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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Final Report
Ohio Child and Family Services Review

The Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) assesses State performance during a specified time period with respectido seven chi

welfare outcomes in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being and with respect to seven systemic factors. Thew@sio CFSR

conducted the week of May 20, 2002. The assessment is based on information from the following sources:

» The Statewide Assessment prepared by the State child welfare agency — the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS),
Office for Children and Families;

» The State Data Profile prepared by the Children’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services;

» Reviews of 50 cases from three counties in the State; and

 Interviews or focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State-level) with stakeholders including childrefosparents,
parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel, school personnel, service praviders, cou
personnel, legislators, and attorneys.

A key finding of the CFSR of Ohio’s child welfare programs was that the State did not achieve substantial conformity Wwitreany o
seven safety, permanency, or well-being outcomes. In addition, the State did not meet national standards for meastwagpelaiting
maltreatment, maltreatment of children in foster care, foster care re-entries, stability of foster care placements ofhnenigth
achieve reunification, or the length of time to achieve adoption.

Although the State did not meet the requirements for substantial conformity with the CFSR Outcomes, the case review process and

stakeholder interviews identified several areas of strength, including the following:

» Providing services to families to prevent removal while at the same time ensuring the child's safety (item 3).

* Reducing the risk of harm to children (item 4).

» [Establishing appropriate permanency goals in a timely manner (item 7).

» Providing services to children to help them make a successful transition from foster care to independent living (item 10).

» Placing children in foster care in close proximity to their biological families (item 11) and with their siblings (itemet2)jn wie
children’s best interest.

* Promoting frequent visitation between children in foster care and their parents and siblings in foster care (item 13)tamgl suppo
and maintaining the parent-child relationships of children in foster care (item 16).

» Visiting children in foster care with sufficient frequency to monitor their safety and ensure their well-being (item 19).



One area of concern identified during the CFSR pertained to the agency's lack of consistency in ensuring the well-tdriey anhdhil
families served by ODJFS. For example, Well-Being Outcoméarmilies have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s
needs—was found to be either "partially achieved" or "not achieved" in 34 percent of the cases reviewed. In thesewasgs, revie
determined: (1) that the service needs of children, parents, and foster parents had not been adequately assessed@r, ri&x (item 1
that parents were not engaged in the development of case plans (item 18); and/or (3) that caseworkers did not visit parents wit
sufficient frequency to ensure the children’s safety and to promote attainment of case goals (item 20). Similarly, theeCFSR ca
reviews found that Well-Being Outcomé&l Zhildren receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental healfhwasds
either partially achieved or not achieved in 30 percent of the cases.

In addition to concerns identified with respect to child and family well-being outcomes, the CFSR revealed that the aggency also

inconsistent in its efforts to achieve permanency for children in foster care. For example, Permanency Outcome 1—Children have

permanency and stability in their living situations—was found to be either partially achieved or not achieved in appr@imately

percent of the cases reviewed. Both case review findings and stakeholder interviews targeted the following indicators related

permanency as areas needing improvement:

» The rate of re-entry into foster care (item 5).

» The stability of children's placements while in foster care (item 6).

e That attainment of a permanent home for children in a timely manner (items 8 and 9). A concern identified in regartisns both i
8 and 9 was the impact of crowded court dockets.

With regard to the seven systemic factors, the CFSR determined that the State was in substantial conformity with statewide
information system, quality assurance system, training, service array, agency responsiveness to the community, and foster and
adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention. The State was not in substantial conformity with the systemicdaetor of
review system, primarily because of the findings that the State was not consistent in the development of case plans or in the
involvement of parents in the case planning process, and that permanency hearings were not always being held in a timely manner
Findings of the CFSR indicate that court rules do not always coincide with State law regarding ASFA requirements, andtigopnsequen
permanency hearings are not routinely held in a timely manner.

Child welfare services in the State of Ohio are delivered in a state-supervised, county-administered environment. The Ohio
Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS) is the designated state agency responsible for overseeing the operatiicn of 88 pub
children services agencies (PCSAs), which provide direct services to children and families. The PCSAs are created bteOhio stat
and the structure of each is determined by the local governing body or county board of commissioners. Fifty-five PC%#fedare loc
within the administrative body of the county departments of job and family services and 33 are separate children sersicés board
county department of job and family services provides public assistance services, and can also administer child welkahgdrvice
support services, adult services, and work force investment services (these counties can bewbienedmbinefl0 counties],



triple combined31 counties], ogquadruple combineffour counties]). The children services board only provides child welfare
services. With 88 counties, courts, and funding sources, each community is faced with a diverse array of strengths awdichalleng
the delivery of services. Additionally, there are 43 county or multi-county mental health and alcohol and drug addictsn servi
boards and 7 counties with separate mental health boards and alcohol and drug addiction service boards.

The following is a summary of the CFSR findings regarding specific outcomes and systemic factors.

KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
|. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1. This determination was based on the finding thatr84# perce
the cases reviewed were rated as having substantially achieved this outcome, which is less than the 90 percent regtimgafor a r
substantial conformity. In addition, the State did not meet the national standard for either repeat maltreatment or maltreatme
children in foster care. A summary of the findings for specific items assessed under this outcome is presented below.

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

Item 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 17 percent of the apeticable cas
the agency did not respond to a maltreatment report in a timely manner. However, responses that were not timely weyddound onl
reports classified as “non-emergencies.”

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment

Item 2 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although there was no recurrence of maltreatmergrih 89 perc
of the cases, data from the State Data Profile indicate that the State’s incidence of repeat maltreatment for 2000 wast8.59 per
which does not meet the national standard of 6.1 percent. Because the two measures are computed in different wagsyyt is neces
for both measures to meet specified criteria for an overall rating of Strength to be assigned to the item.



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

Status of Safety Outcome S2 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the outcom
was substantially achieved in 83 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 90 percent required for a raainigabf subs
conformity. Although the two items assessed for this outcome were rated as a Strength individually, the number of celses in whi
both items were rated as a Strength was not sufficient to meet the 90 percent requirement for substantial conformity.

Item 3. Services to family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal

Item 3 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 89 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that thenagiency had
diligent efforts to provide services to prevent children's placement in foster care while ensuring their safety in theliigmes.
determination is consistent with information provided in the Statewide Assessment regarding the development of safeggalans for
child, followed by a comprehensive risk assessment.

Item 4. Risk of harm to child

Item 4 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 85 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determin&that ODJF
consistently effective in its efforts to reduce risk of harm to children. Case reviews indicate that in most cases, teHeaugerby
manages risk by removing children from their homes or by providing services while children remain in their homes. Iraesfew c
in which reviewers determined that risk was not effectively managed, however, there was a significant lack of attentamtanf the
caseworkers to the potential for harm to the children.

Il. PERMANENCY
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome 1 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. This determination was based on the finding that 73.1
percent of the cases were rated as having substantially achieved Permanency Outcome 1, which is less than the 90 pdré@nt requir
an overall rating of substantial conformity. In addition, the State did not meet the national standard for foster cag, sadility

of foster placements, reunifications occurring within 12 months of entry into foster care, or adoptions occurring withth24fmon
entry into foster care. Stakeholders suggested that barriers to setting and achieving permanency goals have arisenethagego diff
between the agency and the court.




Although Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity for this outcome, some areas of strength were identified in the C$§SR proce
For example, case reviewers determined that for most cases, permanency goals were appropriate and established in@ntimely fashi
However, concerns were identified with respect to the lack of consistency in providing supportive services to childretiemdtfami

the time of reunification and the use of long-term foster care leading to emancipation as a case goal.

Item 5. Foster care re-entries

Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because, although there was a re-entry into fostgr care in on
one of nine cases for which this assessment was applicable, the data reported in the State Data Profile indicate oha¢tbptrate

into foster care within 12 months is 13.7 percent, which does not meet the national standard of 8.6 percent.

Item 6. Stability of foster care placement

Item 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because, although in 89 percent of the applicablewases, revi
rated placement stability as a Strength, the State Data Profile indicated that 85.9 percent of all children in fost&R caoafos or

less had no more than two placement settings, which does not meet the national standard of 86.9 percent. A key comeckim identifi
the case review process pertained to a lack of appropriate placements for children with behavior problems. In generaidihe Sta
Assessment attributes many of the placement changes captured in the data to the practice of placing children on an eisergency ba
usually in shelters, at the point of entry into the system and prior to making a more long-term placement decision.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child

Item 7 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 92 percent of the applicable cases, tevisinets de
that the agency had established an appropriate goal for the child in a timely manner. However, although case reviewsgaherally
strong efforts at permanency planning, there was little evidence of concurrent planning approaches or practices.

Item 8. Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Placement with Relatives

This item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although reviewers rated this item as a Strength in 92
percent of the cases reviewed, the State did not meet the national standard for reunifications occurring within 12 moypthgoof en

foster care. The Statewide Assessment posits that this finding may be due to a failure on the part of the agency torenter data
discharge reason into the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS). However, information in the
Statewide Assessment supports statements made by stakeholders regarding the scarcity of mental health and drug andedcohol serv
in many counties and the negative impact of the lack of these services on the agency’s ability to reunify families imarimsely
Stakeholders mentioned that lack of access to services, waiting lists for services, and crowded court dockets were key barriers
timely reunifications.



Item 9. Adoption

Item 9 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because reviewers determined that ODJFS had not made diligent
efforts to achieve adoptions in a timely manner in 50 percent of the applicable cases. In addition, the State did noatiwetithe

standard for percentage of finalized adoptions within 24 months of removal from home. The Statewide Assessment notes that
adoption delays may be attributed to a variety of causes including the difficulty in finding adoptive families for chitldren wit

“significant problems.” Other identified causes of delay were appeals of TPR petitions and the size of the court dockets.

Item 10. Permanency goal of other planned permanent living arrangement

Item 10 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in all applicable cases, reviewers determined that caseworkers were
making diligent efforts to assist children in attaining the goal. However, stakeholders expressed some concerns tlodidng goal
term foster care leading to emancipation is inappropriate in some cases.

Outcome P2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.

Status of Permanency Outcome 2 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 84.6 percent of the cases, which is less than the 90 percent requirgcafor substa
conformity.

Although the State did not reach substantial conformity, there were many areas of strength with respect to this outcamg@ldsor ex
the case review process revealed that the agency is highly effective in placing children in their home counties and c@nchunities
with their siblings, promoting visitation with parents and siblings, and supporting the relationship between childrencaréoatet

their parents. Preserving connections for children in foster care was found to be more of a challenge for the ageraaiy péticul
regard to keeping children connected to extended families when available placements were outside of their home commaonities. Al
the agency was not consistent in its efforts to seek relatives as placement resources.

Item 11. Proximity of foster care placement

Item 11 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because, in 95 percent of applicable cases, children were placexkimitjose pr
to parents or close relatives or placement in another community was justified based on the child’s needs. Information from the
Statewide Assessment and the stakeholder interviews suggest that the Family to Family initiative implemented in thdeststte is at
partially responsible for the agency’s performance on this item. The Statewide Assessment describes the Family to &amily initi
as a family-centered, neighborhood-based approach to working with children, families, and communities. It is based osethe prem
that neighborhoods are the primary source of support for families and, therefore, are in the best position for asswiyctite saf
vitality of their members.



Item 12. Placement with siblings
Item 12 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 93 percent of the cases, siblings vi@ceckither p
together or the separation was deemed necessary to meet the needs of one or more of the children.

Item 13. Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care

Item 13 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 90 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determif&€d that ODJ
had made, or was making, concerted efforts to facilitate visitation. In most cases, visitation occurred at least onggth month
parents and siblings in foster care.

Item 14. Preserving connections

Item 14 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 27 percent of the cases, reviewers deétermined tha
the agency was not making diligent efforts to maintain children's connections to family, community, faith, and friende while th
children are in foster care.

Item 15. Relative placement

Item 15 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because reviewers determined that, in 16 percers, of the case
the agency had not made diligent efforts to locate and assess relatives as potential placement resources. A primarynpfiedlem ide
was that workers were not fully exploring paternal relatives as placement options. To support relative placements,abe State h
created the Kinship Care Services Planning Council to develop recommendations specifying the types of services that should be
included as part of a Statewide program of supportive services to kinship caregivers.

Item 16. Relationship of child in care with parents
Item 16 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because reviewers determined that in 95 percent of applicable casgs, the age
supported the parent-child relationships of children in foster care.

. WELL-BEING

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

Status of Well-Being Outcome 1 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 1. This determination was based on the finding that the

outcome was rated as substantially achieved for only 66.0 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 90ipstdent requ
a determination of substantial conformity.




A general finding of the CFSR process was that ODJFS is not consistent in its efforts to ensure that families have ertityded cap
provide for their children’s needs. For example, caseworkers did not consistently meet policy requirements for the egitduct of
with parents or guardians. In addition, the service needs of children, parents, and foster parents were not thoroudrdnd&sesse
services were not provided in 32 percent of the cases. Finally, the agency was not consistent in involving parentsreinctichildre
case planning process.

Item 17. Needs and services of child, parents, foster parents

Item 17 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 32 percent of the cases, reviewers deétermined tha
ODJFS had not been effective in assessing service needs and/or providing appropriate services to children, parentsy and/or fost
parents. Specific problems identified in the case review process were unmet service needs, incomplete assessmertts, and lack o
attention to fathers’ service needs. Case reviewers noted that a key problem was that assessments were not suffitretdly in-dep
uncover potential underlying problems, such as domestic violence or substance abuse. Information from stakeholders and the
Statewide Assessment suggests that a key barrier to meeting service needs is a lack of comprehensive services in the State.

Item 18. Child and family involvement in case planning

Item 18 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 30 percent of the appi¢cable ca
reviewers determined that ODJFS had not involved parents or children in the case planning process when it was appraaiate to do
According to the Statewide Assessment, it has been anecdotally reported by parents and foster parents in the State tiwat they ar
involved in developing the case plan and that case planning, for the most part, is a cookie-cutter approach. The StasswidatAss
indicated that parents have reported that they are afraid to use the court process to dispute the contents of theatabeiplan, th
public defender is unhelpful, and that the agency is unresponsive to their input.

Item 19. Worker visits with child

Item 19 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 90 percent of the cases, reviewers Hatermined t
caseworker visits with children were of sufficient frequency and quality. In most instances, visitation met or exceguaitiatate
which requires face-to-face contacts with the child at least once a month. For children in foster care, agency policyosgjuires
frequent contact during the first month in placement.

Item 20. Worker visits with parents

This item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 34 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers
determined that visits with parents were not sufficiently frequent or of sufficient quality to promote the safety and gvefithein

children or enhance attainment of permanency. However, in many cases worker contact with parents exceeded State requirements.
According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio guidelines for visitation between the case worker and the parents, as of@dcember 2



require that caseworkers establish face-to-face contact with parents in both foster care and in-home services casey twasisnonthl
and that visits involve monitoring of case plan objectives.

Outcome WB2: Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2 — Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 2 based on the finding that 83.8 percent of the easgs revie
were found to have substantially achieved this outcome, which is less than the 90 percent required for substantial conformity.
The general finding of the CFSR process was that the agency was not consistent in assessing children's educational needs and
providing appropriate services to meet those needs.

Item 21. Educational needs of the child.

Item 21 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because reviewers determined that in 16 percent of the cases
the educational needs of children were not adequately addressed. The key problem identified pertained to cases inavhich childr
showed evidence of school-related behavioral problems, developmental delays, learning disabilities, and/or poor schautgerforma
yet no assessment of needs was completed and services were not provided.

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome 3 - Not in Substantial Conformity

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 3. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in only 69.8 percent of the applicable cases, which is less than the 90ipsuident req
a determination of substantial conformity.

