 2012. The survey
included a statistically significant sample with a margin of error of + 7.6% with 95 percent confidence in the results. See Health and Dental Care section of this

report for further information.

% Twelve of the 30 hours required for the nurse care managers may be met with continuing education requirements of the licensing board.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
54. Training for Foster Parents: CFSA 95% of foster parents whose Not Assessed | Unable to No data 81%>" No N/A
and contract agency foster parents shall licenses are renewed shall assess available
receive 30 hours of in-service training receive 30 hours of in-service
every two years. training.
(IEP citation 1.D.29.b.)
55. Special Corrective Action:
For 90% of children identified
a. CFSA shall produce accurate monthly | in corrective action categories, | a. CFSA a. CFSA a. CFSA a. CFSA Partially®®
reports, shared with the Monitor, which required reviews will occur and | produces a produces a produces a produces a T
identify children in the following corrective action plans will be | monthly monthly monthly report | monthly report
categories: developed and implemented as | report that report that that identifies that identifies
identifies the the cases of the cases of

i. All cases in which a child has been
placed in four or more different
placements, with the fourth or
additional placement occurring in
the last 12 months and the
placement is not a permanent
placement;

ii. All cases in which a child has had a
permanency goal of adoption for
more than one year and has not been
placed in an adoptive home;

iii. All children who have been returned
home and have reentered care more
than twice and have a plan of return
home at the time of the report;

iv. Children with a permanency goal of
reunification for more than 18
months;

appropriate.

identifies the
cases of these
children/famil
ies that have
been flagged
for discussion
during
applicable
case reviews.

cases of these
children/famili
es that have
been flagged
for discussion
during
applicable
case reviews.

these children/
families that
have been
flagged for
discussion
during
applicable case
reviews.

these children/
families that
have been
flagged for
discussion
during
applicable case
reviews.

> This performance is based on the Monitor’s review of a statistically significant sample with a margin of error of + 5% with 95 percent confidence.
%% CFSA has met the required performance level for part a. of this Exit Standard, however, has not met the required performance for part b. of this Exit Standard.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
v. Children placed in emergency
facilities for more than 90 days; b. No b. CFSA has b. Documen- b. 46% of
vi. Children placed in foster homes or documentation | provided tation regarding | children in the
facilities that exceed their licensed about the partial child-specific cohort received
capacities or placed in facilities process and information to | case reviews for | areview and
without a valid license conduct of the | the Monitor each child had a corrective
required regarding identified in a action plan
vii. Children under 14 with a reviews. child-spgcific special_ _ developed.
permanency goal of APPLA; and case reviews corrective action | Plans were
viii. Children in facilities more than 100 for each child | category has not . developed for
. L . identified ina | been provided to | all children in
miles from the District of Columbia special the Monitor. the following
b. CFSA shall condupt a child-specific ggtrirggnve gﬁtitlagferr:e\i}ith
case review by the Director or Director’s category. goal of

designee(s) for each child identified and
implement a child-specific corrective
action plan, as appropriate.

(IEP citation 1.D.30.)

adoption for
more than one
year and not
placed in
adoptive home;
children with
permanency
goal of
reunification
for more than
18 months; and
children under
14 with
permanency
goal of
APPLA.

*% On March 14, 2012, CFSA identified a cohort of 701 unique children who met the category for one or more special corrective action categories. There were
173 children within a permanency category and 148 children within the unlicensed home category who had reviews conducted and plans developed. Fourteen
children and youth fell into both of these categories and therefore were only counted once for purposes of assessing compliance.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
56. Performance-Based Contracting: Evidence of functionality and The new Performance- | Infrastructure Infrastructure
CFSA shall have in place a functioning ongoing compliance. Evidence | Human Care | based and beginning for
performance-based contracting system of capacity to monitor contract | Agreements contracting architecture in performance- Yes T
that (a) develops procurements for performance on a routine basis. | with implemented | place. based contract-
identified resource needs, including performance | for family- Financial ing in place.
placement and service needs; (b) issues expectations | based incentives/ CFSA is using
contracts in a timely manner to qualified were providers; disincentive data on
service providers in accordance with negotiated. planning minimal. CFSA | performance
District laws and regulations; and (c) occurring for | is reviewing of providers to
monitors contract performance on a congregate strategy and make
routine basis. care approach as part | decisions
(IEP citation 1.D.31.) providers. of 2012 about
LaShawn placements
Strategy Plan. and future
contracts.
57. Interstate Compact for the Placement | Elimination of the backlog of 110 children | Number of Number of Number of
of Children (ICPC): CFSA shall continue | cases without ICPC in the ICPC children children placed | children No N/AS
to maintain responsibility for managing compliance. backlog as of | placed without ICPC placed without
and complying with the ICPC for children December 31, | without ICPC | approval: ICPC
in its care. 2010 approval: Monthly range | approval:
(IEP citation 1.D.32.) Monthly of 111 - 144 Monthly range
range of children 89-116 for
112 - 142 foster homes.
children Monthly range

is 47-82 for
kinship homes.

% previously, CFSA had not provided data on kinship placements that were part of the ICPC backlog. This monitoring report includes kinship homes with a child
awaiting ICPC approval. Thus, performance on this measure cannot be compared to past monitoring periods.
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
58. Licensing Regulations: CFSA shall CFSA shall have necessary The Contracts | Unable to 30 of 34 FTE As of June Yes N/A
have necessary resources to enforce resources to enforce regulations | Monitoring determine positions for 2012,300f 34
regulations effectively for original and effectively for original and Administration | based on Contracts FTE positions
renewal licensing of foster homes, group | renewal licensing of foster had 28 FTE current Monitoring for Contracts
homes, and independent living facilities. homes, group homes, and positions; 25 | vacancies were filled Monitoring
(IEP citation 1.D.33.) independent living facilities. of those during the were filled.

positions period under

were filled review. The 27 of 30 FTE

during the Family positions were

period under Licensing filled for

review. The Division had 30 | Family

Family FTE and 29 of | Licensing

Licensing those positions | Division.

Division had filled during the

31 FTE; 28 of period under

them were review.

filled during

the period

under review.

Nearly

60. Federal Revenue Maximization: Evidence of consistent and Work in Work in Work in process | completed all Partially
CFSA shall demonstrate compliance with | appropriate claiming of all process process work T
Sections A and B of Chapter XVIII of the | appropriate and available necessary for
Modified Final Order concerning federal | federal revenue. maximizing
revenue maximization and financial Title IV-E

development.
(IEP citation 1.D.35.)

revenue; work
continues on
Medicaid
claiming
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Table 1. Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Achieved Between January and June 30, 2012

July - January — July - January — Exit Direction
Implementation and Exit Plan Dec. 2010 June 2011 Dec. 2011 June 2012 Standard of
Requirement Exit Standard Performance | Performance | Performance Performance | Achieved Change
64. Reviewing Child Fatalities: The Ongoing Compliance Internal: Internal: Internal: Internal:
District of Columbia, through the City- Ongoing Ongoing Ongoing Ongoing >
wide Child Fatality Committee, and an Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Partially®
Internal CFSA Committee, shall conform
to the requirements of the MFO regarding
the ongoing independent review of child City-wide: City-wide: City-wide: City-wide:
fatalities of members of the plaintiff class, Non- Non- Non-compliant | Non-
with procedures for (1) reviewing child compliant compliant compliant®

deaths; (2) making recommendations
concerning appropriate corrective action
to avert future fatalities; (3) issuing an
annual public report; and (4) considering
and implementing recommendations as
appropriate.

(IEP citation 11.A.4.)

¢ Annual report for 2009 was released during the period under review; however, the 2010 and 2011 reports have not yet been finalized or issued.
%2 The Internal CFSA Child Fatality Committee is compliant for the period under review and the City-wide Committee is not.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard

Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
2. Investigations: Investigations of alleged child 90% of investigations will
abuse and neglect shall be completed within 30 days be completed and a final
after receipt of a report to the hotline of child report of findings shall be
maltreatment and the final report of findings for each | entered in FACES.NET Monthly range of 77 — 87%"% No
investigation shall be completed within five days of within 35 days.
the completion of the investigation.

(IEP citation LA.1.b.)
6. Worker Visitation to Families with In-Home 95% of families will be
Services: visited monthly by a CFSA
social worker or private

a. A CFSA social worker or private agency social agency social worker and a.  Monthly range of 94 — 96% of

worker shall make at least one visit monthly to 85% of families will be families were visited monthly

families in their home in which there has been a visited a second time Yes

determination that child(ren) can be maintained monthly by a CFSA social

safely in their home with services. worker, family support b. Monthly range of 92 — 96% of

worker, private agency families were visited twice during

b. A CFSA social worker, family support worker, social worker or a the month

private agency social worker or a Collaborative Collaborative family

family support worker shall make a second support worker.

monthly visit at the home, school or elsewhere.

(IEP Citation I. A.4.a-b.)
20. Appropriate Permanency Goals: Children shall 95% of children shall have
have permanency planning goals consistent with the permanency planning goals 94% Yes
Federal Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) and | consistent with ASFA and
District law and policy guidelines. District law and policy
(IEP citation 1.B.12.a.) | guidelines.

% Data for monitoring period are as follows: January 2012, 83%; February 2012, 87%; March 2012, 82%; April 2012, 83% May 2012, 77%:; June 2012, 80%.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
25. Legal Action to Free Children for Adoption: For 90% of children with a
Children with a permanency goal of adoption shall permanency goal of 99%% Yes
have legal action initiated to free them for adoption adoption, where freeing the
and Office of the Attorney General, on behalf of child for adoption is
CFSA, shall facilitate the Court’s timely hearing and necessary and appropriate
resolution of legal action to terminate parental rights. | to move the child more
(IEP citation 1.B.15.a.) | timely to permanency,

OAG, on behalf of CFSA

shall file a motion to

terminate parental rights or

confirm that appropriate

legal action has been taken

within 45 days of their

permanency goal becoming

adoption.
26. Legal Action to Free Children for Adoption: For 90% of children for 100%% Yes
Children with a permanency goal of adoption shall whom a petition to
have legal action initiated to free them for adoption terminate parental rights
and Office of the Attorney General, on behalf of has been filed in order to
CFSA, shall facilitate the Court’s timely hearing and achieve permanency,
resolution of legal action to terminate parental rights. CFSA shall take and

(IEP citation 1.B.15.b.) | document appropriate

actions by the assigned

social worker and the

assistant attorney general

to facilitate the court’s

timely hearing and

resolution of legal action to

terminate parental rights.

% For the period under review, there were a total of 69 applicable children and youth who had a permanency goal of adoption and required legal action to free
them for the adoption. Of the 69 children, 68 (99%) had legal action to free them for adoption within 45 days.

% While documentation was provided demonstrating that steps were taken to schedule a hearing to resolve the legal action to terminate parental rights (TPR), the
amount of time between the filing of the TPR and the next court date ranged between four to eleven months.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
27. Timely Adoption: Children with a permanency For children whose 71% No®
goal of adoption shall be in an approved adoptive permanency goal changed
placement within nine months of their goal becoming | to adoption July 1, 2010 or
adoption. thereafter, 80% will be
(IEP citation 1.B.16.a.i.) | placed in an approved

adoptive placement by the

end of the ninth month

from when their goal

changed to adoption.
29. Timely Adoption: CFSA shall make all reasonable | By September 30, 2010, 56% achieved permanence as of Yes
efforts to ensure that children placed in an approved 40% of the 203 children in December 2011°’
adoptive home have their adoptions finalized within pre-adoptive homes as of
12 months of the placement in the approved adoptive | October 1, 2009 will
home. achieve permanence.

(IEP citation 1.B.16.b.i.)
30. Timely Adoption: CFSA shall make all reasonable | By June 30, 2011, 45% of 42% achieved permanence as of June Yes
efforts to ensure that children placed in an approved the children in pre-adoptive 30, 2011; 64% as of December 31,
adoptive home have their adoptions finalized within homes as of July 1, 2010 2011; 72% as of June 30, 2012
12 months of the placement in the approved adoptive | will achieve permanence.
home.
(IEP citation 1.B.16.b.ii.)

® This is the second consecutive monitoring period that CFSA has failed to maintain this Exit Standard. At this time, due to the small number of children
involved in reducing CFSA’s performance, the Monitor is not currently recommending re-designating this Exit Standard despite the drop in performance. Data
for this Exit Standard as currently calculated is cumulative. There remain challenges with the current method used to assess this Exit Standard. Therefore, the
Monitor will be proposing a new method before the next monitoring report.

%7 Because the review period has expired and CFSA ultimately met this IEP Standard, the Monitor is no longer tracking performance.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
31. Timely Adoption: CFSA shall make all reasonable | 90% of children in pre-
efforts to ensure that children placed in an approved adoptive homes will have From January 1- June 30, 2012, 90% Yes
adoptive home have their adoptions finalized within their adoption finalized of adoptions were completed or
12 months of the placement in the approved adoptive | within 12 months or have reasonable efforts were made to
home. documented reasonable complete adoptions within 12 months
(IEP citation 1.B.16.b.iii.) | efforts to achieve of the child being placed in a pre-

permanence within 12 adoptive home.

months of the placement in

the approved adoptive

home.
34. Placement Licensing: Children shall be placed in 95% of foster homes and Monthly range of foster homes —92-
foster homes and other placements that meet licensing | group homes with children 96% Yes
and other MFO placement standards and have a placed will have a current Monthly range of group homes — 98-
current and valid license. and valid license. 100%

(IEP citation 1.B.18.)
42. Health and Dental Care: Children in foster care 80% of cases reviewed 98% of cases reviewed through Yes
shall have timely access to health care services to through Quality Service Quality Service Reviews (QSR) were
meet identified needs Reviews (QSR) will be rated as acceptable on health status
(IEP citation 1.C.22.c.) | rated as acceptable. indicator

% CFSA reported that 39 adoptions were finalized this monitoring period. CFSA reports that 21 cases were finalized within 12 months and that reasonable
efforts were made to finalize adoptions within 12 months on an additional 17 cases. The Monitor does not find sufficient evidence on 3 of those cases, therefore,
the Monitor finds performance to be at 90 percent. Further, CFSA completed the reasonable efforts review and audit for the previous monitoring period after
that monitoring report was published. CFSA found that from July 1-December 31, 2011, 88% of adoptions were completed within 12 months or reasonable
efforts were made to complete adoptions within 12 months of the child being placed in a pre-adoptive home. The Monitor did not verify this performance.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained

44, Resource Development Plan: The District shall The District shall Resource Development Plan completed Yes
implement the CFSA Resource Development Plan, implement the CFSA August 15, 2012
which is to be developed by June 30 each year. The Resource Development
Resource Development Plan shall include all of the Plan, which is to be
components listed in item 21b of the Outcomes to be developed by June 30
Maintained section of the IEP. each year. The Resource

Development Plan shall

(IEP citation 1.D.23.) | include all of the

components listed in Item

21b of “Outcomes to be

Maintained” Needs

Assessment and Resource

Development Plan.
45. Financial Support for Community-Based Services: | The District shall provide | No change in FY2012 funding to Yes
The District shall provide evidence of financial evidence each year of support community-based agencies.
support for community- and neighborhood-based financial support for
services to protect children and support families. community- and

(IEP citation 1.D.24.) | neighborhood-based

services to protect

children and support

families.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
46. Caseloads:
The caseload of each worker conducting 90% of investigators and | a. Monthly range of 56 — 71% of Partially

investigations of reports of abuse and/or neglect
shall not exceed the MFO standard, which is 1:12
investigations.

The caseload of each worker providing services to
children and families in which the child or
children in the family are living in their home
shall not exceed 1:15 families.

The caseload of each worker providing services to
children in placement, including children in
Emergency Care and children in any other form
of CFSA physical custody, shall not exceed 1:15
children for children in foster care.

The caseload of each worker having
responsibility for conducting home studies shall
not exceed 30 cases.

There shall be no cases unassigned to a social
worker for more than five business days, in which
case, the supervisor shall provide coverage but
not for more than five business days.

(IEP citation 1.D.25.)

social workers will have
caseloads that meet the
above caseload
requirements. No
individual investigator
shall have a caseload
greater than 15 cases. No
individual social worker
shall have a caseload
greater than 18 cases. No
individual worker
conducting home studies
shall have a caseload
greater than 35 cases.

investigators met the caseload
requirements. Monthly range of 7 to 18
investigators had a caseload of 15 or
more.

b. & c. Monthly range of 96 — 99% of
ongoing workers met the caseload
requirements. Monthly range of zero to
2 social workers had a caseload of 18
or more.

d.100% of workers conducting home
studies met the required performance of
no greater than 30 cases and no
individual worker had a caseload
greater than 35 cases.

e. Monthly range of 20 — 62 (1 — 3% of
total open cases) cases unassigned to a
social worker for more than five
business days. *

% During the period under review, in addition to the cases cited above, a monthly range of between 67 and 82 in-home or placement cases were assigned to
investigative social workers. CFSA reports that these cases were incorrectly categorized and are not assigned to investigative workers but are rather closed
investigations that are in the transfer process to an in-home or permanency unit. Due to the manner in which the data are presented, the Monitor is unable to
determine if these cases have been unassigned to a social worker for more than five days, however, review of some of these cases during the visitation case
record review confirm that these cases are unassigned for longer than five days.

" This Exit Standard is considered to be partially maintained because caseloads standards are compliant for social workers providing services to children and
families and workers conducting home studies, however, caseloads for workers conducting investigations are not compliant with the Exit Standard requirement.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
47. Supervisory Responsibilities: 90% of supervisors shall Monthly range of 96 — 99% of Yes
a. Supervisors who are responsible for supervising be responsible for no supervisors met the required standard.
social workers who carry caseloads shall be more than five social
responsible for no more than six workers, workers and a case aide or
including case aids or family support workers, or | family support worker.
five caseworkers.
b.  No supervisor shall be responsible for the on-
going case management of any case.
i.  Supervisors shall be responsible for no
more than five social workers and a case
aide or family support worker.
(IEP citation 1.D.26. a.&b.i.)
48. Supervisory Responsibilities:
a. Supervisors who are responsible for supervising
social workers who carry caseloads shall be
responsible for no more than six workers,
including case aids or family support workers, or | 95% of cases are assigned Monthly range of 93 — 96% Yes
five caseworkers. to social workers.
b.  No supervisor shall be responsible for the on-
going case management of any case.
ii. Cases shall be assigned to social
workers.  (IEP citation 1.D.26. a.&b.ii.)
49. Training for New Social Workers: New direct 90% of newly hired
service staff’* shall receive the required 80 hours of CFSA and private agency
pre-service training through a combination of direct service staff shall 90072 Yes
classroom, web-based and/or on-the-job training. receive 80 hours of pre-
service training.
(IEP citation 1.D.27.a.)

™ Direct service staff includes social workers, nurse care managers and family supports workers who provide direct services to children, youth and families.
"2 The Monitor conducted a secondary analysis of FACES.NET training data on staff hired between October 1, 2011 and April 1, 2012. Between October 1,
2011 and April 1, 2012, there were 49 applicable CFSA and private agency direct service staff hired and employed for at least 90 days. Of the 49 newly hired
direct service staff, 44 (90%) completed 80 hours of pre-service training within 90 days of hire.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
50. Training for New Supervisors: New supervisors 90% of newly hired
shall complete a minimum of 40 hours of pre-service CFSA and private agency
training on supervision of child welfare workers supervisors shall complete
within eight months of assuming supervisory 40 hours of pre-service
responsibility. training on supervision of 80%" No™
(IEP citation 1.D.27.b.) | child welfare worker

within eight months of

assuming supervisory

responsibility.
59. Budget and Staffing Adequacy: The District shall provide | The FY2012 budget was $265.3 million Yes

The District shall provide evidence that the Agency’s
annual budget complies with Paragraph 7 of the
October 23, 2000 Order providing customary
adjustments to the FY 2001 baseline budget and
adjustments to reflect increases in foster parent
payments and additional staff required to meet
caseload standards, unless demonstrated compliance
with the MFO can be achieved with fewer resources.

The District shall provide evidence of compliance
with Paragraph 4 of the October 23, 2000 Order that
CFSA staff shall be exempt from any District-wide
furloughs and from any District-wide Agency budget
and/or personnel reductions that may be otherwise
imposed.

(IEP citation 1.D.34.)

evidence that the
Agency’s annual budget
complies with Paragraph
7 of the October 23, 2000
Order providing
customary adjustments to
the FY 2001 baseline
budget and adjustments to
reflect increases in foster
parent payments and
additional staff required
to meet caseload
standards, unless
demonstrated compliance
with the MFO can be
achieved with fewer
resources.

and provided adequate funds.

" The Monitor conducted a secondary analysis of FACES.NET training data on supervisors hired between July 1, 2011 and June 30, 2012. Five supervisors
were applicable to this measure because they were hired at least eight months prior to June 30, 2012 and worked for at least eight months as a supervisor. Of
these five, four supervisors (80%) completed the required 40 hours of pre-service training.

™ Due to the low number of supervisors included in this calculation, the Monitor does not believe that this Exit Standard needs to be re-designated at this time
but will continue to monitor for improvement. One supervisor was not compliant with meeting the training hours which had a significant impact on the number.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained

61. Entering Reports Into Computerized System: Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance Yes
CFSA shall immediately enter all reports of abuse or
neglect into its computerized information systems and
shall use the system to determine whether there have
been prior reports of abuse or neglect in that family or
to that child.

(IEP citation 11.A.1.)
62. Maintaining 24 Hour Response System: CFSA Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance Yes
shall staff and maintain a 24-hour system for receiving
and responding to reports of child abuse and neglect,
which conforms to reasonable professional standards.

(IEP citation 11.A.2.)
63. Checking for Prior Reports: Child abuse and/or Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance Yes
neglect reports shall show evidence that the
investigator checked for prior reports of abuse and/or
neglect.

(IEP citation 11.A.3.)
65. Investigations of Abuse and Neglect in Foster 90% of reports of abuse
Homes and Institutions: Reports of abuse and neglect | and neglect in foster Foster Homes:
in foster homes and institutions shall be homes shall be completed Monthly range of 67 — 100%"°
comprehensively investigated; investigations in foster | within 35 days and within Yes
homes shall be completed within 35 days and 60 days for investigations Group Homes:
investigations involving group homes, day care involving group homes, 100%
settings or other congregate care settings shall be day care settings or other
completed within 60 days. congregate settings.

(IEP citation 11.A.5.)

" The 67 percent performance in April 2012 was an anomaly based on only three investigations.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement

Exit Standard

January through June Performance

Exit Standard
Maintained

66. Policies for General Assistance Payments: CFSA
shall have in place policies and procedures for
appropriate use of general assistance payments for the
care of children by unrelated adults, including
provision of any applicable oversight and supervision.
(IEP citation 11.B.6.)

Ongoing Compliance

Ongoing Compliance

Yes

67. Use of General Assistance Payments: CFSA shall
demonstrate that District General Assistance payment
grants are not used as a substitute for financial
supports for foster care or kinship care for District
children who have been subject to child abuse or
neglect.

(IEP citation 11.B.7.)

Ongoing Compliance

Ongoing Compliance

Yes

68. Placement of Children in Most Family-Like
Setting: No child shall stay overnight in the CFSA
Intake Center or office building.

(IEP citation 11.B.8.)

Ongoing Compliance

No child has been reported staying
overnight at CFSA during this
monitoring period.

Yes

69. Timely Approval of Foster/Adoptive Parents:
CFSA should ensure training opportunities are
available so that interested families may begin training
within 30 days of inquiry.

(IEP citation 11.B.9.)

Ongoing Compliance

The Monitor verified that training was
offered monthly during the period
under review.

Yes

70. Placement within 100 Miles of the District: No
more than 82 children shall be placed more than 100
miles from the District of Columbia. (Children placed
in college, vocational programs, correctional facilities,
or Kinship or pre-adoptive family-based settings under
the ICPC shall be exempt from this requirement.)

(IEP citation 11.B.10.)

Ongoing Compliance for
no more than 82 children.

Monthly range of 39 -50 children

Yes
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
71. Licensing and Placement Standards Ongoing compliance for a. Monthly range of foster homes —
a. Children shall be placed in foster homes and other | 95% of children. 92- 96%; Monthly range of group Yes
placements that meet licensing and other MFO homes — 98-100%
placement standards.
b. Children in foster home placements shall be in b.  Monthly range of children over
homes that (a) have no more than three foster placed in foster homes — 3-4%"®
children or (b) have six total children including
the family’s natural children; (c) have no more c. Monthly range of children in group
than two children under two years of age or (d) care settings with a capacity in
have more than three children under six years of excess of eight children — 7-28%""

age. The sole exception shall be those instances in
which the placement of a sibling group, with no
other children in the home, shall exceed these
limits.

c. No child shall be placed in a group-care setting
with a capacity in excess of eight (8) children
without express written approval by the Director
or designee based on written documentation that
the child’s needs can only be met in that specific
facility, including a description of the services
available in the facility to address the individual
child’s needs.

d. Children shall not be placed in a foster care home
or facility in excess of its licensed capacity. The
sole exception shall be those instances in which
the placement of a sibling group, with no other
children in the home, shall exceed the limits.

(IEP citation 11.B.11.)

"® As of June 30, 2012, CFSA reports 33 children were placed in 8 different foster homes in excess of the IEP Exit Standard placement requirements. Six of the
foster home placements were for sibling groups. Of the remaining 2, both were operating in compliance with their license but were listed as out of compliance
due to data entry/analysis errors.

" Over the monitoring period, one or two group care settings accounted for the over-placement of children. These settings were St. Ann’s Infant and Maternity
Home and Quadri-Technology, Ltd. CFSA did not renew its contract with Quadri-Technology effective October 1, 2012 and is reassessing its use of St. Ann’s.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
72. Case Planning Process: Case plans shall be 90% of case plans shall be Monthly range of 93 — 97% Yes
developed within 30 days of the child entering care developed within 30 days
and shall be reviewed and modified as necessary at of the child entering care
least every six months thereafter, and shall show and shall be reviewed and
evidence of appropriate supervisory review of case modified as necessary at
plan progress. least every six months
(IEP citation 11.B.12.) | thereafter.
73. Appropriate Permanency Goals: No child under Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance’ Yes

the age of 12 shall have a permanency goal of legal
custody with permanent caretakers unless he or she is
placed with a relative who is willing to assume long-
term responsibility for the child and who has
legitimate reasons for not adopting the child and it is
in the child’s best interest to remain in the home of the
relative rather than be considered for adoption by
another person. No child under the age of 12 shall
have a permanency goal of continued foster care
unless CFSA has made every reasonable effort,
documented in the record, to return the child home, to
place the child with an appropriate family member,
and to place the child for adoption, and CFSA has
considered and rejected the possibility of the child’s
foster parents assuming legal custody as permanent
caretakers of the child.

(IEP citation 11.B.13.)

"8 As of June 30, 2012, CFSA reports that no child under the age of 12 had a non-court ordered goal of legal custody and 1 child under the age of 12 had a goal of
APPLA. This child has significant medical needs. A special corrective action plan was developed for this child and permanency with her foster parents is being
explored by the social worker.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
74. Timely Adoption: Within 95 days of a child’s For 90% of children
permanency goal becoming adoption, CFSA shall whose permanency goal
convene a permanency planning team to develop a becomes adoption, CFSA
child-specific recruitment plan which may include shall convene a
contracting with a private adoption agency for those permanency planning 100% Yes
children without an adoptive resource. team to develop a child-
(IEP citation 11.B.14.) | specific recruitment plan
which may include
contracting with a private
adoption agency for those
children without an
adoptive resource.
75. Post-Adoption Services Notification: Adoptive Ongoing compliance for All adoptive families receive Yes
families shall receive notification at the time that the 90% of cases. notification.
adoption becomes final of the availability of post-
adoption services.
(IEP citation 11.B.15.)
76. Family Court Reviews: A case review hearing will | Ongoing Compliance for 95%
be conducted in Family Court at least every six 90% of cases. Yes
months for every child as long as the child remains in
out-of-home placement, unless the child has received
a permanency hearing within the past six months.
(IEP citation 11.D.16.)
77. Permanency Hearings: CFSA shall make every Ongoing compliance Monthly range of 95-99%
reasonable effort to ensure that children in foster care | for 90% of cases. Yes

have a permanency hearing in Family Court no later
than 14 months after their initial placement.
(IEP citation 11.D.17.)
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
78. Use of MSWs and BSWSs: Unless otherwise agreed, | Ongoing compliance for Ongoing Compliance Yes
all social worker hires at CFSA shall have an MSW or | all social work hires.
BSW before being employed as trainees.
(IEP citation 11.E.18.)
79. Social Work Licensure: All social work staff shall | Ongoing compliance for Ongoing Compliance Yes
meet District of Columbia licensing requirements to all social workers.
carry cases independently of training units.
(IEP citation 11.E.19)
80. Training for Adoptive Parents: Adoptive parents Ongoing compliance for 88% (135 of 151) of foster parents’® Yes
shall receive a minimum of 30 hours of training, 90% of adoptive parents. licensed January through June 2012
excluding the orientation process. completed 30 hours of pre-service
(IEP citation 11.F.20.) training.
81. Needs Assessment and Resource Development Ongoing Compliance Needs Assessment Completed Yes
Plan: December 2011
a. CFSA shall complete a needs assessment every Resource Development Plan completed
two years, which shall include an assessment of August 15, 2012
placement support services, to determine what
services are available and the number and
categories of additional services and resources, if
any, that are necessary to ensure compliance with
the MFO. The needs assessment shall be a written
report. The needs assessment, including the
report, shall be repeated every two years. CFSA
shall provide evidence of adequate Resource
Development capacity within the Agency, with
sufficient staff and other resources to carry out
MFO resource development functions.

" The data that CFSA provides for this measure includes both foster and adoptive parents and does not distinguish between the two categories. The Monitor
therefore calculated performance for this Exit Standard using all newly licensed foster parents as the universe.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained

b. The District shall develop a Resource
Development Plan, which shall be updated
annually by June 30th of each year. The Resource
Development Plan shall: (a) project the number of
emergency placements, foster homes, group
homes, therapeutic foster homes and institutional
placements that shall be required by children in
CFSA custody during the upcoming year; (b)
identify strategies to assure that CFSA has
available, either directly or through contract, a
sufficient number of appropriate placements for
all children in its physical or legal custody; (c)
project the need for community-based services to
prevent unnecessary placement, replacement,
adoption and foster home disruption; (d) identify
how the Agency is moving to ensure
decentralized neighborhood and community-
based services; and (e) include an assessment of
the need for adoptive families and strategies for
recruitment, training and retention of adoptive
families based on the annual assessment. The
Plan shall specify the quantity of each category of
resources and services, the time period within
which they shall be developed, and the specific
steps that shall be taken to ensure that they are
developed. CFSA shall then take necessary steps
to implement this plan.

(IEP citation 11.G.21.)

82. Foster Parent Licensure: CFSA shall license Ongoing Compliance Monitoring Ongoing Yes
relatives as foster parents in accordance with District
law, District licensing regulations and ASFA
requirements.

(IEP citation 11.G.22.)
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012

Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained
83. Quality Assurance: CFSA shall have a Quality Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance Yes
Assurance system with sufficient staff and resources
to assess case practice, analyze outcomes and provide While there has been some turnover in
feedback to managers and stakeholders. The Quality CFSA’s Quality Improvement Division
Assurance system must annually review a sufficient within the Office of Policy and
number of cases to assess compliance with the Program Support, positions have been
provisions of the MFO and good social work practice, filled and planning is underway to fill
to identify systemic issues, and to produce results others. The Division has the allotted
allowing the identification of specific skills and staffing capacity to meet the LaShawn
additional training needed by workers and supervisors. Quality Assurance requirements,
(1.G.23)) particularly considering the CQIl model

it is aiming for which includes the

involvement of staff across both CFSA

and contracted agencies.
84. Maintaining Computerized System: Ongoing Compliance Ongoing Compliance Yes®

a. CFSA shall develop and maintain a unitary
computerized information system and shall take
all reasonable and necessary steps to achieve and
maintain accuracy.

b. CFSA shall provide evidence of the capacity of
FACES.NET Management Information System to
produce appropriate, timely, and accurate
worker/supervisor reports and other management
reports that shall assist the Agency in meeting
goals of safety, permanence and well-being and
the requirements of the MFO and Court-ordered
Implementation and Exit Plan.

(IEP citation 11.H.24.)

8 The Monitor is concerned about the accuracy of some of the data produced through FACES.NET. In this monitoring period, as a result of analyses to validate
the data provided by CFSA, the Monitor became concerned about the quality of data in the following areas: FACES.NET data on unassigned cases, FACES.NET
reports on over placements, contact information of resource parents and FACES.NET reports on worker visits with children and families.
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Table 2: Performance on IEP Exit Standards for Outcomes to be Maintained Between January — June 30, 2012
Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard January through June Performance Maintained

85. Contracts to Require the Acceptance of Children Ongoing Compliance Ongoing compliance Yes
Referred: CFSA contracts for services shall include a
provision that requires the provider to accept all
clients referred pursuant to the terms of the contract,
except for a lack of vacancy.

(IEP citation 11.H.25.)
86. Provider Payments: CFSA shall ensure payment | 90% of payments to Ongoing Compliance Yes
to providers in compliance with DC’s Quick Payment | providers shall be made in
Act for all services rendered. compliance with DC’s Monthly range of 96-99% of providers

(IEP citation 11.H.26.) | Quick Payment Act for all were paid timely.

services rendered.

87. Foster Parent Board Rates: There shall be an Ongoing Compliance New foster care board rates effective Yes
annual adjustment at the beginning of each fiscal year January 1, 2012 include an annual
of board rates for all foster and adoptive homes to adjustment that was equal to USDA
equal the USDA annual adjustment to maintain rates annual adjustments.
consistent with USDA standards for costs of raising a
child in the urban south.

(IEP citation 11.H.27.)
88. Post-Adoption Services: CFSA shall make Ongoing Compliance FY2012 budget provides $760,372 for Yes
available post-adoption services necessary to preserve the Post-Permanency Family Center.
families who have adopted a child committed to This is the same funding level as in
CFSA. FY2011.

(IEP citation 11.H.28.)
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IV. DISCUSSION OF LaSHAWN A.v. GRAY IMPLEMENTATION AND EXIT
PLAN (IEP) OUTCOMES

A. GOAL: CHILD SAFETY

1. Child Protective Services

CFSA maintains a 24 hour a day, seven days per week Hotline to accept reports of alleged abuse
and neglect.

Table 3 shows the number of calls the Hotline received between January and June 2012; the
number of reports accepted for investigation and for family assessment (FA) through the
Differential Response (DR) pilot each month.®* The volume of calls to the hotline remained
fairly consistent over this monitoring period with a range of approximately 1,000 to 1,200 calls
per month. Between 63 to 68 percent of hotline calls each month are referred to Child Protective
Services (CPS) for an investigation. Referrals to the DR pilot remain a very small part of the
response (approximately 2 percent each month).

8 Under the DR pilot program, referrals to the Hotline that are coded as educational neglect; newborn positive
toxicology for marijuana; unwilling/unable caregiver for youth 13 years or older; or inadequate shelter, care, food
and clothing may be referred to the DR unit for a family assessment as opposed to a child protective services
investigation. The goal of the DR pilot is to facilitate the provision of community-based services to families where
there are no safety concerns without labeling the families with a finding of child abuse or neglect.
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Table 3:
Number of Calls to Child Abuse and Neglect Hotline by Classification
January — June 2012

Information and Child Protective Referral for Family
Referral (I&R) Services (CPS) Assessment (DR Pilot)
Month Total
Number % Number % Number %

Jan - 2012 1,139 354 31% 761 67% 24% 2%
Feb - 2012 1,199 381 32% 789 66% 298 2%
Mar - 2012 1,187 411 35% 748 63% 28% 2%
Apr - 2012 1,008 332 33% 653 65% 23% 2%
May - 2012 1,214 373 31% 821 68% 20%° 2%
June - 2012 1,021 364 36% 652 64% 58 <1%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report INT003

Of those calls referred for a CPS investigation, as shown in Table 4, a monthly range of 80 to 84
percent were accepted by CPS for investigation with the remaining referrals either screened out
(monthly range of 8 to 11 percent) or linked to an existing investigation (monthly range of 5to 8
percent).

8 Of the 24 reports referred for Family Assessment in January 2012, one report was linked to an existing
investigation.

8 Of the 29 reports referred for Family Assessment in February 2012, one report was linked to an existing
investigation, one report was screened out and one report was awaiting approval at the time the data was run.

8 Of the 28 reports referred for Family Assessment in March 2012, four reports were linked to an existing
investigation and one report was awaiting approval at the time the data was run.

8 Of the 23 reports referred for Family Assessment in April 2012, one report was linked to an existing investigation.
8 Of the 20 reports referred for Family Assessment in May 2012, one report was screened out.

8 Of the five reports referred for Family Assessment in June 2012, two reports were linked to existing
investigations.
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Table 4:
Number of CPS Calls Accepted for Investigation, Linked to an
Existing Investigation and Screened Out
January — June 2012

Child CPS Accepted CPS Linked CPS Screened Out*
Protective
Services | Number Number Number
Month (CPS) Total % % %
Jan -2012 76188 631 83% 59 8% 60 8%
Feb - 2012 7898° 662 84% 50 6% 70 9%
Mar - 2012 748% 627 84% 44 6% 75 10%
Apr - 2012 6539 547 84% 30 5% 69 11%
May - 2012 821% 657 80% 63 8% 93 11%
June - 2012 6529 539 83% 38 6% 68 10%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report INT003
Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
*Screened out as duplicative or otherwise not applicable.

CFSA reports that between late-May and early-July 2012, the Hotline received 456 educational
neglect referrals either by phone or fax from various public and charter schools within the
District of Columbia. The vast majority of these referrals were for children in kindergarten
through fifth grade. It appears that these referrals were made toward the end of the school year
as a result of increased truancy accountability efforts within the District. CFSA reports that this

8 Of the 761 CPS reports in January 2012, 11 were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not been
assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.

8 Of the 789 CPS reports in February 2012, seven were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not
been assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.

% Of the 748 CPS reports in March 2012, two were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not been
assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.

°1 Of the 653 CPS reports in April 2012, seven were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not
been assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.

%2 Of the 821 CPS reports in May 2012, eight were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not been
assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.

% Of the 652 CPS reports in June 2012, seven were awaiting approval at the time this data was run and had not been
assigned as accepted, linked or screened out.
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high volume of referrals in such a short time made it difficult to initiate investigations in a timely
manner for both the educational neglect referrals as well as other investigations. Additionally, it
was difficult for reporters to be contacted to gather full information for an investigation as many
teachers and school staff who made the reports are not present within the schools over the
summer months. Beginning in August 2012, CPS and the Office of the Chief of Staff have
developed a regular meeting time with Office of State Superintendent for Education (OSSE) and
the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) to share data and set up processes to receive
educational neglect referrals in a timely manner. The strategy of monthly meetings, collective
data review and shared strategy development is expected to minimize future high volume
referrals and allow CFSA to plan ahead.

2. Investigations

Initiating Investigations

Implementation and January - June Exit Standard
Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved
1. Investigations: Investigations | 95% of all investigations Data provided to No

of alleged child abuse and
neglect shall be initiated or
documented good faith efforts
shall be made to initiate
investigations within 48 hours
after receipt of a report to the

will be initiated within 48
hours or there will be
documented good faith
efforts to initiate
investigations whenever
the alleged victim

Monitor
insufficient to
assess performance

hotline of child maltreatment.
(IEP citation LA.1.a.)

child(ren) cannot be
immediately located.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Initiation of an investigation includes seeing all alleged victim children and talking with them
outside the presence of the caretaker, or making all applicable good faith efforts to locate all
alleged victim children within the 48-hour time frame. **** It was determined during this
monitoring period that the logic that has been used for several years in the FACES.NET report to
report data on this Exit Standard does not completely match the definition of “initiation” within
the IEP. More specifically, the IEP defines initiation as “seeing all alleged victim child(ren) and
talking with the child(ren) outside the presence of the caretaker” or documenting good faith

* For younger and non-verbal children, observation is acceptable.

% Based on the IEP, documented good faith efforts to see alleged victim children within the first 48 hours shall
satisfy this requirement if they include: 1) visiting the child’s home at different times of the day; 2) visiting the
child’s school and/or day care in an attempt to locate the child if known; 3) contacting the reporter, if known, to
elicit additional information about the child’s location; 4) reviewing the CFSA information system and other
information systems (e.g. ACEDS, STARS) for additional information about the child and family; and 5) contacting
the police for all allegations that a child(ren)’s safety or health is in immediate danger.
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efforts to see all alleged victim children within the first 48 hours.” * In response to recent
inquiry by Monitor staff, CFSA reports that the logic utilized in the FACES.NET report
historically counted an investigation initiation to occur when a worker sees any child, regardless
of victim status, face-to-face within 24 or 48 hours of the report. The logic of the report was
changed in the later part of this monitoring period to capture any “victim” child being seen face-
to-face within 24 or 48 hours as opposed to any child in the household. Neither approach
(counting seeing any child in the household or seeing any victim child) correctly captures the
IEP definition. The Monitor has raised this concern with CFSA and CFSA believes that current
data provides a close approximation of practice in accordance with the IEP, especially given the
clarity of investigative policy and practice on the need to see or observe all victim children.
Nonetheless, CFSA reports that the logic in the monthly reports will be changed by January
2013.