In general, the CFSR process found that ODJFS was not consistently effective in meeting children’s physical or mentatibealth ne
although in most cases, these needs were adequately addressed. The key problems identified with respect to physidakkealth ser
were that health screening and services were delayed for some children, and some children were not receiving preventive care or
services to meet identified health needs. The key problems identified with regard to mental health services were tiran(bhadhil
mental health needs that were not addressed, (2) mental health services were delayed (due primarily to a lack of dvailability o
services); and/or (3) services were not provided with sufficient frequency to effectively meet the child’s needs.
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Item 22. Physical health of the child

Item 22 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 17 percent of the appicable ca
reviewers determined that ODJFS was not adequately addressing the health needs of children in foster care and in-home services
cases. Overall, reviewers found that assessments were completed in a timely manner, that medical records were in shildren’s ca
files, and that medical records were being provided to foster parents at the time of placement. The key problem idetitdictievas
assessment of children's health needs was not adequate in a number of cases.

Item 23. Mental health of the child

Item 23 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 32 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers
determined that ODJFS was not meeting children's mental health needs. This determination is consistent with stakeholders’
perceptions that there are problems in obtaining adequate mental health services for children. The determination ienbivitbnsis
Statewide Assessment information pertaining to mental health services for children in foster care. According to thi®mformati
when a child enters substitute care, part of the comprehensive Healthcheck screening includes a psychological assesdnient of the
However, evidence of this practice was not consistently found among the foster care cases reviewed for the CFSR.

KEY FINDINGS RELATING TO SYSTEMIC FACTORS

IV.  STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Status of Statewide Information System — Substantial Conformity
Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Statewide Information System.

Item 24. The State is operating a Statewide information system that, at a minimum, can readily identify the status,

demographic characteristics, location, and goals for the placement of every child who is (or within the immediately preceding

12 months, has been) in foster care.

Item 24 was rated as a Strength because the Family and Children Services Information System (FACSIS) meets the requirement that
at a minimum, the state can readily identify the status, demographic characteristics, location, and goals for the plagenyent of

child who is (or within the immediately preceding 12 months, has been) in foster care.
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V. CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Status of Case Review System — Not in Substantial Conformity
Ohio is not in substantial conformity with the factor of Case Review System.

Item 25. Provides a process that ensures that each child has a written case plan to be developed jointly with the child’s

parent(s) that includes the required provisions.

Item 25 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Although State Code and Rule require that all children in foster care have a
written case plan completed within a maximum allowable time of 60 days, State data for the past three years show that dfie numbe
children who had a case plan completed within that time was 86 percent. Also, despite the implementation of family esegsonfer
in many public children services agencies (PCSAS), parents and foster parents reported that they are not involved imgaagdplann
that case planning is, for the most part, pro forma.

Item 26. Provides a process for the periodic review of the status of each child, no less frequently than once every 6 months,
either by a court or by administrative review.

This item was rated as a Strength because State Code and Rule require a semi-annual review (SAR) for each child in foster care.
Stakeholders commented that the required periodic reviews are generally held in a timely manner, but suggested thautte local ¢
structure has an impact on the timeliness of reviews.

Item 27. Provides a process that ensures that each child in foster care under the supervision of the State has a permanency
hearing in a qualified court or administrative body no later than 12 months from the date the child entered foster care and no

less frequently than every 12 months thereafter.

This item was assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement because court rules do not always coincide with State law regarding
the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) requirements, and consequently, permanency hearings are not routinely held in a timel
manner.

Item 28. Provides a process for termination of parental rights proceedings in accordance with the provisions of the Adoption

and Safe Families Act.

Item 28 was rated as a Strength because the State has a process for the termination of parental rights (TPR) procesdarysein acc
with the provisions of AFSA. Stakeholders noted that the 12-month State requirement for filing for TPR exceeds the ASFA
requirement of 15 months. However, some stakeholders also noted that although TPR petitions are filed within requireabstimefram
the hearings often are delayed because of the defense attorneys' requests for continuances.
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Item 29. Provides a process for foster parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relative caregivers of children in foster care to be
notified of, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respect to the child.

Item 29 is rated as a Strength because Ohio provides a process for foster parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relagvd caregiver
children in foster care to be notified, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respédtto the

VI.  QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM
Status of Quality Assurance System-Substantial Conformity

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Quality Assurance System. Findings relevant to the specific itenasfastasse
factor are presented below.

Item 30. The State has developed and implemented standards to ensure that children in foster care are provided quality
services that protect the safety and health of the children.

Item 30 was rated as a Strength because the rules of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) set standards to ensure that children i
foster care placements are provided quality services that protect their health and safety. The rules address the assédsntieat of
child, provision of services, training of staff, and overall agency operations. All OAC rules must be reviewed every 5 years.

Item 31. The State is operating an identifiable quality assurance system that is in place in the jurisdictions where the sesi

included in the CFSP are provided, evaluates the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service delivery

system, provides relevant reports, and evaluates program improvement measures implemented.

Item 31 was rated as a Strength because the Child Protection Oversight and Evaluation (CPOE) Quality Assurance System evaluates
the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service delivery system, provides relevant reports, aagregatunate
improvement measures implemented.

VIl. TRAINING
Status of Training-Substantial Conformity

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Training. Findings relevant to the specific items asséssdadior t
are presented below.
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Item 32. The State is operating a staff development and training program that supports the goals and objectives in the CFSP,
addresses services provided under titles IV-B and IV-E, and provides initial training for all staff who deliver these services.

Item 32 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because the State has a specified competency-based curriculum foeusing on co
job requirements for new staff. The training is provided at regional training sites statewide to maintain consistendjyanteual

State also maintains an automated tracking system that can readily identify all staff who have and have not attendeairspgcific t
modules. There is an ongoing evaluation component of the training at multiple levels to assess appropriateness andsefiiectivene
the initial training provided.

Item 33. The State provides for ongoing training for staff that addresses the skills and knowledge base needed to carry out
their duties with regard to the services included in the CFSP.

Item 33 was rated as a Strength because there are specific Statewide ongoing training requirements for both caseworkers and
supervisors that allow for individualization of training needs based on job responsibilities and employee knowledge, skills and
experience.

Item 34. The State provides training for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of State licensed
approved facilities that care for children receiving foster care or adoption assistance under title IV-E that addresses thelkski

and knowledge base needed to carry out their duties with regard to foster and adopted children.

Item 34 was rated as a Strength because training is required by State rules and is made available by local agencissefoaubth fo
adoptive parents. ODJFS monitors compliance with training requirements during on-site review of local agency records.

VIll. SERVICE ARRAY
Status of Service Array-Substantial Conformity

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Service Array. Findings relevant to the specific items assessdddiar thie
presented below.

Item 35. The State has in place an array of services that assess the strengths and needs of children and families and determin
other service needs, address the needs of families in addition to individual children in order to create a safe home envirortmen
enable children to remain safely with their parents when reasonable, and help children in foster and adoptive placements
achieve permanency.

Item 35 was rated as a Strength because the State offers a wide array of services to meet the needs of children and families.

14



Item 36. The services in item 35 are accessible to families and children in all political jurisdictions covered in the State’s
CFSP.

Item 36 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement because the ability to deliver needed services to children and families is
negatively affected by unstable and disparate funding from county to county, and extreme variation in the availabilitg®tsetvi
as mental health and substance abuse treatment.

Item 37. The services in item 35 can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and families served by the agency.
Item 37 is rated as a Strength because through means such as the analysis of individual county needs and the flexibidity allowe
ProtectOHIO, services can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and families served by the agency.

IX.  AGENCY RESPONSIVENESS TO THE COMMUNITY

Status of Agency Responsiveness To The Community-Substantial Conformity
Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Agency Responsiveness to the Community. Findings relevant to thiégespgcific
assessed for this outcome are presented below.

Item 38. In implementing the provisions of the CFSP, the State engages in ongoing consultation with tribal representatives,
consumers, service providers, foster care providers, the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and family-serving
agencies and includes the major concerns of these representatives in the goals and objectives of the CFSP.

Item 38 was rated as a Strength because ODJFS, in developing the CFSP, engages in extensive consultation with congumers, servic
providers, foster care providers, courts, and other public and private service agencies. Input from these sourcesaiibiven car
consideration in the planning process.

Item 39. The agency develops, in consultation with these representatives, annual reports of progress and services delivered
pursuant to the CFSP.

Item 39 is rated as a Strength because the annual progress and services report that ODJFS prepares to document cotheliance with
provisions of CFSP is written after consultation with the representatives noted under item 38.

Item 40. The State’s services under the CFSP are coordinated with services or benefits of other Federal or federally assisted
programs serving the same population.

Item 40 is rated as a Strength because of the effort ODJFS makes to assure that the services and benefits of diffqyeograederal
that serve the same population are coordinated to provide the maximum benefit.
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X. FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PARENT LICENSING, RECRUITMENT, AND RETENTION

Status of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention-Substantial Conformity
Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retentiors Finding
relevant to the specific items assessed for this outcome are presented below.

Item 41. The State has implemented standards for foster family homes and childcare institutions, which are reasonably in
accord with recommended national standards.

Item 41 is rated as a Strength because the licensing standards as contained in the Ohio Administrative Code are reasorthbly in a
with recommended national standards.

Item 42. The standards are applied to all licensed or approved foster family homes or child care institutions receiving title
IV-E or IV-B funds.

Item 42 is rated as a Strength because the licensing standards are applied uniformly statewide to all licensed or appfanely fost
homes or child care institutions that receive title IV-E or IV-B funds.

Item 43. The State complies with Federal requirements for criminal background clearances as related to licensing or

approving foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case planning process that includes provisions for

addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive placements for children.

Item 43 was rated as a Strength because the State complies with Federal requirements for criminal background cleariulctes as rela
licensing or approving foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case planning process that includes provisions fo
addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive placements for children.

Item 44. The State has in place a process for ensuring the diligent recruitment of potential foster and adoptive families that

reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the State for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed.

Item 44 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Although Ohio has proper policies and procedures in place and hasgrograms an
initiatives to recruit potential foster and adoptive families that reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of the childtemidiomes

are needed, there are still not enough homes for those children.

Item 45. The State has in place a process for the effective use of cross-jurisdictional resources to facilitate timely adeftiv
permanent placements for waiting children.

Item 45 is rated as a Strength because the cross-jurisdictional resources that Ohio uses are effective in facilitatiiggptiveedy a
permanent placements for waiting children.
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Introduction

This document presents the findings of the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for the State of Ohio. The findings were

derived from the following documents and data collection procedures:

» The Statewide Assessment prepared by the State child welfare agency — the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS),
Office for Children and Families;

» The State Data Profile prepared by the Children’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services;

* Reviews of 50 cases at three sites throughout the State; and

* Interviews or focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State-level) with stakeholders including childrefogterents,

parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel, school personnel, service praviders, cou
personnel, legislators, and attorneys.

The key characteristics of the 50 cases reviewed are the following:

» 23 cases were reviewed in Franklin County, 15 in Clark County, and 12 in Washington County.

» All 50 cases had been open cases at some time during the period under review.

» 26 of the cases were “foster care cases” (cases in which children were in the care and custody of the State child weHadk agenc
in an out-of-home placement at some time during the period under review), and 24 were “in-home services cases” (cases in which
families received services from the child welfare agency while children remained in their homes).

» In 31 of the cases, all children in the family were Caucasian; in 13 cases, all children in the family were African American; i
cases, all children in the family were Native American; and in 3 cases, the children in the family were two or moreagaees. In
case, reviewers did not identify the race/ethnicity of the children.

» Of the 50 cases reviewed, themary reason for the opening of a child welfare agency case was the following:

- Neglect (not including medical neglect) — 17 cases (34%)
- Physical abuse — 10 cases (20%)

- Sexual abuse — 9 cases (18%)

- Emotional maltreatment — 3 cases (6%)

- Substance abuse by parent — 2 cases (4%)

- Child’s behavior — 2 cases (4%)

- Child in juvenile justice system — 1 case (2%)

- Medical neglect — 1 case (2%)

- Domestic violence in child’s home — 1 case (2%)
- Mental/physical health of parent — 1 case (2%)

- Other — 3 cases (6%)
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« Amongall reasons identified for children coming to the attention of the child welfare agency, neglect (not including medical
neglect) was cited in 29 cases (58%), physical abuse was cited in 21 cases (42%), sexual abuse was cited in 18 cases (36%),
emotional maltreatment was cited in 12 cases (24%), substance abuse by parents was cited in 11 cases (22%), and child’s behavio
was cited in 11 cases (22%).

» For 15 (58%) of the 26 foster care cases, the children entered foster care prior to the period under review and remained in fos
care during the entire period under review.

The first section of the report presents the CFSR findings relevant to the State’s performance in achieving specific autcomes f
children in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being. For each outcome, there is a table providing the degrez of outcom
achievement by site, a presentation of the State’s status with regard to substantial conformity with the outcome, amoheofliscuss
each item examined as part of the overall outcome assessment. The second section of the report provides an assessment and
discussion of the systemic factors relevant to the child welfare agency’s ability to achieve positive outcomes for children.
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SECTION 1: OUTCOMES

l. SAFETY

Safety Outcome 1

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:
Clark Franklin Washington Total Number Total Percentage

Substantially Achieved: 10 16 12 38 84.4

Partially Achieved: 2 3 0 5 11.1

Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 0 0 2 4.4

Not Applicable: 1 4 0 5

Conformity of Statewide data indicators with national standards:

National Standard | State’s Percentage Meets Standard Does Not Meet

Standard

Repeat maltreatment 6.1% 8.59% X

Maltreatment of children in foster care 0.57% .59% X

STATUS OF SAFETY OUTCOME 1

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity for Safety Outcome 1. This determination was based on the following findings:

» 84.4 percent of the cases reviewed were rated as having substantially achieved this outcome, which is less than the 90 percent
required for a rating of substantial conformity;

» The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of children experiencing more than one substantiaid or indicat
child maltreatment report within a 6-month period; and

e The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of children experiencing maltreatment from caretakers while in
foster care.
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The CFSR findings with respect to safety outcome 1 suggest that ODJFS is not consistent in its efforts to protect chidingsefrom

and neglect. For example, there were a number of cases in which the initiation of an investigation did not meet agevidy policy
respect to timeliness. Case reviewers expressed concern about the large number of child maltreatment reports thajraed fuot assi

a full assessment/ investigation and the absence of clear and consistent statewide criteria for making this initial screienindgnd
addition, case reviewers noted that when reports are received on children who currently have open cases in the agenwtidhe info

in the report is passed on to the case supervisor rather than requiring assignment of the report for a full assessmartheBased

two concerns, case reviewers suggested that there may be children who are victims of repeat maltreatment who are rbimepresente
either the Statewide data or the CFSR case review findings because no investigation/assessment is conducted.

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 1 are presented below.
Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 24 of the 50 cases. Twenty-six cases were not applicable because they
did not involve reports of child maltreatment during the period under review. In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determine
whether the response to a maltreatment report occurring during the period under review had been initiated in accordddce with ch
welfare agency policy. In Ohio, State policy requires that for reports classified as “emergencies,” face-to-face cotitactigtith

must be attempted within one hour. All other reports require attempted face-to-face or telephone contact within 24 &ours with

principal or collateral source and attempted face-to-face contact with the alleged child victim within 3 calendar daps off tleeei

report.

The results of the assessment were the following:

» Item 1 was rated as a Strength in 20 (83%) of the 24 applicable cases (10 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 1 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (17%) of the 24 applicable cases (2 of which were foster care cases).

This item was rated as a Strength in all cases in which the initiation of a response to child maltreatment reports odogrthrey du

period under review was in accordance with agency policy for the risk level assigned to the report. For the four casAsaated a
Needing Improvement, reviewers noted that the agency did not respond to one or more reports of child maltreatment in accordance
with the time frames established by policy. Three of these cases involved “non-emergency” reports; the “risk level” tia¢ing for

fourth case was not provided.
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Stakeholders commenting on this issue reported that the agency responds quickly to reports of abuse and neglect amatittsat all co
have the capacity for a 24-hour response to reports. Several stakeholders praised the agency for defining domestigorisi@sce re
high-risk situations that require an immediate response. However, some stakeholders noted that there is variation sgagishcount
respect to the process of screening reports. Stakeholders believe that intake workers are screening out calls when an
investigation/assessment may be a more appropriate response. Although it was noted that families that are not subject to a ful
assessment are referred for services, several reviewers were not convinced that this is a sufficient response to sporéesdahtte re

are screened out. Reviewers also questioned the appropriateness of the common agency practice of not assigning repiads of suspe
abuse/neglect for an investigation/assessment if there is an open case within the agency.