Based on the data from FACES.NET, between January and April 2012, monthly performance as
reported by CFSA is that 68 to 80 percent of investigations had documentation that at least one
child, regardless of victim status, within a household that was subject to a CPS investigation was
seen by a social worker within 48 hours of a report to the hotline, not accounting for cases in
which there were good faith efforts to locate and interview all children. CFSA did not have a
method to measure good faith efforts until a new FACES.NET report was created in May 2012.
Performance for May and June 2012 demonstrates that in 73 and 76 percent of investigations, at
least one alleged victim child was seen by a social worker or all applicable good faith efforts to
locate and interview all alleged victim child(ren) were made within 48 hours of a report to the
hotline. For example, there were 618 investigations closed in June. Of the 618 closed
investigations, in 447 (72%) investigations at least one victim child was seen within 48 hours and
an additional 25 (4%) investigations had good faith efforts made to initiate the investigation.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance in initiating investigations
in a timely manner:

e CFSA will continue to use the supervisory tool developed in January 2012 during the
supervisory review process in order to document good faith efforts to initiate contact with
the victim/child (2012 Strategy Plan, p.3).

As of May 2012, CFSA reports that CPS supervisors use the supervisory tool to assess
whether workers who have not made contact with the victim child(ren) within 48 hours of
a hotline report have made all applicable good faith efforts to do so. With the addition of
the new FACES.NET report on good faith efforts, CPS supervisors now document the
findings of their supervisory review within FACES.NET.

% |EP, at 3 (emphasis added).
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FACES.NET data from May and June 2012 demonstrate that many supervisors were
failing to record if applicable good faith efforts had been made in investigations where it
was necessary. In response, CFSA reports that on July 24, 2012, CPS management staff
implemented an action plan to increase performance on this measure. The Monitor will
provide an additional update on this strategy in the next monitoring report.

e By June 30, 2012, the Child Protection Services Administration (CPS) will adjust the tour
of duty for its investigators to provide for additional workers in the evening shifts (2012
Strategy Plan, p.3).

Beginning June 17, 2012, adjustments to CPS investigator’s tour of duty took effect.
Such adjustments provided for additional units during evening shifts and included a
dedicated unit for locating the victim child(ren) when an assigned worker is unable to
locate the child(ren) during their tour of duty. However, due to the influx of 456 referrals
alleging educational neglect in the spring/summer of 2012, CFSA was unable to fully
implement that adjustment. The unit originally designed to locate victim child(ren) when
an assigned worker was unable to immediately do so was placed into case-carrying status
and thus did not fulfill the original strategy that had been outlined.

e CFSA will work with the District of Columbia Public Schools to increase the number of
staff in CPS with access to STARS and will update the list of ACEDS users to ensure
adequate access to CPS staff (2012 Strategy Plan, p.3).

CPS has trained and given access to an additional 13 staff in ACEDS (Automated Client
Eligibility Determination System), for a total of 28 staff having access to ACEDS. CPS
staff use the ACEDS database to assist in identifying and locating parents and relatives.

As of the date of this report, CFSA has four staff with access to STARS (the educational
system’s Student Tracking and Reporting System). This access is used by CFSA as an
additional tool for CPS investigators to quickly identify addresses and locate children and
families. CFSA has requested that the District of Columbia Public Schools provide
additional CFSA staff access to this database. Discussions are currently underway.

e Each month, ten percent of investigations where the victim/child was not seen within the
first 48 hours will be reviewed by staff in the Office of the Principal Deputy Director to
determine if good faith efforts were taken to timely initiate the investigation. Starting on
March 1, 2012, and every month thereafter, the results will be shared with the Director,
the Principal Deputy Director, the Administrator of CPS and the assigned program

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 68



manager, supervisor, and social worker to identify and resolve future barriers, as needed
(2012 Strategy Plan, p.3).

CFSA began to implement Quality Assurance (QA) reviews to evaluate performance in this
area. Ten percent of investigations closed in February, March and April 2012 where
child(ren) were not initially seen within 48 hours were reviewed by QA staff.*” CFSA
reports that the findings from the reviews, which showed that some staff are not yet
consistently making or documenting required good faith efforts, have been shared with the
CPS Program Administrator, CPS supervisors and program managers and Director of Agency
Performance.*®

Reviews of Repeat Reports

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012 | Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
3. Investigations: For families who 90% of the case records for | Range from 33% in No
are subject to a new investigation for | families subject to a new January 2012 to 75%
whom the current report of child investigation for whom the in June 2012

maltreatment is the fourth or greater | current report of child
report of child maltreatment, with the | maltreatment is the fourth
most recent report occurring within or greater report of child

the last 12 months, CFSA will maltreatment, with the
conduct a comprehensive review of most recent report

the case history and the current occurring within the last
circumstances that bring the family to | 12 months will have
CFSA’s attention. documentation of a

(IEP citation LA.1.c.) | comprehensive review.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CFSA began utilizing a FACES.NET report in January 2012 to provide data on the number of
families who are subject to a new investigation for whom the current report is the fourth or
greater report occurring within the last 12 months and whether or not their cases have had a
comprehensive review. Between the months of January and June 2012, performance on this
measure improved from 33 percent in January to 75 percent in June 2012. Of the 607
investigations closed in June 2012, 101 had four or more reports of abuse or neglect with the
most recent report occurring in the last 12 months. Of those 101 investigations, 76 (75%) had
documentation of a comprehensive review.

" The number of investigations reviewed each month was less than ten percent as at least three cases included in the
sample each month were determined to be inappropriately listed or categorized in FACES.NET due to data entry
errors.

% Review of 15 investigations closed in February 2012 found that five (33%) of the 15 had all applicable good faith
efforts documented. Review of 11 investigations closed in March 2012 found that two (18%) of the 11 had all
applicable good faith efforts documented. Review of 16 investigations closed in April 2012 found that six (38%) of
the 16 had all applicable good faith efforts documented.
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Figure 2:
Percentage of Applicable Closed Investigations
with Comprehensive Review due on 4 or More Reports
January — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report INV133

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on reviews of repeat

reports:

Prior to assigning the case for investigation, supervisors will review FACES.NET for
each new investigation to determine if the family has four or more reports of
maltreatment, with the fourth or more occurring in the past 12 months. For such cases, a
comprehensive review of the family’s history and current circumstances will occur
during the investigation and a “four plus™ staffing will occur in one or more of the
following venues: panel review, investigation assignment, weekly supervision, 18-day
review, grand rounds, and case transfer staffing reviews. The ““four plus™ staffing will be
documented in FACES.NET and measured through a FACES.NET report (2012 Strategy
Plan, p.3).

CFSA has instructed staff to enter information documenting the occurrence of and
recommendations from a “four plus” staffing into contact notes within FACES.NET prior
to closing an investigation. Additionally, as discussed above, CFSA has developed a
report within FACES.NET which quantifies the number of cases in which a “four plus”
staffing should occur and the number of cases in which a “four plus” staffing did occur
prior to closing the investigation.
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Additionally, the timing and purpose of these reviews was discussed during CFSA’s CPS
“Deep Dive” meeting on June 25, 2012 which intensively reviewed the operations and
data within the CPS administration. Following this meeting, CFSA reports that CPS
management clarified with staff that a “four plus” staffing is an opportunity to
comprehensively review the previous case history in order to inform the current
investigation. CFSA reports that effective July 31, 2012, CPS management implemented
a protocol to comprehensively review various decision points within an investigation.
The first identified decision point is at the time of the hotline call when the hotline
worker should identify family history in order to minimize opening duplicate cases on
families. The second decision point is during assignment of the investigation by the
supervisory social worker to the investigation social worker. The supervisory social
worker should complete a cursory review of the history, review the current snapshot and
provide detailed next steps, including contacting the reporter, scheduling an at-risk FTM
and making a referral to the previous CPS worker. This conversation between the
supervisory social worker and investigative social worker should be documented in
FACES.NET. The third decision point occurs during supervision either before or during
the 18-day review. The discussion between supervisory social worker and investigative
social worker is expected to be a follow-up from the initial discussion during case
assignment and should consider how the previous history informs or impacts the current
report as well as next steps, recommendations and/or service needs for the family. This
discussion is to be documented in FACES.NET.

e CFSA will review the results of a “four plus™ staffing in applicable cases during grand
rounds and case transfer staffing. CFSA will use the CQI tool (revised in January 2012)
to review the quality of investigations. Additional QA measures will continue (e.g., 18-
day reviews, grand rounds, quarterly review of open investigations, and hotline call
reviews). Findings from the QA reviews will be shared with CPS managers beginning
April 1 and quarterly thereafter. Findings will be used by these managers to modify
existing practice and policy and for training, as needed (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 4).

CFSA reports that the CQI tool is inconsistently used by some supervisors. During the
period under review, CPS management, staff from the QA unit and the Director of
Agency Performance met and developed an inventory of all current quality assurance
activities within CPS, which include: hotline reviews, grand rounds, “four plus” staffings,
good faith efforts quality reviews, quality of investigations reviews, 18-day reviews and
CQI reviews. The goal in compiling this inventory is to determine how to eliminate
redundancy and to create meaningful review processes with a feedback loop to workers
and supervisors to allow for continual improvement in practice. CFSA reports that CPS
management was scheduled to review, evaluate and develop recommendations for
improvement of the quality assurance processes on August 16, 2012. The Monitor will
provide a further update on this strategy in the next monitoring report.
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Quality of Investigations

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved

4. Acceptable Investigations
CFSA shall routinely conduct 80% of investigations will 70% of investigations No
investigations of alleged child be of acceptable quality. of acceptable quality.
abuse and neglect®.

(IEP citation LA.2.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The Monitor has been validating CFSA data through a secondary review of the Quality
Assurance (QA) unit’s quarterly review of ten randomly selected investigations. Results of the
QA unit’s review of 20 investigations closed between January and June 2012 and verified
through a secondary review by the Monitor indicate that 70 percent (14 of the 20 investigations)
reviewed were of good or acceptable quality. This performance continues to be below the
required IEP Exit Standard. A more complete review of the quality of investigative practice
through a statistically significant sample of cases is scheduled for December 2012.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on quality of
investigations:

e By July 31, 2012 and August 31, 2012, CFSA will revise the hotline practice operational
manual (POM) and the investigations POM, respectively, to reflect policy and practice
changes and the findings of quality assurance reviews (e.g., the POM will be updated on
the critical events procedures, hotline worker expectations, standards for staff, and “four
plus™ staffing protocol) (2012 Strategy Plan, p.3).

% Evidence of acceptable investigations includes: (a) Use of CFSA’s screening tool in prioritizing response times
for initiating investigations; (b) Interviews with and information obtained from the five core contacts — the victim
child(ren), the maltreater, the reporting source (when known), medical resources, and educational resources (for
school-aged children); (c) Interviews with collateral contacts that are likely to provide information about the child’s
safety and well-being; (d) Interviews with all children in the household outside the presence of the caretaker, parents
or caregivers, or documentation, by the worker, of good-faith efforts to see the child and that the worker has been
unable to locate the child; (e) Medical and mental health evaluations of the children or parents when the worker
determines that such evaluations are needed to complete the investigation, except where a parent refuses to consent
to such evaluations. When a parent refuses to consent to such an evaluation, the investigative social worker and
supervisor shall consult with the Assistant Attorney General to determine whether court intervention is necessary to
ensure the health and safety of the child(ren); (f) Use of risk assessment protocol in making decisions resulting from
an investigation; and (g) Initiation of services during the investigation to prevent unnecessary removal of children
from their homes.
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CFSA organized a workgroup to review and update the hotline and investigations
policies. The workgroup first met regarding the hotline policy and the Monitor
participated in these meetings to provide input and feedback. CFSA reports that the
hotline policy was finalized and is set for final review during the August 17, 2012
executive policy team meeting prior to publication. CFSA reports that the workgroup will
be reconvening in the near future to complete revisions to the investigations policy.

CFSA reports that completion of the procedural operations manual (POMSs) has been
delayed as CPS leadership is re-examining its use of the Structured Decision-Making
process along with feedback from CPS quality assurance processes, including hotline
reviews, good faith efforts reviews, quality of investigations reviews and grand rounds
during a retreat on August 16, 2012. CFSA informed the Monitor that they would
provide a proposed revised timeline for revision of the hotline and investigation POMs
and staff training based upon discussion during the retreat. The Monitor has not yet
received this proposal from CFSA.

Community-based Service Referrals for Low & Moderate Risk Families

Implementation and
Exit Plan January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved

35. Community-based 90% of families who have been the

Service Referrals for subject of a report of abuse and/or The Monitor and
Low & Moderate Risk neglect, whose circumstances are CFSA are engaged in Unable to
Families deemed to place a child in their care at discussions about determine
low or moderate risk of abuse and alternative
(IEP citation 1.C.19.) | neglect and who are in need of and measurement
agree to additional supports shall be methodologies for this
referred to an appropriate Exit Standard.

Collaborative or community agency
for follow-up. Low and moderate risk
cases for which CFSA decides to open
an ongoing CFSA case are excluded
from this requirement.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

During this monitoring period, CFSA and the Monitor have engaged in several discussions
regarding the process by which families are identified as appropriate for a referral to a
Collaborative or other appropriate community-based service provider and the types of data that
are collected and reported regarding these families’ access to and use of services.

CFSA provided data this monitoring period in the same format as previously provided. These
data show that between 27 and 67 percent of appropriate families were referred monthly to a
Collaborative or other appropriate community-based service provider. However, both the
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Monitor and CFSA staff believe the methodology used to report on this outcome does not
accurately reflect performance. The Monitor expects to receive a proposal from CFSA and to
work with CFSA staff and consult with Plaintiffs on changing the methodology before the end of
2012.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategy to increase performance on services to children and
families to promote safety, permanency and well-being:

e Findings and recommendations from the 2011 Partnership for Community Based
Services workgroup will be completed by March 30, 2012. The FY2013 Healthy
Families/ Thriving Community Collaborative contracts will include provisions designed
to address the findings and recommendations from the 2011 Partnership for Community
Based Services workgroup. (2012 Strategy Plan, p.9).

CFSA reports that it has incorporated language to strengthen data collection and outcome
measurement for Partnership for Community Based Services (PCBS) and other types of
cases the Collaboratives manage or provide supportive services into its FY2013 contracts
with the Healthy Families/Thriving Communities (HFTC) Collaboratives and the Healthy
Families/Thriving Communities Collaborative Council. It is intended that data sharing
between the Collaboratives and CFSA will be improved and both gquantitative and
qualitative methodology will be used in to assess effectiveness of social work practice
with all families served by the HFTC Collaboratives.

3. Differential Response Pilot %1%

As previously indicated, a monthly range of less than one to two percent of Hotline calls result in
a referral for a Family Assessment (FA) through the Differential Response (DR) pilot program.
This small percentage of FA referrals is not due to lack of potentially appropriate referrals but to
the current capacity of the pilot program which is comprised of one unit with five case-carrying
staff. CFSA expanded the DR program to include one additional FA unit in late-September 2012
with plans for an additional FA unit by the end of 2012. Three additional units will be added
during 2013. CFSA has planned for one of these additional units to focus exclusively on
educational neglect referrals. It is imperative that CFSA develop capacity to track FA referrals,
the service path that results from a FA and subsequent reports/referrals on families served. The
evaluation process is a key component to DR expansion. CFSA has scheduled a two-day

199 The goal of the DR program is to facilitate the provision of community-based services to families where there are
no safety concerns without labeling the families with a finding of child abuse or neglect.

191 Currently, referrals to the Hotline coded as educational neglect, newborn positive toxicology, unwilling/unable
caregiver for youth 13 years or older or inadequate shelter, care, food and clothing may be referred to the DR unit
for a family assessment as opposed to a child protective services investigation.
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planning session with Casey Family Programs on DR planning to include a discussion on the
evaluation process.

Limited data has been available to date to assess the functioning of the DR pilot. According to
CFSA data, between September 6, 2011 (when the DR pilot began accepting referrals) and June
25, 2012, 221 referrals were accepted for FA. Of the 221 referrals, the majority of referrals
involved allegations of educational neglect (158 referrals) and/or inadequate shelter (40
referrals), food (19 referrals), physical care (16 referrals) or clothing (14 referrals).'® As of July
16, 2012, CFSA reports that the disposition of the 221 FA referrals were as follows: 33 percent
of referrals were open as Family Assessment cases receiving support services; 19 percent
resulted in the family declining services; 17 percent were determined that no further action was
needed; 11 percent were converted to CPS referrals for investigation; eight percent were referred
to a Collaborative for services; six percent were found to be out of jurisdiction; four percent were
connected to an open case; and two percent were referred to a Department of Human Services
(DHS) agency. Additionally, of the 221 families who were referred for FA, 16 (7%) were later
referred for a CPS investigation and two (1%) referrals resulted in a second FA episode.

192 Total referral categories equal over 221 as a referral could include more than one category.
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4. Services to Families and Children to Promote Safety, Permanency and Well-Being

Exit
Implementation and Exit Plan January - June Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved
5. Services to Families and Children to
Promote Safety, Permanency and Well-
Being: Appropriate services, including all In 80% of cases, 48% (25 of 52) of
services identified in a child or family’s appropriate services, cases reviewed No

safety plan or case plan shall be offered and
children/families shall be assisted to use
services to support child safety, permanence
and well-being.

CFSA shall provide for or arrange for
services through operational commitments
from District of Columbia public agencies
and/or contracts with private providers.
Services shall include:

e. Services to enable children who have
been the subject of an abuse/neglect
report to avoid placement and to remain
safely in their own homes;

f.  Services to enable children who have or
will be returned from foster care to
parents or relatives to remain with those
families and avoid replacement into
foster care;

g. Services to avoid disruption of an
adoptive placement that has not been
finalized and avoid the need for
replacement; and

h.  Services to prevent the disruption of a
beneficial foster care placement and
avoid the need for replacement.

(IEP citation 1.LA.3.)

including all services
identified in a child’s or
family’s safety plan or
case plan shall be offered
along with an offer of
instruction or assistance
to children/ families
regarding the use of
those services. The
Monitor will determine
performance-based on
the QSR Implementation
and Pathway to Safe
Closure indicators.

January through
June 2012 rated
acceptable on both
the Implementation
and Pathway to Safe
Case Closure QSR
indicators'®

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The Monitor measures performance on this requirement through ratings from the Quality Service
Review (QSR). The QSR is a case-based qualitative review process that requires interviews with
as many persons as possible who are familiar with the child and family whose case is under
review, synthesizing the information provided and objectively rating the status of the child and

193 The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR implementation and pathway to safe
case closure indicators for which 80 percent of cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For period under
review, 79 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the implementation indicator, 56 percent were
determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 48 percent were acceptable on both indicators.
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status of the system in performing a range of functions or practices on behalf of the child and
family. Reviewers provide feedback to social workers as well as a written summary of findings
to expand/justify ratings. By agreement, the Monitor conducts some of the QSRs and verifies the
data from QSR reviews conducted by CFSA. All of the reviews use a structured protocol and an
internal process to ensure validity and reliability of scores. CFSA’s validation is designed to
ensure inter-rater reliability.

As required by the IEP, two indicators from the QSR protocol are used to measure CFSA’s
performance on the Exit Standard related to appropriate service provision: 1) Implementation and
2) Pathway to Safe Case Closure. The Figures below show the parameters which reviewers are
guided to consider in rating performance in the select areas, as well as the descriptions of
minimally acceptable performance and marginal/unacceptable performance as contained within
the QSR protocol for each of the two indicators.

Figure 3:
QSR Implementation Indicator Parameters
to Consider and Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance

QSR Implementation Indicator

» Parameters Reviewers Consider:

How well are the actions, timelines, and resources planned for each of the change strategies being
implemented to help the: (1) parent/family meet conditions necessary for safety, permanency, and safe
case closure and the (2) child/youth achieve and maintain adequate daily functioning at home and school,
including achieving any major life transitions? To what degree is implementation timely, competent, and
adequate in intensity and continuity?

» Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance:

(Minimally) Acceptable Implementation shows that the strategies, supports, and services set forth in the
plans are being implemented in a minimally timely, competent, and consistent manner. Fair quality
services are being provided at levels of intensity and continuity necessary to meet some priority needs,
manage key risks, and meet short-term intervention goals. Providers are receiving minimally adequate
support and supervision in the performance of their roles.

Unacceptable Implementation shows a somewhat limited or inconsistent pattern of intervention
implementation shows that most of the strategies, supports, and services set forth in the plans are being
implemented but with minor problems in timeliness, competence, and/or consistency. Services of limited
quality are being provided but at levels of intensity and continuity insufficient to meet some priority
needs, manage key risks, and meet short-term intervention goals. Providers are receiving limited or
inconsistent support and supervision in the performance of their roles. Minor-to-moderate implementation
problems are occurring.
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Figure 4:
QSR Pathway to Safe Case Closure Indicator Parameters
to Consider and Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance

Pathway to Safe Case Closure Indicator
> Parameters Reviewers Consider:

To what degree: (1) Is there a clear, achievable case goal including concurrent and alternative plans? (2)
Does everyone involved, including family members, know and agree on what specific steps need to be
achieved in order to achieve the case goal and close the case safely? (3) Is the child/family making
progress on these steps and informed of consequences of not meeting the necessary requirements within
the required timelines? (4) Are team members planning for the youth’s transition from care in APPLA
cases? (5) Are reasonable efforts being made to achieve safe case closure for all case goals?

» Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance:

(Minimally) Acceptable Pathway to Safe Case Closure means some people involved in the case
understand the case goal, including any plan alternatives. Minimally adequate to fair efforts are being
made to achieve the permanency goal and to remove any barriers to permanency. Some people have
agreed upon the steps that must be accomplished and requirements that must be met for safe case closure.
Some team members are aware of timelines and consequences for not meeting requirements and the team
IS making some progress towards closure, though not in a timely manner. - OR - The team has established
a good plan but has not made sufficient progress on it.

Unacceptable Pathway to Safe Case Closure means few people involved in the case understand or agree
with the case goal, including any plan alternatives. Marginal or inconsistent efforts are being made to
achieve the permanency goal and to remove any barriers to permanency. Few steps that must be
accomplished or requirements that must be met for safe case closure, timelines, and consequences for not
meeting requirements have been defined and/or agreed upon by family members and providers. The case
is not making sufficient progress towards closure. —-OR— The team has established a fair plan but has not
made progress on it.

From January to June 2012, 52 cases were reviewed using the QSR methodology. As Figure 5
indicates, less than half of the cases reviewed (48%; 25 of 52) were rated as acceptable on both
the Implementation and Pathway to Safe Case Closure indicators. While 79 percent of cases (41
of 52) were rated acceptable on the Implementation indicator and 56 percent of cases (29 of 52)
were rated acceptable on the Pathway to Safe Case Closure indicator, fewer cases were rated
acceptable on both indicators. This level of performance does not meet the Exit Standard for
services to families and children to promote safety, permanency and well-being.
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Figure 5:

QSR Findings on Services to Children and Families
to Promote Safety, Permanency and Well-being
January - June 2012
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5. Visitation

The visits of children with their caseworkers, their parents and with their siblings can ensure
children’s safety, maintain and strengthen family connections and increase opportunities to
achieve permanency. Social worker visits with children in out-of-home placement and with their
families promote placement stability and increase the likelihood that reunification will occur.
They also allow social workers to assess safety and progress, link children and families to needed

services and adjust case plans as indicated.

CFSA has maintained strong, consistent performance related to social workers visiting children
in cases with in-home supervision and the Exit Standard for this requirement was re-designated
during the last monitoring period as an Outcome to be Maintained.'® Additionally, CFSA has
demonstrated improved performance regarding social worker visits to children in out-of-home
care and children experiencing a placement change. While there have also been improvements
this period in worker visits with parents and visits between parents and children, additional work

is needed in order to meet these Exit Standard requirements.

104 See Table 2 of this report for performance on this Exit Standard this monitoring period.
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The Monitor has been unable to report in the past on the three Exit Standards requiring assessing
and documenting safety during worker visits for in-home, out-of-home and placement change
cases. A case record review was necessary to reach a determination on these measures. A
review methodology was established and the Monitor and CFSA completed a case review which
also validated data reported through FACES.NET for other visitation measures. The principal
finding of this review was that the expectations for CFSA and private providers on the
documentation that is necessary to demonstrate an assessment of safety are not clearly

understood by staff.

Social Worker Visits to Families with In-Home Services

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
7. Worker Visitation to Families | 90% of cases will have 57% of applicable children No

with In-Home Services:
Workers are responsible for
assessing and documenting the
safety (e.g., health, educational
and environmental factors and
the initial safety concerns that
brought this family to the
attention of the Agency) of each
child at every visit and each
child must be separately
interviewed at least monthly
outside of the presence of the
caretaker.

(IEP citation LA.4.c.)

documentation verifying
each child was visited and
seen outside the presence
of the caretaker and that
safety was assessed
during each visit.

were interviewed outside the
presence of their caretaker at
least once during the month of
June 2012.

28% of children had
documentation indicating that
safety was assessed during
visits in June 2012. An
additional 60% of children had
documentation indicating that
safety was partially'®® assessed
during visits in June 2012.

105 «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial
safety concern(s) that brought this family to the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits.
The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Child visited and seen outside the presence of caretaker

Data to measure performance for this Exit Standard were collected during a case record
review.'® Of the 1,249 children who made up the universe of every child receiving in-home
services for longer than eight days in June 2012, a random, statistically significant sample of 107
children was selected.'®” Of the sample of 107 children, 16 (15%) children were non-verbal or
under the age of two which, in the social worker’s assessment, made interviewing them outside
of the presence of their caretaker unnecessary. However, of those 16 children, 15 (94%) were
observed while awake and for eight of these children, there was documentation describing the
social worker’s observation of the interactions between the child and caretaker. Of the
remaining 91 children who were verbal and over the age of two, reviewers found that there was
documentation indicating the social worker saw and interviewed the child outside the presence of
their caretaker at least once during the month for 52 (57%) children.

Safety was assessed during each visit

The IEP also requires workers to assess a child’s safety during each visit. Assessing safety
requires the worker to examine health, education, environmental factors and the initial safety
concern(s) that brought the family to the attention of the Agency, if still present. For the case
record review, reviewers were asked to review the documentation of each visit during the month
of June 2012 and in their judgment, make a determination if safety was assessed throughout the
month. Of the 107 sample children who received in-home services from CFSA during the month
of June 2012, reviewers determined that 30 (28%) children had documentation indicating that
safety was assessed during visits within the month; 64 (60%) children had documentation
indicating that safety was partially'®® assessed during visits within the month; and 13 (12%)
children did not have documentation indicating that safety was assessed during the month or did
not have any social worker visits during the month of June 2012. Examples of specific
comments from reviewers who responded by indicating partial assessment or no assessment are
included below:

1% The case record review was conducted between August 28 — 30, 2012. Piloting testing of the review tool
occurred July 26 — 27, 2012. The Review Team used a structured data collection instrument produced using Survey
Monkey, an online software tool used for creating surveys and questionnaires, and FACES.NET data were reviewed
to collect information and documentation related to visits. Reviewers participating in this case record review
included Monitor staff, CFSA program staff and CFSA Contract Monitoring staff.

197 This sampling produced a + 9 percent margin of error with 95 percent confidence in its results.

198 «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial
safety concern(s) that brought this family to the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits.
The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
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Concerning that during the second visit in the month, the worker did not discuss or assess
the injury that was observed during the visit a week prior.

Documentation from the second visit spoke of the sibling group as a whole not having
marks or bruises but did not speak about any of the observations or needs of the focus
child individually.

For the most part the social worker did a good job documenting this case. However, the
child had educational and behavioral health issues. The educational issues and how they
impacted safety were not always assessed and addressed consistently.

Systemic Barriers Identified for In-Home Cases related to Documentation of Assessment of

Safety

During the case record review, two barriers specific to the completion and documentation of
visits to children and families receiving in-home services were identified.

In several instances, a CPS investigation had recently closed and the case was being
transferred to an in-home unit. However, there was a delay in case transfer for over a
week which resulted in no worker being assigned to complete the required visits. This is
a concerning lapse as the decision to transfer the case to an ongoing unit is based upon a
determination that the family needs services and/or supervision in order to minimize risk
and increase the safety of the child(ren), yet because of case transfer delays, the family

was not promptly engaged by a CFSA ongoing worker.

Family Support Workers (FSW) from the Healthy Families/Thriving Communities
(HFTC) Collaboratives team with social workers from CFSA on many in-home cases.
These FSWs are able to complete some of the required monthly visits. However, HFTC
FSWs do not have the ability to enter visitation contact notes into FACES.NET. CFSA
staff report that HFTC staff create hand-written notes documenting what occurs during

visits as part of their internal record keeping, however, this information is not uniformly
shared with CFSA staff and therefore, may not be consistently entered into FACES.NET.

During the case record review, reviewers found some instances where the CFSA staff had
received documentation from the HTFC worker which the CFSA worker entered into
FACES.NET and reviewers noted other instances where documentation was not shared
by the HTFC worker and therefore was not included in FACES.NET.
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Social Worker Visits to Children in Out-of-Home Care

Implementation and Exit Plan January through June Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved

8. Worker Visitation to Children in
Out-of-Home Care:

a. A CFSA social worker or 95% of children should be | a. Monthly range of 95
private agency social worker visited at least monthly —97% children had
with case management and 90% of children shall monthly visits.
responsibility shall make have twice-monthly visits.
monthly visits to each child in
out-of-home care (foster Yes

family homes, group homes,
congregate care, independent
living programs, etc.).

b. Monthly range of 93

b. A CFSA social worker, private - 9_5% children had
agency social worker, family tv_VI_ce—montth
support worker or nurse care visits.

manager shall make a second
monthly visit to each child in
out-of-home care (foster
family homes, group homes,
congregate care, independent
living programs, etc.).

¢. Monthly range of 95

c. At least one of the above visits - 97% of children
each month shall be in the received at least one
child’s home. visit a month within

(IEP citation I.A.5.a-C.) their placement.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, performance on this measure showed improvement over the
previous monitoring periods with 95 to 97 percent of children visited once a month by a social
worker within his or her placement and 93 to 95 percent of children visited a second time
monthly (see Figure 6). CFSA’s strongest performance was found in the month of June 2012
which is detailed below.

In June 2012, there were 1,568 children applicable to this measure. Of the 1,568 children, 1,514
(97%) children were visited once during the month within his or her placement by a CFSA or
private agency social worker with case management responsibility. A CFSA social worker,
private agency social worker, family support worker or nurse care manager visited 1,483 (95%)
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children a second time during the month. CFSA’s performance meets the Exit Standard
requirement for this measure.

The case record review conducted during this monitoring period also collected data to validate
FACES.NET data pertaining to worker visitation to children in out-of-home placement to
determine if at least one visit during the month occurred within the child’s placement. Of the
1,568 applicable children'® who made up the universe of every child in placement for longer
than seven days in June 2012, a random, statistically significant sample of 103 children were
selected.''® Of the 103 children, 99 (96%) received at least one visit a month at their placement.
These findings are consistent with the data reported in FACES.NET and support Exit Standard
compliance for this measure.***

Figure 6:
Worker Visits to Children in Out-of-Home Care
January — June 2012

100% - - o . Goal: 1 Visit
95% 9306  95% 93%  96% 93%  95%093% 96%03%  9/%-95%| 9596
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET CMT165

199 Children who were placed more than 100 miles outside the District and did not have visits during the month and
children in abscondance for the entire month were excluded from the universe.

10 This sampling produced a + 9 percent margin of error with 95 percent confidence in its results.

1L EACES.NET reports for the month of June 2012, of the 1,568 children applicable to this measure, 1,514 (96%)
received at least one visit by a social worker in their home.
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Implementation and January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved

9. Worker Visitation to
Children in Out-of-Home Care: | 90% of cases will 85% of applicable children were No

Workers are responsible for have documentation | interviewed outside the presence of
assessing and documenting the | Vverifying each child | their caretaker at least once during
safety (e.g., health, educational | Was seen outside the | the month of June 2012.

and environmental factors and presence of the

the initial safety concerns that caretaker by a 24% of children had documentation
brought this family to the worker and that indicating that safety was assessed
attention of the Agency) of each | safety was assessed | during visits within the month. An
child at every visit and each during each visit. additional 66% of children had
child over two years old must documentation indicating that safety
be separately interviewed at was partially™** assessed during

least monthly outside of the visits within the month.
presence of the caretaker.
(IEP citation .LA.5.d.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Child visited and seen outside presence of caretaker

Data to measure performance for this Exit Standard were collected during the previously
referenced case record review. Of the sample of 103 children receiving out-of-home services in
June 2012, seven (7%) children were non-verbal or under the age of two which, in the social
worker’s assessment, made interviewing them outside of the presence of their caretaker
unnecessary. However, of those seven children, documentation indicates that six were observed
while awake and for five of these children, there was documentation describing the social
worker’s observation of the interactions between the child and caretaker. Of the remaining 96
children who were verbal and over the age of two, reviewers found that there was documentation
indicating the social worker saw and interviewed the child outside the presence of their caretaker
at least once during the month for 82 (85%) children.

Safety was assessed during each visit

As part of the case record review, reviewers were asked to assess documentation of each visit
during the month of June 2012 and in their judgment, make a determination if safety was
assessed throughout the month. Of the 103 sample children who were in out-of-home placement
during the month of June 2012, reviewers determined that 25 (24%) children had documentation
indicating that safety was assessed during visits within the month; 68 (66%) children had
documentation indicating that safety was partially**® assessed during visits within the month; and

12 «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial
safety concern(s) that brought this family to the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits.
The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
113 H

Ibid.
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ten (10%) children did not have documentation indicating that safety was assessed during the

month or did not have any social worker visits during the month of June 2012.

Social Worker Visits for Children Experiencing a New Placement or a Placement Change

Implementation and Exit January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
10. Visitation for Children
Experiencing a New Placement
or a Placement Change:
a.-c. Monthly range of 67 — No

a.

A CFSA social worker or
private agency social
worker with case
management responsibility
shall make at least two
visits to each child during
the first four weeks of a
new placement or a
placement change.

A CFSA social worker,
private agency social
worker, family support
worker or nurse care
manager shall make two
additional visits to each
child during the first four
weeks of a new placement
or a placement change.

At least one of the above
visits during the first four
weeks of a new placement
or a placement change shall
be in the child’s home.

At least one of the visits
during the first four weeks
of a new placement or a
placement change shall
include a conversation
between the social worker
and the resource parent to
assess assistance needed by
the resource parent from
the Agency.

(IEP citation 1.A.6.a-d.)

90% of children newly
placed in foster care or
experiencing a
placement change will
have four visits in the
first four weeks of a
new placement or
placement change as
described.

87%

d. Data collected through case
record review and survey of
resource parents indicate a
range of 61 — 62% of visits
included a conversation
between the social worker and
resource parent regarding
assistance needed.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, monthly performance ranged between 67 and 87 percent (see
Figure 7). For example, during the month of June 2012, there were 206 individual child
placements applicable to this measure; 170 (83%) had the required number of visits by a CFSA
social worker, private agency social worker, family support worker or nurse care manager with at
least one visit occurring in the child’s home. This performance demonstrates strong
improvement over previous monitoring periods, however, falls short of the Exit Standard
requirement.

Figure 7:
Required Number of Visits by Worker
to Children in New Placements
July 2011 — June 2012

100%
’ 87% —
90% > Ooal:
80% 90%

70%
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40%
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET CMT014

The Exit Standard also requires that at least one of the visits during the first four weeks of a new
placement or a placement change include a conversation between the social worker and the
resource parent to determine what, if any assistance is needed from the Agency. Data were
available from two sources to assess performance — case record review and Monitor resource
parent survey. The case record review found that of the 13 sample children who had a placement
change in June 2012, eight (62%) children had a visit within the first four weeks of placement
which included a conversation between the social worker and the placement provider to assess
assistance needed by the placement provider in caring for the child. Similar findings were
obtained in the survey of resource parents. CSSP surveyed 129 resource parents who had a child
newly placed with them between January and May 2012.*** Of the 118 resource parents

14 This sample represents a statistically significant sample with a + 7.6 percent margin of error with 95 percent
confidence in its results.
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applicable to this measure, 72 (61%) reported that they had a conversation with the caseworker

within the child’s first month of placement regarding the needs of the resource parent.

115

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Performance Achieved

Data collected during

11. Visitation for Children 90% of cases will have case record review of

Experiencing a New Placement or | documentation verifying non-statistically

a Placement Change: Workers are | each child was seen significant sample of

responsible for assessing and outside the presence of applicable children

documenting the safety (e.g., the caretaker by a social found that 100% of No

health, educational and
environmental factors and the
initial safety concerns that
brought this family to the
attention of the Agency) of each
child at every visit and each child
must be separately interviewed at
least monthly outside of the
presence of the caretaker.

(IEP citation 1.A.6.e.)

worker and that safety
was assessed during each
visit.

children were
interviewed outside the
presence of their
caretaker.

8% of children had
documentation

indicating that safety
was assessed during
visits within the first four
weeks of a new
placement. Additionally,
92% children had
documentation
indicating that safety
was partially**® assessed
during visits within the
month.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Data to assess performance on this Exit Standard were collected during the previously referenced
case record review. Reviewers determined that of the 13 sample children included in the review,
all 13 (100%) were interviewed outside the presence of their caretaker. Additionally, of the 13
sample children**” who had a placement change in June 2012, reviewers determined that one
(8%) child had documentation indicating that safety was assessed during visits within the month
and 12 (92%) children had documentation indicating that safety was partially**® assessed during
visits within the month.

115 Eleven responses were excluded because the resource parent could not recall.

116 «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial
safety concern(s) that brought this family to the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits.
The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.

17 This sample was not a statistically significant sample of the universe of applicable children.

118 «partially” indicates that some but not all applicable domains (health, education, environmental factors or initial
safety concern(s) that brought this family to the attention of the Agency) were assessed during the monthly visits.
The Monitor does not consider “partially” to be compliant with the Exit Standard.
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Additional Findings of the Case Record Review

The case review discovered several practice issues which made it difficult to assess performance
for the three Exit Standards related to assessing and documenting safety during visits. Even
though workers receive training through the Child Welfare Training Academy (CWTA) and
CFSA policy identifies the factors and criteria to examine when assessing safety of a child and
family, consistent guidance on how an assessment of safety should be documented is lacking.
As a result, it appears that different supervisors, program managers and units within CFSA and
private agencies provide their workers with differing expectations of what is minimally expected
to be done and documented to assess safety during a worker visit.

The Monitor recommends that CFSA develop clear guidance; disseminate and train social
workers (CFSA and private agency) and staff regarding required documentation to demonstrate
an assessment of safety during visits with children. CFSA reports that CWTA will revisit the
issue of documentation of safety and how it can be more fully addressed in training. The
Monitor recommends that the next case record review to determine performance for these Exit
Standards not occur until after the policy and practice expectations are disseminated and training
completed.

Additionally, during the case review, several instances of data entry errors were noted which
resulted in FACES.NET counting visits as having occurred when in fact they did not. For
example, reviewers found that a worker may categorize a visit as “completed” when the worker
attempted a visit but was unsuccessful in seeing the child. There were also instances where a
worker included a child as a participant in a visit, however, there was no evidence in the
summary of the visit that the child was present. This was a particular concern in families with
multiple children.

The Monitor has shared in general these data error entry errors with CFSA.
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Visits between Parents and Workers

Implementation and Exit Plan . January - June 2012 Exit Standard
- Exit Standard -
Requirement Performance Achieved

18. Visits between Parents and
Workers:

80% of parents will
have twice monthly Monthlv range of 28

visitation with workers _%3%?20 No
in the first three
months post-
placement.

c. For children with a permanency
goal of reunification, in accordance
with the case plan, the CFSA social
worker or private agency social
worker with case-management
responsibility shall visit with the
parent(s) at least one time per
month in the first three months
post-placement.***

d. A CFSA social worker, nurse care
manager or family support worker
shall make a second visit during
each month for the first three
months post-placement.

(IEP citation 1.B.10.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, monthly performance on this measure ranged between 28 and
63 percent (see Figure 8 below) for twice monthly visitation. For example, in June 2012, there
were 40 households of children with a goal of reunification applicable to this measure. Of the 40
households, 21 (53%) received two worker visits. While this performance continues to fall
substantially short of the Exit Standard requirement, there was improvement over the previous
monitoring period.

19 This Exit Standard is also satisfied when there is documentation that the parent(s) is(are) unavailable or refuses to
cooperate with the Agency.

120 Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where there is documentation that the parent(s) is(are)
unavailable or refuses to cooperate with the Agency. Thus, performance may be better than reported as the Exit
Standard is satisfied when there is document that parents are unavailable or non-cooperative with the Agency.
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Figure 8:
Percentage of Households with Twice Monthly Visits
between Workers and Parents with Goal of Reunification
July 2011 - June 2012
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Visits between Parents and Children

In order to facilitate reunification and maintain family connections, children in out-of-home care
are to visit weekly with their parents.

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved
19. Visits between Parents and Children: | 85% of children
There shall be weekly visits between with the goal of Monthly range of 68 No

parents and children with a goal of
reunification unless clinically
inappropriate and approved by the Family
Court. In cases in which visitation does
not occur, the Agency shall demonstrate

reunification will
have weekly
visitation with the
parent with whom
reunification is

—74%

and there shall be documentation in the
case record that visitation was not in the
child’s best interest, is clinically
inappropriate or did not occur despite
efforts by the Agency to facilitate it.
(IEP citation 1.B.11.)

sought.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, monthly performance on this measure ranged between 68 and
74 percent (see Figure 9 below). For example, in June 2012, 461 children were applicable to this
measure. Of the 461 children, 331 (72%) had weekly visits with the parent with whom
reunification is sought.*** Four-hundred and fifteen children (90%) had at least one visit with the
parent with whom reunification is sought during the month of June. While this performance
demonstrates continued improvement since the previous monitoring period, additional progress
is needed to achieve compliance of weekly visits for 85 percent of children with a goal of
reunification.

121 Currently, data are not precise enough to assess instances where it is documented that a visit is not in the child’s
best interest, is clinically inappropriate or did not occur despite efforts by the Agency to facilitate it. Thus,
performance may be better than reported.

122 Of the total children who may have been included in this measure, 19 were excluded due to suspended visits by
court order and 43 were excluded due to “other suspended visits”, which includes when a parent or child is
incarcerated or when a child is placed outside of DC, Maryland, Virginia or placed in a residential treatment facility
greater than 100 miles away.
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Figure 9:
Percentage of Children with Goal of Reunification Who
Visit Weekly with the Parent with whom Reunification is Sought
July 2011 - June 2012
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Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on visitation:

e By May 1, 2012, supervisors will monitor visitation each week to ensure that visitation
requirements, to include both frequency and completion of safety assessments, are met.
Each month workers and supervisors will report to their administrator and deputy

director a list of clients

123

who did not receive required visits for prior month and will

identify barriers and strategies to prevent future occurrences (2012 Strategy Plan, p.5).

Beginning April 20, 2012, CFSA initiated weekly meetings between social workers,

supervisors and program managers to review visitation reports and develop strategies to
address visitation issues. In addition, CFSA conducted a review of visitation practices
during its June 4, 2012 management meeting which included CFSA and private agency
managers. Managers of high performing units shared strategies that are working within
their units to increase visitation, including routine supervision, maintaining a calendar

and posting visitation appointments, sending reminders about visits, scheduling visits
early in the week to allow time to make up any missed appointments, using team

123 For purposes of this strategy, the word “client” refers to the person or persons who direct services staff are

required to visit or required to facilitate visitation in Outcomes 4, 5, 6, 10, 11 and 20(b), including children in care,
children served in home, parents where the goal is reunification and siblings.
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members to help cover visitation appointments and thinking creatively about locations to
hold visits when the CFSA office is not the ideal location. Several FACES.NET reports
were clarified or modified in order to more accurately track performance on visitation
standards, including reports for weekly visits during the first four weeks of placement.
The monthly “missed visits” report was completed in order to create a consistent
reporting mechanism and effective July 9, 2012, the placement and matching policy was
changed to clarify when a placement change occurs (e.g., short-term respite care is not a
placement change) as this is what triggers the need for weekly visits in re-placement
cases.

In August 2012, CFSA senior staff met to review the May and June 2012 visitation data
and feedback from workers regarding barriers to completing visitation. The following
were the most commonly identified barriers to visitation by workers with children and
parents, visits between parents and their children and sibling visits:

Data not entered or not entered timely in FACES.NET or data entry errors
Issues with social worker time management or social worker missed visit
Case transferred to worker at the end of the month

Court ordered new or different visitation plan

Child placed over 100 miles away

Child or parent unavailable

Child or parent refused visit

VVVYVYVVYVYY

Some strategies CFSA identified to address these barriers include:

> Encourage staff to attend refresher FACES.NET training and remind them when
visits must be recorded to be captured in monthly reports.

> Use weekly supervision to assist workers with improving time management and plan
visits earlier in the month in order to ensure they occur and are documented timely in
FACES.NET.

> Have alternate social worker within units who can make visits for assigned social
worker if there is an emergency.

> Ensure that children who are placed over 100 miles away are properly documented in
FACES.NET so they are excluded from calculations in future reports.

» Utilize visitation templates or other means to better plan for visits.

> Have staff work with placement provider to better plan visits to ensure they occur in
the home.

» Continue to engage parents and youth to encourage visits.
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e CFSA will adapt, as appropriate, the visitation assessment tools used by New Jersey,
Wisconsin or a jurisdiction identified by Casey Family Programs to determine the nature
of the barriers preventing timely visitation with parents, between children and parents,
and among siblings (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 5).

CFSA engaged in discussion with New Jersey’s Department of Children and Families
(DCF), which is similarly struggling to achieve goals pertaining to visitation, regarding
specific strategies DCF has been using to increase visitation between parents and
children, sibling visits and social worker and parent visits. New Jersey’s visitation
model, which utilizes contracts with private providers to support parent’s visits with
children as well as a visitation assessment tool, was reviewed by CFSA program
administrators in order to develop an assessment tool for CFSA. Program managers used
this assessment tool to review 95 cases by June 30, 2012 with the goal of better
understanding the District’s performance barriers around visitation and determining
additional strategies to improve performance. The results of this review were not shared
with the Monitor. The Monitor intends to provide further information on this strategy in
the next monitoring report.

e By June 30, 2012, CFSA will develop specific strategies to address identified barriers to
visitation with parents, between children and parents, and among siblings. (2012
Strategy Plan, p. 5).

Following the June 4, 2012 management meeting, CFSA program administrators
developed an action plan which included many of the strategies listed above including the
strategy that supervisors complete an online visitation assessment survey that was
developed based upon the NJ tool. Additional strategies and next steps included in the
action plan which are not listed above include:

> Increased accountability of workers regarding documentation in FACES.NET.

» Increase visitation through use of community partnerships.

> Reinforce internal visitation practice model as outlined in the Procedural Operational
Manual (POM).

» Periodic referrals to diligent search when worker is unable to locate parent.

> Assess the basis of child’s refusal to participate in visit.
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B. GOAL: PERMANENCY

1. Relative Resources

CFSA has placed a high priority on the early identification and support of relative caregivers to
promote placement stability and help children and youth maintain important connections to
family members. CFSA is required to investigate relative resources in all cases requiring removal
of children from their own homes. It is CFSA’s practice, and an IEP requirement, to identify
family members who may be able to join in the Family Team Meeting (FTM) planning process
in order to provide information and support to children, youth and parents and also be considered
as placement options.

CFSA has previously been unable to provide the Monitor with data on IEP requirements related
to: 1) offering and facilitating FTMs before a child is removed from the home and 2) identifying,
locating and inviting relatives to FTMs after a child is removed. During this monitoring period,
CFSA reportedly reconciled two data systems (FACES.NET and FTM Referral Tracking system)
to provide data for January through June 2012 for both of these IEP requirements. This
monitoring period is the first time that CFSA has provided data regarding the use of FTMs. The
Monitor has not verified this data. Beginning July 2012, CFSA will provide this data on at least
a quarterly basis with additional, sufficient back up data to enable verification by the Monitor.

Implementation and Exit Exit Standard January — June Exit Standard
Plan Requirement 2012 Performance Achieved
12. Relative Resources: CFSA will take Between Jan-June
CFSA shall identify and necessary steps to offer 2012, CFSA took Yes, pending
investigate relative resources | and facilitate pre- necessary steps to verification®®
by taking necessary steps to removal FTMs in 70% of | offer/facilitate pre-
offer and facilitate pre- applicable cases removal FTMs in
removal Family Team requiring child removal 83% of applicable
Meetings (FTM) in all cases | from home. cases. '
requiring removal of children
from their homes.
(IEP citation 1.B.7.a.)

i: This is the first time CFSA has provided this data; it has not been verified by the Monitor.
Ibid.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, CFSA reports that 40 families were considered to be at risk of
having their children removed.**® Twenty-five families participated in a FTM. One family
relocated out of the District and seven families refused to participate despite reported reasonable
efforts by CFSA to engage them.*®’ Thus, out of 40 families, CFSA made attempts to offer or
facilitate a FTM for 33 families (83%). For seven families (18%'?%), the FTM unit did not
receive a referral from a worker about the need for a FTM.

been removed from his/her

removed from his/her

CFSA made

Implementation and Exit Exit Standard January — June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Performance Achieved
Of the children
13. Relative Resources: In In 90% of cases where | removed during this Yes, pending
cases where a child(ren) has | a child(ren) has been monitoring period, verification®

reasonable efforts to
identify, locate and
invite known relatives
to the FTM for 98%
(253 of 259) of
children removed.*?®

home, CFSA shall make
reasonable efforts to
identify, locate and invite
known relatives to the FTM.
(IEP citation 1.B.7.b.)

home, CFSA will
make reasonable
efforts to identify,
locate and invite
known relatives to the
FTM.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Of the 259 children removed from their homes during this monitoring period, 217 had FTMs.
Of the 36 FTMs not held, 21 involved children whose families refused to participate and seven
children returned home and their families were offered, but refused, an “at-risk” FTM. Thus,
CFSA reportedly made reasonable efforts to identify, locate and invite known relatives to FTMs
for 245 children (95% of children removed). In the case of eight children, a FTM could not
proceed because of the lack of family or supports and six cases were not referred by the social
worker to the FTM unit.**?

131

126 According to CFSA Family Team Meeting Policy, “A family is at-risk of removal in instances where a clinical
determination is made by a social worker that deems the child to be at risk of removal, or the CPS investigation
results in an “Intensive” SDM risk score and the case is referred for In-Home services.” In the future, CFSA will
provide the Monitor with this data by number of children as well as number of families. CFSA will also provide
documentation of the reasonable efforts made in each case where a family refused a FTM.
127 CFSA reports that reasonable efforts of workers to hold a FTM requires that three attempts are made to engage
families in the FTM process and in cases where no FTM was held, the supervisor and the program manager reviews
cases to determine if reasonable efforts were in fact made.
128 Total is greater than 100% due to rounding.
izz This is the first time CFSA has provided this data. Monitor has not verified.

Ibid.
31 In the future, CFSA will provide the Monitor with this data by number of families as well as number of children.
B32CFSA will provide documentation of efforts to identify, locate and invite family members to these FTMs for
verification in next monitoring period.
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Performance on Strategy Plan:

CFSA reports working with supervisors to ensure that referrals are sent to the FTM unit in a
timely manner. Further, two training sessions about FTMs, including the referral process, were
scheduled for November.

As part of the strategy plan, CFSA recognized the need to improve practices related to FTMs as a
means to keep children safely in their home, find appropriate placements and/or create safe,
effective case plans with family involvement. CFSA has identified the following strategies:

> Beginning in June 1, 2012, the FTM unit will make a referral to the diligent search unit at
the same time a referral is received from the CPS with the goal of identifying parents,
grandparents, and other relatives (as applicable). Contact information on relatives located
by the diligent search unit will be shared with the FTM unit and CPS investigator, and the
ongoing worker, where applicable (2012 Strategy Plan, p.4).

For the month of June 2012, CFSA reports that 49 families were referred for a FTM and 178
relatives were identified. CFSA will provide the Monitor with documentation of efforts
made by the diligent search unit to identify relatives starting in July 2012. The Monitor will
verify this data in the next monitoring period.

» By June 20, 2012, and each month thereafter, CFSA will track the families who require a
pre-removal FTM. CFSA will track families where a pre-removal FTM was offered or held
and will document information on who was invited and who attended the FTM (2012
Strategy Plan, p.4).

CFSA has a system to track families referred for a FTM and who was invited to these
meetings. Data were provided starting in July 2012 that will be verified by the Monitor in
the next monitoring period.

» By July 15, 2012, CFSA will develop a standard operating procedure that expands the
current eligibility criteria for pre-removal FTMs. The new criteria will include:
a. Social worker clinical judgment
b. Families receiving intensive risk scores that have been recommended for an open
case
Community papered investigations
Failure to thrive investigations
Positive toxicology investigations
Mothers who are 21 years or younger with two or more children who are participants
in a report to the CPS hotline
(2012 Strategy Plan, p.4).

-~ D a0
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The Monitor has reviewed and approved a draft of the new standard operating procedure. At
this time, the Monitor is unable to determine when this procedure went into effect.

» By October 1, 2012, CFSA will assess the capacity to provide removal and pre-removal
FTMs for all eligible families and expand coordinator and facilitator capacity, if needed
(2012 Strategy Plan, p.4).

Although this strategy is not due until October, CFSA has assessed the number of pre-
removal FTM referrals received from January through June 2012 and the expected number of
pre-removal FTM referrals the FTM unit would receive under the new, expanded criteria.
According to their estimate, the FTM unit received a monthly average of 33 pre-removal/at-
risk referrals. Under the expanded criteria, CFSA estimates a monthly average of 49
additional referrals, for a total of 82 FTM referrals per month for at-risk/pre-removal cases.
The FTM unit increased from six to 10 staff earlier this year and CFSA reports that this staff
increase should be sufficient for the estimated number of referrals. The Monitor will review
staffing capacity in the next monitoring period.

2. Placement of Children

Children enter foster care when they cannot be kept safely in their own homes. Federal and
District law and the IEP have multiple requirements regarding the placement and supervision of
children in out-of-home care to ensure their safety, permanency and well-being. Figure 10 below
shows the number of children in out-of-home placement in the District of Columbia from 2005
to June 30, 2012. The number of children in care as of June 30, 2012 represents a decrease of 36
percent since 2005.

Figure 10: Number of Children in Out-of-Home Placement by Year
CY2005 - June 30, 2012

3000 753

2500 - 2286 1932264 1 o5
2000
1500 -
1000 -
500
0 - - - . . . . .

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 As of
Year 6/30/2012

Number of Children

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report PLC155
Note: 2005 through 2011 data are point in time data taken on the last day of the calendar year.
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Demographics of

Children in Out-of-Home Care

Table 5 below shows the number of children in out-of-home placement in the District of
Columbia and basic demographic information. On June 30, 2012, there were 1,657 children
between the ages of birth and 21 in out-of-home placement. The majority of the children are
African American (92%) and either under the age of six (23%) or over the age of 18 (24%).

Table 5:

Demographics of Children in Out-of-Home Placement
As of June 30, 2012

Gender Number Percent
Male 821 50%
Female 836 50%
Total 1,657 100%
Race Number Percent
Asian 3 <1%
Black or African American 1,530 92%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 2 <1%
Islander
Unknown 87 5%
White 35 2%
Total 1,657 100%
Age Number Percent
1 year or less 83 5%
2-5 years 297 18%
6-8 years 193 12%
9-11 years 167 10%
12-14 years 201 12%
15-17 years 316 19%
18-21 years 400 24%
Total 1,657 100%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net report PLC156
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Figure 11: Race of Children in Out-of-Home Placement
As of June 30, 2012
N=1,657

Unknown, 5% White, 2%
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Arican
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net report PLC156

Placement of Children in Most Family-Like Setting

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved
14. Placement of Children in Most 90% of children will be in | In March 2012, an Yes
Family-Like Setting: Children in out-of- | the least restrictive, most | estimate of 97% of
home care shall be placed in the least family-like setting children were either
restrictive, most family-like setting appropriate to his or her in a family-based
appropriate to his or her needs. needs. setting or the most
(IEP citation 1.B.8.a.) appropriate setting
based on his/her
needs.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

As of June 30, 2012, of the 1,657 children in out-of-home care, 1,341 (81%) children were
placed in family-based settings, including 17 percent of children in kinship homes. The
performance on this requirement remained steady between January and June with between 80
and 81 percent of children per month placed in family-based settings.

Figure 12 below displays the placement types for children in out-of-home care as of June 30,
2012,
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Figure 12:
Placement Type for Children
in Out-of-Home Care as of June 30, 2012

N=1,657
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(34)
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Foster Home, Therapeutic
27% (449) Foster Home,

25% (415)

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report CMT232
*Qther includes abscondence, correctional facilities, hospitals, substance abuse treatment
placement and transitional living services programs.

The FACES.NET data presented above on type of placement setting only indicate the specific
category of placement type and does not indicate if the placement setting is the least restrictive,
most family-like setting appropriate to the child’s needs. Therefore, between March and October
2012, CFSA’s Quality Assurance unit conducted a review of a statistically significant sample of
children and youth who were placed in non-family-based settings to determine whether the
placement was least restrictive based upon the child’s needs. To determine a sample for this
review, CFSA used data as of December 31, 2011 to determine the universe of children and
youth in non-family-based placement settings. As of December 31, 2011, there were 352
children in more restrictive, non-family-based settings, including correctional settings, diagnostic
and emergency care, independent living programs, group settings for medically fragile
children/youth, Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facilities (PRTFs), specialized group homes,
teen parent programs, traditional group homes and transitional living services programs.*** From
this universe, CFSA reviewed a sample of 92 children which provides for 95 percent confidence
in the results with a + 8.6 percent margin of error. Although the sample was drawn on December
31, 2011, CFSA analyzed the factual considerations and circumstances of the placement at the
time of the review of the case, sometime between March and June 2012.**

133 placements including abscondance and “not in legal placement” were not included in universe to determine
sampling or margin of error.

34 The Monitor expressed concerns with CFSA regarding the methodology and sampling method used for this
review. The Monitor has asked that in the future when CFSA is planning case record reviews which will be
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The review found that of the 92 children and youth reviewed, 77 (84%) were in the most family-
like setting appropriate to meet his or her needs and 15 (16%) children or youth were determined
to be in a more restrictive or less family-like setting than necessary. As reviewers were asked to
make a determination regarding the appropriateness of the placement at the time of the review
(around March 2012, as opposed to December 31, 2011 when the sample was drawn), in order to
provide an estimate of how many children and youth total were in the least restrictive, most
family-like setting appropriate to his or her needs, the findings of this review were used to
provide an estimate of all children and youth in out-of-home placement in March 2012. As of
March 31, 2012, similar to data from December 31, 2011, 80 percent of children in placement
were in family-based settings. As stated above, the case record review found that 84 percent of
children and youth not in family-based settings were placed in the least restrictive, most family-
like setting appropriate to his or her needs. Taken together, these data estimate that 97 percent of
children met the requirement of the Exit Standard, exceeding the performance required for this
Exit Standard.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategy to increase performance toward the placement of
children in the most family-like setting:

e Beginning June 2012, the Annie E. Casey Foundation will conduct a review of CFSA’s
use of congregate care placements with the goal of ““right-sizing™ the use of congregate
care and will provide technical assistance to CFSA staff to continue the process (2012
Strategy Plan, p. 6).

CFSA engaged the Annie E. Casey Foundation Child Welfare Strategy Group (CWSG)
to conduct a review of children in congregate care placements to determine the
appropriateness of children’s placements in congregate care settings with the goal of
accomplishing the following outcomes: 1) fewer children in congregate care; 2) more
children and youth placed with families; 3) more children and youth placed in or close to
the District of Columbia; 4) shorter lengths of stay for children and youth in congregate
care; and 5) better quality congregate care placements when congregate care is
recommended as the least restrictive environment. The review methodology employed
has been used in Maryland, Virginia, New York City, Maine and Connecticut and has
been found to be effective in increasing placements in family-based settings and reducing
an overreliance on congregate care.

The reviews began in mid-June 2012 and are ongoing. Reviews are based upon
placement type beginning with a cohort of 35 youth placed in therapeutic group homes
located outside of the District, followed by nine youth placed in specialized group homes

providing data for LaShawn monitoring purposes, the Monitor should be involved in the development of the review
methodology, including sample selection.
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located in the District and, lastly, 40 youth placed in traditional group homes located in
the District. More information on this strategy will be included in the next monitoring

report.

Placement of Children in Emergency, Short-term or Shelter Facilities

Children do best when they are placed with families and experience few placement moves. The
use of shelter and emergency placements increases placement instability and can be detrimental

to a child’s well-being.

Implementation and Exit January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
15. Placement of Children in | No child shall remain in an Between January - June 2012,
Most Family-like Setting: emergency, short-term or there were 41 of 67 children and No

No child shall remain in an
emergency, short-term or
shelter facility or foster
home for more than 30 days.
(IEP citation B.8.b.)

shelter facility or foster

home for more than 30 days.

Based on individual review,
the Monitor's assessment
will exclude, on a case-by-

youth placements over 30 days in
emergency, short-term or shelter
facility that did not meet an
agreed upon placement exception.

case basis, children placed
in an emergency, short-term
or shelter facility or foster
home for more than 30 days
where moving them would
not be in their best interest.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Exclusion criteria for this Exit Standard were agreed upon in July 2011 and were used to assess
the data below. *** Between January and June 2012, there were 67 placements of children and
youth within an emergency, short term or shelter facility or foster home for more than 30 days.
These placements were in two facilities that CFSA uses for short-term, emergency placements:
St. Ann’s Infant and Maternity Home and Quadri-Technology.**®

135 These placement exceptions include: 1) to allow a child to remain in the placement pending an imminent return
home, defined as not to exceed an additional 10 days; 2) to allow a child to remain in the placement pending a
relative’s license completion, not to exceed an additional 30 days and with evidence of expedited work to complete
the licensure process; 3) to allow a child to be placed with a sibling already in a foster home that is expanding its
licensed capacity to accommodate another child, not to exceed an additional 30 days and with evidence of expedited
work to complete licensure expansion; 4) to allow a sibling group of more than 3 children to stay together to reduce
the trauma of separation while the Agency takes diligent steps to find a family setting that can keep children
together; 5) to allow an identified foster parent additional time to complete training to address the child’s medical,
behavioral and/or cognitive needs, not to exceed an additional 30 days and 6) where the Court has ordered that the
child remain in an emergency setting.

136 Quadri-Technology is identified in their contract with CFSA as a 16 bed provider of diagnostic assessment
delivering short term care, 45 days or less, to children and youth. Although outside this monitoring period, CFSA
has recently terminated its contract with Quadri-Technology effective October 1, 2012.
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Fifty-four (81%) of the 67 placements were at St. Ann’s and the remaining 13 (19%) were at
Quadri-Technology.

Overall, 26 (39%) of the 67 children and youth placements over 30 days were in compliance
with agreed upon exceptions to the IEP performance standard. None of the placements at
Quadri-Technology for over 30 days were in compliance with an agreed upon placement
exception. The majority of the 26 placements at St. Ann’s that were compliant met either the
placement exception related to allowing a child or youth to remain in the placement pending a
relative’s license completion or to allow a sibling group of more than three children to remain
together in order to reduce the trauma of separation while the Agency took diligent steps to find
a family setting to keep children together. In the data provided to the Monitor, CFSA noted that
for 15 of the 41 child placements that did not meet a placement exception, these placements
involved a sibling group of two or three children. As mentioned in the previous monitoring
report, the Monitor encourages CFSA to continue to explore additional family-based placement
options which can accommodate sibling groups.

This performance does not meet the Exit Standard requirement.

Placement of Young Children

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
16. Placement of Young No child under 12 will be Between January - June
Children: Children under age 12 | placed in congregate care 2012, 1 of 7 placements of
shall not be placed in congregate | settings for more than 30 days children applicable to this
care settings for more than 30 without appropriate standard did not meet an Partially
days unless the child has special | justification that the child has agreed upon placement
needs that cannot be met in a special treatment needs that exception.
home-like setting and unless the | cannot be met in a home-like
setting has a program to meet the | setting and the setting has a
child’s specific needs. program to meet the child’s
(IEP citation 1.B.9.a.) | specific needs.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Exclusion criteria for this Exit Standard were agreed upon in July 2011 and were used to assess
the data below.™” Between January and June 2012, there were seven placements of children
between six and 11 years old in congregate care settings for more than 30 days. This review

37 These placement exceptions include: 1) medically fragile needs where there is evidence in the child’s record and
documentation from the child’s physician that the child’s needs can only be met in a hospital or skilled nursing
facility or another highly specialized treatment facility; 2) developmentally delayed or specialized cognitive needs
where there is evidence that the child’s condition places the child in danger to himself or others and that insuring the
child’s safety or the safety of others requires placement in a congregate treatment program which can meet the
child’s needs or 3) Court order where the Court has ordered that the child remain in the group care setting.
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excluded children in emergency, short-term or shelter facilities. The seven placements reviewed
were within the following congregate care settings:

e HSC Pediatric Center

e San Marcos Treatment Center

e University Behavioral Health

e Devereux

e |liff Nursing and Rehabilitation Center
e Psychiatric Institute of Washington

Overall, six (86%) of the seven placements met one of the placement exceptions due to the child
being medically fragile or developmentally delayed which caused the child to need a hospital,
skilled nursing facility, highly specialized treatment facility or other congregate treatment
program. The Monitor determined this Exit Standard partially achieved.

Implementation and Exit Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Performance Achieved
17. Placement of Young No child under 6 years of
Children: CFSA shall place age will be placed ina
no child under six years of group care non-foster

age in a group care non-foster | home setting without
home setting, except for those | appropriate justification Between January - June

children with exceptional that the child has 2012, the 1 child placement
needs that cannot be met in exceptional needs that applicable to this measure Yes
any other type of care. cannot be met in any met an agreed upon
(IEP citation other type of care. The placement exception.
1.B.9.b.) Monitor will evaluate and

report on the placement
and needs of any children
placed in a group care
non-foster home setting
where the District has
determined the child to
have exceptional needs
that cannot be met in any
other type of care.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The exclusion criteria for this measure were agreed upon in July 2011 and are the same exclusion
criteria as referenced above for children under the age of 12 in congregate care settings for more
than 30 days. Between January and June 2012, there was one child under the age of six placed in
a group care, non-foster home setting applicable to this measure. This placement was at Iliff
Nursing and Rehabilitation Center. Review of this placement determined that this placement met
the medically fragile placement exception.
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3. Appropriate Permanency Goals

The IEP requires that children have permanency planning goals consistent with the Federal
Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) and District law and policy guidelines. There are a
number of Exit Standards associated with this outcome which focus specifically on older youth
in foster care and those children and youth with Another Planned Permanent Living

Arrangement (APPLA) goals.

Children shall not be given a goal of
APPLA without convening a FTM or
Listening to Youth and Families as
Experts (LYFE) meeting with
participation by the youth and
approval by the CFSA Director, or a
court order directing the permanency
goal of APPLA. (IEP citation
1.B.12.b.)

goal of APPLA without
conveninga FTM or
Listening to Youth and
Families as Experts (LYFE)
meeting with participation
by the youth and approval
by the CFSA Director, or a
court order directing the
permanency goal of
APPLA.

changed to APPLA
between January —
June 2012. Eleven
of the 18 (61%)
had LYFE
conferences. In all
cases, CFSA
opposed the goal
change ordered by
the court.

Implementation and Exit Plan January — June Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved
) Beginning July 1, 2010, There were 18
21. Appropriate Permanency Goals: | children shall not be given a | youth whose goal Yes

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CFSA reported that there were 18 new youth assigned an APPLA goal between January and June
2012.'* For 11 youth, a LYFE conference was held. For all 18 youth, CFSA did not agree with
the goal change.

CFSA is committed to using APPLA as a goal for youth in very rare circumstances as evidenced
by the reduction in the overall number of children and youth with APPLA goals in the last six
months. On June 30, 2012, 346 youth had a goal of APPLA, a decline of 60 youth since the last
monitoring period. Eighty-eight percent of the children and youth with APPLA goals were
between the ages of 18 and 20 (see Figure 13). These youth will transition out of foster care
within the next two years and many within the next year, as 37 percent were 20 years old on June
30, 2012. These data underscore the urgency of efforts to improve services and supports to older
youth transitioning from foster care without achieving legal permanency.

138 One youth was actually assigned the goal of APPLA in May 2011, but the goal was not entered into FACES until
this monitoring period and is, therefore, accounted for within this cohort.
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Figure 13: Age of Youth with APPLA Goals
as of June 30, 2012
N =346

20 Yrs.
37%

33%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report PLC010

As of June 30, 2012, 67 percent of children and youth with APPLA goals were between the ages
of 14 and 17 when these goals were assigned (see Figure 14). Twelve percent of youth with
APPLA goals were assigned these goals between the ages of 3 and 13.

Figure 14: Age at APPLA Assignment for Youth
with APPLA Goal as of June 30, 2012
N = 346

16 Yrs.
17%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report PLC010
*Cumulative percentage exceeds 100% due to rounding

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 108



Over half of youth (51%) who had an APPLA goal on June 30, 2012 entered custody between
birth and age 12 (see Figure 15).

Figure 15: Age at Entry for Youth
with APPLA Goal as of June 30, 2012

N = 346
17 Yrs. 18 Yrs.
9% 1%
I

16 Yrs.
12%
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15 Yrs. 41%

8%

14 Yrs.
9%

13 Yrs.

10% 12 Yrs.

10%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report PLC010
*Cumulative percentage exceeds 100% due to rounding

The objective of this IEP Exit Standard is to ensure that there is sufficient oversight to make
certain that all permanency options are fully pursued before assignment of an APPLA goal. By
policy, youth can only be assigned an APPLA goal in a rare occurrence after permanency options
have been explored and excluded and if the youth has participated in a Family Team Meeting
(FTM) or Listening to Youth and Families as Experts (LYFE) meeting and the CFSA Director
has approved the goal change. A youth can also be assigned an APPLA goal if there is a court
order directing the permanency goal of APPLA, although CFSA has been working with the
Court to emphasize the importance of pursuing other permanence options and ensuring that they
check to see if CFSA policy was adhered to before considering an APPLA goal. The Agency
has and will continue to educate staff, private providers and the Court on the Agency’s policy of
seeking the Agency Director or Designee’s approval prior to the request of an APPLA goal
assignment.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
As part of the Agency’s strategy plan:

» CFSA will continue to engage the Family Court Judges on CFSA’s policy regarding the use
of APPLA at meetings with the Family Court presiding judge or other appropriate venues
(2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).
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CFSA reports that the Director met with the Family Court Judges on March 20, 2012 and
July 10, 2012 where the policy regarding assignment of APPLA goals was discussed.

Supervisors and attorneys will review court reports prior to submission to the court to ensure

that they are not recommending the goal of APPLA unless a LYFE conference has been held
and the director has approved the goal (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).

CFSA reports that Agency policy regarding assigning a goal of APPLA was discussed at
every special corrective action review with both CFSA and private agency staff. CFSA also
reports that FTM staff disseminates a written document outlining agency requirements
regarding APPLA approval at each LYFE meeting and the agency ombudsman provides
ongoing consultation to staff, supervisor and attorneys on the agency’s policy regarding

APPLA approval.

January — June

Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
22. Appropriate Permanency 90% of youth ages 18 and older Between Januar
Goals: Youth ages 18 and older will have a plan to prepare them y
. . and June 2012, No
will have a plan to prepare them for | for adulthood that is developed
61% of youth

adulthood that is developed with
their consultation and includes, as
appropriate, connections to
housing, health insurance,
education, continuing adult support
services agencies (e.g.,
Rehabilitation Services
Administration, the Department on
Disability Services, the Department
of Mental Health, Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) and
Medicaid), work force supports,
employment services and local
opportunities for mentors.

(IEP citation 1.B.12.c.)

with their consultation. No later
than 180 days prior to the date on
which the youth will turn 21 years
old (or on which the youth will
emancipate), an individualized
transition plan will be created that
includes as appropriate
connections to specific options on
housing, health insurance, and
education and linkages to
continuing adult support services
agencies (e.g., Rehabilitation
Services Administration, the
Department on Disability
Services, the Department of
Mental Health, Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) and
Medicaid), work force supports,
employment services, and local
opportunities for mentors.

ages 18 and older
had a timely YTP.

Monitor Case
Record Review
found that of 76
youth ages 20.5 or
21, 73 (96%) had
atimely YTP.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CFSA reports that of the 448 youth ages 18-20 under CFSA care, 276 (61%) participated in an
Youth Transition Plan (YTP) between January and June 2012.%% This performance does not
meet the IEP standard that 90 percent of youth ages 18 and older have a plan to prepare them for
adulthood developed with their consultation.

The IEP further requires that an individualized transition plan be created no later than 180 days
prior to the date on which the youth will turn 21 years old (or the date on which the youth will
emancipate) that includes appropriate connections to specific options for housing, health
insurance, and education and linkages to continuing adult support services agencies (e.g.,
Rehabilitation Services Administration, the Department on Disability Services, the Department
of Mental Health, Supplemental Security Income and Medicaid), work force supports,
employment services and local opportunities for mentors.**® Previously, CFSA has not been
able to provide reliable data on all components of this IEP Exit Standard. Therefore, in a joint
endeavor with CFSA and the District of Columbia’s Citizen’s Review Panel, the Monitor
conducted a case record review in the summer 2012 to determine the rate of YTP completion and
evaluate the quality of YTP meetings, resulting plans and subsequent implementation for youth
aged 20.5 or about to turn 21. Detailed findings and recommendations from this review are
included in Appendix C to this report. Simultaneously, the new CFSA Director launched an
intensive internal review of practice with older youth and directed a strategic planning process to
improve all aspects of youth transition planning. Based on this internal review of the quality of
case planning for youth preparing to transition to adulthood, CFSA has begun to implement
activities focused on achieving youth benchmarks in multiple domains including education,
housing, life skills, financial management and physical and mental health, among others. The
independent findings and recommendations from the Monitor’s case record review (summarized
below) are similar to the findings and subsequent action steps taken by CFSA based on their
internal assessments.

The case record review examined the case files and most recent YTP plans of all youth aged 20.5
to 21 years old between January 1 and March 31, 2012, for a total of 76 cases.*** While policy
and practice expectations are that youth should be engaged in transition planning since at least
the age of 18, this Review focused exclusively on youth at or near their 21* birthday who were

139 CFSA reports that of the 172 who did not have a YTP, 17 youth were in abscondence for some or all of the
monitoring period; 8 had significant cognitive limitations (e.g., mental retardation); 1 had achieved legal
guardianship in January 2012; and 2 had their cases closed during the monitoring period.

10 This Exit Standard is satisfied if CFSA makes and documents good faith efforts to develop a transition plan but
the youth refuses to participate in transition planning.

! Demographic analysis showed that 51 percent of the population reviewed was 20.5 years-old and in CFSA care
on March 31, 2012, while the remaining 49 percent was 21 years-old and recently emancipated. CFSA was the most
recent agency with case management responsibility over 37 percent of these 76 youth, with the Office of Youth
Empowerment (OYE) managing 93 percent of these CFSA cases. Of the 63 percent of cases managed by a private
agency, Foundations for Home and Community had case management responsibility over 54 percent.
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just about to leave or recently left CFSA custody and examined their most recent YTP and
accompanying activities over a 15 month time period (between January 1, 2011 and March 31,
2012). Monitor staff worked jointly with CFSA to develop a structured data collection
instrument and test the instrument before a full review was conducted.*** The Monitor employed
a quality assurance approach to ensure inter-rater reliability among the case review staff,
including representatives of the Citizen’s Review Committee, CSSP and CFSA.'*?

A summary of findings follows:

1. The vast majority of youth are participating in the YTP process. However, the YTP
process and resulting plans and plan implementation are often not sufficiently targeted to
youth’s individual needs.

As the youth included in this Review were at least 20.5 years-old on March 31, 2012, the
entire universe should have been engaged in the final phases of transition planning,
including multiple Y TP meetings during the period under review.*** Of the 76 youth
whose case files were reviewed, 96 percent (73) participated in a YTP meeting between
January 1, 2011 and March 31, 2012.%*° For the three youth who did not participate in a
YTP meeting during the Review period, there was no documentation of good faith efforts
to engage the youth and hold a YTP meeting that met the criteria defined by the Monitor
and CFSA prior to the review.'*®

142 The Review Team used a structured data collection instrument produced using Survey Monkey, an online
software tool used for creating surveys and questionnaires. This instrument was designed in collaboration with Troy
Blanchard, Ph.D. of Louisiana State University. Drafts of the instrument were reviewed by CFSA staff. Each team
member had access to FACES.NET, CFSA’s information and data management system, and a hard copy of the most
recent case file, including the YTP. The review was conducted from June 11-15, 2012 in CFSA offices. Data
collected through the Review were coded into a format that allowed for statistical analysis using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program.

143 Each reviewer participated in a training facilitated by the Monitor. The training included: reviewing the tool,
learning to navigate FACES.NET and reviewing a case with a partner. During the four day review, Monitor staff
checked data collection instruments for completeness and internal consistency prior to data analysis. Monitor staff
reviewed the first and second cases scored by each review team member and additional cases were reviewed as
needed based on reviewer performance; this secondary review was conducted on 39 percent of all cases (30 of 76).
144 The majority of cases reviewed involved youth who received case management services from CFSA’s Office of
Youth Empowerment (OYE) or the private agency Foundations for Home and Community.

145 Of the 73 youth, one did not participate in a YTP meeting at least 180 days prior to the date of their
emancipation, as required by the IEP Exit Standard. This youth’s file lacked documented good faith efforts by the
provider agency with case management responsibility to convene such a meeting.

148 Although reviewers did not find documented food faith efforts that met the standards agreed upon by the Monitor
and CFSA prior to the Review, documentation did show that CFSA or the private agency connected each of the
three youth to appropriate resources, including support for completing a GED and earning a computer technology
certificate, referral to a Collaborative, dissemination of information about OYE, enrollment in a teen parenting
program and coordination for transition from CFSA to DDS case management, as applicable. Transition planning
for one of the youth was complicated by incarceration and abscondence.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 112



In many cases, youth received significant support from caring social workers during their
final months in custody. However, some YTPs did not accurately or fully represent the
youth’s voice. For example, a youth’s interest in college was not addressed as part of the
YTP process. Further, insufficient documentation in the case record also made it difficult
to fully assess youth’s needs and evaluate Y TP meetings, plans and implementation.

2. Many of the needs of youth were inadequately addressed in the YTP plans and
documented implementation work. The plans and follow-up work were impeded by the
YTP team’s limited engagement with and inclusion of the youth’s informal supports as
well as limited creativity in crafting individualized plans.

Review findings reveal a very vulnerable population of older youth. Particular concerns
include: high rates of domestic violence, major mental health issues and cognitive
impairments and a lack of appropriate supports and services for each of these matters;
poor support in finishing high school and/or to remain and succeed in college; unrealistic
housing plans; weak engagement/ inclusion of the youth’s life connections (e.g. family,
friends, boyfriend/ girlfriend) in the YTP process; and insufficient documentation of and
support/ services for pregnant/ parenting youth, particularly fathers. YTP plans did not
consistently focus on many of these needs and in some instances overlooked the needs
related, for example, to identifying and supporting lifelong connections. More frequently
the focus of the YTP was on needs and responsibilities to find a job and housing.

3. Quantitative data indicate that some efforts were made to appropriately connect the
majority of youth to some or all of the options/services identified in their YTP; however,
qualitative data presents a less encouraging picture. YTP task implementation is weak,
largely due to unclear plans, insufficient support for youth, lack of adaptation to or
consideration of the youth’s capabilities and poor teaming with related city agencies and
community partners.

While a transitional plan was developed with the youth’s consultation in 96 percent of
cases, these plans largely did not connect youth to the specific supports required by the
IEP and that youth need in order to lead safe, self-sufficient, healthy and productive adult
lives.

The Monitor met with both CFSA and the Citizen’s Review Panel about the findings and
recommendations from the YTP case record review. The Citizen Review Panel endorses these
findings and recommendations and CFSA concurs with the findings and reports that the findings
mirror much of what was discovered through their internal assessments. For a full discussion of
the findings and accompanying recommendations, see Appendix C.
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Performance on Strategy Plan:

CFSA is committed to improving its performance on this Exit Standard and has made supporting
older youth in CFSA care a priority. Building off of the strategy plan and CFSA’s internal
assessments, CFSA is working on the following:

Based on the findings and recommendations of the review and in conjunction with CFSA’s
overall review of services provided to older youth, by July 31, 2012, CFSA will (a) identify
the principal systemic areas in need of development/improvement; (b) specify action steps
with target dates to address the areas in need of improvement/development; or (c) identify
the process and timelines by which new or additional services and supports for youth in
transition will be obtained (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).

CFSA has brought heightened focus to youth imminently transitioning out of CFSA care. On
May 17, 2012, a JumpStart Fair occurred to provide older youth with a “one-stop”
environment to find the resources they need to support their transition from foster care. The
District of Columbia Mayor, Vincent Gray, and the CFSA Director opened this event, which
was supported by Casey Family Programs, a national foundation. In addition, CFSA
established a “21 JumpStart” review process to support the final transition planning for youth
leaving CFSA care between August and December 2012. This review process is a
complement to existing YTP processes and also provides insight into larger system needs and
barriers to successful transition for youth.

OYE staff is developing plans to support the needs of teen parents in foster care. As a part of
a four-state Teen Parent Peer Learning Network, CFSA is developing data collection and
analysis tools to understand this population and develop specific strategies to address their
unique needs. OYE in collaboration with current and new community partners will develop a
curriculum for teen parents that focuses on bonding with children, building self-esteem and
alleviating stress. The plan is for the training to be offered to teen parents living both in
contracted teen parent programs as well as in foster homes.

CFSA intends to replace the current static, ten domain YTP format with Foster Club of
America’s Youth Transition toolkit, a youth-driven living document. This tool will be
accessible to youth even after they transition from CFSA care.**” Further, CFSA reports that
efforts will be made to improve engagement with older youth and their lifelong connections
and that social workers and independent living specialists will schedule transition meetings at
times convenient to youth and their lifelong connections. Consultation from the Foster Club
on the Youth Transition Toolkit is planned before the end of 2012.

CFSA reports using Rapid Housing resources to support youth with their housing, such as
paying rent to foster parents willing to allow youth to continue to live in their home or
supporting youth in college in off campus housing. CFSA also reports beginning work to

Y7 Information regarding this toolkit can be found at: http://www.fosterclub.com/_transition/article/transition-toolkit
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improve partnerships with transitional housing programs in the community that can offer a
stable place for youth leaving CFSA care who are not eligible for Rapid Housing Assistance.