Another area of concern cited by stakeholders was the timeliness of reports of suspected abuse and neglect receiveel from privat
agencies providing in-home services to families. Although these contractors are required to report all possible abude or negle
situations immediately to the children’s services agency, sometimes this does not happen in a timely fashion. Stakehalbers from
sites reported that abuse and neglect report information from other counties is not readily accessible.

Concern also was expressed regarding another agency practice, which involves classifying some reports as “informational with
contact.” These reports are not assigned for a full assessment until such time as additional information signifies afsalspggon

or neglect. Once additional information is received, the report is assigned a priority, and at that point a full resposianca

with State guidelines is required. However, case reviewers noted that the reclassification of the report is either onelwiray d
consistent basis or in a timely manner, leaving some children at risk. In addition to these concerns, case reviewdrageneg tha
policy in one of the sites included in the on-site review does not require a full assessment in instances in which atlegbdssexu
perpetrators live outside the victim’s home.

Determination and Discussiantem 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 17
percent of the applicable cases, the agency did not respond to a maltreatment report in a timely manner. Although ity thie major
instances, the agency responded quickly and appropriately, this did not happen consistently. However, the case reviewngrocess
that inconsistencies occurred primarily when reports were classified as “nonemergencies.”
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Item 2. Repeat maltreatment
Strength ___X_ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 44 of the 50 cases. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine
whether there had been at least one substantiated or indicated maltreatment report during the period under reviewhatieeif so, w
another substantiated or indicated report occurred within 6 months of that report. The results of the assessment weieghe foll

* Item 2 was rated as a Strength in 39 (89%) of the 44 applicable cases (20 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 2 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 5 (11%) of the 44 applicable cases (2 of which were foster care cases).

Item 2 was rated as a Strength in cases in which there was no repeat maltreatment. However, most of these cases stere either fo
care cases in which the child entered foster care prior to the period under review, or in-home services cases that \pei@ tpened
the period under review and did not have a substantiated or indicated report during the period under review. Amongghe 18 case
which there was at least one substantiated or indicated maltreatment report during the period under review, 5 (28%) biad at leas
other substantiated or indicated report within 6 months of that report. In one additional case, there were two maltpEatsient re
during the period under review, but they occurred more than 6 months apart.

An additional finding with respect to repeat maltreatment was that in the majority of the cases reviewed, there were multiple
maltreatment reports over the life of the case. Although not all reports were substantiated or indicated, there wetbkalHhadses
more than 10 maltreatment reports over the life of the case and 7 cases with more than 20 reports. There were 5 cesésawith mo
30 reports over the life of the case.

Determination and Discussionliem 2 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although there was no
recurrence of maltreatment in 89 percent of the cases, 28 percent of those children, who experienced at least one raplsedment
during the period under review, had another substantiated/indicated maltreatment report within 6 months. In additiom tliata fro
State Data Profile indicate that State’s incidence of repeat maltreatment for 2000 was 8.59 percent, which does nottioeat the na
standard of 6.1 percent. Because the case review and State Data Profile measures are computed in different waysyifds necessa
both measures to meet specified criteria for an overall rating of Strength to be assigned to the item.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State’s Child Protection Oversight and Evaluation System (CPOE) has examined
recidivism on terminated substantiated and indicated child abuse and neglect reports since 1992 and has reported a decline in
recidivism. However, stakeholders and case reviewers suggested that the State data and the case review findings may present an
inaccurate perception of the number of children who are victims of repeat maltreatment because of the agency practice of not
assigning a report for an assessment/investigation if there already is an open case on the child.
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Safety Outcome 2

Safety Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 12 15 12 39 83.0
Partially Achieved: 0 4 0 4 8.5
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 1 0 4 8.5
Not Applicable: 0 3 0 3

STATUS OF SAFETY OUTCOME 2

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2 based on the finding that this outcome was substauedly achi
in 83.0 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of substantial conformity.

Although the two items assessed for this outcome were both assigned a rating of “Strength,” the number of cases in wé@mch both i
were rated as a Strength was not sufficient to meet the 90 percent “substantially achieved” requirement. For examptasesa fe
reviewers rated item 3 as a Strength because the agency provided or referred families for services to permit childedy to be saf
maintained in their homes. However, for the same cases, reviewers rated item 4 as an Area Needing Improvement becayse the agen
did not monitor either the family’s participation in services or progress as a result of service participation, leavingachildreame

level of risk as they were at the time the case was opened.

In general, information from case reviews and stakeholder interviews suggests that ODJFS makes diligent efforts to rthirain chi
safely in their homes and is effective in managing the risk of harm to children. This was particularly evident in onesf the s
included in the on-site review in which all applicable cases were assigned a rating of Strength for both items. Themanasy co
noted pertained to an inconsistency among caseworkers in conducting comprehensive risk assessments that identified underlying
problems in the family and in monitoring families to assess progress with regard to a reduction in the risk of harm to children

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 2 are presented and discussed below.
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Item 3. Services to family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal
__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings There were 35 cases for which an assessment of item 3 was applicable. Fifteen cases were excluded from this
assessment because the children were in foster care for the entire review period or because there were no substactitadd or indi
maltreatment reports or identified risks of harm to the children in the home during the period under review. For thiseitesns re
assessed whether, in responding to a substantiated or indicated maltreatment report or risk of harm, the agency mdibetditmgent e
provide services to families to prevent removal of children from their homes while at the same time ensuring their sabsyltsThe

of this assessment were the following:

» Item 3 was rated as a Strength in 31 (89%) of the 35 applicable cases (12 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 3 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (11%) of the 35 applicable cases (1 of which was a foster care case).

Twenty-seven cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that ODJFS assessed the familgtsservice ne
appropriately and provided or referred the family for services to meet those needs. The services provided includeddbut were n
limited to) case management, parenting classes, parent aides, Early Start home visitation, counseling, therapy, daystae, Head
educational advocacy, transportation, housing services, child development assessments, and literacy. Families alsedere provid
with household items, such as furniture. Four cases were rated as a Strength because reviewers determined that cleiidren had be
appropriately removed from their homes to ensure their safety and placed in foster care (2 cases) or with relativesasg basiunt

(2 cases).

Cases were rated as ‘Area Needing Improvement’ for this item when reviewers determined that the agency did not adecuately asses
service needs or did not provide the services identified in the assessment.

Some stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that county agencies have a tendency to requeshtbaéecourts re
children from the home when it may be possible to maintain them safely in their homes through the provision of services, Howev
these stakeholders also noted that often there are insufficient services available in the community that would perntit loildren

safely maintained in their homes, particularly services to address mental health and drug and alcohol problems.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 89 percent of the cases, reviewers
determined that the agency had made diligent efforts to provide services to ensure children's safety while preventicentieeiripla
foster care. This determination is consistent with information provided in the Statewide Assessment regarding the desfelopment
safety plans. According to the Statewide Assessment, some agencies in the State engage in safety planning as tle tindial step
risk assessment process and, when imminent danger exists and there are resources available for the child to rema@tsaisdy in th
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a safety plan is developed and implemented. The purpose of the safety plan is to control the conditions that are cangetiggend
the child. Once this is done, a comprehensive risk assessment is conducted. In addition, the Statewide Assessmesevestdd that
key elements from the risk assessment matrix help identify if there is imminent risk and assess whether the caretakeofis capabl
protecting the child using available supportive services.

Item 4. Risk of harm to child
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:An assessment of item 4 was applicable for 47 of the 50 cases reviewed. Three cases were not applicable for this
indicator because the case was opened for a reason other than a substantiated or indicated report of abuse or negleas and there
risk of harm to the child. The assessment of item 4 required reviewers to determine whether the agency had made, or,was making
diligent efforts to reduce the risk of harm to the children involved in each case. The assessment resulted in the fadiogng fi

» Item 4 was rated as a Strength in 40 (85%) of the 47 applicable cases (22 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 4 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 7 (15%) of the 47 applicable cases (3 of which were foster care cases).

This item was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:

» The risk of harm to children was appropriately managed by removing the children from home and providing services to parents
(17 cases).

» The risk of harm to children was appropriately addressed by removing the children from the home and seeking termination of
parental rights (TPR) either prior to or during the period under review (6 cases).

» The risk of harm to children was appropriately managed by providing services to families to address risk concerns while the
children remain in the home or in a voluntary placement with relatives (17 cases).

The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

* The services provided to parents and children in the in-home services cases were not adequate to reduce risk of harr(8to childre
cases).

« The agency did not follow up with the family in the in-home services cases to ensure that parents were participating,in service
leaving children at the same level of risk as when the case was opened (2 cases).

» There was continued risk of harm to the child during visitation with the parent (1 cases). (In this case, the childremittece per
to have overnight unsupervised visits with the mother despite the fact that there is a known sexual offender presenein the hom
and the children have alleged sexual abuse during these visits.)
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» The child was reunified by court order over the objections of the agency, but the agency did not request a protectiwnsupervisi
order to implement a safety plan to address the existing potential for risk of harm to the child or share its objecti@swith t
(1 case).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue identified several agency practices that were perceived as particularly effecguggin mana
the risk of harm to the child. One practice involves having a caseworker from the intake division and the ongoing division vis
families as a team during the process of transferring the case from the initial intake assessment to ongoing servicgsacdhioether
involves convening monthly team meetings between caseworkers and contracted services providers to discuss case progress. In
addition, in one of the sites included in the onsite review, supervisors and staff of the agency meet on a planned, sveekly basi
discuss individual cases.

Other stakeholders, however, expressed concern about the agency’s approach to assessing risk. Although most of these stakehold
agreed that the agency’s risk assessment methods permit a comprehensive portrait of family functioning, they suggestedisthat the
are complex and many caseworkers do not have the necessary level of expertise to use them effectively. Some of thess stakehold
suggested that the high level of caseworker turnover in the agency further exacerbates the problem of incorrect use of the risk
assessment tools. In addition, some stakeholders noted that there is a need for a separate safety assessment pratoeol to deter
immediate risk.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 85 percent of the applicable cases,
reviewers determined that ODJFS was consistently effective in its efforts to reduce risk of harm to children. Case rieaiews ind
that in most cases, the agency manages risk by removing children from their homes or by providing services while childmen remai
their homes. In the few cases where reviewers determined that risk was not managed effectively, there was a cleantackaf atte
the part of caseworkers to the potential for harm to the children.
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IIl. PERMANENCY

Permanency Outcome 1

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.

Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 5 6 19 73.1
Partially Achieved: 0 5 1 6 23.1
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 1 0 1 3.8
Not Applicable: 7 12 5 24

Conformity of Statewide data indicators with national standards:

National Standard

State’s Data

Meets Standard

Does Not Meet

(percentage) (percentage) Standard
Foster care re-entries 8.6 13.7 X
Length of time to achieve reunification 76.2 74.0 X
Length of time to achieve adoption 32 29.2 X
Stability of foster care placements 86.7 85.9 X
Length of stay in foster care* N/A 13.7 months

*Not used to determine substantial conformity.

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME P1

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. This determination was based on the following:

e 73.1 percent of the cases were rated as having substantially achieved Permanency Outcome 1, which is less than the 90 percent

required for an overall rating of substantial conformity;

e The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of entries into foster care in Fiscal Year (FY) 200fethat were

entries into care within 12 months of a prior foster care episode;

* The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of reunifications occurring within 12 months of theghild's ent

into foster care;

« The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of children experiencing no more than two placemenis during the

first 12 months in foster care; and




» The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of children who experienced a finalized adoption in FY 2000
within 24 months of entering foster care.

Although Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity for this outcome, some areas of strength were identified in the C$§SR proce
For example, case reviewers determined that for most cases, permanency goals were appropriate and established in@ntimely fashi
and the agency was noted to make diligent efforts to bring about reunifications in a timely manner, even though the BiafieeData
indicated that the percentage of reunifications occurring within 12 months of entry into care did not meet State stakelaottierSta
commenting on issues relevant to this outcome noted that the agency is not consistent in providing supportive servilres fair chil

the time of reunification and that the use of planned permanent living arrangement as a case goal is not always appropriate.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Permanency Outcome 1 are presented below.
Item 5. Foster care re-entries
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:Nine of the 50 cases were applicable for an assessment of foster care re-entries because they involved children who
entered foster care at some time during the period under review. In assessing this item, reviewers determined whethetahe entr
foster care during the period under review had occurred within 12 months of discharge from a prior foster care episcudts ohe re

this assessment were the following:

* Item 5 was rated as a Strength in 8 (89%) of the 9 applicable cases.

* Item 5 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 1 (11%) of the 9 applicable cases.

The one case that was rated as an Area Needing Improvement involved an entry into foster care that was within 5 moattge of disch
from a prior foster care episode. Reviewers noted that the re-entry occurred because the risk of harm to the childadt the time
reunification was not adequately addressed and, although the court ordered the reunification contrary to agency recommendations
safety plan was put in place to support the reunification.

Although stakeholders did not comment directly on the issue of foster care re-entries, many stakeholders expressedthia opinion

the agency does not provide sufficient services and supports to families that have been reunified.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because, although there was a
re-entry into foster care in only one of nine cases for which this assessment was applicable, the data reported in thd gifite Da
indicate that the rate of re-entry into foster care within 12 months is 13.7 percent, which does not meet the nationalf §&hdard
percent. According to information provided in the Statewide Assessment, re-entries have declined over the past few years. The
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Statewide Assessment notes that parents have many problems that result in children returning to foster care and thattnere has
some discussion in the State about providing more supportive services to families and children at the time of reunification.

Item 6. Stability of foster care placement
Strength __X_ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: All 26 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of Item 6. In assessing this item, reviewers were to
determine whether the child experienced multiple placement settings during the period under review and, if so, whethgrdie chan
placement settings were necessary to achieve the child's permanency goal or meet the child's service needs. The iindings of th

assessment were the following:

» Item 6 was rated as a Strength in 23 (88%) of the 26 applicable cases.

» Item 6 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 3 (12%) of the 26 applicable cases.

Additional findings of the case review were the following:

« Children in 16 cases experienced only one placement during the period under review, while children in 6 cases experienced 2
placement changes.

» Children in 4 cases experienced between 3 or 4 placements during the period under review.

* No children experienced more than 4 placements during the period under review.

Cases were assigned a rating of Strength for this item if reviewers determined either (1) that a child did not expen@ace multi
placement settings (21 cases); or (2) that a child experienced multiple placement settings, but the changes in settiregchiddesin
best interest (i.e., movement from a shelter to a foster home, or from a residential treatment center to a therapeutnejq&er h
cases).

A rating of Area Needing Improvement for this item was assigned when reviewers determined that the children’s placement changes
did not promote goal attainment or meet service needs. In all three of these cases, the placement was noted to hahecdissapted

of the child’s behavior. However, there was no evidence that the agency had provided foster parents or relative cahegivers wit
services to address the child’s behavior problems or that the placement was appropriate in the first place, given thleastdd’s b
problems.
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Consistent with this finding, stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that there are insufficient placements foritthildren w
behavior problems and that these children are either placed out of State to meet their treatment needs or are placatkigappropri
with families that are not equipped to provide the level of care necessary.

Determination and Discussionitem 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although in 89 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers rated placement stability as a Strength, the State Data Profile indicates that 85.9 penddnemirall

foster care for 12 months or less had no more than two placement settings, which does not meet the national standanckof.86.9 pe
Because these two measures are not computed in the same manner, it is necessary for both measures to meet estalidished criteria
the item to be rated as a Strength. A key concern identified in the case review process pertained to a lack of apgexpeats pla

for children with behavior problems.