Increasing high school graduation rates and college entry and graduation is also a priority for
all older youth in CFSA care. To support college bound youth, CFSA developed new
partnerships with college mentoring programs (Washingtonians for Children and DC College
Success). For youth not proceeding to college, CFSA is partnering with organizations that
provide industry recognized vocational licenses/certifications. CFSA will use new
subsidized employment funds to provide paid internships immediately after completing a
program.

Finally, CFSA is exploring avenues to build financial literacy skills and adequate savings for
youth transitioning out of care. In the fall of 2012, CFSA will offer a comprehensive
financial literacy program using the EverFi online curriculum (available through a
partnership with the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education and Bank on DC). This
program will be mandatory for all youth in care beginning at age 15. CFSA plans to review
Independent Living Program (ILP) stipends and allowances and explore creating an
Individual Development Account (matched savings program) for older youth so that youth
have the opportunity to build savings before they leave CFSA care.

e By June 30, 2012, CFSA Independent Living Specialists will provide training for private
agency social workers and supervisors on integrating the Ansell Casey Life Skills Assessment
into the goals set for youth (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).

In January and March 2012, CFSA provided training on the Ansell Casey model. However,
CFSA reports that the National Resource Center for Youth Development significantly
changed the model so future trainings are on hold until CFSA considers how best to
incorporate this effort into the overall work to support older youth.

There is considerable positive energy and focus on the older youth population reflecting the
commitment of CFSA leadership to improve outcomes for transitioning youth, the majority of
whom have grown up in CFSA custody. Many of these youth remain very vulnerable and have
substantial needs requiring not only efforts to engage them earlier in meaningful planning but
additional access to needed services and supports of housing, job success and to deal with issues
of mental health, substance use and domestic violence.
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4. Reduction of Multiple Placements for Children in Care

The Exit Standard on placement stability has different compliance percentages based on the
length of time children are in care, recognizing the different placement trajectories for children
and youth who have been in care for shorter to longer periods of time. The overall goal, however,
is to minimize placement moves for all children to the greatest extent possible recognizing the
importance of placement stability to a child’s well-being.

January - June

Implementation and Exit 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Maintained
23. Reduction of Multiple a. Ofall children served in Monthly range of
Placements for Children in foster care during the 79 - 82%
Care: previous 12 months who
(IEP citation 1.B.13.) were in care at least 8 days

and less than 12 months, 83%
shall have had two or fewer

placements.
b. Ofall children served in Monthly range of
foster care during the 53 - 62%
previous 12 months who Partially™*

were in care for at least 12
months but less than 24
months, 60% shall have had
two or fewer placements.

c. Of all children served in Monthly range of
foster care during the 77 -79%
previous 12 months who
were in care for at least 24
months, 75% shall have had
two or fewer placements in
that 12 month period.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

e Children in care for eight days to one year
Between January and June 2012, a monthly range of 79 to 82 percent of children in foster
care for eight days to one year had two or fewer placements (see Figure 16). For example, as
of June 30, 2012, there were 457 children served in foster care during the previous 12 months
who were in care at least eight days and less than 12 months. Of these 457 children, 370

148 CFSA met one of the sub-parts of this Exit Standard which required children in care 25 months or longer to have
two or fewer placements during the previous 12 months, but did not meet the other two sub-parts for cohorts of
children in care less than 12 months and children in care 12 to 24 months.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 116



(81%) had two or fewer placements. CFSA’s performance continues to be close to meeting
this sub-part of the Exit Standard requirement but falls short.

Figure 16:
Multiple Placements for Children in Foster Care
at Least 8 Days and Less Than 12 Months
January — June 2012

100%
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET CMT267

e Children in care between 12 and 24 months
Between January and June 2012, a monthly range of 53 to 62 percent of children in foster
care for 12 to 24 months had two or fewer placements (see Figure 17). For example, as of
June 30, 2012, there were 395 children served in foster care during the previous 12 months
who were in care for at least 12 months, but less than 24 months. Of these 395 children, 209
(53%) had two or fewer placements. Placement stability for children in care between 12 and
24 months has been decreasing over this monitoring period and performance does not meet
this sub-part of the Exit Standard requirement.
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Figure 17:
Multiple Placements for Children in Foster Care
at Least 12 Months but Less Than 24 Months
January — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative DATA, FACES.NET CMT267

Children in care over two years

For this group of children, the measure is purposely focused on the child or youth’s
placement experiences in the past 12 months, since many of the children who have long
foster care histories have had multiple placements in the past. The analysis is focused on
whether these children and youth have achieved stability in the most recent 12 month period.
Between January and June 2012, a monthly range of 77 to 79 percent of children in care over
two years had two or fewer placements within the past year (see Figurel8). For example, as
of June 30, 2012, there were 1,293 children served in foster care during the previous 12
months who were in care for at least 24 months. Of these 1,293 children, 1,021 (79%) had
two or fewer placements during the previous 12 months. This performance meets this sub-
part of the Exit Standard requirement.
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Figure 18:

Multiple Placements for Children in Foster Care

at Least 24 Months (Placements for 12-Month Period)

January — June 2012
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Overall, CFSA met one of the three sub-parts of the reduction of multiple placements Exit
Standard and came close to meeting the other two sub-parts. This Exit Standard is partially

achieved.

5. Timely Approval of Foster Parents

CFSA is responsible for licensing and monitoring foster homes and placement facilities in the
District of Columbia, while the state of Maryland and private child placing agencies in Maryland
and Virginia are responsible for homes and facilities in those states.

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June Exit Standard
Requirement 2012 Performance Achieved
24. Timely Approval of Foster/ 70% of homes 51% of applicable
Adoptive Parents: CFSA shall have in licensed beginning foster parents No

place a process for recruiting, studying
and approving families, including
relative caregivers, interested in
becoming foster or adoptive parents
that results in the necessary training,
home studies and decisions on approval
being completed within 150 days of
beginning training.

(IEP citation 1.B.14.)

November 1, 2010,
will have been
approved, and

interested parties will
have been notified
within 150 days.

surveyed received
full licensure
within150 days or
less of beginning
training.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CSSP collected performance data for this Exit Standard through a survey of resource parents
who had a foster child placed with them between January and May 2012. In order to ensure
more recent practice was being assessed, CSSP analyzed data specific to this Exit Standard for
those foster parents who had been licensed for three years or less. The survey, although not of a
statistically significant cohort, found that of the 59 applicable foster parents, 30 (51%) received
full licensure 150 days or less after beginning training. See Appendix D for more information
regarding the findings of this survey.

During this monitoring period, CFSA developed a FACES.NET report to routinely collect data
on this Exit Standard for all foster parents who are licensed each month. This reporting began in
July 2012 and will be used to provide data for the next monitoring period.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on timely approval of
foster parents:

e By June 30, 2012, the Family Licensing Division will update its protocols to include a guide
for tracking and monitoring the approval of foster, adoptive, and kinship licenses within the
150 day time frame (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 5).

CFSA reports that the Family Licensing Division has reviewed its protocol and developed a
revised process with implementation planned for December 31, 2012, pending approval by
CFSA’s Principal Deputy Director and the Chief of Staff. This protocol will be integrated
with the work of the Kinship Licensing Unit, which has the responsibility for kinship
licensing. Additionally, CFSA reports that its Contract Monitoring Division has conducted
an onsite visit to each private agency to ensure each agency has an active and effective
system for tracking and monitoring their licensure process.

Through the collaborative work of its Child Information Systems Administration (CISA) and
Family Licensing Division, CFSA has developed a new FACES.NET report to document and
track timely licensure of foster homes. This report is accessible to both CFSA and private
agency staff.

CFSA implemented several additional strategies to improve compliance with timely licensure
including: clarifying language within family-based contracts; meeting with providers to
clarify expectations; and adding timely licensure to the performance evaluation process used
by the Contracts Monitoring Division.
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Implementation and Exit Plan

Exit Standard

January — June

Exit Standard

Requirement 2012 Performance Achieved
58. Licensing Regulations: CFSA CFSA shall have
shall have necessary resources to necessary resources | As of June 2012, Yes
enforce regulations effectively for tc;_rem;_orcle r?gulatlons ggs?'fis:slzfzf
. L effectively for
original and renewal licensing of Contracts

foster homes, group homes, and
independent living facilities.

(IEP citation 1.D.33.)

original and renewal
licensing of foster
homes, group homes,
and independent
living facilities.
Evidence of
functionality and
ongoing compliance.
Evidence of capacity
to monitor contract
performance on a
routine basis.

Monitoring were
filled.

27 of 30 FTE
positions were
filled for Family
Licensing Division.

Performance for the period of January 1 through June 30, 2012:
As of June 30, 2012, 30 of 34 FTE positions for contracts monitoring were filled and 27 of 30
FTE positions were filled for Family Licensing Division. Based on conversations with CFSA,
the Monitor believes these positions constitute adequate resources to enforce regulations for
original and renewal licensing of foster homes, group home and independent living facilities.

6. Timely Adoption and Permanency

There are a number of IEP outcomes that track processes to move children and youth in the
District of Columbia to permanency in a timely manner. These include:

1. Placing children and youth in approved adoptive homes within nine months of their goal

becoming adoption.

2. Making reasonable efforts to finalize adoptions within 12 months of placement in the

approved adoptive home.

3. Achieving permanency within established timeframes through adoption, guardianship

and reunification.
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Approved Adoptive Placement

The IEP requires that children with a goal of adoption be placed in an approved adoptive
placement within nine months of their goal becoming adoption. **° There are two Exit Standards
to measure this outcome, one for children and youth whose goal changed July 1, 2010 or
thereafter and the other for children whose goal changed to adoption prior to July 1, 2010.

Implementation and Exit January — June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
28. Timely Adoption: Children | For children whose As of June 2012, of
with a permanency goal of permanency goal changed | the original cohort, Yes

adoption shall be in an
approved adoptive placement
within nine months of their
goal becoming adoption.

(IEP citation 1.B.16.a.ii.)

to adoption prior to July 1,
2010 who are not currently
in an approved adoptive
placement, 40% will be
placed in an approved
adoptive placement by
December 31, 2010 and an
additional 20% will be

30% have been placed
in a pre-adoptive home
or adopted. An
additional 9% of
children found
permanency through
guardianship or
reunification. '

placed in an approved
adoptive placement by
June 30, 2011.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

As previously reported, 16 percent of children were in an approved adoptive placement by
December 31, 2010 and an additional 11 percent of children by June 30, 2011.%* Although the
initial timeframes in this Exit Standard are no longer relevant, the Monitor is continuing to track
this cohort of children to determine when they achieve placement in a pre-adoptive home and
permanency. Last monitoring period, CFSA reported that 224 children and youth who had a
goal of adoption on July 1, 2010 were not in an approved adoptive placement by July 1, 2010.
CFSA noted in May 2012 that one of the 224 children had actually been in a pre-adoptive
placement prior to July 1, 2010, but this fact was not reflected in the previous data analyses.
Therefore, the accurate universe is 223 children and youth. As of June 30, 2012, of those 223

19 pyrsuant to the IEP, the Monitor is to consider a placement an approved adoptive placement based on
documentation of an intent to adopt or filing of an adoption petition or indication in the FACES.NET services line of
an approved adoptive placement.

%0As of June 30, 2012, the original cohort of children was determined to be 223, a new denominator. Of the
original 223, 65 children have been adopted or placed in pre-adoptive homes and 79 children with the goal of
adoption are still awaiting placement in a pre-adoptive home. Of the original cohort of 223 children, 56 had their
goal changed from adoption to another goal. 23 exited care due to emancipation (2), guardianship (11), reunification
(8), or no end of care reason determined (2).

1 This calculation was based on a cohort of 202 children, due to continued data clean up and data entry errors, the
cohort of children has changed over time. In the May 2011 report, CFSA stated the cohort was 202; in the
November 2011 report, CFSA stated the cohort was 215 children; in the May 2012 report, CFSA stated the cohort
was 224.
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children and youth, 56 had their goal changed from adoption to another goal,*** 54 exited from
foster care, and 34 were moved into a pre-adoptive home. Seventy-nine children have yet to be
placed in a pre-adoptive home (see Table 6 below). Further, as of June 30, 2012, two youth had
emancipated out of CFSA custody without achieving legal permanence, eight reunified, 11
achieved legal guardianship and two youth exited care with no end of care reason able to be

determined.

Table 6:
Timeline from Goal Change to Adoptive Placement
for Children and Youth with a Goal Change to Adoption
Prior to July 1, 2010

N =223

Status as of June 30, 2012

Total as of June 30, 2012

Count Percent

Total Children With Adoption Goal 223 100%
Children Moved Into a Pre-Adoptive Home 34 15%
Children Whose Goal Has Changed 56 25%

APPLA 27

Guardianship 25

Reunification 4
Children Who Exited From Care 54 24%

Adoption 31

Guardianship 11

Reunification 8

Emancipation 2

No end of case reason determined 2
Children Still Awaiting Pre-Adoptive Home 79 35%

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report ADP0O76

152 Of the 56 youth, 27 had their goal changed to APPLA, 25 to guardianship and 4 to emancipation.
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Implementation and Exit Plan January — June Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard 2012 Performance Achieved

27. Timely Adoption: Children with | For children whose permanency
a permanency goal of adoption goal changed to adoption July 71% No
shall be in an approved adoptive 1, 2010 or thereafter, 80% will
placement within nine months of be placed in an adoptive

their goal becoming adoption. placement by the end of the
ninth month from when their
(IEP citation 1.B.16.a.ii.) | goal changed to adoption.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

This Exit Standard requires that 80 percent of the children and youth whose goal changed to
adoption July 1, 2010 or thereafter be placed in an approved adoptive placement by the end of
the ninth month from when their goal changed to adoption. This Exit Standard was re-
designated as an Outcome to be Maintained during the monitoring period January through June
2011. During the last monitoring period (July 1-December 31, 2011), performance dropped to
76 percent of children achieving placement in an adoptive home by the end of the ninth month
from when their goal changed to adoption.'*® Performance has dropped again during this
monitoring period to 71 percent of children achieving placement in an adoptive home by the end
of the ninth month from their goal change. Specifically, as of June 30, 2012, 171 children had a
goal change to adoption. Eighty-three children had that goal for more than nine months. Of
those 83, 43 (52%) were placed in a pre-adoptive home within nine months of the goal change,
12 children or youth were placed in an adoptive home more than nine months from their goal
change and 28 have not yet been placed. Of the 88 youth who had the adoption goal change for
less than nine months, 53 (60%) children were placed in an approved adoptive placement. Thus,
96 children, or 71 percent,™* were placed in an approved adoptive home by the end of the ninth
month. This is the second consecutive monitoring period where performance dropped. Due to
the small number of children involved in reducing CFSA’s performance, the Monitor is not
currently recommending re-designating this Exit Standard despite the drop in performance.

153 After continued discussions with CFSA, the Monitor agreed to a different methodology than previously used to
calculate performance for this Exit Standard. Performance on this Exit Standard as reported in the May 21, 2012
report was 56 percent but was re-calculated to 76 percent (71 of 94 children) (see p. 43 of LaShawn A. v. Gray
Progress Report for the Period July 1- December 21, 2011). There remain legitimate questions about the fairest
way to measure CFSA performance on this Exit Standard. The Monitor will be proposing a new calculation
method prior to next monitoring report.

>4 The Monitor assess performance by adding the 53 children (who were placed in an approved adoptive home
before the ninth month of the goal change) to the 83 children who should have been placed in an adoptive home as
their adoptive goal change occurred more than nine months ago. The denominator is therefore 136 children.
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Permanency Exits through Adoption, Guardianship and Reunification

2012, whichever is earlier.

January —
Implementation and Exit Plan June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
32. Timely Adoption: Timely Of all children who entered As of June
permanency through reunification, foster care for the first time in 30, 2012,
adoption or legal gugrd!anship. FY?2011 and who remain in 37% of
(IEP citation 1.B.16.c.) foster care for 8 days or longer, : :
. - children in
45% will achieve permanency .
(reunification, kinship this (_:ohort
guardianship, adoption or non- achieved Performance is
relative guardianship) by permanency. due September
September 30, 2012. 30, 2012
ii. Of all children who are in foster As of June
care for more than 12 but less 30, 2012,
than 25 months on September 19% of
30, 2011, 45% will be . .
discharged from foster care to ch_lldren n
permanency (reunification, this (.:ohort
kinship guardianship, adoption achieved
or non-relative guardianship) by | permanency.
September 30, 2012.
iii. Of all children who are in foster As of June
care for 25 months or longer on 30, 2012,
September 30, 2011, 40% will 14% of
be discharged through children in
reunification, adoption, legal this cohort
guardianship prior to their 21st achieved
birthday or by September 30, permanency.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
The IEP requires CFSA to achieve an agreed upon number and percentage of permanency exits
through adoption, guardianship or reunification. This Exit Standard has three sub-parts that must
be met before compliance can be reached for the entire Exit Standard, with different compliance
percentages for entry cohorts of children based on their length of stay in foster care. The IEP
Exit Standards are measured by permanency achievement as of September 30, 2011, and
annually thereafter so performance on this Exit Standard will be due September 30, 2012.
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The first part of the Exit Standard requires that of all children who entered foster care for the
first time in FY2011 and who remain in foster care for 8 days or longer, 45% will achieve
permanency (reunification, kinship guardianship, adoption or non-relative guardianship) by
September 30, 2012. Of the 380 children and youth who entered foster care in FY 2011, 37
percent exited to permanency through reunification and guardianship by June 30, 2012; this
requirement is due by September 2012 and will include another three months of activity.

The second part of the Exit Standard requires that of all children who are in foster care for
more than 12 but less than 25 months on September 30, 2011, 45% will be discharged from
foster care to permanency (reunification, kinship guardianship, adoption or non-relative
guardianship) by September 30, 2012. Of the 342 children and youth who were in care more
than 12 months and less than 25 months on September 30, 2011, 66 (19%) achieved permanency
by June 30, 2012. Although this requirement is not yet due, based on data to date, it is unlikely
that CFSA will meet this Exit Standard within the next three months.

The third and last part of the Exit Standard requires that of all children who are in foster care
for 25 months or longer on September 30, 2011, 40% will be discharged through reunification,
adoption, legal guardianship prior to their 21% birthday or by September 30, 2012, whichever
is earlier. For the 1,044 children and youth who had been in care 25 or more months on
September 30, 2011, 147 (14%) achieved permanency by June 30, 2012. Although this
requirement is not yet due, based on data to date, it is unlikely that CFSA will meet this Exit
Standard.

Similar to performance in previous years, these data reflect that CFSA performs better in
achieving permanency, mostly through reunification, for children in care for one year or less.
However, permanency outcomes for children in care more than 12 months continue to be
problematic.

Performance on Strategy Plan:

Overall, and aligned with the strategic pillar that foster care is a temporary shelter, CFSA is now
developing and implementing strategies to ensure that permanency planning occurs from the first
day a child enters foster care. The following discussion, however, focuses on performance on
the strategies previously identified in CFSA’s 2012 Strategy Plan to improve permanency.

These strategies specifically focus on improving practice for children with the goal of adoption
or guardianship.

e Beginning May 1, 2012, CFSA will use a checklist, developed by modifying the tool used
jointly with CSSP, to review cases where the child is in a pre-adoptive home to verify that
timely efforts are being made toward achieving the goal of adoption (2012 Strategy Plan, p.
9).
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CFSA’s Out of Home and Permanency Administration (OHPA) team audited all completed
adoption cases from this and the previous monitoring periods to look at whether reasonable
efforts to finalize adoptions within 12 months of placement were made.**®

e CFSA will continue to conduct staffings for children in a pre-adoptive home and children
with a goal of guardianship to identify and address barriers to permanency within 60 days of
goal change and every three months until permanency is achieved. Ongoing monitoring will
be conducted every 60 days by the social worker with the support of the permanency
specialist (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 9).

From January through June 2012, CFSA used a variety of staffing formats to identify and
address barriers to permanency for children and youth, including “barrier” staffings, *°
SWAT team meetings®®’ and special corrective action plans meetings. During this
monitoring period, the OHPA unit met with staff from Foundations for Home and
Community to review and discuss 65 children with the goal of adoption for more than 12
months.

e Beginning April 1, 2012, recruiters will meet with private agency and CFSA staff to assess
recruitment barriers and to identify strategies for each case where the goal has been
adoption for six months or longer and a pre-adoptive home has not been identified. Reviews
will occur quarterly thereafter (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 9).

CFSA reports that between January and June 2012, the recruitment unit conducted staffing
and aided in developing and implementing strategies to support adoption for 176 children.
Activities included placing children in pre-adoptive homes, filing petitions to adopt,
matching children with homes, receiving letters of intent to adopt children and changing
goals from adoption to more appropriate goals such as guardianship and reunification.**®

155 The Monitor conducted a secondary review of the 17 cases in which CFSA determined reasonable efforts had
been made during this monitoring period. The Monitor does not find sufficient evidence on 5 of those cases, and as
indicated in Table 2 of this report, finds performance to be at 85% pending further detail from CFSA.

15 Barrier staffings are a team approach to address barriers to permanency through case consultation. There were 17
staffings held during this time period to discuss children with a goal of adoption or guardianship.

57 The SWAT team approach involved internal administrators and private agency staff and specifically focused on
children who have not achieved adoption.

158 CFSA reports that 22 children were placed in pre-adoptive homes; 13 had a goal change to guardianship; 2
children had a goal change to reunification; 11 children received letters of intent to adopt; 12 children had petitions
filed; 20 children were matched with homes and are pending placement or the homes are in the licensing process.
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7. Case Planning

The IEP requires CFSA to work with families (1) to develop timely, comprehensive and
appropriate case plans in compliance with District law requirements and permanency
timeframes, which reflect the family’s and child(ren)’s needs and are updated as family
circumstances or needs change and (2) to deliver services reflected in the current case plan.
Every effort is to be made to locate family members and develop case plans in partnership with
youth and families, the families’ informal support networks and other formal resources working
with or needed by the youth and/or family. Case plans are to identify specific services, supports
and timetables for providing services needed by children and families to achieve identified goals.

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Performance Achieved

33. Case Planning Process: 80% of cases 54% (28 of 52) of
d. CFSA, with the family, shall reviewed through cases acceptable on

develop timely, comprehensive and | the Quality Service both the Case Planning No

appropriate case plans in Reviews (QSR) will Process and Pathway

compliance with District law be rated as to Safe Case Closure

requirements and permanency acceptable on both QSR indicators ™

timeframes, which reflect family the Case Planning

and children’s needs, are updated Process and Pathway

as family circumstances or needs to Safe Case Closure

change, and CFSA shall deliver QSR indicators

services reflected in the current

case plan.

e. Every reasonable effort shall be
made to locate family members and
to develop case plans in partnership
with youth and families, the
families’ informal support
networks, and other formal
resources working with or needed
by the youth and/or family.

f.  Case plans shall identify specific
services, supports and timetables
for providing services needed by
children and families to achieve
identified goals.

(IEP citation 1.B.17.)

59 The IEP requires the Monitor to determine performance based on the QSR case planning and pathway to safe
case closure indicators for which 80 percent of cases will be rated acceptable on both indicators. For the period
under review, 73 percent of the cases were determined to be acceptable on the case planning indicator, 56 percent
were determined to be acceptable on the safe case closure indicator and 54 percent were acceptable on both
indicators.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The Monitor measures performance on this requirement through the Quality Service Review
(QSR). The following Figures summarize the parameters which reviewers are guided to consider
in rating performance in the select areas, as well as the descriptions of minimally acceptable
performance and marginal performance/unacceptable as contained within the QSR protocol.

Figure 19:
QSR Case Planning Process Indicator Parameters™ to Consider
and Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance

160

Case Planning Process (CPP)
> Parameters Reviewers Consider:

o Does the CPP strategically focus the paths and priorities of intervention necessary to achieve
specific outcomes for the child/family?

e Is the CPP actually driving practice decisions and activities on the case?
Does the CPP outline measurable objectives and steps to meet the requirements to achieve the
permanency goal in a realistic timeframe?

e Are parents/caregivers (and child if appropriate) involved in creating the plan?

e Areall providers and family members working towards the same outcomes?

e Is the plan modified and strategies and services adjusted in response to progress made, changing
needs and circumstances and additional knowledge gained?

» Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance:

(Minimally) Acceptable Case Planning Process means some key service participants, including some
family members, including the child, at least minimally plan steps to achieve outcomes. Most of the
specified outcomes focus on achieving permanency. Some participants are in agreement with the steps the
family must take, and these steps somewhat address requirements for safe case closure. Transitions are
being planned for some of the time. Minimally adequate to fair tracking of service implementation, child
and P/C progress, risk reduction, conditions necessary for safe case closure and results are being
conducted by the social worker and team.

Unacceptable Case Planning Process shows isolated service participants separately plan Agency-centered
efforts for achieving broad, Agency-directed outcomes, rather than measurable objectives with planned
steps. The child and family members may not have a voice in the steps they are being asked to take. These
steps may not guide the family towards permanency; they may not all be realistic; and/or accomplishing
them may not lead to safe case closure. Transitions may be planned for sporadically. Limited or
inconsistent tracking and communication are being conducted by the social worker and team.

160 Quality Service Review Protocol for Use by Certified Reviewers: A Reusable Guide for a Case-Based Review of
Locally Coordinated Children’s Services. February, 2008.
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Figure 20:
QSR Pathway to Safe Case Closure Indicator Parameters
to Consider and Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance

Pathway to Safe Case Closure
> Parameters Reviewers Consider:

To what degree: (1) Is there a clear, achievable case goal including concurrent and alternative plans? (2)
Does everyone involved, including family members, know and agree on what specific steps need to be
achieved in order to achieve the case goal and close the case safely? (3) Is the child/family making
progress on these steps and informed of consequences of not meeting the necessary requirements within
the required timelines? (4) Are team members planning for the youth’s transition from care in APPLA
cases? (5) Are reasonable efforts being made to achieve safe case closure for all case goals?

» Description of Acceptable/Unacceptable Performance:

(Minimally) Acceptable Pathway to Safe Case Closure means some people involved in the case
understand the case goal, including any plan alternatives. Minimally adequate to fair efforts are being
made to achieve the permanency goal and to remove any barriers to permanency. Some people have
agreed upon the steps that must be accomplished and requirements that must be met for safe case closure.
Some team members are aware of timelines and consequences for not meeting requirements and the team
IS making some progress towards closure, though not in a timely manner. - OR - The team has established
a good plan but has not made sufficient progress on it.

Unacceptable Pathway to Safe Case Closure means few people involved in the case understand or agree
with the case goal, including any plan alternatives. Marginal or inconsistent efforts are being made to
achieve the permanency goal and to remove any barriers to permanency. Few steps that must be
accomplished or requirements that must be met for safe case closure, timelines, and consequences for not
meeting requirements have been defined and/or agreed upon by family members and providers. The case
is not making sufficient progress towards closure. -OR- The team has established a fair plan but has not
made progress on it.

From January to June 2012, 52 cases were reviewed using the QSR methodology. As Figure 21
indicates, just over half of the cases (54%; 28 of 52) were rated as acceptable on both the Case
Planning Process and Pathway to Safe Case Closure indicators. In some cases, reviewers rated
practice as described by one indicator as acceptable, while their assessment was that practice in
the other area was unacceptable and needed refinement or improvement. Specifically, 73 percent
of cases (38 of 52) were rated acceptable on the Case Planning Process indicator and 56 percent
of cases (29 of 52) were rated acceptable on the Pathway to Safe Case Closure indicator; 54
percent were rated acceptable on both indicators. This level of performance does not meet the
Exit Standard for an acceptable case planning process.
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Figure 21:
QSR Findings on Case Planning Process
January - June 2012
N=52

100% |

90% IEP Exit
80% Standard

70% D

60% 54%
50% -
40% -
30% -
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10% -
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46%

Acceptable Unacceptable

Case Planning Process and Pathway to Safe Case Closure Indicators

Source: January - June CFSA and CSSP Quality Service Review data

Performance on Strategy Plan:

CFSA has employed the following strategies to modify the current QSR protocol and to increase
performance on the case planning process:

Beginning March 2012, CFSA will collaborate with CSSP and a consultant to modify the
QSR protocol, as needed, to be consistent with CFSA’s practice model (2012 Strategy Plan,

p. 9).

In March 2012 representatives from CFSA, the District’s Department of Mental Health,
CSSP and consultants with Human Systems and Outcomes, Inc. began work to create a
qualitative review protocol that could be applied to cases of children and families involved
with either the child protection or children’s mental health system or both systems. Service
providers and other stakeholders provided reactions to and input on proposed contents of a
protocol which led to the creation of a draft shared protocol. After piloting the protocol and
soliciting additional input, a shared protocol is expected to be finalized by November 2012.
The QSR protocol is one aspect of a holistic effort to improve practices. Recruiting and
orienting or training staff on practice expectations, provide coaching and mentoring to meet
expectations and stressing accountability to those expectations will positively impact
performance on the QSR Case Planning Process indicator and other key components of the
CFSA Practice Model which are embedded in the QSR protocol.
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In March 2012, managers reviewed the requirements of the QSR during the monthly
management team meeting. Beginning April 2012 and every month thereafter, managers will
report on QSR findings and actions taken within their respective program area in response to
the findings from prior QSRs. The manager will discuss the impact of changes made to
address QSR findings, including evaluation of the impact of actions taken in response to the
findings. The manager will highlight challenges in practice that may help to inform the
development and/or modification to policy and training (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 9).

At the request of Director Donald, CFSA’s Office of Policy, Planning and Program Support
(OPPPS) is facilitating an assessment of all existing Quality Assurance processes to include
the actions described above and others related to the use of QSR results. The assessment
team is comprised of representatives from across CFSA, private providers, CSSP and a
consultant from Casey Family Programs. A report with recommendations for streamlining or
modifying quality assurance processes will be provided to the Director for consideration in
the fall.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 132



C. GOAL: CHILD WELL-BEING

1. Sibling Placements and Visits

Sibling Placement

By placing siblings together, CFSA is able to reduce some of the trauma in children’s lives when
they must enter out-of-home care and promote and sustain important lifelong connections and

supports for children.

Implementation and Exit Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Plan Requirement Performance Achieved
36. Sibling Placement and Visits: | 80% of children who
Children in out-of-home enter foster care with
placement who enter foster care their siblings or within Monthly range of 67 — No
with their siblings should be 30 days of their 68%

placed with some or all of their
siblings, unless documented that
the placement is not appropriate
based on safety, best interest
needs of child(ren) or a court
order requiring separation.

(IEP citation 1.C.20.a.)

siblings will be placed
with some of their
siblings.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
Between January and June 2012, performance on this measure remained consistent, ranging from
67 to 68 percent monthly (see Figure 22). For example, as of June 30, 2012, there were 862
children applicable to this measure. Of the 862 children, 578 (67%) were placed with one or
more sibling regardless of the child’s time of entry into custody. This performance continues to
fall short of meeting the required performance level of 80 percent of children placed with their

siblings.
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Figure 22:
Children in Foster Care Placed with Siblings
January — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report PLC003

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategy to increase performance on sibling placement:

e By the summer of 2012, CFSA will seek a provider(s) with expertise in placing siblings
together with a goal of contracting with a provider(s) with such expertise by October 1, 2012
(2012 Strategy Plan, p. 6).

CFSA has been exploring approaches and seeking providers with expertise in placing
siblings together. Recently, CFSA issued a family-based provider scope of work which
includes specific criteria related to sibling placement which states, “CFSA seeks innovative
approaches to accommodating the placement of siblings together within family based
homes.” Updates on potential contracts for this scope of work will be provided in future
monitoring reports.
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Sibling Visitation

Implementation and Exit Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard

Plan Requirement Performance Achieved

37. Sibling Placement and 80% of children shall June 2012 performance:

Visits: Children placed apart | have monthly visits

from their siblings should with their separated 80% with at least monthly Partially

have at least twice monthly | siblings and 75% of visits

visitation with some or all of | children shall have

their siblings unless twice monthly visits 72% with at least twice

documented that the with their separated monthly visits

visitation is not in the best siblings.

interest of the child(ren).
(IEP citation 1.C.20.b.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The Monitor has expressed concerns in previous monitoring reports regarding data which
indicate a high number of suspended sibling visits. CFSA placed an increased focus on this area
and during this monitoring period, the number of suspended sibling visits has decreased from
181 (34%) out of 535 applicable children in January 2012 to 68 (12%) suspended sibling visits
out of 548 applicable children in June 2012.

Due to the continued high level of suspended sibling visits January through May 2012, the
Monitor is reporting only on sibling visitation performance for the month of June 2012 when
suspended sibling visits substantially decreased. In June 2012, there were 463 children
applicable to this measure. Of the 463 children, 372 (80%) had at least one visit during the
month with at least one of their siblings and 333 (72%) had at least twice monthly visitation with
at least one sibling.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on sibling visitation:

e By April 30, 2012, CFSA will explore sibling visitation models used by Georgia, Illinois, New
Jersey, and California and their potential application to the District (2012 Strategy Plan, p.
5).

CFSA Program Managers have reviewed various sibling visitation models in order to
determine their potential application to CFSA practice. Additionally, as stated in the
Visitation section of this report, during this monitoring period CFSA has engaged in several
activities to identify barriers to sibling visitation and has developed strategies to overcome
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such barriers. With CFSA’s increased attention on this area of practice, the Monitor
anticipates seeing an improved performance in the future.

e CFSA will examine the current use of suspended visits with siblings and develop policy by
August 1, 2012, with the criteria for when the suspension of visits between siblings is
appropriate/necessary (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 5).

On June 12, 2012, CFSA issued a revised visitation policy which modified the visitation
policy issued on April 12, 2011. The June 2012 policy added the language indicated in
bold to the following statement within Procedure A: Visitation General Requirements of
the policy, “A visit between the child (under the Court’s jurisdiction) and their parent or
guardian, custodian, or sibling shall only be limited, suspended, or prohibited through
court order.” (emphasis added) '** Additionally, the new policy requires social workers
to receive approval from his or her supervisor and program manager prior to presenting a
recommendation to modify visitation to the court through the assigned assistant attorney
general (AAG).

Furthermore, the June 2012 policy included procedures on what actions are required when
visitation has been limited, suspended or prohibited. Procedure E: Visitation Between
Children in Out-of-Home Care and Their Families of the revised policy states in paragraph
4:

4. In instances where visitation is limited, suspended, or prohibited, the Agency

shall demonstrate the following:

a. The social worker, along with his or her supervisor, with approval of the
program manager, and/or the child’s therapist determine visitation to be
clinically inappropriate (i.e., visitation is not in the child’s best interest).
This clinical determination shall be documented in FACES by the
approving program manager.

b. Visitation is limited, suspended or prohibited via a Court Order.

c. Atreatment plan is put in place 14 calendar days from the time visitation
is limited, suspended, or prohibited. The treatment plan shall address the
factors that resulted in the visit being limited, suspended, or prohibited,
and the steps being taken to resolve these factors.

d. Ata minimum, the assigned social worker and the family team shall
review the treatment plan and the decision to prohibit, suspend, or
terminate visitation every 90 days during the completion or update of the
case plan. %2

161 See Child and Family Services Agency, Visitation Policy, p. 4, June 12, 2012.
192 |bid., at 11.
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In addition to the policy revision, CFSA managers have been reviewing the use of
suspended sibling visits and informing staff of the requirements for suspending visits. As
indicated above in the performance data for this monitoring period, the focus in this area
has resulted in a significant decrease in suspended sibling visits.

2. Assessments for Children Experiencing a Placement Disruption

In order to assess and address the trauma to children experiencing placement disruptions, CFSA
is required to ensure that children in its custody whose placements are disrupted are provided
with a comprehensive and appropriate assessment to determine their service and re-placement
needs with a follow-up action plan developed no later than within 30 days of re-placement.

January - June

2012 Exit Standard
Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
38. Assessments for Children Experiencing a 90% of children Unable to Assess Unable to
Placement Disruption: CFSA shall ensure that | experiencing a determine
children in its custody whose placements are placement
disrupted are provided with a comprehensive disruption will have
and appropriate assessment and follow-up a comprehensive
action plans to determine their service and re- assessment and an

placement needs no later than within 30 days of | action plan to
re-placement. A comprehensive assessment isa | promote stability
review, including as applicable the child, developed.
his/her family, kin, current and former
caregiver and the GAL, to assess the child’s
current medical, social, behavioral, educational
and dental needs to determine the additional
evaluations/services/ supports that are required
to prevent future placement disruptions.

(IEP citation 1.C.21.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CFSA does not have data related to this Exit Standard for the period under review. FACES.NET
was recently modified to allow collection of data on placement disruptions and the occurrence of
a placement disruption staffing, however, a case record review will be necessary to determine if
a comprehensive assessment occurred after the placement disruption. CFSA and the Monitor
plan to work jointly to conduct this review during the next monitoring period.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance on the assessment of
children experiencing a placement disruption:
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By April 30, 2012, CFSA will develop and implement a placement assessment tool that will
capture key placement information (e.g., the reason for any prior placement changes and
pertinent medical and mental health information). The tool will be completed by the social
worker and Placement Services Administration (PSA) staff and will be used by PSA to assess
the best possible new placement for the child (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).

CFSA reports that a placement assessment tool was developed after consultation with Casey
Family Programs and incorporates questions that reflect some elements of the Child and
Adolescent Needs and Strengths Assessment (CANS). Implementation of this assessment
tool is reported to have begun in June 2012 but it is unclear what the protocol for
implementation has been and whether any training has occurred with workers on the use of
this tool. Most states which use the CANS assessment require extensive pre-training and
validation as part of implementation. The Monitor does not believe this has occurred.
Further, CFSA reported that they are considering additional refinement of the tool in
September and October 2012.

Within 30 days following a placement disruption, a team meeting, led by the social worker,
will be convened to address the child’s current needs and circumstances and action steps to
prevent future disruptions, if needed, will be developed and documented in FACES.NET
(2012 Strategy Plan, p. 7).

CFSA only recently finalized the definition of a placement disruption as “an unplanned move
necessary to protect the safety and wellbeing of the foster child.” The Monitor has had
difficulty in getting full information and understanding of CFSA’s plans in this area. The
Monitor was informed that CFSA plans to reorganize the functions within the Placement
Unit by assigning placement specialists to each child in foster care for the life of his/her case.
This placement specialist is expected to be responsible for working with the social worker
and other team members when there is a placement disruption. This process has not yet been
implemented. Further information will be provided in the next monitoring report.
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3. Health and Dental Care

Health Screening Prior to Placement

The IEP requires children in foster care to have a health screening prior to an initial placement,
re-entry into care or a change in placement. The purpose of the health screening prior to
placement is to identify health conditions that require prompt medical attention such as acute
illnesses, chronic diseases, signs of abuse or neglect, signs of infection or communicable
diseases, hygiene or nutritional problems and developmental or mental health concerns.
Additionally, the screening gathers information about the child’s health care needs to be shared
with the child’s foster parent or caregiver, social worker and other service providers.

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Performance Achieved
39. Health and Dental Care: 95% of children in foster | Initial and re-entries: No
Children in foster care shall have a care shall have a health monthly range of 86 —
health screening prior to placement. | screening prior to an 100%
initial placement or re-
(IEP citation 1.C.22.a.) entry into care. Replacements: monthly

90% of children in foster | range of 74 — 81%
care who experience a
placement change shall
have a replacement health
screening.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, performance related to health screening prior to placement for
children who initially entered or re-entered foster care ranged between 86 and 100 percent
monthly (see Figure 23 below). For example, in June 2012, there were 33 children who were
initially placed or re-entered foster care. Of the 33 children, 30 (91%) children received a health
screening prior to being placed.

Performance related to health screening for children prior to a placement change ranged between
74 and 81 percent monthly from January through June 2012 (see Figure 24 below). For example,
there were 154 children who experienced a placement change in June 2012 and 122 (79%)
received a health screening prior to the change in placement.

This performance falls short of the IEP requirement.
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Figure 23:
Percentage of Children who Received a
Health Screening Prior to Placement (Initial and Re-Entries)
January — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report HTH004

Figure 24:
Percentage of Children who Received a Health Screening
Prior to Re-Placements (for Children with Multiple Placements)
January — June 2012
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Full Medical Evaluation within 30 and 60 Days of Placement

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Performance Achieved
40. Health and Dental Care: 85% of children in foster | Within 30 days:
Children in foster care shall receive a | care shall receive a full monthly range of 54 — No

full medical evaluation within 30
days of placement.
(IEP citation 1.C.22.b.i.)

medical evaluation within
30 days of placement.
95% of children in foster
care shall receive a full
medical evaluation within
60 days of placement.

80%

Within 60 days:
monthly range of 76 —
94%

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
From January through June 2012, a monthly range of 54 to 80 percent of children in foster care
received a full medical evaluation within 30 days of placement and an additional eight to 28
percent of children per month received a full medical evaluation within 60 days of placement, for
a total of between 76 and 94 percent of children monthly receiving a full medical evaluation
within 60 days of placement in foster care (see Figure 25). For example, in June 2012, there
were 47 children applicable to this measure. Of the 47 children, 31 (66%) had a medical
evaluation within 30 days of placement and an additional 13 (28%) had a medical evaluation
within 60 days of placement. This performance falls short of the IEP requirement.

Percentage of Children who Received a Full Medical Evaluation

Figure 25:

Within 30 and 60 Days of Placement
January — June 2012
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Full Dental Evaluation within 30, 60 and 90 Days of Placement

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Performance Achieved
41. Health and Dental Care: 25% of children shall Within 30 days:
Children in foster care shall receive | receive a full dental monthly range of 36 Partially
a full dental evaluation within 30 evaluation within 30 days | —54%
days of placement. of placement.
50% of children shall Within 60 days:
(IEP citation 1.C.22.b.ii.) | receive a full dental monthly range of 58
evaluation within 60 days | —67%
of placement.
85% of children shall Within 90 days:
receive a full dental monthly range of 60
evaluation within 90 days | — 69%
of placement.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

From January to June 2012, between 36 and 54 percent of children per month received a full
dental evaluation within 30 days of placement (see Figure 26 below). An additional seven to 24
percent of children per month received a full dental within 60 days and an additional zero to nine
percent of children per month received a full dental within 90 days, for a total of between 58 and
67 percent of children per month receiving a full dental within 60 days and between 60 and 69
percent of children per month receiving a full dental within 90 days. For example, in June 2012,
this measure applied to 39 children. Of the 39 children, 21 (54%) had a dental evaluation within
30 days of placement, an additional five (13%) had a dental evaluation within 60 days of
placement and one additional child (3%) had a dental evaluation within 90 days of placement.
The remaining 12 children did not receive a full dental evaluation within 90 days of placement.

CFSA’s performance meets the required levels for the sub-parts related to dental evaluations
within 30 and 60 days of placement, however, falls short of meeting the 85 percent requirement
for children to have a full dental evaluation within 90 days of placement.
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Figure 26:
Percentage of Children who Received a Full Dental Evaluation

January — June 2012
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report HTHO005

Timely Access to Health Care Services

In accordance with the IEP, CFSA is to ensure that children in foster care have timely access to
health care services to meet identified needs. Due to strong performance on this measure in a
previous monitoring period, this Exit Standard was re-designated as an Outcome to be
Maintained. Performance this monitoring period measured through the Quality Service Review

(QSR) remained at 98 percent.
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Medicaid Coverage

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January - June Exit Standard
Requirement 2012 Achieved
Performance
43. Health and Dental Care: 90% of children’s Receipt of
CFSA shall ensure the prompt caregivers shall be Medicaid Number No

completion and submission of
appropriate health insurance
paperwork, and shall keep records
of, e.g., Medicaid application dates,
HMO severance dates, and
enrollment dates. CFSA shall
provide caregivers with

provided with
documentation of
Medicaid coverage within
5 days of placement and
Medicaid cards within 45
days of placement.

within 5 days of
placement: 53%

Receipt of
Medicaid card
within 45 days of
placement: 29%

documentation of Medicaid
coverage within 5 days of every
placement and Medicaid cards
within 45 days of placement.
(IEP citation 1.C.22.d.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

This is the first monitoring period in which the Monitor has reported performance for this Exit
Standard. CSSP collected data during a telephone survey of 129 resource parents who had a
child placed in their home anytime between January and May 2012.'%® Of 122 applicable
resource parents*® surveyed, 65 (53%) resource parents were provided the Medicaid number for
the subject child within five days of that child’s placement. Twenty-four (20%) resource parents
indicated they never received the Medicaid number. Of those who received the Medicaid
number at any point while the child was placed in their care, 61 (62%) indicated they received
the Medicaid number from the social worker and 22 (22%) received it in the Placement Passport
Packet. Of the 12 resource parents who responded “other” in how they received the Medicaid
number, many indicated they received the number from either the previous resource parent or the
biological parent.

Receipt of the child’s Medicaid card was less frequent. Thirty-five (29%) of the 121 applicable
resource parents*® indicated they received the Medicaid card within 45 days of the child’s
placement as required by the IEP and 82 (68%) of 121 resource parents never received the
Medicaid card. Of those who received a Medicaid card for the subject child during some time
period within the child’s placement, 20 (50%) received it from the social worker, 12 (30%)
received it from other resources, including previous resource parent or biological parent, and
eight (20%) received the card in the Placement Passport Packet.

163 The survey included a statistically significant sample with a margin of error of + 7.6% with 95 percent
confidence in the results.

164 Seven resource parents were excluded because they could not recall.

185 Eight resource parents were excluded because they could not recall.
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This performance does not meet the level required by the IEP. The Monitor will work with
CFSA to identify a methodology to collect data and report performance in the future.

See Appendix D for a full report of the findings from the resource parent survey.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategy to increase performance on the receipt of Medicaid
number and cards by foster parents:

By May 1, 2012, CFSA will issue a written protocol for the receipt and delivery of the
Medicaid number and card to foster parents. The Passport form will be revised to include
the Medicaid number. The social worker will deliver the Passport and acknowledgment form
to the foster parents. After the Agency receives the Medicaid card, the social worker will
deliver it to the foster parent during a subsequent visit. The foster parent will be asked to
sign an acknowledgement of receipt of the Medicaid card. The written acknowledgement
forms will be centrally maintained by the Business Services Administration (2012 Strategy
Plan, p. 7,8).

CFSA has revised the Placement Passport Packet form to include a section for the child’s
Medicaid number. On April 28, 2012, CFSA sent staff a protocol detailing the process for
receipt and centralization of children and youth’s Medicaid numbers and cards. CFSA
reports that on July 11, 2012, the Business Services Administration (BSA) met with program
administrators, program managers and supervisors to discuss implementation of this protocol.
On July 27, 2012, an email was sent to all staff reminding them of the Medicaid number and
Medicaid card delivery protocol. After review of protocol implementation over the past
several months, CFSA reports that the portion of the protocol requiring that signed Placement
Passport Packet receipts be submitted to BSA is not being consistently implemented. CFSA
is reviewing the current process and resource allocation associated with this function.

Information on receipt of Medicaid cards from resource parents suggests that the problem
may require additional thinking about effective strategies for improvement in this area.
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D. RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT AND SYSTEM ACCOUNTABILITY

1. Caseloads and Supervisory Responsibilities

Exit Standards pertaining to caseloads and supervisory responsibilities are currently designated
as Outcomes to be Maintained. Given the critical importance of caseload size and recent
concerns with the increase in size of investigator caseloads and in the number of unassigned
cases, this section provides additional information on worker and supervisory caseloads.

Investigative Caseloads

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January through June 2012
Requirement Performance
46. Caseloads: 90% of investigators and
a. The caseload of each worker conducting | social workers will have Monthly range of 56 — 71% met
investigations of reports of abuse and/or caseloads that meet the the caseload requirements.
neglect shall not exceed the MFO standard, | above caseload
which is 1:12 investigations. requirements. No Monthly range of 7 to 18
individual investigator investigators had a caseload of 15
(IEP citation 1.D.25.a.) | shall have a caseload or more.
greater than 15 cases.

Performance for the period July 1 through December 31, 2011:

The Monitor has determined that an error was made in the previous monitoring report (issued
May 21, 2012 for the monitoring period July 1 through December 31, 2011) related to caseloads
for workers conducting investigations. The Monitor informed the parties of this error and of the
correct data in a memo dated July 13, 2012. The correct data are included below.

Between July and December 2011, 69 to 94 percent of investigative workers met the required
caseload standard of not exceeding 12 investigations per month. Additionally, during this same
time period, a monthly range of zero to six investigators had a caseload of more than 15
investigations each month. The corrected monthly performance is provided in Appendix E.
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
The number of investigative workers with caseloads exceeding the IEP caseload standards has
continued to increase during this monitoring period. Between January and June 2012, 56 to 71
percent of investigative workers met the required caseload standard by not exceeding 12
investigations per month (see Table 7 and Figure 27 below). Additionally, during this same time
period, a monthly range of seven to 18 investigators had a caseload exceeding 15 investigations
each month, which is prohibited by the IEP. Table 7 below illustrates the caseloads of
investigative workers by month.

Investigative Social Workers Exceeding Caseload Limits

Table 7:

January — June 2012

Workers Workers Total
Carrying no Workers Workers Carrying Workers
more than 12 Carrying Carrying More Than Carrying
Month | Investigations: 13-15 16-18 19 More Than
Met Exit Investigations | Investigations | Investigations 12
Standard Investigations
January 43 (68%) 13 (21%) 4 (6%) 3 (5%) 20 (32%)
2012
(N=63)
February 37 (56%) 12 (18%) 11 (17%) 6 (9%) 29 (44%)
2012
(N=66)
March 37 (58%) 20 (31%) 5 (8%) 2 (3%) 27 (42%)
2012
(N=64)
April 39 (63%) 13 (21%) 8 (13%) 2 (3%) 23 (37%)
2012
(N=62)
May 38 (57%) 11 (16%) 11 (16%) 7 (10%) 29 (43%)
2012
(N=67)
June 47 (71%) 7 (11%) 10 (15%) 2 (3%) 19 (29%)
2012
(N=66)

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net INV068 January-June 2012
*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding
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CFSA attributes the spike in investigative worker caseloads to the influx of 456 educational
neglect referrals received from schools throughout the District of Columbia during late May
through July 2012. This increase of educational neglect referrals at the end of the school year
was linked to intensified efforts by the Mayor and District of Columbia Public Schools to reduce
truancy among children and youth. Caseloads for investigative workers have been higher than
the required standard since August 2011, well before this influx, but the caseload issues were
exacerbated by the high volume of referrals in May through June 2012,

Family Assessment Caseloads

Caseloads for workers within the Differential Response (DR) unit who conduct Family
Assessments (FA) ranged from seven to 18 during the months of January to June 2012. In
addition, the supervisor for the FA unit carried cases in the months of January, May and June.
Under DR, FA workers are assigned to assess child and family circumstances for certain
categories of allegations to the Hotline. Table 8 displays the caseloads of the five FA workers
during the period under review. For the months of March and April, three of the five FA
workers had caseloads of more than 15 families.

Table 8: Family Assessment (FA) Social Workers Caseloads*
January — June 2012

N=5 Workers
Workers
Carrying No Workers Workers
Month More than 12 FA | Carrying 13-15 | Carrying Over 15

Cases FA Cases FA Cases

January 2012 4 (80%) 1 (20%) 0 (0%)

February 2012 1 (20%) 4 (80%) 0 (0%)
March 2012 0 (0%) 2 (40%) 3 (60%)
April 2012 1 (20%) 1 (20%) 3 (60%)
May 2012 2 (40%) 1 (20%) 2 (40%)

June 2012 3 (60%) 2 (40%) 0 (0%)

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net INVV068 for January-June 2012
*N does not include supervisor of the FA unit who carried cases in January, May and June.
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In-home and Placement Caseloads

Implementation and Exit Plan
Requirement

Exit Standard

January - June 2012
Performance

46. Caseloads:
b. & c. The caseload of each worker
providing services to children and families in
which the child or children in the family are
living in their home shall not exceed 1:15
families.

(IEP citation 1.D.25.b.&c.)

90% of social workers
will have caseloads that
meet the above caseload
requirements. No
individual social worker
shall have a caseload
greater than 18 cases.

more.

Monthly range of 96 — 99% met
the caseload requirements.

Monthly range of zero to 2 social
workers had a caseload of 18 or

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
CFSA continued to meet required caseload standards for in-home and placement cases. Between
January and June 2012, 96 to 99 percent of social workers had caseloads of no more than 15
families per worker (see Figure 27). Additionally, a monthly range of between zero and two
social workers carried more than 18 cases during the period under review (see Table 9).

Figure 27:

Percentage of Placement/In-Home Workers and Investigative Workers
who Meet Exit Standard Requirements for Caseloads

January-June 2012

Placement/In-Home Social Workers: N=224-237
Investigators: N=62-67
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net INV068 for January-June 2012
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Table 9:
Number of Social Workers with more than 18 Placement/In-Home Cases
January-June 2012
Workers
carrying no Workers Total Workers
Month more than carrying 15- Workers Carrying More
15 Cases: 18 cases (no carrying over than 15 Cases
Met Exit more than 18 18 cases
Standard cases)
January 2012 234 (98%) 6 (3%) 0 (0%) 6 (3%)
(N=240)
February 2012 228 (97%) 6 (3%) 0 (0%) 6 (3%)
(N=234)
March 2012 221 (99%) 2 (<1%) 1 (<1%) 3 (1%)
(N=224)
April 2012 221 (97%) 6 (3%) 0 (0%) 6 (3%)
(N=227)
May 2012 220 (96%) 7 (3%) 2 (1%) 9 (4%)
(N=229)
June 2012 219 (96%) 7 (3%) 2 (1%) 9 (4%)
(N=228)
Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net CMT328 January-June 2012
*Total percentage may exceed 100 due to rounding
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Workers Conducting Home Studies

Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012
Requirement Exit Standard Performance
46. Caseloads: 90% of investigators and
d. The caseload of each worker having social workers will have 100% of workers conducting
responsibility for conducting home studies caseloads that meet the home studies met the required
shall not exceed 30 cases. above caseload performance and no individual
requirements. No worker had a caseload greater
(IEP citation 1.D.25.d.) | individual worker than 35.
conducting home studies
shall have a caseload
greater than 35 cases.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

CFSA continued to maintain required performance on caseloads for workers conducting home
studies. Between January and June 2012, 100 percent of social workers had caseloads which did
not exceed 30 home studies per worker. Worker’s caseloads ranged between four and 12 home
studies monthly during the period under review.

Unassigned Cases

Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement Exit Standard Lo VIS AU
Performance
46. Caseloads: There shall be no cases
e. There shall be no cases unassigned to a unassigned to a social Monthly range of 20 — 62 (1 — 3%
social worker for more than five business worker for more than five of total open cases) cases
days, in which case, the supervisor shall business days, in which unassigned to a social worker for
provide coverage but not for more than five case, the supervisor shall more than five business days
business days. provide coverage but not
for more than five
(IEP citation 1.D.25.e.) | business days.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The number of cases unassigned to a social worker for more than five business days ranged from
20 to 62 cases each month.'®® CFSA reports that many of these cases were closed investigations
awaiting transfer to an in-home or permanency worker. Specific monthly performance is
detailed below in Table 10.

1% During the period under review, in addition to the cases cited above, a monthly range of between 67 and 82 in-
home or placement cases were assigned to investigative social workers. CFSA reports that these cases were
incorrectly categorized and are not assigned to investigative workers but were closed investigations that are in the
transfer process to an in-home or permanency unit. Due to the manner in which the data are presented, the Monitor
is unable to determine if these cases have been unassigned to a social worker for more than five days, however,
review of some of these cases during the visitation case record review confirm that these cases are unassigned for
longer than five days.
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Table 10: Cases Unassigned to a Social Worker for More Than Five Days
January — June 2012

Cases
Month Assigned in Cases Unassigned
Five Days or | for More Than Five
Less Days
January 2012 2314 (99%) 20 (>1%)
(N=2334)
February 2012 2302 (99%) 30 (1%)
(N=2332)
March 2012 2289 (99%) 23 (1%)
(N=2312)
April 2012 2268 (97%) 62 (3%)
(N=2330)
May 2012 2274 (98%) 45 (2%)
(N=2319)
June 2012 2238 (98%) 35 (2%)
(N=2273)

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net CMT328 for January-June 2012

The Monitor noted an increase in unassigned cases to a social worker during the month of April
2012 as well as an increase in the length of time many of these cases remained unassigned, in
some instances over 30 days. The Monitor is particularly concerned with the number of closed
investigations that are not promptly assigned to an ongoing worker. The result is children and
families not receiving supervision, visitation and support during a critical time in a case. CFSA
reports that they are working to streamline the case transfer process. The Monitor has engaged
in conversations with CFSA regarding this concern and will continue to closely monitor this sub-
part of the Exit Standard.
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Supervisory Responsibilities

Supervisor to Social Worker Ratios

Implementation and Exit Plan Requirement

Exit Standard

January - June 2012
Performance

47. Supervisory Responsibilities:

a. Supervisors who are responsible for supervising
social workers who carry caseloads shall be
responsible for no more than six workers,
including case aids or family support workers, or
five caseworkers.

b.  No supervisor shall be responsible for the on-
going case management of any case.

i Supervisors shall be responsible for
no more than five social workers
and a case aide or family support
worker.

(IEP citation 1.D.26. a&b.i.)

90% of supervisors shall
be responsible for no
more than five social
workers and a case aide or
family support worker.

Monthly range of 96 — 99% of
supervisors met the required
standard.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
There were between 67 and 77 supervisors employed at CFSA and the private agencies between
January and June 2012. Between 96 and 99 percent of supervisors each month met the standard
of supervising no more than five social workers and a case aide or family support worker (see

Figure 28).
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Supervisor to Social Worker Ratios

Figure 28:

January — June 2012
N=67 to 77 based on the specific month
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Superviso

rs Carrying Cases

Implementation and Exit Plan
Requirement

Exit Standard

January - June 2012
Performance

48. Supervisory Responsibilities:

a. Supervisors who are responsible for
supervising social workers who carry
caseloads shall be responsible for no more
than six workers, including case aids or
family support workers, or five caseworkers.

b. No supervisor shall be responsible for the on-
going case management of any case.

ii. Cases shall be assigned to

social workers.

(IEP citation 1.D.26. a&b.ii.)

95% of cases are
assigned to social
workers.

Monthly range of 93 — 96%
cases assigned to social
workers
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Between January and June 2012, the percentage of cases assigned to social workers ranged
between 93 to 96 percent (see Figure 29); between three to five percent of cases were assigned to
supervisors and managers during this period. This continues to meet the Exit Standard
requirement that 95 percent of cases be assigned to social workers.

Figure 29:
Cases Assigned to Social Workers
January — June 2012
N=2273 to 2334 cases depending on the month
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Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net CMT328 for January-June 2012

CFSA met the performance required for this sub-part of the Exit Standard during four of the six
months under review. The Monitor is however concerned about the number of cases
investigative worker supervisors are carrying while cases are being transferred to the appropriate
ongoing unit.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 155



2. Staff Training

Training is a core function of any child welfare agency and is a primary mechanism to ensure
that social workers, supervisors, managers and foster parents have the competencies necessary to
ensure the safety, permanency and well-being of children and families.

Pre-Service Training for New Social Workers and Supervisors

Due to previous strong performance, outcomes pertaining to pre-service training for new social
workers (IEP citation 1.D.27.a.) and pre-service training for new supervisors (IEP citation
1.D.27.b.) have been re-designated as Outcomes to be Maintained. Performance during this
monitoring period demonstrates that CFSA continues to meet these Exit Standard
requirements.*®’

In-Service Training for Previously Hired Social Workers, Supervisors and Administrators

January - June
Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved

51. Training for Previously Hired Social

Workers, Supervisors and Administrators: 80% of CFSA and 95% Yes
Previously hired direct service staff'® shall | private agency direct

receive annually a minimum of 5 full training | service staff shall

days (or a minimum of 30 hours) of receive the required

structured in-service training geared toward annual in-service
professional development and specific core training.
and advanced competencies.

(IEP citation 1.D.28.a.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

In order to report performance data for this measure, the Monitor conducted a secondary analysis
of FACES.NET data on in-service training hours completed by direct service staff. Of the 293
previously hired direct service staff employed for the entire period of July 1, 2011 to June 30,
2012, 278 (95%) completed the mandatory 30 hours of annual in-service training within this
timeframe.® This is the first time CFSA has met and exceeded the required level of
performance for this Exit Standard.

167 See Table 2 of this report for performance data.

168 Twelve of the 30 hours required for the nurse care managers may be met with continuing education requirements
of the licensing board.

169 Seventy-five direct service workers’ positions were made “inactive” before June 30, 2012 and thus were not
included in the universe of 293 as training requirements are considered from July through June annually. Of these
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January - June

Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
52. Training for Previously Hired 80% of CFSA and private
Social Workers, Supervisors and agency supervisors and
Administrators: Supervisors and administrators who have 94% Yes

administrators shall receive annually
a minimum of 24 hours of structured
in-service training.

(IEP citation 1.D.28.h.)

casework responsibility shall
receive annual in-service
training.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

In order to report performance data for this measure, the Monitor conducted a secondary analysis
of FACES.NET data on in-service training hours completed by supervisors and administrators.
Of the 98 previously hired supervisors and administrators employed for the entire time period, 92
(94%) completed the mandatory 24 hours of in-service training between July 1, 2011 and June
30, 2012.17° This is the first time CFSA has met and exceeded the required level of performance
for this Exit Standard.

3. Training for Foster and Adoptive Parents

Pre-Service Training for Foster Parents

January - June

Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
53. Training for Foster Parents: 95% of CFSA and contract
CFSA and contract agency foster agency foster parents shall 92% No

parents shall receive a minimum of

receive a minimum of 15 hours

15 hours of pre-service training.
(IEP citation 1.D.29.a.)

of pre-service training.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

In order to report performance data for this measure, the Monitor conducted a secondary analysis
of FACES.NET data on pre-service training hours completed by foster parents licensed between
January 1, 2012 and June 30, 2012. Of the 151 foster parents applicable to this measure, 139

75 workers, four had completed the required 30 hours of annual in-service training prior to becoming inactive
employees.

170 Seventeen supervisor or administrator positions were made “inactive” before June 30, 2012 and thus were not
included in the universe of 98. Of these 17 workers, two had completed the required 24 hours of annual in-service
training prior to becoming inactive employees.
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(92%) completed the mandatory 15 hours of pre-service training prior to receiving licensure.*"*
This performance is slightly below the Exit Standard requirement.

In-Service Training for Foster Parents

January - June
Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
54. Training for Foster Parents: 95% of foster parents whose
CFSA and contract agency foster licenses are renewed shall 81% No
parents shall receive 30 hours of in- receive 30 hours of in-service
service training every two years. training.
(IEP citation 1.D.29.b.)

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

The Monitor has not previously reported performance on this Exit Standard due to data not being
available and, more recently, due to concerns about the validity of data available in
FACES.NET. These concerns were described in the last monitoring report and in a memo to
CFSA. In aresponse memo, CFSA outlined plans to ensure the accuracy of foster parent in-
service training data in the future. CFSA reports that they continue to monitor foster parent in-
service data on a monthly basis for noted discrepancies and meets with private providers to
ensure clarity on suitable training, data entry processes and external training approvals.

CFSA made efforts to remedy some of the concerns in the data provided during this monitoring
period and while the data had substantially fewer errors, the data available within FACES.NET
continued to include some information which caused the Monitor to question its overall validity,
including: unrealistic training hours per day; counting the same training multiple times; unclear
course titles; and significant variances in the quality and relevance of course content, both
between agencies and among foster parents. For 13 foster parents (5% of 264), there was a lapse
between the previous license and renewed license of over three months; for five of these 13, the
lapse between licenses spanned at least a year.

To report on this measure, the Monitor defined basic foster parent in-service training data
standards®’ and applied those standards to a review of a statistically significant'’® sample of

1 The Monitor found several instances where the prospective foster parent completed their pre-service training
hours over a year before being licensed. CFSA reports that the pre-service training curriculums utilized by both
CFSA and private providers provide trainings which are recognized as valid for up to five years after training
completion.

172 The following standards were applied to the Monitor’s review of foster parent in-service training data: 1)
Duplicate training data entries were only counted once; 2) If a foster parent’s record states that they completed over
10 hours of training in one day, the Monitor considered the training in the order that it was listed and counted full
training that summed to 10 hours or less; 3) In extreme cases, training was not considered valid (e.g. picnics,
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foster parents whose licenses were renewed between January 1 through June 30, 2012. Of the
264 foster parents reviewed, 213 (81%) completed the required hours of in-service training.*"
This performance does not meet the Exit Standard requirement.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance toward training
completion:

e Beginning in March 2012, CFSA direct service staff will be required to sign an
acknowledgement letter that sets forth the in-service training requirement as a term of
employment. In addition, all new direct service CFSA employees will sign such an
acknowledgement form at the beginning of their employment. CFSA will formally notify
private agencies twice yearly, in November and April, that all direct service employees are
required to complete annual training requirements. CFSA has included completion of
training as an aspect of monitoring for each contract agencies’ performance (2012 Strategy
Plan, p. 10).

In May 2012, CFSA’s Human Resource Administration sent a notice to all supervisors and
staff regarding the training requirements and the need to complete a training requirement
acknowledgement form. Similarly, in April, private agency staff were sent a notification
reminder of the training requirements, availability of training and training management
reports. Additionally, in April, CFSA issued an Administrative Issuance regarding the
required training hours.

e By April 30, 2012, CFSA will revise, as needed, the training policy for social workers to
clarify training requirements to include specific procedures for providing training to after-
hour staff (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 10).

CFSA’s Pre-Service and In-Service Social Work Training draft policy, which was last
revised on June 4, 2012, includes a procedure for providing in-service training to CPS after-
hours staff. This procedure states that to meet the needs of after-hours staff, the Child
Welfare Training Academy (CWTA) will offer online training, quarterly weekend and
quarterly evening training and external training that has been previously approved by
CWTA. The Monitor provided comments on the draft policy and CFSA reports that most of
these comments were addressed and the policy was revised accordingly.

movies, holiday parties, sports games, etc). Many other training workshops had questionable titles, but were
considered acceptable.

173 The sample (265 of 560) is statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence interval with a margin of error of +
5 percent.

% Foster parents with a one-year license are expected to complete 15 hours of in-service training; foster parents
with a two-year license are expected to complete 30 hours of in-service training during the licensure period.
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CFSA and private providers have access to FACES.NET reports, TRNO31 and TRNO33, to
track worker training. The reports provide a breakdown on the number of training hours
completed by each employee and the name/topic of the training completed. CFSA will
circulate quarterly to all administrators, program managers, supervisors, and private
providers a reminder of the training requirement and availability of the reports through
FACES.NET (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 10).

CFSA reports that CWTA reviews FACES.NET management reports quarterly to monitor
training and to ensure that participants are making progress toward compliance with pre- and
in-service training requirements, that training data is entered correctly and that make-up
training is completed. CWTA uses these management reports to develop status reports
regarding staff progress toward meeting training requirements. These status reports are
submitted to CFSA and private provider managers. Additionally, CFSA reports that CWTA
circulates quarterly reports to supervisors, program managers and administrators to ensure
timeliness in meeting required training hours.

Unless otherwise specified in the Strategy Plan, within three months of a new programmatic
policy, relevant staff will be introduced to the policy and its requirements through training,
staff meetings or supervision (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 10).

CFSA’s Pre-Service and In-Service Social Work Training draft policy, which was last
revised on June 4, 2012 and was provided to the Monitor for comment on August 28, 2012,
includes a procedure for training social workers on new policies. The Monitor provided
feedback on the policy to CFSA on September 13, 2012 and stated that the Monitor
recommended providing greater specificity in the policy that over the course of any year
workers will be required to attend scheduled training(s) on new policies or policy changes.
The procedure, as drafted, does not provide a timeframe by which staff will be introduced to
new policies. As previously stated, this policy is still in draft form and has not yet been
finalized.
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4. Special Corrective Action
Implementation and Exit Plan January - June 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
55. Special Corrective Action:
a. CFSA shall produce accurate monthly For 90% of children | a. CFSA produces a Partially

reports, shared with the Monitor, which
identify children in the following categories:

IX.

Xi.

Xii.

Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

All cases in which a child has been
placed in four or more different
placements, with the fourth or
additional placement occurring in the
last 12 months and the placement is not
a permanent placement;

All cases in which a child has had a
permanency goal of adoption for more
than one year and has not been placed
in an adoptive home;

All children who have been returned
home and have reentered care more
than twice and have a plan of return
home at the time of the report;
Children with a permanency goal of
reunification for more than 18 months;
Children placed in emergency facilities
for more than 90 days;

Children placed in foster homes or
facilities that exceed their licensed
capacities or placed in facilities without
a valid license

Children under 14 with a permanency
goal of APPLA,; and

Children in facilities more than 100
miles from the District of Columbia

b. CFSA shall conduct a child-specific case
review by the Director or Director’s
designee(s) for each child identified and
implement a child-specific corrective action
plan, as appropriate.

(IEP citation 1.D.30.)

identified in
corrective action
categories, required
reviews will occur
and corrective action
plans will be
developed and
implemented as
appropriate.

monthly report
that identifies the
cases of these
children/families
that have been
flagged for
discussion during
applicable
reviews.

b. 46% of children
in the cohort
received a review
and had a
corrective action
plan developed.
Plans were
developed for all
children in the
following
categories:
children with goal
of adoption for
more than one
year and not
placed in adoptive
home; children
with permanency
goal of
reunification for
more than 18
months; and
children under 14
with permanency
gl;gal of APPLA.

Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:
CFSA has continued to collect data and produce monthly reports on the number of children who
fall within special corrective action categories (see Table 11). In March 2012, the FACES.NET
report which captures data for this Exit Standard was modified as it was determined that the logic

17> On March 14, 2012, CFSA identified a cohort of 701 unique children who met the category for one or more
special corrective action categories. There were 173 children within a permanency category and 148 children within
the unlicensed home category who had reviews conducted and plans developed. Fourteen children and youth fell
into both of these categories and therefore were only counted once for purposes of assessing compliance.
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was incorrectly reporting the number of children who had reached their fourth or greater
placement in the last 12 months.*"® '/

Table 11:
Number of Children in Special Corrective Action
Categories by Month
January — June 2012

Special Jan Feb | March | April | May | June
Corrective Action Category 2012 2012 2012 2012 | 2012 2012

CFSA Children with 4 or More Placements with a
Placement Change in the Last 12 Months and the 138 133 472 469 469 465
Placement is not a Permanent Placement*"®

Children in Care who Returned Home twice and Still 2 2 2 2 2 2
have the Goal of Reunification

Children with the Goal of Adoption for More than 12 105 99 93 98 106 103
Months who are not in an Approved Adoptive Home

Children under 14 with a Goal of APPLA 2 2 2 2 2 2

Children Placed in Emergency Facilities Over 90 Days 1 1 0 0 0 3

Children Placed in Foster Homes without Valid
Permits/Licenses or Foster Homes that Exceed their 104 120 148 103 o1 74
Licensed Capacity

Children with the Goal of Reunification for More than 18 79 71 69 74 75 63
Months
Children in Residential 34 33 30 26 29 28

Treatment More than 100 Miles from DC

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.NET report COR013
* Individual children may be included and counted in more than one category.

As discussed in more detail below, during this monitoring period, CFSA staff reviewed cases of
children within specific corrective action categories and developed special corrective action or
permanency action plans.

178 The previous logic was only counting the fourth placement in the previous 12 months and was not reporting the
fifth, sixth or greater placement which may have occurred in the previous 12 months.

77 CFSA does not believe that performance has substantially worsened in this area, but instead that the data was not
being accurately captured prior to March 2012.

178 1n March 2012, logic was modified for the FACES.NET report reporting performance for this measure.
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Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase performance to reduce the number of
children requiring special corrective action:

CFSA will initiate a “SWAT team” approach to comprehensively review children and youth
who fall into one or more of the Special Corrective Action categories. By April 15, 2012,
CFSA will complete a data analysis of the children and youth in the corrective action
categories. Based on the data analysis, CFSA will prioritize the order of the reviews based
on the following: 1) children in multiple corrective action categories; 2) length of time that a
child has been in a corrective action category; 3) children and youth who fall into categories
2 and 4 (related to permanency). By June 1, 2012, the SWAT team will develop specific
action plans for each child in a corrective action category, which will be incorporated into
the case plans, as appropriate (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 8).

CFSA utilized a “SWAT team” approach to review and develop plans for children and youth
within specific special corrective action categories. The SWAT team consisted of staff from
Operations, OPPPS, OAG, Director of Agency Performance and CISA. CSSP staff attended
several of these reviews. CFSA identified every child and youth within a special corrective
action category by a point in time data pull on March 14, 2012. There were 701 unique
children who met the criteria for one or more corrective action category. Of these 701
unique children, there were 586 children who met the criteria for one category, 101 children
who met the criteria for two categories and 14 children who met the criteria for three
categories. One-hundred and seventy-three of these children fell within a permanency
category and were reviewed and had a plan developed using the “SWAT team” approach.

Permanency Categories:

This data identified the following information for children within a permanency special
corrective action category: 99 children with a goal of adoption for more than 12 months who
were not in an approved adoptive home, 64 of whom were in this category for over a year; 72
children with a goal of reunification for more than 18 months; and two children under the age
of 14 with a goal of APPLA.

Reviews for children within these special corrective action permanency categories were held
between April 25 and July 31, 2012 and special corrective action plans (or permanency
action plans) were developed for each of these children to include specific action steps for
the child’s team in order to move permanency efforts forward. Through these reviews, the
SWAT team recommended goals changes of adoption or guardianship with the current foster
care provider for 14 children or youth, including the two children under the age of 14 with
APPLA goals.
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Unlicensed Foster Homes Category:

CFSA reports that “SWAT team” meetings were not held and special corrective action plans
were not specifically developed to remediate the 162 children in the March 14, 2012 cohort
of children placed in unlicensed foster homes. ** However, each agency with unlicensed
homes was required to identify and address any barriers that prevented licensure and to
develop plans to correct these barriers. Plans to remediate licensure compliance were
submitted to the Director of Agency Performance, Principal Deputy Director and Agency
Director on April 20, 2012. CFSA reports that one barrier identified by several agencies
included the transfer of homes from two agencies with which CFSA no longer contracts to
other providers and the delay or lack of pertinent information provided to these agencies.
Additionally, CFSA’s Foster Care Resources Administration has taken steps to ensure that
unlicensed homes are brought into compliance including ensuring CFSA and private
agencies have sufficient tracking and oversight of the re-licensure process to prevent licenses
from lapsing. The number of children in this corrective action category has declined from
174 in July 2011 to 74 by June 2012.

Children with Four or More Placements Category:

CFSA chose not to individually review the children who were within the special corrective
action category of four or more placements with a placement change in the last 12 months
and the placement is not a permanency placement, but to instead take a systematic approach
to implement new processes to reduce children within this category.*®® These processes
include: clearly defining placement change with program administrators, private providers
and placement unit staff to ensure respite is not considered a placement change; revising the
placement policy to denote circumstances that are not considered a placement change, such
as respite, trial home visits and visits with relatives; and implementation of the placement
disruption definition and placement disruption assessment tool. While CFSA reports that
there was a 22 percent reduction from children identified in the March 14 cohort in this
category, the Monitor is hesitant to entirely attribute this reduction to the above stated new
processes as the latter process did not begin until June 2012 and is currently being reassessed
by CFSA. The Monitor would like to see additional emphasis on strategies to individually
address the high number of children within this category in the future.

Residential Treatment more than 100 Miles from DC Category:

CFSA did not conduct “SWAT team” reviews and develop special corrective action plans
specifically to address children in residential treatment 100 or more miles outside of the
District. However, for the 31 children who are within the March 14, 2012 cohort of children
in this category, CFSA reports that three of the children were reviewed through the

179 Of these 162 children, 14 were also within a permanency category and had a special corrective action plan
developed specific to their permanency need.

180 There were 461 children who were included in this category. Of the 461 children, 77 were also within a
permanency category and have a special corrective action plan specific to their permanency need.
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congregate care review process.’®* As indicated in the Placement of Children section of this
report, in June 2012, Casey Family Programs, in collaboration with CFSA, began conducting
reviews of children and youth placed in congregate care, including therapeutic, specialized
and traditional group homes both within and outside of the District of Columbia. The
purpose of these reviews is to determine whether the child or youth is ready to transition
from congregate care and what steps need to be taken in order for the child or youth to
transition. The Monitor will provide further information on these reviews within the next

monitoring report.

Ongoing Monitoring of March 14, 2012 Cohort:
For each child for whom a special corrective action plan was developed, documentation of
the plan is available in FACES.NET and CFSA reports that the results of special corrective
action reviews are tracked monthly to monitor progress and assess outcomes. As detailed in
Table 12 below, of the March 14, 2012 cohort of children, as of June 30, 2012, CFSA reports
reducing the number of children with a goal of adoption for more than one year by 20
percent, reducing the number of children with a goal of reunification for 18 months by 29
percent and reducing the number of children in unlicensed foster homes by 81 percent.

Table 12: Results of Corrective Action Review Process in
Specific Corrective Action Categories as of June 30, 2012

Number of Children
from March 14, 2012

Special Cohort who Remained in
Corrective Action Number of Children as the Category as of June Percentage Reduction of
Category of March 14, 2012 30, 2012 Cohort by June 30, 2012

Children with Goal of
Adoption for More than 12 99 79 20%
Months who are not in an
Approved Adoptive Home
Children under 14 with a 0
Goal of APPLA 2 2 0%
Children with Goal of
Reunification for More 72 51 29%
than 18 Months
Children Placed in Foster
Homes without Valid 162 30 81%

Permits/Licenses or Foster
Homes that Exceed their
Licensed Capacity

Source: CFSA manual data

181 Of 31 children, nine were also within a permanency category and have a special corrective action plan specific to

that need.
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o By July 1, 2012, the lessons learned from the SWAT team approach will be reported
during an Agency Program’s All Staff meetings and modifications to existing policies will
be completed as needed to define the process of conducting reviews of children who fall
into corrective action categories (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 8).

CFSA reports that the lessons learned from the special corrective action reviews were
shared on June 14, 2012 during a meeting with CFSA program mangers and private
providers. Additionally, during a CFSA and private provider management team meeting
on August 6, 2012, the results of the special corrective action reviews, barriers and best
practices were discussed. Some of the systemic barriers identified through the review
process included: children receiving a different case manager for every year they were in
foster care; siblings receiving case management from different agencies often resulting in
lack of effective teaming between agencies and inconsistent permanency goals; lack of
concurrent planning; and inconsistent use of diligent search and case mining.

5. Reviewing Child Fatalities

The City-wide Child Fatality Committee is charged with reviewing the circumstances
surrounding the deaths of children who are residents or wards of the District of Columbia. The
review includes information regarding the services and interventions the child received prior to
their death in order to determine systemic, legal or policy and practice deficits and to make
recommendations for improvement.

Implementation and Exit Plan . January- June 2012 Exit Standard
- Exit Standard -
Requirement Performance Achieved
64. Reviewing Child Fatalities: The
District of Columbia, through the Ongoing Compliance Internal Committee: Partially

City-wide Child Fatality
Committee, and an Internal CFSA
Committee, shall conform to the
requirements of the MFO regarding
the ongoing independent review of
child fatalities of members of the
plaintiff class, with procedures for
(1) reviewing child deaths; (2)
making recommendations
concerning appropriate corrective
action to avert future fatalities; (3)
issuing an annual public report; and
(4) considering and implementing
recommendations as appropriate.
(IEP citation 11.A.4.)

Compliant

City-wide Committee:

Non-Compliant
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Performance for the period January 1 through June 30, 2012:

Throughout this monitoring period, the Internal CFSA Child Fatality Committee and City-wide
Child Fatality Committee continued to meet monthly to review child deaths. The 2009 Annual
Report was published in May 2012 and CFSA reports that the 2010 and 2011 annual reports are
currently being drafted. As detailed below, CFSA has been working with the Chief Medical
Examiner to remediate the issues which cause the continued non-compliance with the MFO and
IEP requirements.

Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA has employed the following strategies to increase compliance toward the child fatality
review requirements:

e By April 30, 2012, the Director of CFSA and the Chief Medical Examiner will develop
strategies to achieve compliance with the Exit Standard associated with the City-wide Child
Fatality Committee (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 11).

On March 15, 2012, CFSA’s Director and Chief of Staff met with the Chief Medical
Examiner and her general counsel to develop strategies to address issuance of annual reports,
mechanisms to track committee recommendations and responses and committee vacancies.
These strategies are listed below:

» As stated above, the 2010 and 2011 annual reports are currently in draft form and the
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) reports they should be completed by
the end of 2012.

> Regarding the mechanism to track committee recommendations, CFSA reports that
the OCME will send the final recommendations from the City-wide Child Fatality
Recommendations Subcommittee to the applicable deputy mayors. The deputy
mayors are expected to disseminate the recommendations to relevant agencies and
coordinate a response for submission to the City-wide Child Fatality Committee.

> In response to the numerous vacancies on the Committee, CFSA facilitated a
discussion between OCME and the Office of the Boards and Commissions to clarify
membership and vacancies (community and government). Subsequently, the
Committee has three new community members from wards 5, 7 and 8 and the Office
of the Boards and Commissions are continuing to recruit members to represent wards
1, 2 and 3. Additionally, CFSA is working with the Executive Office of the Mayor to
revise a Mayoral Order to include a representative from the Mayor’s Committee on
Child Abuse and Neglect (MCCAN) as an appointed member on the City-wide Child
Fatality Committee.
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6. Performance-Based Contracting

Implementation and Exit Plan Exit Standard January — June Exit Standard
Requirement 2012 Performance Achieved
56. Performance-Based Contracting: | Evidence of Infrastructure for Yes

CFSA shall have in place a
functioning performance-based
contracting system that (a) develops
procurements for identified resource
needs, including placement and
service needs; (b) issues contracts in
a timely manner to qualified service
providers in accordance with District
laws and regulations; and (c)

functionality and
ongoing compliance.
Evidence of capacity
to monitor contract
performance on a
routine basis.

performance-based
contracting in
place. CFSA s
using data on
performance of
providers to make
decisions about
placements and
future contracts.

monitors contract performance on a
routine basis.

(IEP citation 1.D.31.)

Performance between January 1 and June 30, 2012, including performance on strategy plan:
CFSA has continued its work to implement an approach to effective performance-based
contracting. CFSA’s strategy plan, in part, focused on the development of the internal
infrastructure for monitoring private provider performance and using a range of quality
improvement techniques to focus the conversation between CFSA and providers on performance
outcomes.*®* CFSA reports making referrals of children and youth first to the highest
performing agencies and when rightsizing the number of beds needed for the out-of-home foster
care population, CFSA made decisions about which contracts to renew based on performance.