According to the Statewide Assessment, there has been a steady decrease in placement moves over the past three ydars. In gener
the Statewide Assessment attributes many of the placement changes captured in the data to the practice of placingrchildren on a
emergency basis, usually in shelters, at the point of entry into the system and prior to making a more long-term placstoment deci

The Statewide Assessment also noted that when foster families need respite services, the agency sometimes has to do a placement
transfer in order to access funds to pay for the child’s care during the respite period. These situations were notd@masesn th

reviewed for the CFSR.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:All 26 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 7. In assessing this item, reviewers were to
determine whether the agency had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timely manner. Thieisesults of t
assessment were the following:

* Item 7 was rated Strength in 24 (92%) of the 26 applicable cases.

» Item 7 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 2 (8%) of the 26 applicable cases.

The case review found that the children in the 26 foster care cases had the following permanency goals:

« 12 children had a goal of reunification with parents or relatives.

* 6 children had a goal of adoption.

» 8 children had a goal of permanent placement leading to eventual emancipation in 7 cases and probable transfer to an adult care
situation in 1 case in which the child had developmental disabilities.
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Cases were assigned a rating of Strength for this item when reviewers determined that the goal was appropriate and had been
established in a timely manner. Cases were assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the go
was inappropriate (1 case), or that decision-making regarding permanency had been unnecessarily delaydriejliesasey.noted

that for children who had been in foster care for 15 of the most recent 22 months, the agency had either sought TPRhsrtexceptio
TPR (compelling reasons why TPR should not be sought) were noted in the case files.

Several stakeholders commenting on this issue praised the agency’s aggressiveness in pursuing permanency. Family Group
Conferencing was noted by stakeholders as a common agency practice that supports moving cases quickly to permanency.

Stakeholders also suggested, however, that barriers to setting and achieving permanency goals have arisen due to difekences an
of collaboration between the agency and the court. A conference for judges is scheduled to address 8imkissaklers also

expressed concern that at the State level, the focus of permanency efforts seems to be on adoption, with reunificagdes®ceivin
attention.

Several stakeholders expressed concern about the agency’s use of the goal of Permanent Planned Living Arrangemetgsn(i.e., long
foster care) leading to eventual emancipation. These stakeholders noted that although this goal is sometimes appiogedteoit is
often as an option when efforts to reunify children have failed and the child is considered to be too old for adoption.

Determination and Discussionitem 7 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 92 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that the agency had established an appropriate goal for the child in a timelpwearerer. H
some areas needing improvement were noted by stakeholders and case reviewers. For example, although case reviews generally
found strong efforts at permanency planning, there was little evidence of concurrent planning approaches or practi¢es, In addi
although the Statewide Assessment notes that the primary permanency goal for children in foster care is reunificatiobyfollowed
placement with relatives, adoption, and a planned permanency living arrangement, there were more children in the casle aesview wi
goal of permanent planned living arrangement (8 cases) than with a goal of adoption (6 cases).
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Item 8. Reunification, Guardianship, or Permanent Placement with Relatives
Strength ___X_ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:tem 8 was applicable for 12 cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had
achieved the goals of reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives for the children in a timely nfaheer or

goal had not been achieved in a timely manner, whether the agency had made, or was in the process of making, diligent efforts t
achieve the goals. The results of this assessment were the following:

» Item 8 was rated as a Strength for 11 (92%) of the 12 applicable cases.

» Item 8 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement for 1 (8%) of the 12 applicable cases.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that the agency was making or had made conterted efforts
achieve the goal of family reunification. Reviewers found that the reunification was achieved for 5 cases, and in 3agk)dke c
goal was achieved within 12 months.

This item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in one case in which the children had been in care for more thanrdd® months a
the reviewers determined that caseworker turnover had affected continuity of services designed to promote reunification.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue had differing perceptions regarding the agency’s efforts to reunify children amtiiigeir f

in a timely manner. Some stakeholders expressed the opinion that the reunification process is too abrupt and that theeraieould

trial home visits or an increase in visitation prior to final reunification. A few stakeholders also expressed concera abauirthof
progress made by parents prior to reunification. They proposed that the agency conduct assessments of parenting competency prio
full reunification.

Other stakeholders praised the introduction of time guidelines for reunification, perceiving these guidelines as increéising tfie
the agency to reunify children quickly. These stakeholders also praised the agency for implementing family group conferencing
strategies and identified other efforts such as the Family to Family program and the foster parent mentoring progranmnas expedit
reunification. A few stakeholders mentioned that the lack of access to services, waiting lists for services, and crowide#atsurt
were key barriers to timely reunifications.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although reviewers rated

this item as a Strength in 92 percent of the cases reviewed, data from the State Data Profile indicate that the percentage of
reunifications occurring within 12 months of entry into foster care (74.0%) does not meet the national standard of 76.2 percent

32



According to the Statewide Assessment, however, data from the State’s CPOE show that the rate of reunification within 12 months
from the time of the most recent removal from the home is 76 percent. The Statewide Assessment posits that this disgrepancy ma
due to a failure on the part of the agency to enter data on discharge reason into the Adoption and Foster Care Analgsisignd Rep
System (AFCARS), which is the source for the data on reunification reported in the State Data Profile. The Statewide tAssessmen
also notes that over the past three years Ohio has seen an increase in the number of children reunified with theirHan@lies wit
months and within 12 months, which was attributed to the provision of intensive services to children and families. However,
information in the Statewide Assessment supports statements made by stakeholders regarding the scarcity of mental hgalth and dr
and alcohol services in many counties and the negative impact of the lack of these services on the agency’s abilityaimitemify

in a timely manner.

Item 9. Adoption
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:Six of the foster care cases were assessed for item 9. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether
appropriate and timely efforts had been, or were being, undertaken, to achieve finalized adoptions. The results wevmthe follo

* Item 9 was rated as a Strength in 3 (50%) of the 6 applicable cases.

* Item 9 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 3 (50%) of the 6 applicable cases.

At the time of the review, adoption had been finalized in one of the 6 cases, but not within 24 months of the time d§the child
removal from the home. Also, at the time of the review, four of the six children with a goal of adoption were in an ddoptienp
with their foster parents.

This item was assigned a rating of Strength in cases in which reviewers determined that diligent efforts were being maeknor had

made to achieve a finalized adoption in a timely manner. Cases were rated as Area Needing Improvement when revieweds determine
that there were, or had been, unnecessary delays in attaining a finalized adoption. These included delays betweeRRlggdthe T
granting the TPR (1 case), delays in finding an adoptive placement (1 case), and delays due to lack of preparation édstieitd and
parents for adoption (1 case).

Several stakeholders commenting on this issue suggested that most of the delays in adoption finalization are due to drowded cou
dockets and attorney’s requests for continuances. Stakeholders also expressed the opinion that the agency has grédtiy increase
efforts toward completing adoptions in a timely manner over the past 10 years. In one of the sites included in theeamsitesrevi
county used visiting judges to address the issue of court docket load.
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Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the following:

* In 50 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that ODJFS had not made diligent efforts to achieve adoptions in a
timely manner.

» The State Data Profile demonstrates that the percentage of finalized adoptions in FY 2000 that occurred within 24 months of
removal from home (29.2%) did not meet the national standard of 32 percent.

The Statewide Assessment notes that adoption delays may be attributed to a variety of causes including the difficugty in findin
adoptive families for children with “significant problems.” Other identified causes of delay were appeals of TPR petitibesiaed

of the court dockets. According to the Statewide Assessment, to address the problem of court docket size, the Supre@leic€Court of
established a pool of experienced judges available for assignment to courts upon request. However, it was noted tivdythus far
few courts have made this request.

Item 10. Permanency goal of other planned permanent living arrangement
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:Eight of the foster care cases were assessed for item 10. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine if the
agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to assist children in attaining their goals related to other planned Ipenganent
arrangements. The results of this assessment were that item 8 was rated as a Strength for all 8 (100%) applicable cases.

Although all cases were assigned a rating of Strength for this item, several stakeholders expressed concern aboutgheadse of pl
permanent living arrangement as a permanency goal. They noted that this goal often is established when agency effpitiseto reuni
child fail and the agency believes the child is too old for adoption. In five of the cases reviewed, the child’s goallbeoardhe p
permanent living arrangement after reunification efforts failed because the caseworker noted that the child was bondediedth bio
parents and therefore adoption was not appropriate. However, there was no consideration of the possibility of openradoptions o
relative adoptions that would permit the child to continue to have contact with parents and yet have a permanent home.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue also expressed concern about whether children who are about to be emancipated from the
system are adequately prepared for independent living.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in all applicable cases, reviewers

determined that caseworkers were making diligent efforts to assist children in attaining the goal. However, stakehotdexds expre
some concerns about the goal of other planned permanent living arrangement being assigned inappropriately in some cases.
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Permanency Outcome 2

Outcome P2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 7 10 5 22 84.6
Partially Achieved: 1 1 2 4 15.4
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0 0 0 0.0
Not Applicable: 7 12 5 24

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME 2

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 84.6 percent of the cases, which is less than the 90 percent requimgeafor substa
conformity.

Although the State did not reach the 90 percent “substantially achieved” finding required for substantial conformity,eghreemywer
areas of strength with respect to this outcome. For example, the case review process revealed that the agency isivéginly effect
placing children in their home counties and communities and with their siblings, promoting visitation with parents andasilllings
supporting the relationship between children in foster care and their parents. Preserving connections for childremia foater ¢
found to be more of a challenge for the agency, particularly with regard to keeping children connected to extended families whe
available placements were outside of their home communities. Also, the agency was not consistent in its efforts toveselsrelati
placement resources.

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Permanency Outcome 2 are presented and discussed below.
Item 11. Proximity of foster care placement
_X__ Strength _____ Area Needing Improvement
Review Findings:Of the 26 foster care cases, 19 were applicable for an assessment of item 11. Cases determined to be not applicable

were those in which TPR had been attained prior to the period under review with no planned involvement of parents inimgse plann
or case goals or in which contact with parents was not considered to be in the child's best interest. In assessingi@errdl, re
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were to determine whether the child's foster care setting was in close proximity to the child's parents or close retatives. Thi
assessment resulted in the following findings:

e Item 11 was rated a Strength in 18 (95%) of the 19 applicable cases.

» Item 11 was rated an Area Needing Improvement in 1 (5%) of the 19 applicable cases.

In the 18 cases rated as a Strength, the children were placed in the same community or county as parents or relatiyes (14 cases
placement in a different county was necessary to meet the child’s treatment needs (2 cases), to ensure the child’seafetytdl ca
effect placement with siblings (1 case). In the one case rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item, the clpldeeas not
in the same community or county as his parents due to a lack of placement resources. However, the child was in cashfot a very
period of time and received transportation to his regular school.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue reported that ODJFS has demonstrated improvements in the area of placing claldren in fost
care placements in their own communities. Some of these stakeholders suggested that the number of children who must change
schools because of their foster care placements has decreased, although this was still considered a problem. Muckext the obser
improvement was attributed to the Family to Family program that has been implemented in 30 of Ohio’s counties. Stakétblders no
that placement out of State usually occurs when a child needs a type of residential facility that is not found in the State.

Determination and Discussionitem 11 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 95 percent of applicable cases, children
were placed in close proximity to parents or close relatives, or placement in another community was justified basedd the chil
needs. Information from the Statewide Assessment and the stakeholder interviews suggest that the Family to Family initiative
implemented in the State is at least partially responsible for the agency’s performance on this item. The Statewide Assessment
describes the Family to Family initiative (funded by the Annie E. Casey Foundation) as a family-centered, neighborhood-based
approach to working with children, families, and communities. It is based on the premise that neighborhoods are theysdenary so

of support for families and, therefore, are in the best position for assuring the safety and vitality of their members.

Item 12. Placement with siblings

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findingsin 15 of the 26 foster care cases, the child had siblings who were also in foster care. In assessing item 12, reviewers
were to determine whether siblings were, or had been, placed together and, if not, whether separation was necessarpeedseet the
(service or safety needs) of one or more of the children. This assessment resulted in the following findings:

» Item 12 was rated as a Strength in 14 (93%) of the 15 applicable cases.
» Item 12 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 1 (7%) of the 15 applicable cases.
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In 9 of the 15 applicable cases, the child was in a placement with at least 1 other sibling, and in 7 of these casesathi ¢hild
placement with all siblings. Reviewers determined that in six cases, the children’s separation from some or all sibkegssaag n
to meet safety needs (4 cases) or treatment needs (2 cases) of one of the siblings. In one case, the child was lacenedative p
that could not accommodate all of the siblings. In the case rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item, placement of a
newborn with siblings already in care did not occur where two county agencies and two court jurisdictions were involved. The
newborn was placed in a different county from the siblings.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue were in agreement that the agency emphasizes placing siblings together. However, some
stakeholders noted that placements that can accommodate large sibling groups are difficult to find and may require gtaning chil
out of their communities.

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 93 percent of the
cases, siblings were either placed together or the separation was deemed necessary to meet the needs of one or nuvem of the chil

Item 13. Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care
__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 13 was applicable for 21 of the 26 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable for an
assessment of this item if the child had no siblings in foster care, if the parents could not be located, and/or iinasitadioim the

best interests of the child. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine (1) whether the agency had made, @, was makin
diligent efforts to facilitate visitation between children in foster care and their parents and siblings in foster carayetid@these
visits occurred with sufficient frequency to meet the needs of children and families. The findings of this assessment were the
following:

» Item 13 was rated as a Strength in 19 (90%) of the 21 applicable cases.

» Item 13 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 2 (10%) of the 21 applicable cases.

The case review process revealed that visits between children and their mothers took place on a weekly basis in sev@naases, tw
month in four cases, monthly in three cases, and less than monthly in five cases. In three of the five cases in whinteeisithd

mother and child occurred on a less than monthly basis, reviewers determined that the agency had made concerted effitets to prom
greater visitation.
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Fathers were far more likely than mothers to be identified as not applicable for this assessment because they couldedabbe loca
because visits between children and fathers were deemed to be not in the child’s best interest. Visits between chédren and th
fathers took place on a weekly basis in four cases, twice a month in one case, monthly in two cases, and less thanewenthly in s
cases. In four of the seven cases in which visits between the father and child occurred on a less than monthly basis, reviewer
determined that the agency had made concerted efforts to promote greater visitation; in one case the father was incarcerated.

Visits between siblings occurred at least twice a month in four cases and less frequently than once a month in 2 cases.

The two cases rated as Area Needing Improvement received this rating because reviewers determined that the agency nade little o
efforts to promote sibling contact when the children were placed separately.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that the agency promotes visitation by providing family nlembers wit
the necessary transportation services.

Determination and Discussionitem 13 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 90 péritenapplicable cases,
reviewers determined that ODJFS had made, or was making, concerted efforts to facilitate visitation. In most cases, visitation
occurred at least once a month with parents and siblings in foster care.

Item 14. Preserving connections
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:ltem 14 was applicable for assessment in all 26 foster care cases. In assessing item 14, reviewers were to determine
whether the agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to preserve the child's connections to family, neighborhaaty;,, commu
family, faith, and friends while the child was in foster care. The assessment resulted in the following findings:

» Item 14 was rated as a Strength in 19 (73%) of the 26 applicable cases;

* Item 14 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 7 (27%) of the 26 applicable cases.

Reviewers indicated that in 16 of the 26 cases, children's primary connections had been “significantly” preserved whikeithey we

foster care, and in 9 of the 26 cases, children’s primary connections had been “partially” preserved. In one case, etsfigwerd d
that the child’s primary connections had been "not at all" preserved.
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Two cases involved Native American children. Reviewers determined that in one case, the Tribe had been appropriataty notified
the onset of the case. In the other case, however, the Tribe was not notified and the reason given was that the plaicenvess dura
expected to be very brief.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that critical primary connections were at kpast partiall
preserved while the child was in foster care. Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item when reviewers
determined that the child's relationships with extended family relatives had not been adequately preserved while thindoistiervas
care (3 cases), the child was placed out of county and lost connections to the home community (3 cases), or the Indganolribe wa
notified of the child’s placement (1 case).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue suggested that the Family to Family program helps in preserving children’s connections to
their communities. Some stakeholders also reported that caseworkers are aware of the requirements of the Indian ClAitd Welfare
(ICWA) even though very few Native American children are served.