CFSA’s Foster Care Resources Administration staff is responsible for contract monitoring and
performance management for all Healthy Family/Thriving Community Collaboratives and its
Council, home study contractors and all family-based private agencies and congregate care
providers. Currently, CFSA contracts with family-based providers and congregate care
providers, as well as numerous other providers responsible for home studies and community-
based services. The Contracts Monitoring staff is allocated 34 FTESs; during this monitoring
period, 30 positions were filled and there were four vacancies. The Contracts Monitoring staff
has implemented a standardized monitoring system which includes monthly data analysis,
quarterly site visits to the family-based and congregate care providers, review of child and
employee records, safety checks (announced and unannounced visits as needed) and the
development and implementation of Program Improvement Plans (PIP) when deficiencies are
identified.

182 The 2012 Strategy Plan specifically states, “CFSA will complete quarterly and annual evaluations of private
agency performance and provide technical assistance to help agencies meet the performance exit standards.” (2012
Strategy Plan, p.10).
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Further, CFSA produces performance scorecards for both family-based and congregate care
providers which track agency performance on selected requirements and provide a snapshot of a
provider’s performance over a 12 month period related to safety, permanency and well-being.
Human Care Agreements (CFSA’s form of contracts with private providers) for both family-
based and congregate care providers incorporate performance standards and outcomes in the
areas of safety, placement stability and well-being of the children they serve. Financial
incentives and disincentives are attached to scorecard performance by family-based providers,
but are currently under review as CFSA reports that taking money away from providers
ultimately impedes those providers’ ability to provide comprehensive services to children and
families. Recently, CFSA, in collaboration with providers, decided to weigh more heavily
various indicators on the scorecard that focused on safety, permanency and well-being for those
in family-based care as opposed to more administrative requirements, such as timely court
reports.’® Through this weighting and assessment, the agencies producing good outcomes for
children and families will be more readily recognized and children and youth entering out-of-
home placement will be referred first to the highest performing agencies.

As the number of children and youth in foster care has declined, CFSA needed to decide on the
number of beds to contract for in FY2013. CFSA made decisions about renewing contracts
based on the performance of agencies, utilization rates and types of services needed. As a result,
for FY 2013 CFSA cut back from 13 family-based providers with 24 contracts to 11 providers
with 20 contracts and from 24 congregate care providers with 34 contracts to 16 providers with
18 contracts.'® The Monitor is satisfied that CFSA now has the infrastructure for performance-
based contracting and is making decisions based on performance.

CFSA’s Strategy Plan also included: Beginning March 2012, CFSA is working with Casey
Family Programs to revise performance scorecards, contract language and service delivery
expectations to reflect an outcomes-based contracting process (2012 Strategy Plan, p.10).

CFSA further reports receiving continued technical assistance from Casey Family Programs on
improving performance-based contracting. CFSA reports working with Casey Family Programs
to revise contracts so that the scope of work incorporates performance expectations for
improving outcomes for children and youth, with an immediate focus on contracts for teen parent
congregate care and diagnostic assessment and crisis stabilization programs. CFSA and Casey
Family Programs also met for a full planning day session to discuss performance-based
contracting.

183 The focus is on safety and well-being, less so on permanency for those in congregate care.

184 CFSA reports that during August and September 2012, 109 children and youth and 30 foster parents transitioned
to new agencies. The Monitor has been in communication with CFSA about concerns regarding individual cases and
will track the transition of these children and foster parents.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page 169



7. Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children

January — June
Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
57. Interstate Compact for the Elimination of the backlog of Number of No
Placement of Children (ICPC): cases without ICPC children placed
CFSA shall continue to maintain compliance. without ICPC
responsibility for managing and approval:
complying with the ICPC for Monthly range
children in its care. 89-116 for foster
(IEP citation 1.D.32.) homes. Monthly
range is 47-82 for
kinship homes. '®®

Performance between January 1 and June 30, 2012:

The District of Columbia is in a unique position because on any given day over half of children
and youth in foster care are placed in foster homes with relatives or non-relatives located in
Maryland. CFSA is required by the IEP to maintain responsibility for managing and complying
with the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children (ICPC) for children in its care.

As noted in Table 13, CFSA reports that the number of children placed in Maryland foster homes
without ICPC approval ranged from 89 to 116 children per month between January and June
2012 and from 47 to 82 children per month for those placed in kinship homes with temporary
licensure. During those same months, the total number of children placed in Maryland ranged
from 1,000 to 1,061 per month and included a number of youth over the age of 18 for whom
ICPC approval was not needed. CFSA reports that during this monitoring period between 20 and
30 children were also placed in Virginia under ICPC approvals. This is the first monitoring
period for which data were provided that included the number of children in kinship homes with
a temporary license awaiting ICPC approval.

185 previously, CFSA had not provided data on kinship placements that were part of the ICPC backlog. This
monitoring report includes kinship homes with child(ren) awaiting ICPC approval. Thus, performance on this
measure cannot be compared to past monitoring periods.
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Table 13: Interstate Compact for Placement of Children (ICPC) Backlog with Maryland
January- June 2012

Jan Feb Mar | April | May | June

Children with ICPC Approval 648 644 648 668 688 676

Cases Pending ICPC Approval 76 94 85 84 79 71

Children Placed With NO ICPC

Needed (Above the Age of 18) 125 120 117 120 124 113
Temporary Kinship (needing

ICPC approval) 82 79 59 47 51 51
Maryland Foster Care

placements (needing ICPC 116 111 101 95 119 89
approval)

Total number of CFSA 1047 | 1048 | 1010 | 1014 | 1061 | 1000

children placed in Maryland

Source: CFSA manual data

CFSA does not meet IEP performance expectations for this monitoring period. CFSA reports
that it continues to work with Maryland on finalizing a border agreement but no recent
timeframes for completion have been provided.

Further, CFSA reports increased and focused work with private providers to reduce the ICPC
backlog. On September 26, 2012, CFSA sent correspondence to providers about three action
steps for improving the ICPC backlog: 1) CFSA will share with providers a monthly list of
children placed in Maryland without ICPC approval, 2) CFSA will be scheduling individual
meetings with private agency leadership to discuss performance and strategies to remedy the
backlog, and 3) CFSA will continue to provide to Maryland a list of providers who have
unapproved ICPC placements. CFSA reported to the Monitor that as of October 15, 2012,
improvement strategies appear to be working; the ICPC backlog was reduced to 48 children
placed in foster homes and 18 children placed with kin.

8. Data and Technology

CFSA leadership, Child Information Systems Administration (CISA) staff and the Monitor agree
that there is a need to use data more effectively to better understand progress over time as well as
to identify the areas where progress is most needed. CFSA’s Strategy Plan states: By May 1,
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2012, CFSA will share with the Monitor its plan for measuring performance or monitoring the
Exit Standards where data or performance level is not routinely available (2012 Strategy Plan,
p. 11). CFSA provided the Monitor with a draft data plan on May 1, 2012 and the Monitor and
CFSA came to an agreement on how to collect data and monitor performance for specific Exit
Standards where data were not routinely available. In some areas, new reports will be developed
using data from FACES.NET and other free-standing databases. Other Exit Standards will
require qualitative review or additional case record reviews, to be conducted jointly by Monitor
and CFSA staff.

Although data methodologies have now been identified for nearly all IEP Exit Standards,
representing a significant improvement over last reporting period, there continue to be
difficulties receiving quality data in a timely manner. The Monitor recommends that CFSA
review several existing management reports to ensure the logic behind the information is
accurate and that they contain data adequate to track performance over time. In this monitoring
period, as a result of analyses to validate the data provided by CFSA, the Monitor has become
increasingly concerned about the quality of data in many areas, including: FACES.NET data on
unassigned cases, FACES.NET reports on over placements, contact information for resource
parents and FACES.NET reports on worker visits with children and families. For example, in
the resource parent survey, reviewers attempted to contact 376 resource parents. Of the 376
resource parents, 90 (24%) resource parents had incorrect or missing contact information (see
Appendix D for a breakdown by agency). Further, the Monitor has significant concerns about
the current methodology used to assess initiation of investigations, as discussed in the
Investigations section of this report.

Finally, during the visitation case record review, several instances of data entry errors were noted
which resulted in FACES.NET counting visits as having occurred when in fact they did not. For
example, reviewers found that a worker may categorize a visit as “completed” when the worker
attempted a visit but was unsuccessful in seeing the child. There were also instances where a
worker included a child as a participant in a visit, however, there was no evidence in the
summary of the visit that the child was present. This appeared to be of particular concern with
family structures that included more than five children.

The Monitor and CFSA met in September 2012 to discuss ways to improve data that are
inconsistent, inaccurate or appear to be measuring information not relevant to the IEP. The
Monitor recommends that CFSA have periodic internal FACES.NET audits to ensure the
accuracy of data produced.
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9. Federal Revenue

January — June

Maximization: CFSA shall
demonstrate compliance with
Sections A and B of Chapter
XVIII of the Modified Final
Order concerning federal revenue
maximization and financial
development.

(IEP citation 1.D.35.)

appropriate claiming of all
appropriate and available
federal revenue.

Implementation and Exit Plan 2012 Exit Standard
Requirement Exit Standard Performance Achieved
60. Federal Revenue Evidence of consistent and Nearly completed Partially

all work necessary
for maximizing
Title IV-E
revenue; work
continues on
Medicaid

claiming

As a result of lengthy negotiations with the federal government and providing extensive
documentation, CFSA received approval for a new rate methodology and for a Title IV-E State
Plan Amendment on foster care eligibility which will result in increased Title IV-E
reimbursement. The Monitor is satisfied that appropriate efforts have been and continue to be
made to maximize Title IV-E revenue and that as a result of these efforts CFSA is now
positioned to appropriately claim additional federal Title I\VV-E revenue going forward. CFSA’s
efforts to work with the District’s Medicaid agency to maximize opportunities for revenue from
Medicaid continue, but have yet to reach resolution, therefore the Monitor considers this Exit
Standard to be partially achieved.

Title IV-E

Specific accomplishments during this monitoring period to maintain or increase federal revenue

through Title IV-E include:

> Approval of rate setting methodology to more fully claim Title 1V-E funding for private

agency expenditures.

CFSA'’s previous Title IV-E reimbursement was based on an 11year old methodology,
which did not allow CFSA full reimbursement for Title IV-E expenditures, especially
expenditures by private agencies on behalf of children in CFSA custody.

A new rate setting methodology for children placed in congregate care in the form of
revised Standard Operating Procedures for Reporting and Allocating Expenditures of
Congregate Care Providers (SOP) was submitted to the Department of Health and
Human Services Administration for Children and Families (ACF) in July 2011, and later
updated and resubmitted in December 2011. On April 13, 2012, CFSA received written
federal approval for the new rate setting methodology.
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CFSA is now negotiating to more fully cover the cost of services for children and youth
served through family-based providers. CFSA leadership reports that they intend to
submit a proposed rate setting methodology for family-based providers in November
2012, now that the SOP for congregate care providers has been approved by ACF.

> Approved Title IV-E State Plan Amendment: Foster Care Candidacy

CFSA submitted a State Plan amendment to the ACF to allow Title IV-E claiming to help
cover the administrative costs for those children and youth at imminent risk of entering
foster care. On April 10, 2012, CFSA received written approval from ACF that they
would approve the state plan amendment based on CFSA’s modifications. CFSA can
now submit a prior quarter adjustment claim retroactive to November 2, 2011 and
quarterly claims ongoing.

> Passed Title 1V-E Secondary Review

Title IV-E claims submitted for children and youth for the first and second quarters of
FY2012 were the subject of a federal review in the summer of 2012. CFSA reports that
the federal government verbally conveyed that CFSA passed this critical Title IV-E
review.

> Approval of Public Assistance Cost Allocation Plan

With assistance from a consultant, CFSA submitted a revised Public Assistance Cost
Allocation Plan (CAP) to the Department of Health and Human Services Division of Cost
Allocation on March 31, 2011. After over a year of responding to comments and
clarification requests from the involved federal agencies (ACF and the Department of
Health and Human Services Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS)), CFSA
received approval of the CAP on July 18, 2012.

Table 14 presents the actual or proposed Title IV-E federal resources used to support
services to children and families involved with CFSA.*®® It is important to note, as
discussed more fully later in this section, that Title IV-E revenue primarily supports
children in foster care and that in the period of 2009-2012, CFSA’s foster care population
declined.

188 |n the next report, the Monitor will present information on CFSA’s Title I\V-E penetration rates for foster care
and adoption cases.
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Table 14:
Actual and Proposed Gross Title 1V-E Federal Funds Operating Budget
FY2009 - 2013

Total Title I\VV-E Federal
Resources Overall Budget
Fiscal Year (in millions) (in millions)
FY2009 (actual) $49.7 $289.1
FY2010 (actual) $58.1 $278.1
FY2011(actual) $52.4 $250.1
FY2012 (approved) $60.2 $265.3
FY2013 (proposed) $53.9 $257.1

Source: CFSA FY2013 Proposed Budget and Financial Plan and District’s Financial System (SOAR)

Medicaid claiming

CFSA continues efforts to increase federal Medicaid claiming. As noted in previous
monitoring reports, the District made a decision in 2009 to halt CFSA’s federal Medicaid
claiming for Targeted Case Management (TCM) for social workers until an infrastructure
could be strengthened and institutionalized to ensure an accurate billing methodology
coupled with a well-functioning internal quality assurance process to verify the accuracy
and consistency of documentation of the billing process. Medicaid claiming was to
resume by July 2010, however, Medicaid claiming has resumed in only a very limited
way for the direct activities of the Healthy Horizons Assessment Center (HHAC).

> Claiming federal Medicaid funds for the Targeted Case Management Nurse Care
Management Program

Federal claiming for the costs of the Nurse Care Manager Program is contingent upon
CMS approval of the District’s Medicaid Targeted Case Management State Plan
Amendment (SPA). CFSA, in collaboration with the District’s Department of Health
Care Finance (DHCF), continues to be in negotiations with CMS. Without SPA
approval, CFSA is not able to claim a projected $1,101,740 in federal funds for FY2013.
CFSA reports being closer to receiving SPA approval.
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> Partnering with the Administrative Services Organization (ASQO) to conduct quality
assurance for potential Medicaid claims for the Healthy Horizons Assessment Center

(HHAC)

CFSA bills Medicaid for the direct service costs of the HHAC Nurse Practitioners who
provide pre-placement screenings and health assessments and have been doing so since
December 2009. As previously reported, Medicaid claims for the services totaled
approximately $323,000 for FY2011. For FY2012, CFSA reports $396,000 in Medicaid
claims were paid to CFSA for HHAC pre-placement screenings. CSFA worked closely
with the ASO to finalize the regulatory framework for the Clinic and develop
documentation guidelines.

> Re-establishing the Medicaid Rehabilitation Option

Before resuming Medicaid Rehabilitation claiming, CMS and the District have
determined that issues regarding Medicaid funded TCM must first be resolved.

> Re-establishing Medicaid Targeted Case Management for Social Workers

Before resuming claiming for social workers under Targeted Case Management (TCM),
CMS and the District have determined that issues regarding Medicaid funded TCM for
nurses must first be resolved.

While the District’s foster care population steadily declined, the total federal resources available
to meet the needs of children and youth in the District of Columbia have largely remained stable
over the past five years, in part due to the District pursuing federal funding options as
highlighted above. Even with recent, significant accomplishments related to increasing Title V-
E claiming in allowable areas (i.e., for older youth and for guardianship subsidies), CFSA
projects that there will be fewer Title IV-E funds available to support children and families in
FY2013 than in previous years. A portion of this decline is due to the reduction of children in
foster care, as federal funding is primarily based on those costs. The decline also reflects federal
rules which tie Title IV-E eligibility to income levels of the families from which children have
been removed. These income levels have not been adjusted by the federal government since
1997, thus, the percentage of children whose costs are eligible for Title IV-E reimbursement
have been falling across all states in the nation. These declines in allowable Title IV-E revenue
in the District have not been replaced with anticipated revenue increases through allowable
Medicaid claiming, primarily possible through Medicaid Targeted Case Management and
Rehabilitation Services options. The Monitor continues to believe that additional progress around
Medicaid financing options is needed.
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Performance on Strategy Plan:
CFSA reports the following strategies are employed to maximize federal revenue:

. The District will maximize Title IV-E claiming for guardianship and foster care for youth
ages 18-21 years, by reviewing and updating key data elements each quarter, e.g.,
education, employment and vocation (2012 Strategy Plan, p. 10).

CFSA reports beginning to claim Title IV-E for 18, 19 and 20 year olds who meet Title
IV-E eligibility criteria under Fostering Connections as well as for guardianship subsidies
for relative and kin caregivers. CFSA reports that for FY2012, Title IV-E revenue
claimed for the maintenance costs of 18 to 20 year olds is $2,000,000.

o CFSA will continue to receive and review quarterly expenditure reports from private
providers and will provide technical assistance as needed to maximize claiming (2012
Strategy Plan, p. 10).

CFSA reports that the expenditure reporting templates for private providers were revised
to include increased detail and itemization for improved monitoring and reconciliation
and for strengthening documentation that supports the Title I\V-E claiming.

) By July 30, 2012, CFSA and DHCF will begin an assessment of the viability of expanding
targeted case management services to social workers with goal of completing the
assessment and having recommendations by September 30, 2012 (2012 Strategy Plan, p.
7).

This strategy is not yet due.
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APPENDIX A

Glossary of Acronyms Used in Monitoring Report

AAG: Assistant Attorney Genera

ACEDS: Automated Client Eligibility
Determination System

ACF: Administration for Children and Families
ADHD: Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder

APPLA: Another Planned Permanent Living
Arrangement

ASFA: Adoption and Safe Families Act
ASO: Administrative Services Organization
BSA: Business Services Administration
BSW: Bachelor of Socia Work

CANS: Child and Adolescent Needs and
Strengths Assessment

CAP: Public Assistance Cost Allocation Plan
CASA: Court Appointed Special Advocate
CFSA: Children and Family Services Agency
CISA: Child Information Systems
Administration

CMPIA: Contracts Management and
Performance Improvement Administration
CMS: Centersfor Medicare and Medicaid
Services

CPS: Child Protective Services

CSR: Community Services Review

CSSP: Center for the Study of Socia Policy
CWSG: Annie E. Casey Foundation Child
Welfare Strategy Group

CWTA: Child Welfare Training Academy
DHS: Department of Human Services
DHCM: Department of Health Care Finance
DMH: Department of Mental Health

DR: Differential Response

DDS: Department on Disability Services
DV: Domestic Violence

ETV: Education and Training V oucher

FA: Family Assessment

FACESNET: CFSA’s automated child welfare
information system

FSW: Family Support Worker

FTE: Full Time Employment

FTM: Family Team Meeting

GAL: Guardian ad litem

GED: Genera Education Development
HFTC: Heathy FamiliesThriving
Communities

HHAC: Healthy Horizons Assessment Center
ICPC: Interstate Compact for the Placement of
Children

| EP: Implementation and Exit Plan

| & R: Information and Referra

IL: Independent Living

ILP: Independent Living Plan

ITILP: Individual Transitional Independent
Living Plan

I Q: Intelligence Quotient

LYFE: Listening to Youth and Families as
Experts

MCCAN: Mayor’s Committee on Child Abuse
and Neglect

MFO: Modified Final Order

MSW: Master of Social Work

NOS: Not Otherwise Specified

OAG: Office of the Attorney General

OCME: Office of the Chief Medical Examiner
OHAP: Out of Home and Permanency
Administration

OPPPS: Office of Policy, Planning and Program
Support

OYE: Office of Youth Empowerment

PCBS: Partnership for Community Based
Services

PIP: Program Improvement Plan

POM: Procedural Operational Model

PRTF: Psychiatric Residential Treatment
Facilities

PSA: Placement Services Administration
PTSD: Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder

QA: Quality Assurance

QSR: Quality Service Review

RSA: Rehabilitation Services Administration
SOP: Standard Operating Procedure

SPA: State Plan Amendment

SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences

SSI: Supplemental Security Income

STARS: Student Tracking and Reporting
System

TANF: Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families

TCM: Targeted Case Management

USDA: United States Department of Agriculture
YTP: Youth Transition Plan
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APPENDIX C

Transitional Planning for Youth Exiting Foster Carein the

District of Columbia: Findings and Recommendations
November 21, 2012

I ntroduction

The Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) is the Federal Monitor of the class action
lawsuit LaShawn A. v. Gray, responsible to the Honorable Thomas F. Hogan of the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia. As Monitor, CSSP is required to independently
assess the District of Columbia’s performance on the outcomes and Exit Standards of the
Modified Fiznal Order! (MFO) and its most recent update, the LaShawn Implementation and Exit
Plan (IEP).

Among other outcomes, the LaShawn IEP requires that youth ages 18 and older are prepared for
adulthood upon emancipation from care.

|EP reference 1.B.12.c., requires that:

90% of youth ages 18 and older will have a plan to prepare them for adulthood that is
developed with their consultation. No later than 180 days prior to the date on which the
youth will turn 21 years old (or on which the youth will emancipate), an individualized
transition plan will be created that includes as appropriate connections to specific options
on housing, health insurance, and education and linkages to continuing adult support
services agencies (e.g., Rehabilitation Services Administration, the Department on
Disability Services, the Department of Mental Health, Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) and Medicaid), work force supports, employment services, and local opportunities
for mentors. This exit standard is satisfied if CFSA makes and documents good faith
efforts to develop atransition plan but the youth refuses to participate in transition
planning.®

This report, an appendix to the full Monitoring Report, provides information to verify CFSA
performance on this Exit Standard.* To determine the rate of Y outh Transition Plan (Y TP)
completion and evaluate the quality of Y TP meetings, resulting plan and subsequent
implementation, CSSP conducted a case record review of electronic and paper case files for the
entire universe of youth in CFSA care who were 20.5 years old or who turned 21 years old

! January 27, 1994, Modified Final Order (“MFO”) (Dkt. No. 222 (order adopting MFO); Dkt. No. 222-2 (MFO))

2 December 17, 2010, Implementation and Exit Plan (“|EP”) (Dkt. No. 1073)

% The requirement to develop a Transition Plan for youth exiting the foster care system arises from the Fostering
Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-351, 122 Stat. 3949 (2008).

* As described in the previous Monitoring Report, the District of Columbia’s Child and Family Services Agency
(CFSA) provided data stating that between July 1 and December 31, 2011, 92 percent of applicable youth
participated in a’Y TP meeting. A number of youth were excluded due to being medically fragile, incarcerated or in
abscondence during the period under review. The Monitor was not able to verify these exclusionsin al cases.
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between January 1 and March 31, 2012. While CFSA’s policy and practice expectations are that
youth should be engaged in transition planning since at |least age 18, this Review focused
exclusively on youth at or near their 21% birthday who were just about to leave or recently left
CFSA custody and examined their most recent Y TP and accompanying activities over a 15
month time period (between January 1, 2011 and March 31, 2012). The Review also assessed
whether good faith efforts were made by workers to engage those youth who did not havea Y TP
meeting in this timeframe. The case record review was designed to assess performance on ten

Y TP domains or areas of need for youth transitioning out of care: housing; financia literacy; life
connections; crisis management; educational/ vocational; employment; health; emotional/
psychological; pregnant/ parenting; and other.

As described in the full Monitoring Report, CFSA has made supporting older youth in CFSA
care apriority and is committed to improving its performance on this Exit Standard. Building
off of the strategy plan and internal assessments, CFSA has already reexamined the Y TP process
and documents, enhanced their ability to link youth with key community-based providers who
can support youth with jobs, housing, education and identified new ways to support youth with
having the necessary resources and skills for adulthood (such as financia literacy and savings).

The Monitor met with both CFSA and the Citizen’s Review Panel about the findings and
recommendations from the Y TP case record review. The Citizen Review Panel endorses these
findings and recommendations. CFSA concurs with the findings and reports that these mirror
much of what was found through their own internal assessment and that action has aready begun
in most of the recommended areas.

M ethodol ogy

In collaboration with CFSA, Monitor staff devel oped a structured data collection instrument,
trained Review Team members, conducted quality assurance to ensure inter-rater reliability and
accuracy and analyzed the data for themes and key findings. Also participating in this Review
under the supervision of the Monitor were representatives of the District of Columbia s Citizen
Review Panel. Review activities were accomplished as follows:

1. Sample Plan

The universe for this Review was every youth who was 20.5 or 21 years-old between January 1
and March 31, 2012 and who was in or recently emancipated from CFSA care, for atotal of 76
applicable youth. The case records and plans, where applicable, were reviewed for al 76 youth.

2. Data Collection

The Review was conducted using a structured data collection instrument developed by Monitor
staff in collaboration with CFSA. The data collection instrument was produced using Survey
Monkey, an online software tool for creating surveys and questionnaires, and in partnership with
Troy Blanchard, Ph.D. of Louisiana State University.
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After piloting the instrument on April 23 and 24, 2012 and making appropriate revisions, the
Review was completed June 11 - 15, 2012. Data collected during the pilot was transferred to the
fina instrument to enable comprehensive data analysis. In both April and June, data collection
took place at CFSA.

There were atotal of 14 reviewers, including Monitor staff and consultants, CFSA Office of

Y outh Empowerment (OYE) staff, CFSA private provider contract monitoring staff and
representatives of the District of Columbia Citizens Review Panel®. All reviewers were trained
and supervised by CSSP staff. Each reviewer had accessto FACES.NET, CFSA’sinformation
and data management system, and paper case files, including the most recent Y TP.

3. Reviewer Training

Prior to participation in this Review, al reviewers were trained on FACES.NET. During both the
pilot and final Review, Monitor staff trained reviewers on the protocol. Training included
thorough review of the structured data collection instrument and the criteriafor answering each
review question.

4. Quality Assurance

During and immediately following the April and June review periods, Monitor staff reviewed
each data collection instrument for completeness. In addition, to ensure accuracy and consistency
across reviewers, Monitor staff conducted a full second review of the first two cases scored by
each individual reviewer. Subsequent quality assurance (QA) was conducted by Monitor staff on
all caseswith no Y TP plan and other cases as needed based on reviewer performance; this full
secondary review was conducted on atotal of 39 percent of cases (30 of 76).

5. Data Analysis

The data collection instruments were coded into aformat that allowed statistical analysis using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program. Review Team
narrative comments were also captured and reviewed to gain a greater understanding of each
case as well asto identify patterns and themes across cases.

6. Limitations of the Case Record Review

The case record review relied exclusively on information documented in FACES.NET and paper
casefiles. The Review Team found instances of incomplete or potentially inaccurate
documentation. Thus, there may have been efforts to assist youth in planning for their
emancipation and connecting with adult services and supports that were not documented and
therefore were not credited in the review. Additionally, in an effort to collect and analyze the
most recent data, the Review Team examined the latest Y TP completed. In several cases, the

® The District of Columbia Citizens Review Panel is a federally mandated external oversight committee of citizens
who evaluate services provided to children at risk for abuse or neglect or currently under the jurisdiction of CFSA
and receiving services from the District of Columbia government and its partners and contracted providers.
Information retrieved from: http://www.dc-crp.org/index.html.
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youth emancipated from care shortly after this'Y TP meeting, making documentation of follow-
up efforts limited and perhaps not fully representative of the Y TP team’ s support of the youth
through their transition planning process. Lastly, case record reviews in general have inherent
limitationsin ng the comprehensiveness and quality of implementation.

Demographics

1. Gender of Youth

Asdepicted in Figure 1, of the 76 youth whose cases were reviewed, 38 percent (29) were male
and 62 percent (47) were female.

Figure 1
Gender Distribution of Youth Age 20.5 and 21 whowerein Care
or Exited care between January 1, 2012 and March 31, 2012
N =76
38%
EMae
62% H Female
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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2. Race/Ethnicity of Youth

Ninety-five percent (72 of 76) of the youth were identified as Black or African-American, four
percent (3 of 76) were identified as White and one youth was not categorized by race (see Figure
2). Figure 3 shows that 93percent of youth were identified as Not Hispanic, while the remaining
seven percent (5 youth) were identified as Hispanic.

Figure 2 Figure 3
Race of Sample Population Ethnicity of Sample Population
1%_\ 4% N=76 7% N=76

B Black or African-
American
Unknown ® Hispanic

B \White

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012 Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

3. Age of Youth and Per manency Goal

The age of youth was calculated as of March 31, 2012. Fifty-one percent were 20.5 years old and
in CFSA care as of March 31, 2012. The remaining 49 percent were 21 year-olds who had
emancipated from care by March 31, 2012, asillustrated in Figure 4. The vast mgjority of these

youth had a permanency goal of Another Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (APPLA), as
shown by Figure 5.

Figure 4
Age of Sample as of March 31, 2012
N =76
51%
m 20.5 years-old
m 21 years-old
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Figure5
Permanency Goal asof March 31, 2012 or date youth
emancipated
1% N =76
2%, | _4%

® Adoption
EAPPLA
® Reunification

Non-Court Ordered
Goal/No Goal

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

4. Case Management Responsibility

The Review identified the provider agency with case management responsibility during the 15

month review period (January 1, 2011 - March 31, 2012). If more than one agency was

responsible, the most recent responsible agency was recorded. Asillustrated by Figure 6, CFSA,
through a division within their Office of Y outh Empowerment (OY E), Adoptions or In Home
and Reunification Services units was responsible for case management for 37 percent of the
youth, while private agencies managed the remaining 63 percent of youths cases. Figure 7
illustrates case management responsibility by agency in greater detail. The majority of CFSA
cases were managed by OY E (93%) and the mgjority of private agency cases were managed by

Foundations for Home and Community (54%).

Figure 6
Agency with Case Management Responsibility
(January 1, 2011- March 31, 2012)
N =76
37%
ECFSA
M Private Agency
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Figure7
Specific Agency With Case M anagement Responsibility as of
March 31, 2012
N =76
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5. Current Placement Type

The placement type of youth on March 30, 2012 is shown in Figure 8. Nearly half of the youth
had emancipated from care by this date. The remaining half were in numerous placement types,
with the most common being represented by nine (12%) youth who were placed with a
therapeutic foster family.
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Figure 8°
Placement Type (as of March 30, 2012)
Ind d Independent
. naependent | i\ing Residentia
Correctiond Living Main Units
Facility_ Facilities Program 7%
2% 5% N
Abscondence ( Klnsfg grgoster
7 3%

Not in Lega
Placement-
Awaiting Other
Placement

1%

Specialized Group

Home
N/A: Youth has 1%
emancipated from
care Teen Parents
48% Program
5%
Therapeutic FC
Teen Parent
4%
Therapeutic Foster

Family
it 12%
Transitiona Traditional Foster
Living Services Traditional Group ~ Family
Program Home 5%
3% 1%

® N = 75 because one youth was adopted in January 2012. Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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0. Most Recent Removal Length

Figure 9 shows the length of time between each youth’s most recent removal date and either their
date of emancipation or March 31, 2012, if the youth remained in CFSA care as of that date. The
Review considered youths' most recent removal date, which may or may not have been their first
experience with placement in foster care. The length of the most recent removal period ranged
from under one year to 20 years, with the mgjority of youth (71% or 54 of 76) in care between
three and nine years and 25 percent of youth (19 of 76) in care for 10 years or more.

Figure9
Most recent length of timein CFSA care
N =76
12
e
5
S 7-
k]
o 2 -
€
2 -3 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Yearsin CFSA Care

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

7. Time from YTP to actual or anticipated emancipation

The length of time from the Y TP meeting reviewed to the youth’s actual or anticipated date of
emancipation is depicted in Figure 10. Seventy-five percent (56 of 73) of the Y TP meetings
reviewed occurred within six months of the youth’ s actual or anticipated emancipation from
CFSA care.

Figure 10
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CFSA Palicy for Transition Planning

CFSA has articul ated the expectations of workers in preparing adol escents ages 15 and older for
independent adulthood in Administrative Issuance CFSA- 10-15, dated December 30, 2010, and
the Practice Operational Manual for OYE, dated June 2011. According to these documents, the
transition planning process is comprised of two phases.

Phase | begins within 30 days of a youth’s 15" birthday and includes:

e enrollment of the youth in OYE,

e annual administration of the Ansell-Casey Life Skill Assessment,

e initia development and subsequent update every 180 days of an Individual
Transitional Independent Living Plan (ITILP) by the youth and their social worker

e and the opportunity for every youth to develop a Permanency Pact with alifelong
connection committed to supporting their transition and maintaining a strong
relationship with the youth.

Phase Il begins at age 17 is supposed to include:

e amandatory Pre-Conference Orientation that introduces youth to the Y TP process,

e YTP meetings scheduled for 30 days prior to the youth’s 18" birthday and when the
youth is 18.5, 19, 19.5, 20, 20.25, 20.5 and 20.75 years-old

e and more frequent Y TP meetings as necessary, especialy after the youth’'s 20"
birthday.

e Note that when the youth is 20.75 years old, staff from the Office of the CFSA
Director and arepresentative of the OY E management team are expected to
participate in Y TP meetings.

According to OY E, the youth transition process is to be co-facilitated by the youth’s assigned
social worker and OY E Independent Living (IL) Specialists. The process is designed to be
youth-driven and emphasize teaming and open dial ogue with stakeholders invested in a positive
future for the youth, including service providers and family, friends, community members, and
other lifelong connections. In addition to serving as aforum for youth and stakeholders to
discuss needs, responsibilities, strengths and concerns related to the youth’ s transition process,
Y TP meetings promote preparedness for independent adulthood by focusing on ten domains:
housing, financial literacy, life connections, crisis management, educational/ vocational,
employment, health, emotional/ psychological, pregnant/ parenting and other.’

While these policies articul ate the expectation of workers and the intention of the Y TP process,
CSSP's case record review found that implementation in accordance with the policy and practice
expectations has been mixed and many youth emancipate from CFSA custody unprepared to live
independently.

" Although not referenced in the OY E Practice Operational Manual or the CFSA Administrative | ssuance on
transition planning for youth, the LaShawn | EP recognizes that some youth may be unwilling or unable to
participate in atransition planning process. In these cases, compliance with the Exit Standard (IEP reference
[.B.12.c.) isachieved if “CFSA makes and documents good faith efforts to develop atransition plan, but the youth
refusesto participate in transition planning.”
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Findings

Overdl and not surprisingly, youth aging out of CFSA care have significant needs related to:
e identifying and nurturing relationships with lifelong connections;
e securing and maintaining housing;
e addressing and improving their mental health; and
e completing their education and pursuing avenues for financia security (being employed,
building skills so that they can be employed, having savings, etc.).

The Y TP process directs case workers to lead a team to support youth in these and other areas
necessary to prepare youth for their transition from care. The following findings indicate that
despite youth participating in the Y TP process, many youth leave CFSA very vulnerable in part
because of weak Y TP plans and mixed implementation of these plans.

A. The vast majority of youth are participating in the YTP process. However, the YTP
process and resulting plans and plan implementation are often not sufficiently targeted
to youth’sindividual needs.

> The majority of youth are participating in YTP meetings.

Asthe youth included in this Review were at least 20.5 years-old on March 31, 2012, the entire
universe should have been engaged in the final phases of transition planning, including YTP
meetings during the Review Period (January 1, 2011- March 31, 2012). Documented evidence of
good faith effortsis required by the IEP in cases where youth are unwilling to participatein Y TP
meetings. Of the 76 youth in the review, 96 percent (73) participated in a'Y TP meeting between
January 1, 2011 and March 31, 2012.8

For the three youth who did not participate in a'Y TP meeting during the Review Period, there
was no documentation of good faith efforts by CFSA or the private agency with case
management responsibility based on the criteria used for this Review. However, documentation
did show that CFSA or the private agency connected each of the three youth to appropriate
resources, including support for completing a GED and earning a computer technology
certificate, referral to a Collaborative, dissemination of information about OY E, enroliment in a
Teen Parenting Program and coordination for transition from CFSA to DDS case management,
as applicable. Transition planning for one of the youth was complicated by incarceration and
abscondence.

8 of the 73 youth, one did not participate in aY TP meeting at least 180 days prior to the date of their emancipation,
asrequired by the |IEP Exit Standard. This youth's file lacked documented good faith efforts by the provider agency
with case management responsibility to convene such a meeting.
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> In many cases, youth received significant support from caring social workers during their
final months in custody.

Documentation showed that some social workers had built significant relationships with youth
and were working hard to connect them to meaningful services. For example, reviewers noted:

“Worker made overall diligent efforts related to development, implementation and
general monitoring of the YTP domains for thisyouth” (Survey 22).

- “Theteam working with the youth was very supportive and engaging in their attempts
to keep this youth focused and on track with implementing the goals/ tasks of his YTP.
Numerous YTP meetings were held, as well as follow-up monitoring/ case
management meetings where the status of all the major domains were consistently
addressed. As a result many needs in several domains had reduced at the point of
emancipation” (Survey 60).

- “[Socia Worker (SW)] and SWintern really support(ed) youth and work(ed) with
her to resolve specific needs... [The Case Note from the youth’ s 21% birthday]
indicates that the youth expressed feeling nervous about turning 21 to SW. SW
discussed these feelings with the youth. Youth was able to identify both positives and
fears about turning 21. At the end of the conversation, youth indicated that she felt
nervous but prepared. On youth’s 21% birthday, SWtook her out to lunch to
celebrate” (Survey 69).

> In many cases, the YTP did not accurately or fully represent the youth’ s voice.

Reviewers found that even when youth attended the Y TP, they were frequently not engaged in
the process and their input was often not considered or used to direct the meeting and plan.
Accordingly, the youth’ s interests and goals were often misrepresented and the resulting plan and
accompanying referrals were inappropriate and not productive. Some examples include:

- Youth “expressed an interest in college” that was not “addressed with the school, his
educational advocate or histeam” (Survey 8).

- “Court report filed immediately after the YTP (purpose of court report was to
describe YTP) indicates that ‘ as of thiswriting, [youth] reported he is no longer
interested in attending college at this time and is currently working again with an
Army recruiter.” The YTP focused exclusively on college and domestic employment
and did not mention the military” (Survey 65).

- Youth wasinappropriately referred to a vocational program in which he had not
expressed interest (Survey 45).

> | nsufficient documentation in the case record made it difficult to fully assess youths
needs and evaluate YTP meetings, plans and i mplementation.

Documentation issues range from insufficient documentation in the Y TP itself or the case record
to errors, such asa Y TP being found “in a different youth’ s file” (Survey 17). At least eight cases
presented maor Y TP documentation issues, including missing signature pages (at least four
cases) and at least three cases where the Y TP was absent from the youth’ s file and could not be
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located by CFSA staff. In these instances, the reviewer assessed the plan using Contact Notes in
FACES.NET. Furthermore, weak documentation extends beyond Y TPs to overall Contact Notes
and other sources. For example, reviewers noted:

- “Very littleinformation is noted in the contacts on this youth and when notes are
completed the format which was used does not provide much information” (Survey
20)

- “Therewas very little documented in the record and FACES on this youth related to
YTP and transitional planning... [Further,] the only YTP included in the record does
not adequately address the youth’s needs, several categories are blank and others
don’t address critical aswell as structured goals/ tasks that will successfully move
this case forward. The youth emancipates [soon] and the record is not clear of the
status on any of the domains’ (Survey 16)

- “Part of the latest YTP (crisis management and emotional/psychological) were blank,
though youth had needs on both areas’ (Survey 47)

B. Many of the needs of youth were inadequately addressed in the YTP plans and
documented implementation work. The plans and follow-up work were impeded by the
YTP team’ s limited engagement with and inclusion of the youth’sinformal supports as
well aslimited creativity in crafting individualized plans.

» Thereisinsufficient work done to identify and work with lifelong connections of youth in the
YTP process.

All youth, and especially those exiting foster care, need lifelong connections to support them as
they transition to adulthood. None of the youth reviewed had achieved legal permanency
(through adoption, guardianship or reunification) at the time of the most recent YTP.? Of the 73
youth with YTP plans, 62 (85%) required support in developing lifelong connections. Therefore,
reviewers expected Y TP plans would examine and support youth in finding and developing
lifelong connections and that these connections would be included in the Y TP process.

Asillustrated by Figure 11, few lifelong connections attended Y TP meetings. Social workers,
who attended 95 percent of meetings (69 of 73), and the youth’s Guardian ad litem (GAL), who
attended 74 percent of meetings (54 of 73), were the most common participantsin Y TP
meetings. Foster parents/ caregivers attended 23 percent (17 of 73) of Y TP meetings. A
biological mother attended three meetings; a biological/ legal father was present in one meeting.
Extended family attended 12 percent (9 of 73) of Y TP meetings, family friends attended two

Y TP meetings and another life connection attended three Y TP meetings.'°

° One youth was subsequently adopted.

19 Meeting attendees identified as “other” in the subsequent graph include: Assistant Attorney General, Community
Services Worker, DDS worker, Family Support Worker, Educational Lawyer, Collaborative Supervisor, IL Facility
Manager, Unable to determine due to missing signature page, CASA supervisor, investigator for GAL, Lifelong
connection’s lawyer and therapist
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Figure 11:
YTP Meeting Attendees (N =73 meetings)
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The lack of life connections present at meetings seemed in part to be due to weak outreach and
engagement efforts by the Y TP team and may also be due to the lack of deliberate efforts to
structure the Y TP to be accessible to a youth’ s friends, family and informal supports. Qualitative
data suggests that many youth receive some support from involved family, friends and other life
connections. In fact, reviewers mentioned life connections as a source of strength for over 25
youth. Although these individuals may be connected to the youth, they are largely not connected
to the transition planning process. Some youth indicated that they planned to live with relatives
or other supports following emancipation but would have benefitted from efforts to engage these
connections in the transition planning process to stabilize that connection and to ensure that
resources to support the success and stability of the anticipated housing and relationships werein
place. Examplesfollow:

- “Several life connections are mentioned in the plan and in the contact notes however,
there is no documentation that these individual s were engaged to be part of the
planning process or to assess/maximize support for the youth post-emancipation”
(Survey 22).