Determination and Discussionlitem 14 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 27 percent of the
cases, reviewers determined that the agency did not make diligent efforts to maintain children's connections to familyy cantmuni
heritage while the child was in foster care.

Item 15. Relative placement
Strength ___X_ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:Twenty-five of the 26 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 15. One foster care case was
determined to be not applicable for assessment because the child entered foster care in order to be placed in a tigatrivent facil
assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had made diligent efforts to locate and assesghrelatives (b
maternal and paternal relatives) as potential placement resources for children in foster care. The results of this\wssessment
following:

» Item 15 was rated as a Strength in 21 (84%) of the 25 applicable cases.

» Item 15 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (16%) of the 25 applicable cases.

Cases were rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that children were already placed with relatives (4 caséddeor that chi
were not placed with relatives but the agency had made diligent efforts to seek relatives and assess them as a placan{éit resour
cases). Of the four children placed with relatives, two were placed with their maternal grandparent, and two with thedir matern
aunt/uncle.
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Reviewers identified the following reasons for why children in foster care were not placed with a relative:
» Relative placement was considered and the relative assessed, but not approved for placement (6 cases).
* No suitable relative could be located (3 cases).
» Arelative placement was tried but disrupted due to the child’s behavior (2 cases).
» Arelative placement was tried but disrupted due to inadequate care by the relative (2 cases).
» Relatives were unwilling to take the child (2 cases).
» Relatives were not able to adequately meet the child’s level of care needs (2 cases).

This item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the agency had made no efforts to explore the
possibility of relative placements (1 case), or when the agency had conducted only a limited exploration of potential relative
placements, such as exploring maternal relatives but not paternal relatives (3 cases).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue made the observation that relative placements have increased in the State and that ODJFS
makes diligent efforts to search for relatives. These stakeholders noted that inquiries are made about putative arttienssatng fa
the initial custody meeting, and efforts are made to identify and search for paternal relatives.

Determination and DiscussionDespite the positive views expressed by stakeholders concerning ODJFS' effectiveness in placing
children with relatives and the finding that in many cases, workers had made diligent efforts to locate relatives, thssaissigrveal

an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because reviewers determined that in 16 percent of the cases, the agenagidhad not
diligent efforts to locate and assess relatives as potential placement resources. A primary problem identified was shaeveorker

not fully exploring paternal relatives as placement options. According to the Statewide Assessment, kinship care repregsnts th
desirable out-of-home placement and is the first option for children who cannot live with their parents. As noted imilde State
Assessment, public and private child welfare agencies are encouraged to place children who are unable to remain inwhtir homes
suitable relatives who have been approved by the agency. To support these placements, the State has created the Kinship Care
Services Planning Council to develop recommendations specifying the types of services that should be included as pavid# a Stat
program of supportive services to kinship caregivers.

Item 16. Relationship of child in care with parents

__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement
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Review Findings:An assessment of item 16 was applicable for 21 of the 26 foster care cases. A case was considered not applicable
for an assessment of this item if parental rights had been terminated and parents were no longer involved with thechild or if
relationship with the parents was considered to be not in the child’s best interests. In assessing this item, reviewedetenaiad

whether the agency had made diligent efforts to support or maintain the bond between the child and both of his/her pgtrents thro
visitation and provision of services that promote bonding. The results of this assessment were the following:

» Item 16 was rated as a Strength in 20 (95%) of the 21 applicable cases.

» Item 16 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 1 (5%) of the 21 applicable cases.

This item was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that (1) there was a strong bond between the parent drat the child t
agency supported through facilitating frequent visitation or, (2) there was not a strong bond between the parent anduh#ehild,
agency made concerted efforts to promote bonding through frequent visitation or services designed to strengthen the parent-chil
relationship. In the one case that received a rating of Area Needing Improvement, the reviewer determined that the agency had
made diligent efforts to locate the father.

Stakeholders did not comment on this issue.

Determination and Discussianltem 16 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because reviewers determined that in 95 percent
of applicable cases, the agency supported the parent-child relationships of children in foster care.

[ll.  CHILD AND FAMILY WELL-BEING

Well Being Outcome 1

Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 12 11 33 66.0
Partially Achieved: 2 10 1 13 26.0
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 1 0 4 8.0
Not Applicable: 0 0 0 0
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STATUS OF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 1

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 1. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved for only 66.0 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 90ipstdent requ
a determination of substantial conformity.

A general finding of the CFSR process was that ODJFS is not consistent in its efforts to ensure that families have erdtityded cap
provide for their children’s needs. For example, caseworkers did not consistently meet requirements for face to facihcontact w
parents or guardians. In addition, the service needs of children, parents and foster parents were not thoroughly &ssesesed or s
were not provided in 32 percent of the cases. Finally, the agency was not consistent in involving parents and childase in the
planning process.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Well-Being Outcome 3 are presented and discussed below.
Item 17. Needs and services of child, parents, foster parents
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 17 was applicable for all 50 cases. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine
whether the agency had (1) adequately assessed the needs of children, parents, and foster parents; and (2) provided the service
necessary to meet those needs. The results were the following:

* Item 17 was rated as a Strength in 34 (68%) of the 50 applicable cases (18 of which were foster care cases).

* Item 17 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 16 (32%) of the 50 applicable cases (8 of which were foster care cases).

Reviewers made the following determinations from the case records and case-related interviews:

» Children's needs were assessed in 44 of the 50 cases and services were provided in 42 cases. There were 5 cases in which
reviewers determined that the services received were not appropriate to the children’s needs.

» Mothers’ needs were assessed and/or services provided in 35 of the 43 cases for which an assessment of mothers’ needs was
applicable.

» Fathers’ needs were assessed and/or services provided in 18 of the 33 cases for which an assessment of fathers’ needs was
applicable.

» Foster parents' needs were assessed in 20 of the 22 foster family cases, and services were provided in 15 cases.

42



Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when there were no unmet assessment or service needs for the childreiosparents, or
parents. However, in six cases, reviewers rated the item as a Strength even though they noted that there had been little or no
assessment of the fathers’ needs or provision of services to fathers in those cases. In these cases, reviewershested/¢nat fat

not fully involved with the children. Also, one case was rated as a Strength although there was no assessment of ttie needs of
foster parents, because the agency had provided some services.

A rating of Area Needing Improvement was assigned to cases in which reviewers made the following determinations:
« Children or parents had identified services needs that were not met during the course of the case (10 cases).

« Children's or parent's needs were either not assessed or not assessed in sufficient depth (5 cases).

» There was no follow up on service provision to assess participation or progress (1 case).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that ODJFS is effective in meeting families’ needs for hard services, sagh as housi
assistance, but is less effective when service needs are more complex, such as substance abuse treatment. This pribbiierd was att
to a lack of adequate funding in the community for key services. One stakeholder said that the need for mental healttasswrices
great that a high percentage (he estimated about 70 percent) of referrals made by the child welfare agency could neihe address
Other stakeholder comments on service array are provided in the discussion of the systemic factor of Service Array mithe Syste
Factors section.

Determination and Discussionitem 17 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 32 percent of the
cases, reviewers determined that ODJFS had not been effective in addressing the needs and services of children, pdosigs, and/or
parents. Specific problems identified in the case review process were unmet service needs and incomplete assessoadiyts, specifi
assessments that were not sufficiently comprehensive to identify underlying problems, such as domestic violence or sudestance ab
Information from stakeholders and the Statewide Assessment suggests that a key barrier to meeting the services needs of childre
parents, and foster parents is the lack of comprehensive services in the State.

Item 18. Child and family involvement in case planning
Strength ___X_ Area Needing Improvement
Review Findings:An assessment of item 18 was applicable for all 50 cases. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine

whether parents (including pre-adoptive parents or permanent caregivers) and children (if age-appropriate) had beenthe/olved in
case planning process, and if not, whether their involvement was contrary to the child's best interest. A determinati@modniy
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in case planning required that a parent (or child) had actively participated in identifying the services and goals itlickidasgen
plan. This assessment produced the following findings:

» Item 18 was rated as a Strength in 35 (70%) of the 50 cases (20 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 18 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 15 (30%) of the 50 cases (6 of which were foster care cases).

In assessing this item, reviewers made the following determinations:

* Mothers were appropriately involved in the case planning process in 38 cases. In 7 cases, the mother was not involed but shou
have been. There were 2 cases in which the mother was not available to participate, and 3 cases in which the mothtois participa
was considered to be contrary to the child's best interest.

» [Fathers were appropriately involved in the case planning process in 20 cases. In 4 cases the father was not involad but shoul
have been. There were 18 cases in which the father was not available to participate, 7 cases in which the father's paascipatio
considered to be contrary to the child's best interest, and 1 case in which the reviewers could not tell if the fathdévedas invo
case planning.

« Children were appropriately involved in the case planning process in 22 cases. In 12 cases, children were not invollred althoug
reviewers determined that they were old enough to have been involved. There were 16 cases in which reviewers determined that
the children were not old enough to participate in the case planning process.

Cases were assigned a rating of Strength for this item when reviewers determined that all relevant parties had acpeatédpartici

the case planning process. Cases were assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that one or mor
of the key parties had not been involved in the case planning process. Reviewers noted that although it was common practice to
present the case plan to the family for review once it had been developed, this did not constitute engaging familiesasstioé pro

case plan development.

Determination and Discussionitem 18 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in
30 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that ODJFS had not appropriately involved parents or childsen in the ¢
planning process. According to the Statewide Assessment, it has been anecdotally reported by parents and foster patatets in the
that they are not involved in developing the case plan and that case planning, for the most part, is a "cookie-cutteT fetivity
Statewide Assessment noted that parents reported that they are afraid to use the court process to dispute the cortsmisar the c
that their public defender is unhelpful, and that the agency is unresponsive to their input. Parents also said (a® r&tsdwidéa
Assessment), that they just agree to do whatever the agency requests in order to get their children returned. A sroap fuxtes gr
that a barrier to the parents’ participation is created when their attorney advises them not to speak with the agency.
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Item 19. Worker visits with child
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: Forty-nine cases were applicable for an assessment of item 19. One case was determined to be not applicable for
assessment because the family left the area and could not be located. In conducting this assessment, reviewers weee to determi
whether the frequency of visits between caseworkers and children were sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of #fetghild's s

and well-being and whether visits focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainmeitis dfhe res

the assessment were the following:

* Item 19 was rated as a Strength in 44 (90%) of the 49 applicable cases (25 of which were foster care cases).

« Item 19 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 5 (10%) of the 49 applicable cases (1 of which was a foster care case).

Reviewers noted the following with respect to frequency of visits for the 26 foster care cases:
» In 6 cases, visits typically occurred once a week.

* In 2 cases visits typically occurred twice a month.

* In 18 cases visits typically occurred once a month.

Reviewers noted the following with respect to frequency of visits for the-B8me cases:
* In 2 cases, visits typically occurred once a week.

* In 4 cases visits typically occurred twice a month.

* In 12 cases visits typically occurred once a month.

* In 5 cases visits occurred less frequently than once a monthly.

Cases were assigned a rating of Strength for this item when reviewers determined that the frequency and quality of ersits betwe
caseworkers and children was sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of the child's safety and well-being. Cases svare rated a
Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that (1) worker visits with children were not sufficiently frequerth® meet
needs of the child (2 cases); (2) visits were of sufficient frequency but did not focus on issues pertinent to casegaoring, s
delivery, and goal attainment (1 case); or (3) worker visits were not sufficiently frequent and when they did occur, tlkdwarker

focus on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment (1 case). In one case assignedraaating of A
Needing Improvement, there were no visits because the case had not been assigned to a worker for a period of six mpnths (1 case
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Determination and Discussionitem 19 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 90 percent of the
cases, reviewers determined that caseworker visits with children were of sufficient frequency and quality. In mostwnstatioas,
met or exceeded State policy, which requires face-to-face contacts with the child at least once a month, although marenfraciuent
is required with children during their first month in a foster care placement.

Item 20. Worker visits with parents
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:An assessment of item 20 was applicable for 44 of the 50 applicable cases. Cases that were considered not
applicable for an assessment of this item were those in which (1) parental rights had been terminated and the pareatgyesere no |
involved in planning for the child; or (2) the parents could not be located despite diligent efforts by the agency. Restieviers

assess whether the caseworker had sufficient face-to-face contact with the children’s mothers and fathers to promotetttEnment
child's permanency goal or to ensure the child's safety and well being. The results of this assessment were the following:

» Item 20 was rated as a Strength in 29 (66%) of the 44 applicable cases (15 of which were foster care cases).

« Item 20 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 15 (34%) of the 44 applicable cases (6 of which were foster care cases).

In assessing item 20, case reviewers made the following determinations: (1) in 21 cases, parents were visited at tieastignce a
(2) in 12 cases, parents were visited less frequently than once a month; (3) in 10 cases, mothers were visited at heastirobae a
fathers were visited less frequently than once a month; and (4) in one case the father was visited monthly but the msiieer was v
less frequently than once a month.

Cases were rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that visits occurred with sufficient frequency to meet theemsds of pa
and children and that visits focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment. Gésgssvare r
Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that visits were not sufficiently frequent to meet the needs of parents and
children (9 cases); visits did not focus on substantive issues pertaining to the case (3 cases); or the father was mowockeded

visits (3 cases).

Determination and DiscussionThis item was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 34 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that visits with parents were not sufficiently frequent or of sufficient qualiptédipeom

safety and well-being of the child or enhance attainment of case goals. However, in many cases worker contact withqeatedts exc

State requirements. According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio guidelines for visitation between the case worker atg] the pare

46



as of December 2001, require that caseworkers establish face-to-face contact with parents in both foster care and icdsome servi
cases on a monthly basis and that visits involve monitoring of case plan objectives.

Well Being Outcome 2

Outcome WB2: Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 11 11 9 31 83.8
Partially Achieved: 0 4 0 4 10.8
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 1 0 2 5.4
Not Applicable: 3 7 3 13

STATUS OF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 2

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 2 based on the finding that 83.8 percent of the eas@s revie
were found to have substantially achieved this outcome, which is less than the 90 percent required for substantial cbméormity.
general finding of the CFSR process was that the agency was not consistent in assessing children's educational neeitgjand provid
appropriate services to meet those needs.

The findings for the item assessed for Well Being Outcome 2 are presented below.

Item 21. Educational needs of the child

Strength __X_ Area Needing Improvement
Review Findings:An assessment of item 21 was applicable for 37 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable for
assessment were foster care cases in which the children were too young to be enrolled in school or preschool, or ing®me servic

cases in which the children did not have needs pertaining to education-related issues. In assessing this item, reviewers were
determine whether children's educational needs were appropriately assessed and whether services were provided to niset those nee
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The results of this assessment were the following:
* Item 21 was rated as a Strength in 31 (84%) of the 37 applicable cases (21 of which were foster care cases).
» Item 21 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 6 (16%) of the 37 applicable cases (3 of which were foster care cases).

Reviewers reported the following additional findings with respect to this item:

» Of the 33 cases in which it was determined that educational services were needed, it was determined that services were provided
29 cases.

« Of the children receiving educational services, 13 were in special education, 4 received tutoring, 4 received earlymt&rventio
received educational advocacy, 4 had Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) meetings, and 2 received other services.

» All but one of the relevant foster care cases had school records in the case file.

* In all of the relevant foster care cases, foster parents or relative caretakers received the children’s school redondsoét the t
placement.

* In eight cases, the children experienced multiple school changes as a result of placement changes in foster care.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item if there was evidence that the agency had assessed the children’s edgcatidnal need
had provided services to meet those needs (if necessary). Cases were assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement when
educational needs were not fully assessed (5 cases), or educational needs were identified but not addressed with sejvices (1 ca

Some stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that the agency assigns a high priority to meeting children’s
educational needs, particularly children in foster care. Stakeholders also noted that foster parents frequently arecttesgadv
children and ensure that they receive the educational services they need. Stakeholders expressed concern, howevegrdaheut wheth
educational needs of children in residential care are being adequately addressed.

Determination and Discussionitem 21 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because reviewers determined
that in 16 percent of the cases, the educational needs of children were not adequately addressed. The key problerartderddied p

to cases in which children showed evidence of school-related behavioral problems, developmental delays, learning disafaitities,
poor school performance yet no assessment of needs was completed and services were not provided.
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Well-Being Outcome 3

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

Clark Franklin Washington | Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 7 15 8 30 69.8
Partially Achieved: 2 2 2 6 14.0
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 4 1 7 16.3
Not Applicable: 4 2 1 7

STATUS OF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 3

Ohio did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 3. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 69.8 percent of the applicable cases, which is less than the 90 patdentrequire
determination of substantial conformity.

In general, the CFSR process found that ODJFS was not consistently effective in meeting children’s physical or mentatibealth ne
although in most cases, these needs were adequately addressed. The key problems identified with respect to physidakkealth ser
were (1) that health screening and services were delayed for some children, (2) some children were not receiving préheatige hea
services, or (3) some children were not receiving services to meet identified health needs. The key problems idengtiaddvtdh r
mental health services were (1) that some children had mental health needs but were not receiving services to addrdss (hpse nee
mental health services were delayed for some children, or (3) the services were provided too infrequently to be effective.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Well-Being Outcome 3 are presented and discussed below.

Item 22. Physical health of the child
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement
Review Findings:An assessment of item 22 was applicable for 36 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable for this

assessment were in-home services cases for which no physical health issues were identified. One foster care case dastonsidere
applicable for an assessment of item 22 because the child was in foster care for one day. In assessing this item, revi@wers we
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determine whether (1) children's physical health needs had been appropriately assessed, and (2) the services desitposd to meet t
needs had been, or were being, provided. The findings of this assessment were the following:

* Item 22 was rated as a Strength in 30 (83%) of the 36 applicable cases (22 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 22 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 6 (17%) of the 36 applicable cases (3 of which were foster care cases).

In general, cases were rated as a Strength when the children’s health needs were routinely assessed and services guiedided as ne

Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

» Health screenings and services for health needs were delayed (2 cases).

» The child had specific needs for health care services that were not being met (1 case).

» There was no evidence that children were receiving preventive health care services (1 case).

» Conflict between the child’s health needs and the parent/child visitation plan was not addressed (child had a serious medical
condition that was aggravated by stressful visits) (1 case).

» There was no documentation of the child’s health needs in the case record (1 case).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue observed that the State has helped expand the availability of health care coverage. Some
stakeholders noted that obtaining optical and medical services is not a problem, although dental care can be an issue. Other
stakeholders reported that there are areas of the State that lack medical providers who will take medical cards, inddtsling dent

Determination and Discussionltem 22 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 17
percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that ODJFS was not adequately addressing the health needs fafstéildren in
care and in-home services cases.

Item 23. Mental health of the child
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings:An assessment of item 23 was applicable for 41 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable were
foster care cases in which the child was too young for an assessment of mental health needs, and in-home servicesltéises in whic
children’'s mental health needs were not an issue. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether (1) nmegdkhealth
had been appropriately assessed and, (2) appropriate services to address those needs had been offered or provides .ofThe finding
this assessment were the following:

* Item 23 was rated as a Strength in 28 (68%) of the 41 applicable cases (18 of which were foster care cases).

» Item 23 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 13 (32%) of the 41 applicable cases (7 of which were foster care cases).
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For the 41 applicable cases, reviewers noted that children's mental health needs were "significantly assessed" in 28atigses, “pa
assessed” in 7 cases, and “not at all assessed” in 3 cases. Reviewers also reported that mental health needs weserf&tnificant
for 29 cases, “partially met” for 5 cases, “not at all” met for 3 cases, and “none identified” in 4 cases.

Cases were assigned a rating of Strength if mental health needs were "significantly” assessed and the children's nme#ds health
were "significantly" met. The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that assessments and
services were provided only partially or not at all. The following problems were found in cases rated as Area Needingdniprovem

» Service needs were identified but not met (7 cases).

» There was a considerable delay in providing a mental health assessment or needed services (4 cases).

» Mental health services were not provided with sufficient frequency to meet the child’s needs (2 cases).

All stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that there are significant problems in the State peltammgto
mental health services for children because of the scarcity of services. Stakeholders noted that in some areas, r® services ar
available, and in areas where services are available, there often are long waiting lists before families can acceds seeizithe
sites included in the onsite review, stakeholders reported that the agency is able to provide services without a wapyigkkeugh
providers do have waiting lists for their services.

Determination and Discussionitem 23 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 32 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that children's mental health needs were not being adequately addressed by ODJFS. This
determination is consistent with stakeholders’ perceptions that there are problems in obtaining adequate mental hedibh services
children. The determination is not consistent with Statewide Assessment information pertaining to mental health seimidesnfor c

in foster care. According to this information, when a child enters substitute care, part of the comprehensive Healthartiagk scre
includes a psychological assessment of the child. However, evidence of this practice was not consistently found amengaties fost
cases reviewed for the CFSR.
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SECTION 2: SYSTEMIC FACTORS

IV.  STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUS OF STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Statewide Information System. Findings with respect to the itemfasskssed
factor are presented below.

Item 24. State is operating a Statewide information system that, at a minimum, can readily identify the status, demographic
characteristics, location, and goals for the placement of every child who is (or within the immediately preagdL2
months, has been) in foster care.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item has been rated as a Strength because the Family and Children Services Information System (FACSIS) meets the requireme
that, at a minimum, the state can readily identify the status, demographic characteristics, location, and goals for thiegblacenje
child who is (or within the immediately preceding 12 months, has been) in foster care.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the Family and Children Services Information System (FACSIS), established in 1986,
supports child welfare services in Ohio. Eighty-three of 88 counties run a microcomputer version called Micro-FACSIS. The
remaining counties, those with the largest populations (Cuyahoga, Hamilton, Franklin, Summit, and Lucas), have theiryawn locall
developed systems. Each county-run system interfaces with FACSIS by extracting data via a modem. FACSIS maintains
demographic information on families including the family’s history of abuse and neglect, information on children’s placasnents a
custody status, information on court hearings, and information on licensing. County social workers collect data usimmpaper fo
Agency clerks transfer the data from these forms to the computer data entry screens.
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As noted in the Statewide Assessment, FACSIS provides management information, compliance data, case tracking services, and data
to support program evaluation, assessment, family/foster home licensing, and a Title IV-E payment system. It can track risk
assessment completion, compliance with the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS), compliance with
provisions of the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA), and State legislative changes. The Statewide Assessment also notes,
however, that FACSIS does not provide automated decision-making support and it is unclear how much of the information in FACSIS
is actually used by managers and caseworkers for decision making. Although specific case events are entered into the system,
information is not integrated or organized throughout the life of a case. Data entered into the system are not ead#yfacdassib

reporting and analysis. Also, statewide directories of foster homes, adoptive homes, and the numbers of children needithg foste
adoptive placement are not available online for use by counties.

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that because FACSIS is an event-driven system with limited integration of case informatio
strong data integrity is lacking. To address this concern, ODJFS is in the process of implementing software that welIR{I&Ash
to identify the children behind the data.

In addition to FACSIS, the Statewide Assessment reported that in July 2000 the Family Assessment and Planning Tool (FAPT) was
introduced for use by child welfare caseworkers. It reflects Ohio child welfare practice and procedures in an effort tmstsppor
effective and prompt delivery of services. It does not automate all casework practice, but addresses the functionahbykof case
assessment and planning, guiding the worker through family risk assessments and case plans. The application has resulted in
automation of several forms, integration of case information, recording of historical case information, and paperwork r&thection
FAPT does not replace or interface with FACSIS. It is used voluntarily by 71 counties. As of March 2002, approximately 23,000
families have been entered in the database.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue generally were in agreement that FACSIS has many limitations. Stakeholders noted that
FACSIS data are not consistent; that different counties use different systems, which makes aggregating data difficutband open
error; that the reports generated are not of high quality or meaningful for management or decision-making purposesgara$t¢hat th
plan, risk assessment, and semi-annual review (SAR) data must be reentered into a separate system that does nottémkde the sta
system. Stakeholders also reported that counties cannot access information (i.e. child abuse and neglect reports) frenane ano
families that have resided in other counties, and that information from service providers is not always entered in a tigrely man
Finally, stakeholders noted that some providers have their own information systems and therefore entering information into the
agency’s system becomes an extra burden for them.
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There is general agreement among State agency personnel and external Stakeholders that the State needs a SACWIS system that is
user-friendly and that is useful for planning purposes at both the State and local levels. Advantages of a SACWIS sgstéme inclu

ability to check readily for abuse and neglect reports across county lines. A SACWIS system would allow for foster caetoe-ent

be tracked more accurately across county lines. A Request For Proposal for a SACWIS vendor was released December 11, 2002.

Despite the concerns expressed by many stakeholders, most expressed the opinion that FACSIS can be used to track information
regarding a child’s length of placement, family demographics, and service planning. Stakeholders internal to the chiadevafare
noted that the agency operates a help desk and has staff dedicated to training on the system. Internal stakeholdktisadlso note
efforts are currently underway to generate management reports from the FACSIS system.

V. CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2X 3 4

STATUS OF CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Ohio is not in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Case Review System. Findings with regard to specifisass®d a
for this factor are presented below.

Item 25. Provides a process that ensures that each child has a written case plan to be developed jointly with the child’s
parent(s) that includes the required provisions.

Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement
Item 25 has been assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although State Code and Rule require that all chi&ren in fost

care have a written case plan completed within a maximum allowable time of 60 days, State data for the past three yaatheshow th
number of children who had a case plan completed within that time was 86 percent.
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As noted in the Statewide Assessment, Ohio Code and Rule require that caseworkers prepare written case plans with spegific elem
for each child receiving services from a PCSA or private child placing agency (PCPA). When there is court involvement with the
family, case plans are to be completed no later than 30 days from the date the complaint was filed or the child wad &rsaplace

from his or her home, or prior to the hearing, whichever occurs first. When there is not enough information availablet® compl
elements of the plan, a maximum of 30 additional days is allowed to gather the necessary information.

All PCSAs must enter the completion dates of the case plans into FACSIS. According to the Statewide Assessment, in the past 3
years, approximately 86 percent of the children reported to FACSIS had a case plan completed within 60 days of entedrey foster
However, no statewide data are available to demonstrate the quality and effectiveness of case planning.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that, despite the implementation of family case conferences in many PCSAs, pasrnts and fost
parents reported that they are not involved in case planning and that case planning is, for the most part, pro fornadsoParents
indicated that they are afraid to use the court process to dispute the contents of the case plan and that they perteideférdpub

as not helpful and the agency as not responsive to their opinions.

The perceptions of stakeholders interviewed as part of the onsite review process are consistent with the information tiegported i
Statewide Assessment regarding the lack of parent involvement in the case planning process. In addition, the case ssview proce
found that in 30% of the cases reviewed, parents and children did not participate in the case planning process. Soresssideehold
indicated that the case plan is too complex a document and that it is often difficult for families to understand. Aldorisistnot
designed to measure a family’s progress. Despite these identified concerns, a few stakeholders expressed the opicése that the
planning process is improving and that caseworkers are moving away from a “cookie cutter” approach.

Item 26. Provides a process for the periodic review of the status of each child, no less frequently than once every 6 months,
either by a court or by administrative review.

__X__ Strength _____Area Needing Improvement

This item was rated as a Strength because State Code and Rule require a semi-annual review (SAR) for each child in foster care.

According to the Statewide Assessment, many PCSAs have set SARs on a 5-month review schedule to ensure that the 6-month

requirement is met and to further expedite movement toward permanency, however FACSIS data for 2001 showed that a SAR had
been completed for approximately 86 percent of children who had been in placement for longer than 6 months.
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During the SAR, an agency staff person without line authority would be part of the review process. This person getemally is si
during the process and plays a low-key role in the process. Case specific external stakeholders are invited to b@muaesd,the
however the meeting is facilitated by the worker of record. This meets the guideline given by the State, which is sihentohs tb
the third party.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue were in agreement that the reviews are generally held in a timely manner, buhatiggested t
the local court structure has an impact on the timeliness of reviews. In addition, most expressed the opinion that thaveaews
positive impact on expediting permanency for children. A few stakeholders expressed concern about whether all releveerteparties
provided with sufficient notification about upcoming reviews.

Item 27. Provides a process that ensures that each child in foster care under the supervision of the State has a permanency
hearing in a qualified court or administrative body no later than 12 months from the date the child entered foster
care and no less frequently than every 12 months thereafter.

Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

This item was assigned a rating of Area Needing Improvement because court rules do not always coincide with State law regarding
ASFA requirements.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, Ohio policy requires that a permanency hearing occur every 12 months for children in the
custody of an agency. At the hearing, the court must approve the permanency plan and the time schedule for attaining.permanenc
Because the State agency has only recently implemented a mechanism for collecting information regarding 12-month reviews,
statewide data regarding the percentage of children who have had hearings is not available. However, according taléhe Statewi
Assessment, the State expects that the percentage of children experiencing timely permanency hearings will increase as courts
institutionalize hearings into their systems.

Most stakeholders commenting on this issue said that permanency hearings are relatively new for the State and thadcowt rules
always coincide with State law regarding ASFA requirements. Some stakeholders expressed the opinion that permanency planning
hearings are perfunctory and that the courts are not playing as large a role as they could in focusing the child welfane agency
expediting permanency. A few stakeholders suggested that during the permanency hearings, the court tends to focus make on pare
rights than on the child’s best interest. The child welfare agency should continue to work closely with the courts taensurée th
practices are consistent with Federal requirements.
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Item 28. Provides a process for termination of parental rights proceedings in accordance with the provisions of the Adoption
and Safe Families Act.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item was rated as a Strength because the State has a process for the termination of parental rights proceedingsiwabcorda
the provisions of AFSA.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio State policy requires that if a child has been in the temporary custodyyf@n agenc

12 or more months of a 22 consecutive month period, the agency shall file a motion for permanent custody or Terminatital of Pare

Rights (TPR) unless exceptions are noted, such as:

» The agency believes there is a compelling reason not to request TPR and that it is not in the best interest of the @dnild to fil
permanent custody.

» The services required in the case plan have not been available or provided.

» The agency has already been granted permanent custody.

» The child has been returned home pursuant to court order.

Several stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that the 12-month State requirement for filing for TPR exceeds the ASFA
requirement of 15 months. However, some stakeholders also noted that although TPR petitions are filed within requireabstimefram
the hearings often are delayed based upon defense attorneys’ requests for continuances. Stakeholders indicated thairkeasy casew
use the exception that “the services required in the case plan have not been available or provided” to delay filing foictiaRy pa

when the service involves substance abuse treatment.

Item 29. Provides a process for foster parents, preadoptive parents, and relative caregivers of children in foster care to be
notified of, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respect to the child.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item was assigned a rating of Strength because Ohio provides a process for foster parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relat

caregivers of children in foster care to be notified, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing éspeetith r
the child.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio policy requires that ODJFS natification be provided to foster parents, pre-adoptive
parents, and relative caregivers of children in foster care of any review or hearing held with respect to the childreari thost

of the local agencies assume responsibility for this task, although some courts assume this responsibility for the angsuarlheari
Statewide Assessment also notes that training for foster parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relative caregivers thailesbheade av
through Ohio’s Child Welfare Training Program, emphasizes their ability to participate in all reviews and court hearings.

Stakeholders reported that foster parents, adoptive parents, pre-adoptive parents and relative caregivers are notifidalyin writi

either the court or agency of the various hearings. In one of the counties included in the onsite review, foster paeehtsatpor
they receive notification and usually attend the hearings. Foster parents report that they have an opportunity to beahieasl at h

VI.  QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the factor of Quality Assurance System. Findings with respect to the specificatanfisrass
this factor are presented below.