- “Sepfather islisted as a support, but not attending YTPSs, even by phone.
Grandmother and principal of daycare program also listed as lifelong connections
and haven't attended any previous YTP meeting. Grandmother is supposed to be a
housing option” (Survey 26).
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- “She appeared to have a relationship with the grandmother, who agreed for her to
live with her after termination, however, there is no documentation of efforts to
engage her in the transitional planning process’ (Survey 42).

- “Thereisdocumentation regarding the youth's desire to have her case closed and
potentially move with her father as a housing resource. Thereislimited
documentation exploring the potential of early case closure so that the youth can
return to living with her father. Additionally, there is no documentation regarding
whether her father was invited to participate in the youth's planning process.”
(Survey 50).

- “None of youth’s life connections were present at any of the YTP meetings’ (Survey
76).

- Several ‘life connections’ were mentioned but never appeared to be involved in
youth’'s plans and implementation” (Survey 49).

The most frequent parties responsible for Y TP tasks (besides the youth) were professionals. As
demonstrated by Figure 12, social workers were the most common party, having responsibility
over at least one task in 89 percent (65 of 73) of youths' Y TPs. GALs and private providers were
responsible for tasks identified in 51 percent (37 of 73) and 33 percent (24 of 73) of YTPs,
respectively. As noted in the “other” category, Probation Officers, a youth’s CASA worker and
an educational attorney or advocate were responsible for tasks in two, six and three Y TPs,
respectively. Extended family and lifelong connections were identified as responsible partiesin
fourteen percent (10) and twelve percent (9) of Y TPs, respectively. Biological parents were
rarely responsible for Y TP tasks, with three biological mothers but no biological fathers
identified as responsible parties.™*

! Responsible parties identified as “other” in the below graph include: DDS, HSCSN, previous foster parent,
Community Service Worker, Synergist Tutoring services, RSA, CASA worker, individual whose relationship to the
youth was not specified on the sign-in sheet, unable to determine because physical Y TP was missing and reviewer
used contact notes to assess the case, probation officer, Y outh Developer, Community Support Worker and Family
Support Worker.
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Figure 12
Per sons besides the youth responsible for completing tasksidentified in the
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Y TP plans de-emphasized needs rel ated to identifying and supporting connections, focusing
more frequently on needs and responsibilities to find ajob and housing.

“ The support team doesn’t seem to put much emphasis on or encourage youth to
pursue life connections. The ‘task’ for this objective is simply ‘ continue
communication’ and the responsible party is the youth” (Survey 9).

- “Didn't see active efforts about discussions on forming permanent life long
connections. Youth has experienced many losses throughout time in care and many
placements, has been diagnosed in the past as depressed and now appearsto be
stand-offish with last two foster families” (Survey 11).

- “Theyouth’s mother raised concerns regarding support if/ when the youth reunified.
Arethere services that can be put in place through the collaborative that can assist
the youth and mother if he plans to return to her home? It is unknown based on the
fileif thiswas previously explored” (Survey 13).

- A youth who wants more contact with her twin sister, but case file notes demonstrate
alack of support for increasing contact (Survey 54).

- A youth wants arelationship with her father and siblings, but this desire is not
reflected inthe YTP (Survey 2).

- “Theyouth and her brother arein need of support to rebuild their relationship”
(Survey 35).
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> Even after YTP planning efforts, many youth had fragile or unstable housing plans.

Reviewers cited numerous examples of tentative or unrealistic housing plans or insufficient
support to secure/maintain stable housing. As mentioned previously, severa youth stated their
intentions to reside with their biological family, yet these relatives were not invited to or did not
attend Y TP meetings. Finally, for some youth, the only viable plan was for them to go a shelter
upon emancipation. At least three youth were amost certain to spend time homel ess post
emancipation. In two additional cases, youth were directed to explore a shelter as a housing
option. Examples follow:

- “Shewill enter a shelter before returning to a family member's home, concern with
regards to safety” (Survey 32).

- “When the youth terminated from care, he was homeless but planning to stay with an
aunt until the homeless shelter notified him of his acceptance” (Survey 67).

- “Team should give more focus to housing plan and help her to devise more options
that could possibly be a reality. The plan to move in with her boyfriend is a concern
due to the DV incident” (Survey 27).

- Youth “has no apparent solidified plans for housing, post emancipation” (Survey 44).

- “Theyouth was previously placed with her biological mother [temporarily]. Itis
uncertain why the placement ended with her mother. Was it due to financial reasons?
As a result, does her mother still serve as a placement provider for her when she
transitions from care? Her secondary plan, residing independently, is not a viable
option at this time since sheis not yet employed. Thereis a need to develop more
realistic housing options for the youth when she transitions from care” (Survey 39).

- “The contact note for the YTP reviewed states this under the housing domain,

‘[ Youth] will maintain his current foster home until he ages out of care on July 23,
2012. [ Youth's] post transition plan for housing include obtaining his own apartment
or sharing an apartment or renting a room. The team also discussed [ Covenant
House] as a last resort in the event he is not able to achieve other options for
housing. [ Youth] is currently working but is having difficulty managing his money
and the teamis very concerned with [ youth] 's ability to manage rent, living expenses,
and other expenses on his own” (Survey 9).

> Youth with significant mental health needs wer e often not connected to or willing to
access recommended services.

At least 84 percent of youth (61 of 73) had significant mental health needs that should have been
addressed inthe YTP. Most prevalent was the need to link youth to therapeutic services (62%,
38 of 61 youth). Other needs related to medication management, hospitalizations for emergency
psychiatric episodes, grief counseling, support as a result of domestic violence or sexual
exploitation, bulimia, anxiety, and other mental health diagnoses. Case files documented worker
efforts to support youth and encourage them to comply with services and plans, but the
documentation reveals insufficient effortsto listen to and work with youth who were resistant to
services or to consider creative means to redefine the service or mental health plan according to
terms agreeabl e to both the youth and agency. In other instances, there was no documentation to
connect youth to any mental health supports. Examples follow:
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- “Youth was shot in December 2010 multiple times. Thereisalot of information about
medical follow-up but no information in the file about emotional/ psychol ogical
follow-up” (Survey 25).

- Inthe case of ayouth with a“history of hospitalizations, residential treatment and
self-reporting of feeling depressed and internal blame,” the reviewer commented that
“although the youth is declining services at this time, it would be helpful to direct him
to resources where he can access services, if hereconsiders at a later date” (Survey
19).

- “Missing from the plan was the teams under standing of the youth’s underlining
mental health needs and substance abuse” (Survey 5).

- “Hehas declined therapeutic services; however, are there supports that exist that can
incorporate hisinterest (e.g. athletics) and treatment? |s he able to have his mental
health concern addressed with services available in DC Jail?” (Survey 10).

- Youth has “serious mental health needs which are clearly causing disruption in her
placement and also negatively affecting her ability to keep ajob or remainin
community college—maybe it would be helpful for [youth] to speak with a medication
expert or explore alternatives to medication beyond traditional therapy. She enjoyed
the arena stage program she attended, maybe a therapeutic setting based on these
skillswould help” (Survey 23).

- “Theteam has made documented attempts to connect the youth to services which
could assist with addressing the needs of the youth emotionally (e.g. therapeutic
services, domestic violence services, substance abuse treatment), however, it appears
that the youth is hesitant to participate due to her past experiences with some of these
services. Arethere additional means to connect to the youth that are considered less
traditional that can be explored (e.g. art therapy)? Can the youth's experiences and
reluctance with services be explored further?” (Survey 12)

- “There are documented attempts for the team to connect the youth to the appropriate
services with the youth declining all services. An understanding of the youth's
hesitations for services, could allow for the team to better address the needs of the
youth” (Survey 50).

- “The plan was superficial and not thoughtful. It did not identify the supports, services
and interventions the youth needed to meet her needs and goals in most areas. For
example, plan says goal is to reconnect to therapy by meeting regularly with
therapist, but youth has consistently refused therapy and medication for her bi-polar
disorder. She lacked motivation but no one appeared to try hard to motivate her”
(Survey 57).

- “Youth has been diagnosed as Emotionally Disturbed and with Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder. [She] has a history of Mood Disorder and suicidal ideation and has been
hospitalized at PIWin the past. Sheis not currently taking any medications. Youth
has a history of being disruptive and disrespectful in school and at home. [She]
refuses to participate in mental health services although CFSA has referred her in the
past” (Survey 24).

- Regarding a youth with atendency to abscond, the reviewer states, “whenever he did
return to placement, there was little effort made to truly under stand why he was
running away and what could be done to help him stay” (Survey 61).
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> Youth are struggling to finish high school and/or remain and succeed in college.

Educationa attainment for youth ranged from completion of eighth grade to junior year of
college. Asillustrated by Figure 13, 41 percent of youth (29 of 71'?) received a high school
diploma. An additional five youth (7%) completed a GED. Eight youth (11%) are currently
enrolled in high school and two (3%) were enrolled in GED programs. Eighteen (25%) youth
were enrolled in college and 18 (25%) were participating in vocational training programs.
Financial issues further complicate college and/or secondary school enrollment and compl etion.
Several youth appeared confused by requirements for accessing ETV funds while in care and
how to support their education upon emancipation. Examples of youth with specific educational
needs follow:

- “Youth was failing out of college and lost ETV funding... sheis confused about what
educational support monies she qualifiesfor” (Survey 76)

- “Youthisin hisjunior year in college at West Virginia University, he was unable to
take classes Sept of 2012 due to not being eligible for financial aid [although] youth
plans to return to school the summer of 2012” (Survey 20).

- “Poor grades resulted in academic probation. May need some assistance. May need
some classroom accommodations to help ensure successful academic year in 2012"
(Survey 24)

- “Sruggles academically, was on academic probation at school and will need to get
connected to supports on campus since FACES contact notes indicate she was offered
support from CFSA and she declined” (Survey 31)

- “She may need some academic assistance per the previous documented need for
special education services’ (Survey 32)
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12 Fjve reviewers did not complete this question due to either the survey skip pattern or reviewer error.
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> Youth need meaningful vocational training opportunities that lead to jobs.

Although many youth become enrolled in vocational certificate programs, which may or may not
be related to their career interests, these youth are not subsequently linked with appropriate jobs
upon completion of the programs. One reviewer described a youth who “has been in six
vocational training programsin a period of 15 months. It isuncertain if she has successfully
completed all of these programs and if the programs are all congruent with her interestsin the
medical field” (Survey 39).

> Domestic or sexual violence was identified in 22 percent of the YTP cases reviewed (16

of 73).

A very substantial percentage of these youth experienced domestic or sexual violence and need
support and resources that they largely are not receiving. In several cases, the youth's safety is
compromised. Examples follow:

A youth reported being the victim of sexual abuse. “Thereis never any indication of
anything to address these allegations however, people continuously comment on his
sexualized behavior and indicate it as a reason why he sometimes is kicked out of
foster homes” (Survey 61).

“She was in an abusive relationship with her boyfriend (which was not addressed as
aneedin her YTP)” (Survey 73).

The youth expressed “concern that DV provider is operating under an old

under standing of DV being a cycle of violence vs. power and control (per her
assessment)” (Survey 2).

“ Safety plan should be developed for after [youth] ages out of care. [Y outh] refused
to filea Civil Protection Order around DV case, but should be informed of how to file
should she need to after she is emancipated from CFSA” (Survey 7).

“No documented efforts regarding follow-up with services asit relates to youth’s
sexual assault. i.e. Rape Crisis Center” (Survey 21).

In some cases, youth required help negotiating safe rel ationships with the father of their children:

“Case Notes reference past incidents of domestic violence with boyfriend or son’s
father, but no further discussion or follow up found” (Survey 38).

“Ongoing concerns about domestic violence and how providers handle the domestic
violence. A safely plan was created with youth to keep father out of her apartment. In
July she ‘violated safety order by allowing [father of children] to care for them while
at the Laundromat with CASA worker.”” (Survey 26).
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> Youth exiting CFSA custody have high rates of pregnancy and many are already parents.

The birth rates for the teens reviewed were significantly higher than national teen and young
adult birth rates. The 2012 Kids Count Data Book™ reports that roughly 4% of 15 to 19 year-olds
nationwide gave birth in 2009. According to a November 2011 National Vital Statistics Report,'*
roughly 10% of 20 to 24 year-olds gave birth in 2009. In contrast, 25% of the malesin the
Review universe and nearly half of the females (47%) were found to be parents or expectant
parents. The proportion of expectant/ current fathersislikely higher and not sufficiently
documented by workers, as several males were identified as fathers by reviewers based on a
single line of acase note in avoluminous file. The number of pregnant and parenting teens in
this population has huge implications for CFS planning and service delivery.

> YTP plans had inaccurate and incompl ete infor mation regarding youth’ s pregnant/
parenting status.

In severa Y TPs reviewed, the pregnant/parenting domain is blank despite other documentation
in the record indicating that the youth has or is expecting a child. For example, one Y TP contains
“no mention of parenting in any of the YTPs even though the case notes indicate that heisa
father and very involved” (Survey 45); in another case, “information regarding the youth's
parenting skills and supportive services to assist the youth with her child after she transitions
from careislimited in the contact notes, court reports, and Youth Transition Plan (e.g. TANF,
health insurance). Pregnant and Parenting Youth section of YTP is blank” (Survey 56).

> Other identified needs that have implications for YTP case planning include:

- Criminal courts/ probation/ community services involvement was applicable to at
least 19 percent of youth and was cited as an impediment to successful youth
transitional planning. Nineteen percent of youth (14 of 73) had documented needs
related to criminal justice involvement, including 32 percent of males (9 of 28) and
11 percent of females (5 of 45). Thirteen of the youth found to have this need were 21
years old, while one youth was under 21 years old as of March 31, 2012.%°
Incarceration was noted as an “ obstacle” (Survey 10 and Survey 55) and an
“impediment” (Survey 13) to successful youth transition planning.

- The Review found a worrisome degree of sexual exploitation among femalesin the
universe. Reviewer comments noted human trafficking, prostitution or stripping in
nine percent of the femalesin the universe (4 of 47).

3 The 2012 Kids Count Data Book can be accessed:

http://www.aecf.org/K nowledgeCenter/~/media/Pubg/I nitiatives/K1 D S%20COUNT/123/2012KIDSCOUNTDataBo
ok/KIDSCOUNT 2012DataBookFul | Report. pdf

1 Births: Final Data for 2009, aNational Vital Statistics Report, can be accessed:
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr60/nvsr60_01. pdf

5 Note that the age of the youth at the time of the Review is not necessarily reflective of their age during the
criminal court/probation/community services proceedings.
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C. For all domains, quantitative data indicate that some efforts were made to
appropriately connect the majority of youth to some or all of the options identified in
their YTP; however qualitative data presents a less encouraging picture. YTP task
implementation isweak, largely dueto unclear plans, insufficient support for youth,
lack of adaptation to or consideration of the youth’s capabilities and poor teaming with
related city agencies and community partners.

Attachment A presents the quantitative data about the needs of youth preparing to exit foster care
as determined by case documentation and their needs by domain that were identified inthe YTP
plan. While most of the youths' needs were identified in the Y TP plan, not all needs, including
critical needs, were identified and addressed as part of the Y TP process. Further, in many
instances, there was little evidence in the record of connecting youth or coaching youth to access
services and supports identified inthe YTP. Multiple reviewer comments indicate that youth
were not connected to adult services or otherwise prepared for adulthood.

Some qualitative data follows:

- While “the youth has been encouraged to get support from Sasha Bruce and RSA,
there is no indication that any worker has followed through to ensure successful
serviceisoccurring” (Survey 9).

- “Lack of documentation regarding follow up with RSA” (Survey 21)

- Thisyouth has unresolved needs in nearly every domain, for example: “ Employment-
youth was able to maintain employment but was underemployed, making
approximately $400 per month, needed full time employment, which was not being
addressed other than monthly notation in record of where she was employed;
Vocational- youth needed a vocational assessment and although worker referred to
OVYE, there was no indication that youth followed through, which could have assisted
with employment; Health- vision appointment remained outstanding during the entire
review period; Pregnant/ Parenting Youth- Record and YTP notes youth was to
attend parenting class, however, there is no documentation that a referral was made”
(Survey 22).

- “The record does not document effortsin numerous critical areasrelated to
preparing this youth for emancipation” (Survey 34).

> YTP tasks were too broadly defined and lacked a specific timeline for implementation.

Reviewers repeatedly highlighted the “ need for a more clear and concise YTP” (Survey 58) in
which tasks are “more specific” (Survey 11) and “broken down to a step by step process’
(Survey 15). Further, timeframes for completing tasks were often simply listed as “ ongoing,”
rather than delineating discrete tasks with specific timelines. The Y TP made it difficult for both
youth and their supporters to assess and track progress.
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> | mplementati on was weakest for the pregnant and parenting youth domain, for which
ther e were no documented efforts to connect mor e than a third (35%) of applicable youth
to options identified in their YTP.

By gender, there were no documented efforts to connect 29 percent of current or expectant
mothers and 50 percent of current or expectant fathers to needed services and supports related to
their pregnancy or their roles as young parents. Documented plan implementation was also
particularly weak for the domains of life connections and financial literacy, each of which had no
documented efforts to connect youth to relevant optionsin 27 percent of applicable cases.

> Youth are assigned responsibility for the majority of YTP tasks, irrespective of their
cognitive abilities and emotional state.

Low Intelligence Quoatients (1Q), learning disabilities and mental health disorders were common
among the youth whose cases were reviewed. The youth’sintellectual and emotional capacity to
implement tasks was frequently not considered and necessary support was often not provided,
leading to Y TP plans that could not feasibly be implemented. Limited follow up by socia
workers and other Y TP team members and minimal focus on including life connectionsin the

Y TP process exacerbated the lack of support for youth engaging in the transition planning
process, especially those with cognitive or emotional limitations. Reviewers commented:

It was “unclear how appropriate the goals set for youth were, given that he was

functioning at a 3rd grade reading level” (Survey 45).

- “Youth is diagnosed with borderline intellectual functioning. This diagnosis and need
for potential accommodations and support are not demonstrated in documentation.
The YTP reviewed listed the youth as having primary responsibility for completing
each task” (Survey 56).

- “Youth’'slast psycho-educational testing (October 2010) determine a full scale IQ of
65 and 2009 Psychiatric evaluation determine Axis | diagnosis of Mood Disorder
NOS, PTSD, Dissociative Disorder NOS and Psychotic Disorder NOS. It is unclear
from documentation how these needs wer e considered when assigning tasks or if
accommodations were considered to assist youth in thisarea” (Survey 9).

- “It appears as though the worker thought the youth could do these things on her own

however due to questions about her intellectual functioning this was probably a poor

assumption” (Survey 54).

> Lack of teaming, especially between child welfare workers and other systems, prevented
youth from being fully connected to appropriate adult services and resources that can
support them beyond their emancipation from CFSA care.

Of the 37 youth referred to a Collaborative, 18 had not been assigned a Collaborative worker, six
were assigned a Collaborative worker but there was no evidence of active involvement and 13
were assigned a Collaborative worker who seemed to be involved with the youth. Reviewer
comments about insufficient teaming include:
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- “Therewasa serious lack of teaming in this case: the youth islow functioning and yet
thereis no indication that her therapist was involved in the planning or provided
insight to the worker about best ways to help the youth achieve independence...
Thereis also no evidence that the worker attempted to engage the [foster mother]
mor e and determine how she could help the youth and how she would be able to work
with the youth post emancipation” (Survey 54).

- “Therewas little teaming among wor kers throughout this process especially when it
came to [youth’ s] involvement in criminal court” (Survey 61).

- “Thereisroom for additional teaming between the CASA, SW, biofeedback therapist,
and [foster mother]” (Survey 23).

- Severa Reviewer comments indicate inadequate teaming with or insufficient socia
worker follow up after areferral to RSA or other adult services. For example: “youth
has quite serious and extensive mental health diagnoses, which is also evident
because she has an RSA worker. That being said, there is no record in the case notes
about correspondence between the social worker and the RSA worker. The RSA
worker also was not at the YTP” (Survey 72).

Overall, despite cases which highlight the personal resilience and strength of many of these
youth, numer ous youth appear to leave CFSA custody ill prepared for adulthood. Many
reviewer comments echoed these statements:. “this youth emancipated still very dependent
and vulnerable” (Survey 52); “it appears she was emancipated... without a plan for housing,
no mental health services, unaddressed transportation needs, no substance abuse assessment
and uncertain life connection” (Survey 73). In several cases, workersnoted that youth were
depressed about turning 21 yearsold or were extremely anxious about their lives after
CFSA care.

Recommendations

CFSA has made the need for improvements to transition planning and services for older youth in
care astrategic priority. While this review focused specifically on the transition planning
process for those youth at or near the age of emancipation, the Monitor and CFSA leadership
share the view that a comprehensive approach to ensuring that teens in foster care are prepared
for success as adults and as young parents themsel ves needs to start well before their 20™
birthday and must be designed to build over time and in developmentally appropriate ways the
skills and protective capacities that young adults need to succeed. Thisreview of the 76 older
youth who recently emancipated from CFSA custody only underscores the importance of starting
early to purposefully engage youth in preparing for their futures and hel ping them successfully
navigate the often tricky path to adulthood.

The recommendations which follow are not designed to address the complete scope of activities
and timelines for preparing youth for adulthood but are more specifically focused onthe Y TP
process and the often urgent needs of young adults about to transition from care. The Monitor
has presented these findings to CFSA. CFSA reports already working on many of the
recommendations identified below as described in the full Monitoring Report.
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1 The Youth Transition Planning process needs to be modified in ways to promote the
youth’s engagement in and ownership of the planning and to ensure that conscious,
deliberate and intensive steps are always taken to identify and engage a youth’s
lifelong connectionsin the YTP process. Specific modifications might include:

- Planning for any Y TP meeting needs to start well before the meeting and needs to
include time and attention to prepare the youth and to take steps to make sure that the
youth identifies and is hel ped to reach out to his or her team. The team needsto
extend beyond helping professionals and must include those family, friends and
supporters who the youth thinks and/ or desiresto rely on as he or she transitions
from care. The youth needs to be encouraged and helped to surround themselves with
the persons they believe can form their safety net as they transition from care and
beyond. Y outh may need significant help in navigating relationships so that extended
family and friends are comfortable with and willing to participate.

- YTP meetings should be scheduled at times and places that work for both the youth
and their connections. CFSA should explore subsidizing transportation for family and
informal supports to promote their participation. Y TP meetings should be convened
in family and child-friendly locations so life connections and youth with small
children can till actively engage in the Y TP meeting. Timing (including scheduling
meetings on weekends and in the evening) should be flexible enough to encourage the
participation of the youth’s team, not just the professionals.

- A youth’sincarceration is not an acceptable barrier to transitional planning. If ayouth
isincarcerated, the team should consider other options such as seeking permission to
convene at thejail, sending one team member to meet with the youth individually or
meeting with the youth by phone.

- CFSA should build quality assurance mechanisms (surveys, guided interviews, QSR
protocol questions) to understand if the youth’s voiceis heard in the Y TP meetings
and whether the meetings result in plans that are relevant to ayouth’slife goals.

2. Additional housing options for emancipating youth are urgently needed to ensure that
youth are not immediately homeless or become homeless after their first unstable
housing plan breaks down.

It was clear to reviewers that even for those youth who had an identified housing option
at emancipation, the fragility and in some cases infeasibility of the arrangement for the
long term left the youth very vulnerable. Much more creative thinking needs to be
directed to the exploration of housing options for youth, immediately after transition and
for a minimum up to 24 months post-transition. Recommendations include:

- Reassessing the process and use of Rapid Housing funds. While these funds have
been a help for some youth, they are not readily available to all youth who need them.
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- Non-traditional housing options need further exploration and development—for youth
attending college who may need housing during the summer and during school
breaks, for youth who do not meet the eligibility requirements for rapid housing and
for those youth who will need some form of supported housing post-transition. For
youth whose foster parents are willing to provide transitional housing, vouchers or
some other means to provide youth with subsidies to pay rent to previous caregivers
should be considered.

- Stable and safe housing for parenting youth is a particularly critical need and options
should be devel oped that combine access to stable housing with access to parenting
and child care supports that these very young and vulnerable parents will need to keep
their children safe and be successful.

3. For youth to become economically stable adults, there must be an intensive focus on
supporting young peopleto enroll in school, stay in school and graduate.

The steps to educational success need to begin with the first contact with CFSA--making
sure that young people are enrolled in school, have school stability, are supported to
remain on grade and graduate.

- By thetime youth are 20 and 21, it is often difficult to remediate prior educational
gaps, but older youth still need individualized and intensive education support to
enable them to finish high school and participate in educational opportunities
(tutoring, summer enrichment programs) to prepare for college or jobs.

- For youth enrolled in college, CFSA needs to devel op formalized supports (including,
coaching, mentoring and tutoring) to help them succeed in college and graduate. This
could be in the form of site-based coaches/mentors who are available to youth post-
transition, specialized support groups on college campuses or through approaches that
involve telephone and other kinds of distance support for youth’s learning and
adjustment to college.

- Administrative snafus and other bureaucratic barriers to timely payments of tuition
and ETV funds for youth in college need to be eliminated.

- CFSA needs to secure resources to make sure that every older teen has a persona
computer, an essential ingredient for success in the modern world. If CFSA cannot
directly purchase these, a community effort to raise charitable funds for a computer
for every foster youth should be launched.

- For youth not pursuing college, employment and vocational counselors need to be
visible members of the youth’s transition team, supporting youth to identify their
interests and helping to individualize opportunities that match their needs. OYE and
other workers need to help youth identify their employment goals and skills and enlist
qualified help as part of the youth’s team to support the youth’ s development of job
search and interview skills.
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- CFSA needsto track youths' interest in and compl etion of vocational certificate
programs and the results of youths' participation in them. CFSA must aso track the
efforts by these programs and the Y TP team to hel p youth secure stable jobs related
to the certificate programs and/ or their vocational interests.

- The YTP needs to address the ability of the youth to secure needed transportation to
connect to educational and/or employment opportunities. 'Y outh need to be supported
to learn to drive, obtain adriver’s licenses and save for an automobile.

4, Transitioning youth need a financial safety net and this can best be accomplished by
providing opportunities for youth to begin saving whilethey arein foster care. Foster
parents and providers need to be encouraged to help youth open savings accounts, set
savings goals and begin to save.

- CFSA should explore the feasibility of supporting the creation of Individual
Development Accounts for older youth, where their saving would be matched by
other funds, allowing youth to save funds for a security deposit, unreimbursed
education expenses, an automobile or arainy day.

5. Given the high level of youth who have needs related to domestic violence and
concerns about personal safety, a specific focus on developing appropriate and
accessible domestic violence services for young adultsis warranted.

- CFSA in concert with other District agencies should work with community-based
providers to increase awareness of and strategies to prevent domestic violence with
young adults. We also recommend that workers receive updated training on domestic
violence which ensures that strategies incorporate best practicesin the field for
working with adolescents exposed to violence. The training should a so incorporate
more recent theories of the causes of DV that are frequently related to issues of
“power and control” and not exclusively on a“cycle of violence.”

- [Foster parents, congregate care providers, mentors and workers need to be trained and
expected to talk with youth about safe sex and positive intimate relationships. Safe,
structured opportunities need to be provided for youth to share their questions and
concerns about these i ssues.

6. Given the high number of pregnant and parenting youth involved with CFSA, the
current work to develop and implement comprehensive strategies to support the youth
and their children needs to be accel erated.

- A key aspect of thisis collecting accurate information on the number of affected
youth, both mothers and fathers.

- Ensuring that young women receive all needed prenatal care and are provided with
the skills and supports to safely care for anewborn isagiven. Additional focusis
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also needed on supporting young men especially in understanding child development
and devel oping productive co-parenting relationships as well as understanding child
support obligations.

- Young men and women who become parents need to be supported to remain in and
complete their education.

7. CF SA should partner with DMH to identify and devel op access to alternative mental
health supports for adolescents. The youth in the Review had high levels of mental
health need, frequently reflecting unresolved issues related to trauma and family
violence. While records indicate significant effort to connect youth to traditional
therapeutic services (i.e. individual counseling), these were often not used by the youth.
Connections for post-emancipation mental health services, including alternative
therapeutic modes, need to be made before the youth emancipates so that relationships
and continuity of care can be preserved.

8. Finally, the review identified some areas of improvement in the format and use of the
Youth Transition Plan itself. Specifically:

- CFSA should explore aternative youth transition planning documents/ formats that
lend themselves to plans that are more discrete and concrete, allowing youth and
other responsible parties to be absolutely clear about tasks, timeframes and
responsibilities. The format of the plan itself should be accessible to youth asaliving
document.

- TheYouth Transition Plan should be integrated with the child’ s case plan. Progressin
meeting the goals, tasks and timelines of the plan should be closely monitored.
FACES.NET Contact Notes should document the evaluation of progress made and
the quality of services and supports received by the youth in accordance with the
YTP.

- Workers should be supported to help youth create plans that are devel opmentally
appropriate and that sequence tasks and accomplishments. Thisis especially
important for youth with special needs (low 1Q, learning disabilities, mental health
ISsues, etc.).

- The plans should ensure that responsibility for completing tasks is appropriately
assigned to multiple parties, not solely the youth. All members of the youth’s
transition team should be encouraged to review and sign off on the plan.

- For al domains, but particularly with respect to housing, medica care and financial
security, the plan should always identify a back-up plan and resource.

- Helping youth to understand their medical and mental health needs, advocate for
themselves with health care providers, devel oping options for coping with stress and
seeking help to deal with crises need to be incorporated into the Y TP process.
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Attachment A to Appendix C: YTP Domains

The Review assessed whether the transition planning process appropriately identified and met the needs of the 73 youth who
participated in aY TP meeting between January 1, 2011 and March 31, 2012. In an effort to prepare youth for productive, healthy
adulthood, Y TPs are organized according to ten domains: housing, financial literacy, life connections, crisis management, educational/
vocational, employment, health, emotional/ psychological, pregnant/ parenting and other. The following chart provides specific
findings and data for each domain.

Documented Needs of the 73 youth who engaged in the YTP processduring | Doesthe YTP addressthe youth’s documented needs?
the period under review

Figure 14
Domain 1. HOUSING:

100% of youth had housing needs. Doesthe Y TP address the youth's documented

housing needs?

1% —
The most common housing need was the devel opment of a post-emanci pation 0—| 10 N=73 Yes, al needs
housing plan with multiple options, which was applicable to 90 percent of youth. addressed

Sixty-eight percent of youth needed help maintaining their current housing.

B Yes, some needs

Tablel 36% addressed
Housing Needs N=73] % of 73
Maintain current housing 50 68% No documented
. o _ _ efforts
Housing plan post emancipation with multiple options 66 90%

i i i 0 N
Rapid Housing Funds if employed 38 52% ® Unable to determine if
Understand the different forms of housing 42 58% the Y.TP aodr

) _ housing needs
Understanding the cost of housing 39 53%
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012 Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
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Domain 2. FINANCIAL LITERACY:

97% of youth (71 of 73) had financial literacy needs.

84 percent of youth needed to understand budgeting, the most prevaent need
within this domain. Other significant financial literacy needs include a credit
report check and a plan to contribute funds to a bank account.

Table 2

Financial Literacy Needs N=73 | % of 73

Understand budgeting 61 84%
Need to establish bank account 31 42%
Plan to contribute funds to accounts 49 67%
Check credit report 50 68%
Assess escrow account accrual during placement 5 7%
Assessfor SSI digibility 21 29%
Unable to determine if youth had financial literacy needs 2 3%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 15

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented
financial literacy needs?

N=73 M Yes, all needs addressed

3%

B Yes, some needs
addressed

No documented efforts

E Unable to determine if
the Y TP addressed
financia literacy needs

Unableto determineif
youth had financia
literacy needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

LaShawn A. v. Gray

Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012

November 21, 2012
Page C-30




APPENDIX C

Domain 3. LIFE CONNECTIONS:

85% (62 of 73) of youth werefound to have life connections
needs.

None of the youth had achieved legal permanency (adoption, guardianship or
reunification) by the date of the Y TP reviewed.'® Supportive life connections
(who were not professionals) were frequently absent from Y TP meetings and
were not routinely assigned responsibility for tasks defined in the YTP plan,
making this domain of considerable concern. Inviting life connections into the
planning process and assessing support needed to improve or develop life
connections were the most common needs of this domain.

Table 3
Life Connections Needs N=73 | % of 73
Identify lifelong connections 30 41%
Assess support needed to improve or develop connections 48 66%
Invite lifelong connections into planning process 50 68%
Discuss permanency goa 22 30%
Y outh without life connection needs 9 12%
Unable to determine if youth had life connections needs 2 3%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 16

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented life
connections needs?
N=73

H Yes, al needs
3% addressed

B Yes, some needs
addressed

No documented
efforts

B Youth without life
connections needs

Unable to determineif
youth had life
connections needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

16 One youth subsequently achieved adoption.
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Domain4. CRISISMANAGEMENT:
89% of youth (65 of 73) were found to have crisis management
needs.

75 percent of youth transitioning from CFSA care needed to have an awareness
of community and government resources and services, 58 percent of youth
needed to be referred to a Collaborative, 56 percent of youth needed to receive
post-transition materials pertaining to resources and services and 53 percent
needed to be assisted in developing a plan for who they will contact in acrisis.

Table4

Crisis M anagement Needs N=73 | % of 73
Complete collaborative referral 42 58%
Develop plan for who youth will contact in crisis situation 39 53%
Assess youth safety in placement community 25 34%
Ensure youth is aware of community and government resources and

services 55 75%
Ensure youth received post transitioning materials pertaining to

resources and services 41 56%
Y outh has immediate needs related to domestic violence 7 10%
Develop critical thinking/problem solving skillsin times of crisis 23 32%
Y outh without crisis management needs 5 7%
Unable to determine if youth had crisis management needs 3 4%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 17

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth'sdocumented crisis
management needs?

N=73

4%

H Yes, al needs
addressed

B Yes, some needs
addressed

® No documented efforts

Unable to determine if
Y TP addressed crisis
management needs

® Youth without crisis
management needs

Unable to determine if
youth had crisis
management needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 5. EDUCATIONAL/VOCATIONAL : Ninety-six percent (69 of 73)
of youth had educational/vocational needs.

Obtaining financial resources for college/ vocational school was the most
common need of this domain. Additional areas of high need include that youth
engage with an OY E educational/ vocational specialist to assist with enrollment
in educational/ vocational programs; apply to and attend college/ a vocational
program; and has awareness of OY E educational/ vocational resources.

Table 5
Educational/ Vocational Needs N=73 | % of 73
Y outh needs to be/supported to be on track to graduate from high
school or obtain GED 23 32%
Youth is aware of resources offered by OY E pertaining to
educational/vocationa 27 37%
Y outh with a disability or an IEP is connected with applicable services 20 27%
Participate in College Prep 4 5%
Vocational assessment 23 32%
Engage with OY E Ed/V oc specialist to assist with enroliment in
educational/vocational programs 36 49%
Apply to and attend college/vocational program 33 45%
Obtain financial resources for college/vocational school (may include
ETV funds) 40 55%
Support in succeeding in college 22 30%
Y outh without educational/ vocational needs 4 5%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Yes, al needs addressed

Figure 18
Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented
educational/ vocational needs?
N=73
4%

B Yes, some needs
addressed

No documented efforts

®m Unable to determine if
Y TP addressed
educational/ vocational
needs

B Youth without
educational/ vocational
needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 6. EMPLOYMENT: Ninety-three percent of youth (68 of 73) were
found to have employment needs.

Full- or part-time employment was the most common need in this domain,
applicable to 82 percent of youth.

Table 6
Employment Needs N=73 | % of 73
Full-time or part-time employment 60 8204
Meet with Vocational Specialist concerning employment 31 42%
Update resume 26 36%
I nternship/apprenticeship 16 2204
Y outh without employment needs 5 7%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 18

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented
employment needs?
N=73

Yes, all needs addressed

1%

B Yes, some needs addressed

No documented efforts

Unable to determineif
Y TP addressed
employment needs

= Youth without employment
needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 7. HEAL TH: Ninety percent of youth (66 of 73) had health needs.

Dental care isthe most common health need, applicable to 62 percent of youth.

Other common health needs included: vision, ensuring awareness of health
insurance options and how to go about obtaining health insurance, genera
physical and support to schedule or attend doctor’ s appointments. Qualitative
data highlights youths' need to be supported to schedule and attend doctor’s
appointments and access substance abuse treatment.

Table7
Health Needs N=73 | % of 73
Vision 37 51%
Dental 45 62%
Physical 35 48%
Ob-gyn 19 26%
Support to schedule or attend appointments 32 44%

Assess ongoing or outstanding medical needs 19 26%

Awareness of health insurance options and how to obtain insurance

post transitioning from care 37 51%
Support in applying for SSI 11 15%
Safe sex information/resources 27 37%
Substance abuse assessment 13 18%
Substance abuse treatment 6 8%
Y outh without health needs 6 8%
Unable to determine if youth had health needs 1 1%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 19

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented

health needs?

N=73

1%

Yes, all needs addressed

B Yes, some needs
addressed

® No documented efforts

Unableto determineif
Y TP addressed health
needs

B Youth without health
needs

= Unable to determine if
youth had health needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 8. EMOTIONAL/PSYCHOL OGICAL : Eighty-four percent of Figure 20
youth (61 of 73) had documented emotional/ psychological needs.
Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented
The most common emotional/ psychological need was around therapeutic emotional/ psychological needs?
services. N=73
Yes, all needs addressed
Table 8 1%
Emotional/ Psychological Needs N=73 | % of 73
Link to/assess need for therapeutic services (anger management, " Yes, some needs addressed
therapy, etc.) 38 52%
Assess coping skills 34 A7%
Ensure youth is aware that they can request therapeutic services as ® No documented efforts
needed 28 38%
Discuss and encourage youth to be compliant with medication 13 18%
Y outh has ongoing needs related to domestic violence 11 15% Unable to deter_ml neif YTP
addressed emotional/
Y outh without emotional/ psychological needs 11 15% psychological needs
Unable to determine if youth had emotional/ psychological needs 1 1% Youth without emotional/
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012 psychological needs
® Unable to determineif
youth had emotional/
psychological needs
Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 9. PREGNANT/ PARENTING: 25% of the males47% of females

wer e found to be parentsor expectant parents.

As previously noted, this Review found a high rate of pregnant and parenting
youth preparing to emancipate from CFSA care. Twenty-five percent of the
males in the Review universe and nearly half of the females (47%) were found
to be parents or expectant parents. The most commonly identified pregnant/
parenting need overall was for parenting classes; however, pregnant/parenting
needs differed markedly by gender, as demonstrated by Table 10.

Table 9
Pregnant/ Parenting Needs N=73 | % of 73
Assess extent to which young parent is meeting the child’ s basic needs 16 22%
Parenting classes 17 23%
Support other parent’ s active involvement in child’ slife 10 14%
Child support 12 16%
Attending prenatal appointments 5 7%
Awareness of how to practice safe sex 9 12%
Daycare 12 16%
Apply for health insurance for child 13 18%
Parent scheduling appropriate medical appointmentsfor child(ren) 7 10%
Y outh without pregnant/ parenting needs 44 60%
Unable to determine if youth had pregnant/ parenting needs 1 1%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 21

Doesthe YTP addressthe youth's documented

1%

pregnant/ parenting needs?

N=73
B Yes, all needs addressed

B Yes, some needs addressed
® No documented efforts

Unable to determineif
Y TP addressed pregnant/

parenting needs
Los

B Youth without pregnant/
parenting need

Unable to determine if
youth had pregnant/
parenting needs

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Table 10

Pregnant and Parenting Needs of Youth Known to be Pregnant
or Parenting, by Gender

Males:

Females:

% of 7

% of 21

Assess extent to which young parent is meeting the child’s basic
needs

71%

52%

Parenting classes

71%

57%

Support other parent’s active involvement in child’ slife

71%

24%

Child support

86%

29%

Attending prenatal appointments

14%

19%

Awareness of how to practice safe sex

14%

38%

Daycare

0%

57%

Apply for health insurance for child

14%

57%

Parent scheduling appropriate medical appointments for children

0%

33%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Figure 22

Among males with documented pregnant/
parenting needs, doestheyouth'sYTP address
their needs?

N=7

B Yes, some needs
addressed

® No documented efforts

Unable to determine

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012

Note: Among males with documented pregnant/ parenting needs,
none of the Y TPs were found to address all of the youth’s domain
needs.

Figure 23

Among females with documented pregnant/
parenting needs, doesthe youth'sYTP addresstheir
needs?

N=21

M Yes, all needs addressed

B Yes, some needs
addressed

No documented efforts

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Domain 10. OTHER (e.g. needs related to obtaining identification or learning
to drive): 59 per cent of youth (43 of 73) have an “other” need.