Item 30. The State has developed and implemented standards to ensure that children in foster care are provided
quality services that protect the safety and health of the children.

_X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item is rated as a Strength because Ohio has developed and implemented standards to ensure that children ingfoster care ar
provided quality services that protect the safety and health of children.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, the rules of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) set standards to ensure that children in
foster care placements are provided quality services that protect their health and safety. The rules address the ass&ssntieat of
child, provision of services, training of staff, and overall agency operations. All OAC rules must be reviewed every 5 years.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that local agencies can impose additional or higher standards for their own agency to ensur
quality service provision. For example, the Public Children Services Association of Ohio (PCSAO), an advocacy group ocdmprised
85 PCSAs, developed "Child Protective Services Standards for Effective Practice” in 1996. It also created a standaitds oversigh
committee responsible for reviewing progress with implementation of standards, identifying barriers to implementation, and
identifying additional standards. It is currently reviewing and revising its standards. In addition, to assist PCSAding grality
services, ODJFS offers to reimburse agencies for a portion of costs incurred for achieving accreditation of their prdggams by t
Council on Accreditation (COA) for Child and Family Services.

Stakeholders confirmed that the standards for effective practice are being redeveloped and updated. They note that although th
majority of counties use these voluntarily, there is no monitoring system. Most counties do strategic planning and itleerporate
standards as they identify standards that relate to the achievement of goals. A stakeholder noted that 8 countiegdraractredit
State is moving towards all counties being accredited.

Item 31. The State is operating an identifiable quality assurance system that is in place in the jurisdictions where the seesi
included in the CFSP are provided, evaluates the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service
delivery system, provides relevant reports, and evaluates program improvement measures implemented.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item was rated a Strength because The Child Protection Oversight and Evaluation (CPOE) Quality Assurance System evaluates
the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service delivery system, provides relevant reports, angregadunate
improvement measures implemented.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio established rules for the creation of the CPOE system in 1997. CPOE reviews of
PCSAs take place on-site every eighteen months and focus on key delivery processes and essential client outcomes within a
continuous quality improvement framework. The CPOE process uses core indicators that provide necessary information to support
county practice and management. In each review stage, a core set of indicators is chosen. The review identifies te strengths
weaknesses for each core indicator and the PCSA and ODJFS develop strategies for improvement and identify technical assistance
needs. The on-site review process concludes with a detailed report of the findings of the review. After receiving the FRO&A
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creates a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) to address areas of concern identified in the report. ODJFS monitors the agessy’s pro
in achieving the goals in the plan.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, ODJFS releases two reports based on the CPOE process. The Outcome Indicator Report,
which is released twice a year, contains statewide and county-specific data pertaining to selected outcome indicatarsihat focu

safety and permanency. Using this report, each PCSA can measure its performance against historical data and comibare itself to
State or other PCSAs. At the end of the year, ODJFS releases a Comprehensive Annual Report that provides a summary of CPOE
findings. According to the Statewide Assessment, since implementation of the CPOE system, ODJFS has experienced improvements
in its ability to achieve better outcomes for the children and families served.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue praised the CPOE process and expressed the opinion that it helps protect thafagalth and s
of children. Several stakeholders reported that the majority of the counties look forward to the CPOE reviews and hasesthcorpo
the reviews into their 5-year strategic planning process. Stakeholders noted that recently, specific benchmarks hawktoetbe adde
CPOE review. These benchmarks were perceived as promoting consistency across counties and giving counties tangible goals to
focus on in their improvement efforts.

VII.  TRAINING

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3 4 X

STATUS WITH RESPECT TO TRAINING

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Training. Findings with respect to items assessed forrtars facto
presented below.
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Item 32. The State is operating a staff development and training program that supports the goals and objectives in the CFSP,
addresses services provided under titles IV-B and IV-E, and provides initial training for all staff who deliver these
services.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 32 was rated as a Strength because the State has a specified competency-based curriculum focusing on core jobfarquirements
new staff provided at regional training sites statewide to maintain consistency and quality. The State also maintaingexh automa
tracking system that can readily identify all staff who have and have not attended specific training modules. Thereigan ongo
evaluation component of the training at multiple levels to assess appropriateness and effectiveness of the initial Wdhg pro

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, Ohio established the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program (OCWTP) in 1985. Its mission is
to provide a comprehensive, competency-based, in-service training system that provides high quality, culturally respoihsible, fa
centered, job-related training for staff in public child welfare agencies. Core training for child welfare workers int6hdey a

curriculum. All core workshops offered through the OCWTP have standardized Ohio-specific curricula. All PCSA caseworkers
complete a minimum of 90 hours of in-service training during their first year of employment. These training requirematydean o
fulfilled by taking courses offered through the OCWTP. According to the Statewide Assessment, the training program tracks
participants’ attendance.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that the State provides an outstanding training programthi&tey noted
core training is provided by the State and is of consistent quality across counties. They also noted that caseworksoss, sambrvi
managers all participate in training. Some stakeholders indicated that the State is responsive to expanding trainirentopics wh
necessary. Recently, for example, changes to the curriculum were made in response to a need for more training on aloodol/subst
abuse treatment services, sexual abuse treatment, and adoption by foster parents. Stakeholders also praised therbadirigr inco
into the core training ongoing procedures for evaluating its content and effectiveness. The key concern identified with respec
training was the need for some local agencies to have training specific to their environments, which currently is notratiaglable

State training program.

Another concern expressed by stakeholders pertained to the absence of a standard training curriculum for staff of larate provi
agencies. Although private agency staff can attend State training on a “space-available” basis, there often are notetwugh slo
accommodate all of the State employees. Also, the agencies in the private sector do not receive IV-E funding to paiydte any pr
training they provide for their staff.
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Item 33. The State provides for ongoing training for staff that addresses the skills and knowledge base needed to carry out
their duties with regard to the services included in the CFSP.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 33 was rated as a Strength because there are specific Statewide ongoing training requirements for both caseworkers and
supervisors that allows for individualization of training needs based on job responsibilities and employee knowledgd, skills an
experience.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, all caseworkers are required to complete 36 hours of in-service training anrngatly after t

first year of employment. Supervisors are required to complete 60 hours of in-service training during their first ygmrasear su

and 30 hours each year thereafter. Training may be from OCWTP, through college courses, or by attendance at Natiowal Associati
of Social Workers (NASW)-sponsored conference or other approved conferences. All workers engaged in the provision of adoption
services are required to be certified as adoption assessors and participate in mandatory training offered by ODJFS.

According to the Statewide Assessment, in order to respond to the ongoing training needs of caseworkers and supervisors, OCWTP
piloted two programs in 1998 and 1999—Advanced Skill Building Programs for Supervisors (a 9-month program) and Advanced Skill
Building for Caseworkers (a 3-month program). The training effort for caseworkers is designed to provide them with artppportun

to learn and apply advanced knowledge and skills to improve their efforts in building relationships with children ancgfamilies
engaging children and adults.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that the OCWTP is nationally recognized for excellence in training and that seaachl States
Canadian provinces have used it as a basis for developing their training systems. In addition, in 2001, OCWTP surveyed PCSA
directors, administrators/managers, line supervisors, and caseworkers to determine satisfaction with training offered byf@CWTP.
survey found that all levels of staff viewed the training as effective at increasing knowledge and skill.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue were in agreement that ODJFS supports ongoing training designed to ensure thaéstaff enha
their abilities and knowledge. These stakeholders also agreed that the State makes available specialized trainingapicspecific

when necessary, including training in risk assessment and in substance abuse assessment. A few stakeholders noted that OCWTP
provides cross-training for staff of other community agencies, such as TANF. Stakeholders also noted that training fieeds speci
county administrators are in the process of being identified and addressed.
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Item 34. The State provides training for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of State
licensed or approved facilities that care for children receiving foster care or adoption assistance under title IV-E
that addresses the skills and knowledge base needed to carry out their duties with regard to foster and adopted
children.

X _ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 34 was rated as a Strength because training is required by State rules, made available by local agencies forrmbth foster a
adoptive parents and ODJFS monitors compliance with training requirements during on-site review of agency records.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio requires that foster caregivers operating a family home have at least t2imogrs of t
before certification and an additional 12 hours of training before a child can be placed in the home. There is an ammugl conti
training requirement of 20 hours for family foster caregivers. Specialized foster caregivers operating either treatnfenhésster
foster homes serving medically fragile children are required to complete 36 hours of pre-placement training and 30 hoalrs of ann
continuing training. In addition, agencies are required to develop and implement a written training plan for each fostetitareg
specifies the training courses the caregiver must complete during the certification period. The training plan must esdugéand

of the specific criteria used by the agency to determine whether the caregiver has demonstrated a minimum level of corajpetency i
areas of the training curricula.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, PCSAs and PCPAs are required to offer their own training to foster parents. Alffeugh ODJ
does not have data to determine the effectiveness of training provided by PCPAs, a survey conducted in 2000 of PCSA executives
regarding the foster parent training program found that 64.4 percent agreed with the statement that the specific nefedsenof their
parents were being met, 11 percent disagreed, and 24.4 percent did not know or were undecided.

In addition to the foster parent training, the Statewide Assessment reported that training is required for adoptive fheents on
adoption process, child development, separation and loss, cultural issues, dealing with behavioral challenges, andhilalriewy for ¢
who have been sexually abused. To determine the effectiveness of training offered for adoptive parents through OCWTP, PCSA
executives were surveyed in 2000. The findings were the following: 55.5 percent of respondents stated that they tieéeve that
training needs of their adoptive parents were met, 11.1 percent disagreed, and 33.3 percent did not know or were undecided.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that childcare workers in residential facilities receive a minimum of 20 hoursaf orientati

within the first 30 days of employment and an additional 32 hours in the first year. After the first year, staff mus24duaive of
training annually. The majority of training offered to childcare staff is provided by counties and private agencies.
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Also noted in the Statewide Assessment was that ODJFS requires training to help adoptive and foster care parents, wogkers in gr
homes, and case managers understand the issues confronting adolescents preparing to live independently.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue verified that the State requires training for foster parents and adoptive pare@BH#A8 tha
monitors compliance with training requirements during its on-site agency review of records. They noted that the majaitigsof fa
participate in a combined “foster/adopt” training. Several stakeholders reported that there is a great deal of mentorfiogtermong
parents and there is a newsletter produced by the agency designed to keep foster parents up to date on training opdortunities a
issues.

VIIl. SERVICE ARRAY

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3X 4

STATUS WITH RESPECT TO SERVICE ARRAY

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of service array. Findings pertaining to the specific itenmdodlaga
factor are presented and discussed below.

Item 35. The State has in place an array of services that assess the strengths and needs of children and families and determin
other service needs, address the needs of families in addition to individual children in order to create a safe home
environment, enable children to remain safely with their parents when reasonable, and help children in foster and
adoptive placements achieve permanency.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 35 was rated as a Strength because the State offers a wide array of services to meet the needs of children and families.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, the State offers a comprehensive array of services to meet the physical, mental,
psychological, substance abuse, behavioral, therapeutic, and environmental needs of the children and families it sehilds in the
welfare system. At a minimum, the State mandates that PCSAs provide the following services either directly or through an
arrangement with a community services provider:

» Case management

» Therapeutic services

» Homemaking or home health aide

» Counseling

» Protective day care

» Diagnostic services

» Emergency shelter

e Substitute care

e Adoption
* Information and referral
o Life skills

* Unmarried parent services

The State also has implemented efforts to support kinship care arrangements that are outside of the foster care system based on
recommendations from the Kinship Care Services Planning Council. These efforts include: the Kinship Navigator program, to
provide information about community services to kinship caregivers; Information and Referral through the Help Me Grow program,;
the Kinship Care Advisory Board; and the Kinship Caregiver Power of Attorney and Authorization Affidavit, legislation (not yet
passed) that would allow kinship caregivers access to health care for children and to be able to enroll children in school.

According to the Statewide Assessment, however, PCSAs are concerned about the lack of placement resources for childeen age twel
and older and the scarcity of behavioral health services for children. As a result, some children have had to be pl&tai aut of
order to have their treatment needs met.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue verified that the State has a wide array of services to meet the needs of chitdiea and fa
served by the child welfare system. However, stakeholders also noted that there are long waiting lists for many ofghe service
particularly mentoring, mental health, and substance abuse treatment services for women. Some stakeholders reportiscathat there
significant service gap in the area of dental services because there are only a few dentists who will accept Medicaid payments.
Another service gap identified was a secure facility for juvenile sex offenders. Other stakeholders expressed concertackofit th
culturally appropriate services for the growing Hispanic and Somalian populations. With regard to this issue, stakehdltexs note
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simply using translators does not mean that services will be culturally appropriate. Instead, caseworkers need a gesigerdinowl
cultural issues to be able to assess risk and provide effective interventions. Stakeholders in one county raised cone@msnityat
has lost $7.5 million in TANF block grant flexible spending dollars. This translates into 34 program/service cuts. $emdads
mental health services, counselors at the high school who identify students with depression and who are at risk fopragcide, a
that helps children learn by alternative learning styles (Kids on Campus program), school clothes for children, and sgrfa fundin
the School Outreach Prevention Project (SOPP).

Several stakeholders praised specific services available to families, such as parenting education, homemaker servidgs, and fami
preservation services. A few stakeholders identified a program called Help Me Grow as having the potential to contidinitegto at
permanency, safety, and well being for children. Another program—Family to Family—was described as effective in builciéng servi
capacity at local community levels. Another program praised by some stakeholders is the SOPP (School Outreach Prevéntion Projec
program, providing services to children and their families at home and school. There are eleven prevention speciglistgamthe

All six school districts within the county are served. The program focuses on children in grades kindergarten throisghttas laa
abstinence (teen pregnancy prevention) program aimed at the middle school level, the “RSVP” program. Other programs receiving
praise from stakeholders were Family and Children First, ProtectOHIO, and Family Stability.

Item 36. The services in item 35 are accessible to families and children in all political jurisdictions covered in the State’s
CFSP.

Strength _X_ Area Needing Improvement

Item 36 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement because unstable and disparate funding from county to county, and insufficient
availability of services such as mental health and substance abuse treatment, negatively affect Ohio’s ability to deligervieesle
to children and families

According to the Statewide Assessment, the intensity and variety of available supportive services and the method ofrglelivery va
from county to county and are based on the county’s individual needs. With 88 counties, courts, and funding sources, each
community is faced with a diverse array of strengths and challenges in the delivery of services. Additionally, theraiatg @3 co
multi-county mental health and alcohol and drug addiction services boards and 7 counties with separate mental health boards and
alcohol and drug addiction service boards. ODJFS has conducted a number of evaluations to assess the availabilitaofossrvices
the State. According to the 1998 Statewide Child Protection Services Needs Assessment study conducted by Hornby-Zeller
Associates, Inc., of the more than 60 services examined, there were only nine that were not adequately available stateatde. Of
nine services, those with the greatest shortfall in client capacity were intensive family preservation, medical/physi@idgxams,
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alcohol and other drug residential treatment. There were, however, particular geographic areas where more serviced.wkre neede
the large (and some medium-sized) counties there were inadequate drug and alcohol assessments, psychological and mental health
assessments, alcohol and drug treatment, protective day care, and transportation services. In response to the studyy&gl,000,00
allocated by the legislature to ODADAS for the prioritization of substance abuse services for families involved in théfateld we

system.

The Statewide Assessment also discussed the systemic barriers to the provision of mental health and substance ab&se services.
example, as pointed out in the Statewide Assessment, although basic mental health and substance abuse services aeaghovided in
county, most counties are not able to maintain a full spectrum of care (e.g., detoxification, outpatient, inpatient, tesédeTaid,

etc.). Consequently, the PCSAs have to make arrangements for clients to travel significant distances in order to aecgss necess
services. This was noted to be of great concern to the State because the lack of local services often limits theralhylity of fa
members to participate in treatment and consequently may negatively impact the effectiveness of treatment.