In an effort to individualize the Y TP process, the “ other” domain provides an
opportunity for the youth’s transition team to discuss any needs of the youth that
do not fit into the nine aforementioned domains. The most common needs in this
domain were involvement with criminal courts/ probations/community services
and connection to the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), each found
to be applicable to 19 percent of youth. Additional areas of significant need
include administration of the Ansell Casey, receipt of the transitional care
package, assistance obtaining personal documents or adriver’slicense and
successful referral to other city Departments, notably the Department of Mental

Health.

Table 11
Other needs N=73 | % of 73
Driving School 6 8%
Driver's Test 10 14%
Personal documents (1D, passport, social security card, birth certificate) 11 15%
Involvement with criminal courts/probations/community services 14 19%
Ansell Casey 13 18%
Transitional Care Package 12 16%
Citizenship Issue 2 3%
Connection to Rehabilitation Services Administration 14 19%
Connection to Department of Disability Services 2 3%
Connection to Department of Mental Health Services 10 14%
Connection to Mentor Source: CSSP Case Record Revie%/, June 26%2
Y outh without other needs 23 32%
Unable to determine if youth had other needs 6 8%

Figure 24

Doesthe YTP plan addressthe youth's documented
"other" needs?
N=73

Yes, al needs
addressed

B Yes, some needs
addressed

E No documented
efforts

Not applicable

E Unable to determine
if YTP addressed
other needs

® Youth wihout other
needs

1%

Source: CSSP Case Record Review, June 2012
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Resource Parent Survey Findings Report

l. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A. Purpose

This report describes the findings of atelephone survey of resource parents (non-relative and
relative foster parents)*’ conducted during July and August 2012. Resource parents provide care
for children who are removed from their homes due to child abuse and/or neglect and are
essential partners in meeting the needs of the District’s children. Resource parents are expected
to provide temporary safe haven for children and to support their healthy physical, social and
emotiona development. They are also critically important to efforts to achieve permanency,
stability and ongoing family and community connections for children and youth. To gather data
necessary for specific IEP Exit Standards and to learn more about the current experiences of the
resource parents, (both those recruited, trained and supported by CFSA and those recruited,
trained and supported by private providers under CFSA contract), CSSP conducted a structured
telephone interview with resource parents. The survey was intended to collect data to assess and
validate performance on select IEP Exit Standards, including:

e Timely approva of foster/adoptive parents (IEP citation 1.B.14. & 11.B.9.)

e Provision of medical and dental care servicesto children in foster care (IEP citation
1.C.22)

e Socia worker visits with children in out-of-home care (1EP citation I.A.5.)

In addition to the items bulleted above, the survey asked resource parents to describe their
experience as aresource parent in caring for a specific child who was placed in their home
during the review period on the following topics: training and licensure process; health
information and support received; social worker visitation and support received; and knowledge
of case planning and court appearances.

CFSA provided the Monitor with alist of 587 new child placements or child replacementsin a
resource home that lasted for aminimum of 14 days and that occurred between January 1 and
May 31, 2012. The 587 child placements were with 376 unique resource parents. Of the 376

Y For purposes of the survey and corresponding report, the term “foster” or “resource” parent includes non-relative
and relative (kinship) foster care providers.
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resource parents, more than a third (129) resource parents participated in the survey.*®° A full
description of the methodology and sampling processisincluded in Attachment A.

B. Summary of Findings
Key findings from the survey are listed and explained below:

e Licensed resource parents who began fostering within the last three years reported
positive experiences with the training curriculum, however they also reported lengthy
timelines for receiving full licensure.

e Health information about the child placed in their careis not being provided to
resource parentsin atimely manner asis required by the I1EP.

e Resource parents report regular home visits by case workers to children and youth
placed in foster homes.

e Resource parents report little knowledge or involvement in the case planning process
for the subject child or youth in their care but indicated that when they are involved,
the processis helpful to understanding the child’s needs.

e Resource parents generally reported feeling supported by social workers.

e CFSA records of current contact information for resource parents is not up to date.
Incorrect or missing phone numbers were provided by CFSA for 24 percent of the
376 unigue resource parents who had a child placed with them between January and
May 2012. Additionally, the date of placement for at least two percent of the children
included in the data provided by CFSA was incorrect.

Resour ce parent licensure

The IEP requires that the licensure process of resource parents be timely and efficient, setting
astandard that 70 percent be completed within 150 days of a prospective resource parent
beginning training. Based on the survey data, this Exit Standard has not yet been achieved.

e Fifty-one percent of resource parents licensed within the past three years indicated it
took 150 days or less from the time they started training to receive full licensure.?

e Kinship resource parents were more likely to begin the home study process before or
during the training compared to non-kinship resource parents, more than half of
whom began the home study process after completing the pre-service training
COUrSes.

18 Through conducting the review, surveyors determined that eight resource parents were incorrectly included in the
universe because the subject child had been placed in their home prior to January 1, 2012. Additionally, surveyors
determined that the information provided by CFSA consisted of incorrect or missing contact information for 90
resource parents.

19 Resource parents interviewed provide a statistically significant sample with 95 percent confidence within a+ 7.6
margin of error. As some questions were not applicable in all cases and were skipped, the universe for each of the
guestionsis not equal to 129, therefore, the margin of error may not be the same for each question.

% N=59: Eleven were excluded because the resource parent was not fully licensed and it had been less than 150 days
since they began training or they could not recall.
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e Resource parents licensed in the last three years indicated a high degree of
satisfaction with the pre-service training they received as part of the licensure
process. Ninety-seven percent of respondents rated the pre-service training as “ great,
it fully prepared me” or “good, it mostly prepared me.”

Health and medical infor mation and support given to resour ce parents

In order for resource parents to adequately care for children in their homes, they need to be
provided accurate information in atimely manner about children’s health care needs and they
need to be supported in their efforts to meet those needs. The IEP has a range of
requirements about the provision of health care information, including the provision of
Medicaid numbers and Medicaid cards to resource parents. According to CFSA’s policy, all
resource parents are expected to receive an initial Placement Passport Packet at the time of a
child’s placement in their care and a completed Placement Packet at an intake meeting held
within three days of placement, providing them with as much information asis available
about the child.

e Just over two-thirds (68%) of the resource parents surveyed reported receiving a
Placement Packet for the subject child.?* Of those who received the Packet, the vast
majority (81%) found the health information in the Placement Packet to be at least
somewhat helpful. But most of the resource parents (59%) who received the
Placement Packet indicated that there was additional information they wanted to see
included, such as mental health history and previous behavior patterns,which was not
included and may not have been initially known.

e Slightly more than half (53%) of the surveyed resource parents received the subject
child’s Medicaid number within five days of the child’s placement asis required by
the |EP.%

e Lessthan athird of resource parents (29%) received the Medicaid card for the subject
child within 45 days of the child’'s placement asis required by the IEP.?

e Slightly lessthan half of resource parents (43%) reported concerns regarding the
medical needs of the subject child. Of those, the mgority of parents (89%) indicated
that their concerns were being or had been addressed with the help of the social
worker or other staff.

Social worker visitation patterns

In order to promote well-being, safety and permanency outcomes for children and youth in
foster care, social workers make regular visits to children placed in out-of-home care. The
|EP identifies both the required frequency of visits and specific responsibilities for social
workers during home visits including assessing safety through interviewing children outside

ZIN=125: Four resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
22 N=122: Seven resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
% N=122: Seven resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
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the caretaker’ s presence and working to stabilize the home through providing services to the
child and to the resource parent.

e Based on survey responses, social workers are visiting children placed in foster
homes at least monthly (95%).%* Additionally in 80 percent of interviews, resource
parentsindicated that social workers interviewed the subject child® outside their
presence at least monthly.

e Slightly more than half (61%) of resource parents surveyed indicated that the social
worker had a conversation with them during the child’ s first month of placement
regarding the resource parent’s needs in caring for the subject child.

Resour ce parent knowledge of court appearances and case planning

Resource parent involvement in the permanency and case planning process for childrenin
their careisimportant to achieving permanency, promoting child well-being outcomes and
for placement stability.

e Themagjority (70%) of resource parents reported receiving regular notification of
court appearances but did not report consistently attending court hearings.

e Just under two-thirds (64%) of resource parents®’ reported being invited to a case
planning meeting and just over half (53%) of those invited did attend a case planning
meeting regarding the subject child. Those resource parents who did attend case
planning meetings reported feeling their input was considered and that the meeting
was helpful to understanding the child' s needs.

Support to resour ce parents
e Eighty-four percent of resource parents surveyed indicated the subject child’s social
worker was available most of the time, if not always, when they had questions and 73
percent characterized their overall experience as a resource parent for the subject
child as either “excellent” or “good.”

More specific findings and related conclusions are included in Section |11 of this report.

2 N=126: Three were excluded because the child was not placed in the resource parent’s home for long enough to
determine.

% Non-verbal children were excluded from this calculation.

% N=118: Eleven were excluded because the resource parent could not recall.

2" N=94: Thirty-five were excluded because the resource parent reported that a case planning meeting had not
occurred during the period under review.
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[I.  DESCRIPTIVESOF REVIEW SAMPLE

A. Resource Parents

Resour ce Home Categorization

Figure 1 below shows the descriptive composition of the 129 resource parents interviewed based
upon data provided by CFSA.

Figure 1: Placement Category as Classified by CFSA
N=129

Specialized
2%

Pre-Adoptjve
5%

Kinship
/" 18%

Traditional
43%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Eighteen percent (23) of resource parents were identified by CFSA as kinship resources although
an additional eight percent (11) of parents self-identified as kinship providers (see Figure 2). Of
these 11 resource parents who self-identified as a kinship provider but were not categorized by
CFSA as akinship provider, four were paternal grandparents, two were maternal grandparents,
three were maternal aunts or uncles, one was a sibling and one was a maternal great aunt. CFSA
had these placements categorized in one of the following ways: traditional foster placement (5),
therapeutic foster placement (4) or pre-adoptive placement (2). Eighty-two percent of the
resource parents who self-identified as kinship were first-time resource parents who became a
resource parent to care for the subject child.
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Figure 2: Kinship versus Non-Kinship Placement as | dentified by Resour ce Par ent
N=129

Kinship
26%

Non-Kinship
74%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

All 129 resource parents surveyed were licensed, either with atemporary license (19/15%) or
one or two year license (110/85%). Of the 19 resource parents who indicated they had a
temporary license, all were identified by CFSA as kinship placement providers.

L ength of Time as Resour ce Parent and | nitiation Process

Fifty-four percent of resource parents surveyed indicated they had been aresource parent for less
than three years (see Figure 3).%

Figure 3: Length of Time as Resour ce Parent
N=129

3 years of Lessthan 3
more years
46% 54%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

% For purposes of this survey and report, resource parents who had been licensed for less than three years were
classified as " new resource parents.”
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The magjority of new resource parents (73%) contacted CFSA to initiate the licensing process.
The remaining resource parents reported being contacted by CFSA (17%) or by other individuals
(10%) including the child’ s biological parent(s), other relative(s) or an attorney to engage their
interest in caring for the child in placement.

Geographic Distribution of Resour ce Parents

Thirty-eight percent (49) of resource parents surveyed lived in the District of Columbiaand the
remaining 62 percent (80) lived in Maryland (see Figure 4). The highest concentration of
resource parents lived within the Southeast quadrant of D.C. (19) and the Northeast quadrant of
D.C. (18).

Figure 4: Location of Resour ce Parent Homes
N=129

District of
Columbia
38%

62%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

B. Child Demographics

The subject children in this survey were newly placed or experienced a placement changeto a
different foster home setting between January 1 and May 31, 2012. All of the children resided
with this resource parent surveyed for at least 14 days.

Race
The majority of subject children (102/79%) were African American; the remaining 27 children
were Hispanic (10%), Caucasian/non-Hispanic (2%) or unknown/other (9%).

Age at Time of Placement

The subject children ranged from newborn to 20 years old with the three most represented age
groups being newborns (12), eight years old (11) and 18 yearsold (11) (see Figure 5).
Information regarding age at time of placement is shown in Figure 5.
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Figure5: Age of Subject Child at Time of Placement

N=129
16-20 yrsold 0-3yrsold
10-16 yrsold 4-9yrsold
26% 28%

Source: Datafrom CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Per manency Planning Goal

The permanency planning goal for the 129 subject childrenisshownin Table 1 below. The
majority of the subject children (80) had a goal of reunification at the time of placement in the

resource parent’s home.

Table 1: Permanency Goals of Subject Children

N=129
Per manency Number of Per centage of
Goal Children Sample
Adoption 12 9%
APPLA 14 11%
Guardianship 13 10%
Legal Custody 1 1%
Reunification 80 62%
Non-court 9 7%
ordered/no god
Total 129 100%

Source: FACES.NET data, July-August 2012
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1. ANALYSISOF SURVEY FINDINGS

A. Pre-Service Training and Licensure Process

This survey was designed to assess CFSA’ s progress related to the timely approval and licensure
of resource parents asis required by the IEP. In order to meet these Exit Standards, CFSA must
complete the approval processes within 150 days of a prospective resource parent beginning
training and provide opportunities for perspective resource parents to begin training within 30
days of inquiry.

Timeliness of Training and L icensure Process

Seventy (54%) resource parents in the sample were licensed (either temporary license or one or
two year license) within the last three years and were asked specific questions regarding the
timing and format of the licensing and pre-service training process. Figure 6 illustrates the
length of time resource parents reported between initial contact with CFSA and beginning the
resource parent training. Asindicated below, over two-thirds of these resource parents were able
to begin training within six weeks of initial contact.

Figure 6: Length of Time between Contact and Beginning Training

N=69%°
Over 6 weeks /- 2 Wf:k;ss or
0,
33% 30%
31to 6 weeks
37%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Table 2 shows the length of time resource parents reported between beginning resource parent
training and receiving full licensure. Half of the resource parents (51%o) reported the length of
time between beginning training and completing the licensure process took 150 days or less.
This does not meet the IEP Exit Standard of 70 percent.

% One resource parent could not recall and was excluded.
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Table 2: Length of Timefrom Beginning Training to Licensure

N=59%
150 Days Morethan
or less 150 Days
Beginning
of 30 (51%) 29 (49%)
Training
to
Licensure

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Kinship vs. Non-Kinship Experienceswith Timeliness of Licensure

Of the 70 resource parents who had been fostering for less than three years, 41 percent identified
themselves as a kinship placement. Overall patterns for length of time kinship resource parents
waited to begin training did not vary significantly from non-kinship resources. Figure 7
highlights the difference in the length of the licensure process for kinship and non-kinship
resource parents. Of note, kinship parents were less likely to achieve full licensure in 150 days
or less as compared to non-kinship parents. This may be influenced by kinship parents having
the child placed under atemporary license prior to achieving full licensure.

Figure7: Length of Timefrom Start of Training to Full Licensure*
N=59°"

70%
60%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -
0% -

58%

Less than 150 days Over 150 days

B Non-Kinship (N=41) = Kinship (N=29)

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
*Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding

% Three were excluded because they did not recall and eight were excluded because the resource parent had not
received full licensure but 150 days had not yet passed since they began the training.

#Three were excluded because they did not recall and eight were excluded because the resource parent had not
received full licensure but 150 days had not yet passed since they began the training. Ten of those excluded were
kinship parents and one was a non-kinship parent.
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Home Study Process

When a home study process was initiated varied significantly between kinship and non-kinship
resource parents (see Figure 8). Forty-six percent of kinship resource parents began the home
study process before starting training compared with only 15 percent of non-kinship resource
parents.

Figure 8: Initiation of Home Study Process*

2]
o

55%

a
(@}

N
o

w
o

N
o

=
o
Il

o
!

Per centage of New Foster Parents

Before Training During Training After Training

mKinship (N=29) ®Non-Kinship (N=41)

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
*Less than one percent of resource parents could not recall

Resour ce Parent Views of Licensing Process
Resource parents were asked to rate the licensing process in one of the following ways (see
Figure 9):

e Thorough and efficient

e Thorough and time consuming

o Difficult to navigate and figure out

e Other, as described
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Figure 9: Views of Licensing Process
N=70

Other--time Other
consuming or 7%

difficult I

14%

Difficult to

Navigate \

9%

Thorough and
Time
Consuming
36%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Thorough and
Efficient
34%

Of the 15 resource parents who rated the licensure process as “other”, ten described the training
as time consuming or difficult in some way. Below are some examples of survey responses to
this question:

e |t could have been done in a more expeditious manner. The person who conducted the
training was very efficient, but after that everything slowed down to a halt--home
inspection, fire inspection, etc.

e Therewere many parts, it was disorganized by the person managing the process. It was
thorough, but the person was not managing it properly, misplaced paperwork/forgot to
ask for paperwork.

e Complications between Maryland and DC make the process take longer. There should
be some type of coordination between the monitoring agency in Maryland and CFSA; it
seems that the right hand does not know what the left hand is doing at time.

Some resource parents who felt that the licensure process was time consuming offered the
following suggestions on how to improve the process:

e Creating a comprehensive guide outlining all of the steps for the licensing process at the
beginning.

e  Sarting the home study immediately.

e More support with the fire and lead inspection.

e Increasing coordination with Maryland.

e Sharing information between government agencies, in particular, when a potential
resour ce parent works for department in the DC Government it would make the process
mor e efficient if any necessary clearances could be shared and therefore eliminate extra
paperwork.
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Resour ce Parent Feedback on Pre-Service Training

Of the 70 new resource parents, 57 reported receiving pre-service training from CFSA and the
remaining 13 received pre-service training from a private contract agency. Overall, these
resource parents reported a positive assessment of the quality of the pre-servicetraining: 84
percent of new resource parents rated the training as “ great, it fully prepared me” or “good, it
mostly prepared me”. Figure 10 below shows the distribution of resource parent ratings between
the four provided choices: “great, it fully prepared me”, “good, it mostly prepared me”,
“adequate”’ or “poor, it was not worth the time.”

Figure 10: Viewsof Pre-Service Training
N=70

Chose not to rate
3%

Poor, it was not
worth my time
3%

Adequate
10%

Good, it mostly )
prepared me T~ Great, it fully
30% prepared me
54%

Source: Datafrom CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Resource parents were al so asked to provide suggestions for additional trainings and highlight
those training sessions they found effective. One request that was repeated by severa resource
parents was that CFSA provide all resource parents with an up-to-date guide of servicesthat are
available in the community that has sections based on both age and types of services. Many
resource parents commented that they did not always know what services were available to them
pertaining to serving children with mental health and behavioral issues and suggested that
providing a guide of services at the beginning would help them navigate the system for the
children in their care. Below isalist of some training and training methodol ogies resource
parents felt were effective in preparing them for their role:

e Emergency Preparedness Training
e Working with Children with AIDS
e LGTBQ Children Training

e Language Teenagers Use
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e ADHD Youth

e Sympathy vs. Empathy

e Online Trainings: ability to choose specific and applicable topics and convenience with
schedule

e RolePlaying during all the trainings

e Opportunities to hear from experienced resource parents

Below are some suggestions for improvement in training or training topics offered by resource
parents:

e Increasing coordination between resource parents and biological parents with an
emphasis on training to supervise visitation

e Coping with children’s behaviors when they return upset from visits

o Differences between therapeutic and traditional services

e Moreinformation regarding mental health, including ADHD and reactive attachment
disorder

e Provide child careduring training; it is difficult to attend training after work when there
isno child care

B. Provision of Medical and Dental Care Services

The IEP includes specific requirements to provide medical information to resource parentsin a
timely manner.®* Additionally, CFSA policy requires social workers to provide resource parents
with a Placement Passport Packet, which includes critical medical information regarding the
child placed with them. Resource parents were also asked specifically about the timeliness of
receiving a Medicaid number and Medicaid card for the subject child, in order to assess
requirements in the IEP that CFSA provide timely documentation of Medicaid coverage to
resource parents.

The depth and breadth of information resource parents received regarding the child placed with
them varied widely. For example, less than two-thirds (63%) of resource parents® reported
being given information regarding the medical history of the subject child. A common theme
noted by surveyors was the higher frequency with which kinship parents reported receiving
medical information directly from the biological parent.

*|EP citation |.C.22.requires that 90% of children’s caregivers shall be provided with documentation of Medicaid
coverage within five days of placement and Medicaid cards within 45 days of placement.
% N=127: two resource parents were excluded because the question was not applicable to them.
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Receipt of Medicaid Number

Just over half (53%) of resource parents reported that they received a Medicaid number for the
subject child within five days of placement, asis required by the IEP. Eleven percent received
the Medicaid number within five to 10 days and an additional 16 percent received the Medicaid
number ten days post-placement. However, 20 percent of resource parents reported they never
received a Medicaid number for the children in their care (see Figure 11).

Figure 11: Receipt of Medicaid Number

N=122%
Never received
20%
At time of
— placement
Morethan 10 3
days after
placement
16%
5 1c|> a(fj:?r/: eiftter Within 5 days of
p oo placement
) 14%

Source: Datafrom CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Of those who received the Medicaid number at any point while the child was placed in their care,
62 percent indicated they received the number from the social worker and 22 percent received it
in the Placement Passport Packet. Of the 12 resource parents who responded “other” in how
they received the Medicaid number, many indicated they received the number from either the
previous resource parent or the biological parent. Additionally, self-identified kinship resource
parents> were slightly more likely to receive the Medicaid number within five days of the
child’s placement (59%) compared to non-kinship resource parents® (51%). Similar to self-
identified kinship placements, 59 percent of therapeutic resource parents®’ received the Medicaid
number within five days.

% Seven resource parents could not recall and were excluded.

% Two resource parents could not recall and were excluded, N=32.
% Five resource parents could not recall and were excluded, N=90.
3 Two resource parents could not recall and were excluded, N=39.
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Receipt of Medicaid Card

The IEP requires that resource parents receive a child’s Medicaid card within 45 days of achild’s
placement. Lessthan athird (29%) of resource parents surveyed received the Medicaid card
within 45 days of placement and 67 percent reported having not yet received the card at the time

of the survey (see Figure 12).
Figure 12: Receipt of Medicaid Card

N=122%

month of

25%

Had not
received card at
time of survey
67%

In the first
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Within 45 days
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Over 45 days
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Of those who received a Medicaid card for the subject child, half received it from the social
worker, 20 percent received the card in the Placement Passport Packet and the other 30 percent
received it from other resources, including previous resource parents and biological parents.

#3even resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
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Placement Passport Packet
Slightly more than two-thirds (68%) of resource parents indicated they received a Placement

Passport Packet for the subject child (see Figure 13). Ninety-four percent of resource parents
who received this packet received it from the social worker.

Figure 13: Receipt of Placement Passport Packet
N=125%

No/

32%

Yes
68%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Of the 85 resource parents who received the Placement Packet, over three-quarters (81%) found
the Packet, at a minimum, “somewhat helpful” (see Figure 14).

Figure 14: Ratings of Helpfulness of Placement Passport Packet
N=85

Not helpful

19% _\

Helpful
60%

helpful
21%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

% Four resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
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Over half (59%) of resource parents who received the Packet indicated they would like to see
additional information included in the Packet including:

Primary care doctor and the process for renewing or refilling medication.

Mor e information on psychological status and any evaluations that have been done; more
reason about why the child was placed in care.

Mor e information on the history of the child and behavioral issues. The child was on
probation in criminal court because of something with a younger cousin (possibly sexual)
in Maryland and this information was not shared prior to placement.

How many homes the child had been in during her timein foster care.

Release forms from the hospital, the vaccines she had been given, information about the
birth (wasit normal etc).

Doctors they've seen so the resource parent can do follow-up with those same doctors.
Include the Medicaid number at a minimum in the packet and a copy of the card.

Resour ce Par ents Concerns regarding M ental and Physical Health of Subject Child

Fifty-five (43%) resource parents reported having a concern regarding the subject child’ s mental
or physical health needs. Of the resource parents who had a concern, 38 provided more detall
about their concern. Slightly over half (53%) of comments pertained to mental health needs of
the children; an additional five percent mentioned devel opmental delays and 11 percent had
concerns related to alack of knowledge about the child’ s medication and medication
management. Examples given by resource parents of mental health and medical concerns are
included below:

His mental and emotional state was concerning.

They didn't mention that the child has seizures.

Doctor said that she is borderline diabetic, so resource parent has been monitoring what
the child eats. Resource parent is also concerned by some of the child's behaviors and
would like to get her re-evaluated because she doesn't agree with the prior screening
results. Resource parent was told that she would have to wait until prior screening
expires.

When she was first placed she had a white tongue and the social worker told her to have
it checked out because it could be a sign of AIDS, but meanwhile the child had beenin
CFS3A carefor a month and hadn't received a physical.

Physically in good health however concerned about mental health needs and aggressive
behavior; feels he needs higher level of care

Child takes medication but resource parent does not know what he takes medications for.
Child needs neuropsychiatric evaluation. He has other stuff going on that has not been
diagnosed. Resource parent is a medical professional and can tell thereis more going on
and she has provided this information to the social worker and private agency. She has
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been requesting an evaluation and the court ordered it - paperwork was just submitted
last week. Awaiting date and time.

Nur se [ nvolvement

Six of the 129 resource parents indicated that a nurse visited the child in their home. Two
situations which might have benefited from nurse involvement but did not have it are described
below:

e According to the kinship resource parent, the child was removed due to the mother’s
inability to manage and treat the child’'s severe asthma. This resource parent was given
no assistance in providing care for this child. She found an asthmaclinic and all other
resources on her own.

e Oneresource parent indicated that only after ateenage boy was placed in her care did she
find out he needed extensive surgery and would need 24 hour supervision for the next six
to eight weeks. The resource parent was able to arrange for her grown daughter to care
for the child since she herself worked during the day. Additionally, when the child was
discharged from the hospital, there was a delay in filling the prescription because the
resource parent did not have access to the Medicaid number or card. When the resource
parent became concerned that the child had been out of school for a few weeks and raised
this with the social worker, she was told not to worry because the child was awaiting
placement at an out-of-state residential treatment facility, which the resource parent had
also not been told.

C. Social Worker Visitation®

The IEP requires that CFSA socia workers make regular monthly visits to children in out-of-
home placements to assess for safety, including monthly visits to the child in their placement and
interviewing the child outside the presence of the caretaker. Additionally, the IEP outlines
requirements for social workersto ask resource parents about their needsin caring for the child
during the first month of placement.*

Ninety-five percent of resource parents indicated that the social worker visited the child a
minimum of once a month on average during the subject child’s placement. Almost four-fifths
(79%) reported twice monthly visits (see Figure 15).

“O1t was difficult to gather separate information related to the visitation pattern during the first month compared to
subsequent months, therefore this report only addresses the frequency of visitation related to the Exit Standard for
|EP citation I.A.5.a. and not |.A.6.a. Additionally, while the survey asked about othersinvolved in the child’s case
who visited the home, the question was not asked as on a monthly basis and therefore cannot be used to validate
whether another worker was regularly making a second visit to the child. Resource parents were also unsure of
visitation patterns that occurred outside the home and therefore may have under-reported the frequency of social
worker visitation.

*' |EP citation 1.A.6.d.
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Figure 15: Frequency of Social Worker Visitation
N=126"
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

This survey data on monthly visits by social workers provides further validation of FACES.NET
data which indicates that 1,512 (96%) of 1,583 children placed in out-of-home care during the
month of May 2012 were visited at least monthly, which is consistent with the findings of this
survey.

Social Worker Communication with the Resour ce Par ent

Over half (61%) of resource parents® reported the social worker had a conversation with them
during the subject child’ s first month of placement about their needs as a resource parent (see
Figure 16). This performance falls short of meeting the I|EP required level of 90 percent. Self-
identified kinship parents were more likely to report this conversation occurred (68%) compared
to non-kinship resource parents (59%).

“2 Three children were not in placement with the resource parent long enough to determine this information and
were removed from the calcul ation,

3 N=118: Three kinship resource parents and eight non-kinship resource parents could not recall and were excluded.
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Figure 16: Social Worker Conver sation with Resour ce Parent about Needs*
N=118"*

61%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
*Total percentage may equal greater than 100% due to rounding

Resour ce Parent Satisfaction with Social Worker Visitation Patterns
Resource parents were asked if they were satisfied that the social worker’s visits were frequent
and long enough. The majority (85%) indicated that they were satisfied (see Figure 17).

Figure 17: Resour ce Parent Satisfaction with Social Worker Visitation Patterns
N=129
Unsatisfied
Unableto 8%

determine
7%

Satisfied
85%

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

D. Court Appearances and Case Planning

Court appearances and case planning meetings provide opportunities for resource parents to team
with others working with the child, learn more about the child’ s needs and act as a support to the
child. In particular for older youth in foster care, participating in case planning meetings allows
the resource parent to help the child plan for the future and may fortify alife-long connection.

“* Eleven resource parents could not recall and were removed from the calculation.
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Court Appearances and Attorney I nvolvement

Resource parents reported regularly receiving letters from CFSA regarding upcoming court
appearances. Seventy percent® of applicable resource parents were officialy invited to attend a
court hearing between January 1 and May 31, 2012, typically through receipt of aletter; ninety-
one percent of those who were invited were invited over aweek in advance.

Kinship resource parents were more likely to attend a court hearing (84%) compared to non-
kinship resource parents (20%). A common theme from resource parents who were invited and
did not attend was that the social worker told them it was not necessary.

Eighty-six (67%) resource parents also indicated that the child’ s attorney visited the child in the
home during the period under review. Many resource parents reported positive feelings
regarding the child’s attorney and his/her responsiveness to the child.

Case Planning

Case plansinclude services, supports and goals for children and their families. These plans are
central to achild’ s ability to reach his’/her goals. Resource parents are a critical support to
children in out-of-home placement and hold valuable information regarding how the child is
coping on a day-to-day basis. When asked if the subject child had a case plan, just over half
(53%) of resource parents could affirmatively answer “yes’ (see Figure 18). Surveyors
frequently noted that many resource parents did not know what a*“ case plan” was or how it
pertained to the child. Of those resource parents who were aware of the case plan, 69 percent
found out about the plan from the social worker, 22 percent found out about the plan when they
attended a meeting and nine percent found out from either a biological parent, the child or former
foster parent.

> N=100: twenty-three resource parents reported that no court hearings occurred during the time period in question
and six could not recall.
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Figure 18: Knowledge of Case Plans
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Kinship vs. Non-Kinship Resour ce Parent Knowledge of Case Plan
Tables5 and 6 illustrate that kinship resource parents were not only more likely to know about
the subject child’' s case plan but were also more involved in the case planning process.

Table5: Knowledge of Case Plan

Yes No Do not know
Kinship Parents 23 (68%) 4 (12%) 7 (21%)
(N=34)
Non-Kinship 45 (47%) 18(19%) 32 (34%)
Parents (N=95)

Source: Datafrom CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
*Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Table 6: Involvement in Case Planning Process

Invited to Case Planning Not Invited to Case
Meeting Planning M eeting
Kinship Parents (N=27) 22 (81%) 5 (19%)
Non-Kinship Parents 38 (57%) 29 (43%)
(N=67")

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

“®Seven cases were excluded because the resource parent reported that no meeting was held during the period under
review.

“"Twenty-eight were excluded because the resource parent reported that no meeting was held during the period
under review.
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Resour ce Parent Input in Case Planning

Figures 19 and 20 identify resource parent responses about their experiences attending case
planning meetings. As shown below, 92 percent of resource parents who attended a case
planning meeting felt their input was considered and 83 percent found the meetings to be helpful
or somewhat helpful in understanding the child’s needs.

Figure 19: Resource Parent’s Input Considered during Case Planning M eetings
N=50
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Figure 20: Resour ce Parent Views on Usefulness of
Case Planning Meeting in Understand Child’s Needs
N=50
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
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E. Support to Resource Parents

In order to provide the highest quality support to the children and youth in their care, it is
essential that resource parents feel supported by social workers. This survey asked resource
parents to report on their feelings of support through the availability and responsiveness of social
workers to their needs.

Availability of Social Workers

Resource parents were asked to characterize and provide comments regarding their overall
experience as aresource parent for the subject child. When asked if they felt the social worker
was available when they had questions, over half (63%) indicated “aways’ (see Figure 21).

Figure 21: Resour ce Parent Responses about the Availability of Social Workers
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012

Responsiveness of Social Workers

Resource parents were also asked if they felt the social worker was responsive when they asked
for help caring for the subject child. The majority of resource parents (72%) indicated “yes,”
that social workers were responsive to their needs in caring for the subject child (see Figure 22).
Kinship and non-kinship resource parents had similar answers about social worker
responsiveness.
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Figure 22: Resour ce Parent Responses on Social Worker Responsiveness
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Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
Percentage may not equal 100% due to rounding

Overall Experience as a Resour ce Parent

When asked to characterize their overall experience caring for the subject child, 42 percent of
resource parents rated the experience as “excellent”. An additional 31 percent rated it “good”.
Kinship parents rated the experience as excellent more often than non-kinship parents, 56 percent
and 37 percent respectively (see Table 7).

Table 7: Rating of Overall Experience

Excellent Good Poor Other®
All Resour ce Parents 54 (42%) | 40(31%) | 5(4%) 30 (23%)
(N=129)
Kinship Parents 19 (56%) 8 (24%) 0 (0%) 7 (21%)
(N=34)
Non-Kinship Parents 35 (37%) 32 (34%) | 5(5%) 23 (24%)
(N=95)

Source: Data from CSSP Resource Parent Survey, July-August 2012
*Total percentage may equal greater than 100% due to rounding

“8 Seven resource parents did not ask for help and were excluded from the calculation.

“9 Other included these comments * very challenging because child has a lot of issues,” “no negative experiences as
far asthe child was concerned; very negative experiences regarding visits, the social worker and the therapist,”
“tiring/confusing/up and down,” "challenging,” “horrible with the social worker and thank goodness for the
placement worker,” “it's good but thereisa lot going on and it is hard to keep up with all the meetings and
appointments.”
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Severa “other” responses are included below:

Hard experience but it has been worth it because the child really needs the help.
Very good relationship with the child.

Interesting- experience caring for this child has been easier because of prior experiences as
a foster parent

One resource parent who rated the experience as poor commented:

The social worker was not helpful and didn't get along with the child; she didn't help with
crisisintervention services and wanted to put himin a group home. The resource parent
really wanted counseling for him and would send emails once a week if not more and she
never got help for them. Overall shereally didn't feel supported in her needs caring for him.

Asisevident from the “other” responses provided by resource parents, there are some serious
challenges that resource parents face in caring for children. Y et most resource parents had
positive things to say about their experience and the support they receive from CFSA and private
agency socia workers. In order to continue to improve the support resource parents receive from
CFSA, resource parents provided additional comments and suggestions, including:

Providing a guidebook of all services available to resource parents and foster youth at the
very beginning would be helpful. Dividing the guide by age and service need would make it
easier for resource parents to navigate the system and advocate for services for the youth in
their care.

Would like to see increased visitation between children and their parents and children and
their siblings.

Would like to see less social worker turnover; has had some kids who have had 5 social
workersin one year.

Thereisaresource parent liaison who is excellent to work with. Sometimes she doesn't need
to communicate with her to get clarification on things but needs to use her to get assistance
in getting ahold of people.

Undertone fromall of the servicesis that the social worker isthe most important person but
the training says that everyone should be teaming together and working together. Maybe the
social worker is overwhelmed, but the social worker should be leading in coordinating the
team. Need to improve communication at all levels and not have it be such a hierarchy.
Feels agency does the best they can do considering the circumstances. Communication can
be anissue and iscritical to ensure that everyone is"on the same page.” Thereforeit is
important that information is put in the data system as quickly as possible.

The relationship between the biological parent and resource parent is very important to the
development and health of the child.

It isimportant for the children to be able to continue receiving the services they were
receiving prior to being placed in foster care.

When you are a new resource parent it is extremely difficult and so without social worker
support, it isimpossible for thingsto go well.
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Attachment A to Appendix D:
M ethodology Section

The survey was conducted through telephone surveys between July 9 through August 3, 2012.
The Survey Team consisted of CSSP staff and a consultant hired by the Monitor. The total pool
of surveyors was eight.

The CSSP Lead Surveyors designed a sampling plan, developed a structured data collection
instrument, trained the Survey Team, employed a quality assurance approach to ensure inter-rater
reliability and conducted data analysis.

A. Sample Plan and I mplementation

CFSA provided the Monitor with alist of 587 new child placements or child replacementsin a
resource home that lasted for a minimum of 14 days and that occurred between January 1 and
May 31, 2012.>° The 587 child placements or replacements consisted of 376 unique resource
parents. For resource parents who had more than one child newly placed in their home during
the selected time period, one child was randomly selected as the subject child for the survey. All
of the 376 unique resource parents were included in the sample in order to increase the likelihood
of completing 205 surveys, which would have provided a statistically valid samplewitha+ 5
percent margin of error with a 95 percent confidence in its results.

Of the 376 resource parents, eight were incorrectly included in the universe because the subject
child had been placed with the resource parent prior to January 1, 2012. These eight resource
parents had 12 children placed with them who were incorrectly included in the universe,
dropping the universe from 587 placementsto 575. The total number of surveys completed
represented 129 unique placements, slightly increasing the statistical margin of error to + 7.6
percent.>

B. Data Collection

The Survey Team used a structured data collection instrument produced by Survey Monkey, an
online software tool used to create surveys and questionnaires. The instrument was designed in
collaboration with Troy Blanchard, Ph.D. of Louisiana State University. CSSP staff pilot tested
the instrument and made adjustments as necessary prior to commencing the survey. Surveyors
called al 376 resource parents. Through these calls, surveyors found that within the information
provided to the Monitor, 90 resource parents had incorrect or missing contact information (see
Attachment B for a breakdown by agency). Contact was attempted at least three times for all

%0 551 children accounted for the 587 placements. 32 children experienced two placements and two children
experienced three placements between January 1 and May 21, 2012.

> As some questions were not applicable in all cases and were skipped, the universe for each of the questionsis not
equal to 129. Therefore, the margin of error may not be the same for each question.

LaShawn A. v. Gray November 21, 2012
Progress Report for the Period January 1 — June 30, 2012 Page D-28



APPENDIX D

resource parents who were not interviewed. Of the 266 correct phone numbers, the Survey Team
had a 45 percent response rate.

C. Reviewer Training

The Survey Team participated in atraining that included reviewing the purpose of the survey,
reviewing the tool, learning to navigate the tool using Survey Monkey and observing Lead
Surveyor staff conducting a survey.

D. Quality Control and Assurance
During the survey period, Lead Surveyors checked data collection instruments for consistency
and compl eteness prior to the data analysis.

E. Data Analysis

The data collection instruments were coded into aformat that allowed statistical analysis using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program. Survey Team also
solicited open-ended comments from resource parents in order to capture qualitative elements of
each case reviewed.

F. Limitations

In addition to the limitations discussed above regarding data collection, the Survey Team asked
the resource parent to recall information to the best of their ability and allowed responses to
include “Don’'t remember” or “Don’t recall/not certain”.
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Attachment B to Appendix D:
Breakdown of Callsto Resour ce Parents by Agency and Result

Three Resour ce
Total Non- Attempts | Parent Chose Incorrectly
RPin working Made with not to Included in
Agency Sample | numbers | Completed | no Success | Participate Universe
Board of
Child Care 8 3 (38%) 1 (13%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Boys Town 7 3 (43%) 3 (43%) 4 (57%) 1 (14%) 0 (0%)
CFSA 153 28 (18%) 62 (40%) 54 (35%) 6 (4%) 3 (2%)
Family
Matters 14 2 (14%) 5 (36%) 4 (29%) 1 (7%) 2 (14%)
Foundations 71 17 (24%) 16 (23%) 36 (51%) 0 (0%) 2 (3%)
Helping
Children 4 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Grow
Kids Peace 10 3 (30%) 2 (20%) 4 (40%) 1 (10%) 0 (0%)
Latin
AQ“ce)L't‘;‘]a” 2 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Center
Lutheran
Socid 10 2 (20%) 2 (20%) 5 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (10%)
Services
Martin
Pollack 10 2 (20%) 5 (50%) 3 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Project
NCCF 22 4 (18%) 12 (55%) 6 (27%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Pgﬁ'}gy 5 2 (40%) 0 (0%) 3 (60%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Pro%ri ve | 13 431%) | 7(54%) | 2(15%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
PSI 21 5 (24%) 5 (24%) 11 (52%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Serag) 26 11 (42%) 7 (27%) 8 (31%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Total 376 90 (24%) 129 (34%) | 140 (37%) 9 (2%) 8 (2%)
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Investigative Casewor kers Exceeding Caseload Limits

APPENDIX E

July — December 2011 Corrected Data*

Workers
Carryingno more
than 12 Total Workers
I nvestigations: Workers Workers CarryingMore
Met Exit Carrying 13-15 Carrying 16+ Than 12
Month Standard I nvestigations | nvestigations | nvestigations
July 2011 59 (94%) 4 (7%) 0 (0%) 4 (7%)
(N=63)
August 2011 51 (85%) 8 (13%) 1(2%) 9 (15%)
(N=60)
September 2011 45 (70%) 13 (20%) 6 (10%) 19 (30%)
(N=64)
October 2011 44 (72%) 12 (20%) 5 (8%) 17 (28%)
(N=61)
November 2011 43 (69%) 11 (13%) 6 (10%) 17 (23%)
(N=62)
December 2011 51 (82%) 9 (15%) 2 (3%) 11 (18%)
(N=62)

Source: CFSA Administrative Data, FACES.net INV068 July-December 2011
*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding
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