All stakeholders commenting on this issue confirmed information provided in the Statewide Assessment concerning theavariation i
service array across counties in the State. Some stakeholder noted that in rural areas, and in the Appalachian aukas tinepartic
necessity to travel long distances to access services and the correlating need for transportation services, presemhsilgnfizst

to efforts on the part of local child welfare agencies to access services for children and families.

Stakeholders in the sites included on the onsite review identified a number of service gaps specific to their commudiitngs, incl
housing, placement resources for juvenile sex offenders, mental health services, independent living services, inpatigntgalcohol
treatment, residential treatment for girls, therapeutic foster care, wraparound/community-based services, transitiorfalr sbevices
MRDD population, services for the developmentally delayed, treatment resources for adult and youth sexual abusers, residential
facilities, childcare, and transportation. One stakeholder identified a need for therapists who understand the issatissepar
loss that children experience as part of being in foster care or in an adoptive placement.

Stakeholders also described divergent resources in their communities. According to stakeholders, one of the sitestireluded in
onsite review lost $7.5 million in TANF block grant flexible spending dollars, which resulted in 34 program cuts. Stakieholders
another site expressed the opinion that their county is resource rich and has a successful demonstration site for thex IV-E waiv
program.
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Item 37. The services in item 35 can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and families served by the agency.
__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 37 was rated as a Strength because through means such as the analysis of individual county needs and the fleadbidity allow
ProtectOHIO, services can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and families served by the agency.

According to the Statewide Assessment, services can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and farfifies. In 19
Ohio received a Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration Project, which is called ProtectOHIO. Since the inception of the waivier, 14 Oh
counties have been able to take advantage of considerable flexibility in spending limited funds on a wide range of @hild welfar
services. This has enhanced the ability of these counties to individualize services to families.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that the State’s practices of having flexible funding available and of psdicrg$snd
systems have enhanced the ability of ODJFS to meet the individual service needs of children and families. This has been
demonstrated through local and State cluster funds that are administered through local and State Family and ChildreailBirst Coun
An example provided by stakeholders is the Family Incentive Funding that is used to support the Lice Busters Prograthén one of
sites. One county agency subsidized a bus system to supplement the city transit system. The bus operated during affthours and
weekends so that clients could get to jobs and social services.

IX.  AGENCY RESPONSIVENESS TO THE COMMUNITY

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUS OF AGENCY RESPONSIVENESS TO THE COMMUNITY

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Agency Responsiveness to the Community. Findings withtregard to
specific items assessed for this factor are presented below.
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Item 38. In implementing the provisions of the CFSP, the State engages in ongoing consultation with tribal representatives,
consumers, service providers, foster care providers, the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and
family-serving agencies and includes the major concerns of these representatives in the goals and objectives of the
CFSP.

__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 38 was rated as a Strength because, by its extensive consultation with and attention to the concerns of consumers, service
providers, foster care providers, courts, and other public and private and family-service agencies, the State involwbs them in
development of the Child and Family Services Plan.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Ohio’s Family and Children First (OFCF) initiative, created by the Ohio General iAssembly
1992, guides the activities identified and implemented in Ohio’s Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP). In 1999 a dGHSs#f the

was sent to a variety of community stakeholders for review and comment, including representatives from mental health services,
juvenile corrections, alcohol and drug addiction services, and children’s advocacy associations. The Statewide Assessieeht also

that many activities and programs included in the CFSP are the result of recommendations from the Governor’'s Task Force on
Investigation and Prosecution of Child Abuse, which is a multi-disciplinary task force that reviews and evaluates thargiiatg’s h

of child abuse and neglect cases and makes recommendations to ODJFS. Activities that are planned or have been implemented as a
result of recommendations by the task force include expedited appeals of TPRs and the establishment of family drugaraumntis for p

who abuse or neglect their children because of substance abuse or addiction.

Also, according to the Statewide Assessment, another partner in the development of the CFSP is the Supreme Court of Ohio. The
Court and ODJFS work together to plan and develop activities and programs that are funded by the Court Improvement Project and
the Children’s Justice Act and that are designed to improve family law procedures for dependent, neglected, and abused children

Another type of collaborative effort has evolved from the CPOE, which is the child welfare monitoring process implemented by
ODJFS. A major component of CPOE is interviews with community partners including juvenile court judges, staff from ddvate chi
placing agencies, foster parents, prosecutors, mental health providers, family services providers, and drug and alcohol treatme
providers.
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Finally, the Statewide Assessment also identifies the Child Welfare Reform Shareholders Group, formed in 1999, as a partnership
designed to assist ODJFS in improving quality services to children, support families, and strengthen communities. to #wglition

43 members of the group, more than 400 Ohioans participated on nine subcommittees. Members include parent advocates, foster
parents, representatives from the General Assembly and State agencies, county commissioners, staff from public andprivate chil
serving agencies, childcare providers, juvenile court judges, and personnel from statewide advocacy organizations.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue generally praised ODJFS for its collaboration with the community and noted that Ohio has
very inclusive process for involving all parties in the CFSP. One stakeholder expressed the opinion that the commumisytperceiv
agency to be open to comment and criticism and willing to work with other agencies and organizations. A few stakeholtherts noted
the agency maintains the perspective that all taxpayers are its constituency. As a result, there is a lot of reachmgmuttartity

and community members are encouraged to attend board meetings.

Item 39. The agency develops, in consultation with these representatives, annual reports of progress and services delivered
pursuant to the CFSP.

__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 39 was rated as a Strength. The State provides an annual progress and services report that describes Ohio’s dbrtiiance wi

provisions of its Child and Family Services Plan. The report is written after consultation with the above-named repes@hitive

State provides, as appendices, several additional reports that give a comprehensive view of the child welfare agencyangrograms

initiatives.

The Statewide Assessment notes that annual reports of progress and services delivered pursuant to the CFSP are madbeavailable t

public. Stakeholders noted that the State includes multiple State and county stakeholders and parents in the reviesvreppregyres

Item 40. The State’s services under the CFSP are coordinated with services or benefits of other Federal or federally assisted
programs serving the same population.

__X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 40 was rated as a Strength because of the effort ODJFS makes to assure that the services and benefits of different Federal
programs that serve the same population are coordinated to provide the maximum benefit.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services (OBES) and the Ohio Department of Human
Services (ODHS) merged to form the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services on July 1, 2000. This merger was in recognition
of the need to better coordinate employment and training programs with other human service or social service programef Benefit
the merger include greater flexibility for program customization and control by local communities, improved efficiency through
elimination of multi-agency duplication, and increased effectiveness and accountability through setting of outcome goals and
measurement of performance standards.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that one strategy used to coordinate the services of the CFSP with the servicesond benefit
other public and private agencies serving the same general population is the establishment of county family services planning
committees. These committees, required by the Ohio Administrative Code, serve as advisory boards to the county commissioners
regarding the family services provided in the county. Committees are composed of consumers of family services, representatives
PCSAs, personnel from child support enforcement agencies, members of the Ohio Family and Children First (OFCF) county councils,
staff from public and private colleges and universities, and representatives from labor organizations and other pubéteand priv

entities that provide family services. The committees meet at least once a year to review services, establish goals, and make
recommendations for the implementation and administration of programs and the use of Federal, State, and local funds.

Most of the stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that there is a great deal of coordination @it phegrams
State level. These stakeholders focused on the agency'’s collaboration with schools and the education system, the paite depart
and other State agencies. In one site, stakeholders noted that the county is developing a child advocacy center toritheibea coo
of services among child welfare, police, mental health, and other relevant agencies. Despite the generally positiveqidhmeption
agency’s efforts to coordinate service delivery with other agencies, some stakeholders identified specific barriers tmoaordina
collaboration including turnover of personnel in leadership positions, variation in available financial resources amosg agencie
different funding sources (i.e., Medicaid and Title IV-E), and differences in the structure and mandates of child weltdreeatibnt
and alcohol/drug addiction services.

X. FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PARENT LICENSING, RECRUITMENT, AND RETENTION

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Conformity

Rating 1 2 3X 4
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STATUS WITH REGARD TO FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PARENT LICENSING, RECRUITMENT, AND RETENTION

Ohio is in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention.
Findings for the items pertaining to this factor are presented below.

Item 41. The State has implemented standards for foster family homes and child care institutions which are reasonably in
accord with recommended national standards.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 41 was rated as a Strength because the licensing standards as contained in the Ohio Administrative Code are raesomably in
with recommended national standards.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the legal standards for family foster and adoptive homes and the licensing réquirements
residential facilities are in Ohio Administrative Code Sections 5101:2-7-02 through 5101:2:7-15.

Stakeholders noted that standards are in existence for foster homes and child care institutions. Some concerns ware raised abo
uniform application of standards; most stakeholders indicated that efforts are underway to increase consistency. Stakehnidders

that rules are reviewed every 5 years; license recertification takes place every 2 years and includes all original safsty $teend
licensing agency visits a random sample of foster homes.

Item 42. The standards are applied to all licensed or approved foster family homes or child care institutions receiving tif\e
E or IV-B funds.
X _ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 42 was rated as a Strength because the licensing standards are applied uniformly statewide to all licensed or &gaproved fos
family homes or child care institutions that receive title IV-E or IV-B funds.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, foster homes are recommended for licensing to the department by public and private
agencies. The State ensures that licensing standards are applied uniformly through the monitoring process. Relatived tre requ
meet the same licensing requirements as non-relatives in order to receive foster care payments. Relatives who choose not to be
licensed must meet the same requirements as non-relatives when the PCSA approves a relative placement.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that although individual foster homes are licensed for a 2-year period, child widfaaeeagenc
required to conduct some activities annually. An example of this type of activity is an evaluation of support servicesptbeided
caregivers by the agency. Some private and public agencies complete a full licensing review annually. In addition to the re-
certification inspection, private agencies and all residential facilities are inspected at least twice during each 2eyeAt |eesh

one inspection is unannounced. A complaint or allegation against a facility requires an investigation that must beithitis@ed w
days.

Another method to insure that standards are applied uniformly is the standardization of the training requirements fonégster ho
adoptive homes, and caregivers. A few stakeholders commenting on this issue questioned whether standards are uniformly applied

Item 43. The State complies with Federal requirements for criminal background clearances as related to licensing or
approving foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case planning process that includes provisions for
addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive placements for children.

X __ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 43 was rated as a Strength because the State complies with Federal requirements for criminal background cleariulctes as rela
licensing or approving foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case planning process that includes provisions fo
addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive placements for children.

The criminal background checks required by section 2151.86 of the Ohio Revised Code were in effect before the enactment of ASFA

and are more stringent. Because of this, the State opted out of the ASFA provision. Ohio policy requires a criminal bels&gkound
for applicants for foster care, adoption, and residential child care employment.
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Item 44. The State has in place a process for ensuring the diligent recruitment of potential foster and adoptive families that
reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the State for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed.

Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Item 44 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Although Ohio has proper policies and procedures in place and has programs
and initiatives to recruit potential foster and adoptive families that reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of thefohilenem
homes are needed, there are still not enough homes for those children.

According to the Statewide Assessment, ODJFS requires that agencies have written policies describing strategies fajivester care
recruitment. Procedures must ensure that the placement of a child in an appropriate household is not delayed by the ssaech for
race or ethnic placement. Public and private agencies responsible for foster family recruitment or adoptive placemeitdaice re
have diverse methods for disseminating information regarding the children served; strategies to reach all parts of thg fmmmunit
recruitment; strategies for training staff to work with diverse cultural, racial, and economic communities; and stratbeaéiador

with language barriers.

The Statewide Assessment noted that 27 percent of the adoptive families approved within the past 6 years who still henee open ho
studies or cases are of a minority race. Minority children represent 51 per cent of children in temporary commitment aedt55 pe
of children in permanent commitment. Consequently, there is a need to increase the number of minority foster and ad@stive fami

As described in the Statewide Assessment, there has been an increase in the percentage of African American childremadopted fro
1998 (41% of children who were adopted) to FY 2000 (50% of children who were adopted). The Statewide Assessment adtributed thi
increase to the State’s Child Specific Recruitment Pilot Project, designed to find permanent homes for some of Ohid’sd'difficul

place” waiting children. Under this program, monetary incentives are given to agencies that find permanent homes for specified
children. The list of eligible children was developed to ensure that it represented the race and ethnicity of the pingl ciildaén

and included only children who had been in public custody for at least 2 years, were age 10 or older, or were membieig of a sibl
group of 3 or more children.
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Another response by ODJFS to the need to find families for waiting children is the AdoptOHIO. This program, which was initiall
implemented in 1997, provides a fee for services to agencies that place children in adoptive homes and improve the @hio adoptio
photo listing books and website. Of 88 counties, 52 have AdoptOHIO agreements. Sixty-two percent of the waiting children in
custody of agencies with AdoptOHIO agreements at the beginning of the fiscal year were African-American. Fifty percent of the
children adopted from those agencies were African-American. This compares to rates of 21 percent and 9 percent respectively fo
children who were in the custody of non-AdoptOHIO agencies. Rates of adoption of sibling groups are also higher in AdoptOHIO
agencies.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that the State provides funds to counties to recruit foster/adoptive hoongs, to cond
child specific recruitment, and to use a State vendor to conduct media campaigns targeting minority media outlets tye., minori
newspapers, urban radio). Other recruitment strategies noted by stakeholders included an adoption website, community education
booths at community fairs, and contacts with churches.

Item 45. The State has in place a process for the effective use of cross-jurisdictional resources to facilitate timely adeptiv
permanent placements for waiting children.

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

This item was rated as a Strength because the cross-jurisdictional resources that Ohio uses are effective in faciytatiioptiveel
or permanent placements for waiting children.

According to the Statewide Assessment, one way that Ohio has tried to find permanent homes for its waiting children is through
interjurisdictional adoptions. Ohio maintains a web page available to any potential foster or adoptive parent throughited the U
States. The web page contains photo listings of children available for adoption and information about the adoption yeom@ass. E
who inquires about Ohio children available for adoption receives information about the adoption process. Families aeel donsider
match regardless of geographic location.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that Ohio is in the process of becoming a member of the National Adoption Center, which

maintains the nation’s largest web site for waiting children. The State expects that use of the site will provide aargssdema
families to Ohio children and will result in an increase in the number of adoptions.
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Ohio is a member of the Interstate Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance and provides reciprocity to all States.aklowever,
noted in the Statewide Assessment, it can be difficult to facilitate an adoption through the Interstate Compact on thé dtlacemen
Children.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue reported that the State does support and encourage interjurisdictional adoptgins. Althou

some stakeholders complained that cross-jurisdictional placements tend to slow the permanency process, others saidehaitthey we
aware of any problems.
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XI. DETERMINATION OF SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMITY

For each outcome and systemic factor listed below, fivdrkwhere the State is determined to be in substantial conformitiNdng@here the State is

determined not to be in substantial conformity. For each outcome or systemic factor ‘tNgrkpldice a check beside the performance indicator, listed by item

number in this form, that has been determined to be an area needing improvement.

Qutcomes
I. Safety
N Outcome S1
X ltem1
X Item 2
N Outcome S2
Item 3
ltem 4
Il. Permanency

N Outcome P1

X __ltem5
_ X _ltem6
Item 7
X __ltem8
X __Iltem9
Item 10
N Outcome P2
tem 11
Item 12
Item 13
X ltem14
X__Item 15
Item 16

[ll. Child and Family Well-Being

N Outcome WB1

___X_ Item17
X Item 18
Item 19
X__Item 20

N Outcome WB2
_ X Item?21

N Outcome WB3

X Item22
_ X Item23

Systemic Factors

IV. _ Y Statewide Information System

ltem 24

<

N _Case Review System
x__Item 25
Item 26
X__Item 27
Item 28
Item 29
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VI. Y___Quality Assurance System
Item 30
Item 31

VII. Y__ Training
ltem 32
ltem 33
ltem 34

VIII. Y __ Service Array
Item 35
__X__ Item 36

ltem 37

IX. Y ___Agency Responsiveness to
the Community

Item 38

Item 39

Item 40

X

Y __Foster and Adoptive Parent
Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention
Item 41
Item 42
Item 43
__X__ ltem44

ltem 45




