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Tz’: review proved
to me that
Minnesota has a strong
desire to improve outcomes
and goals for children,

as well as continue the
connectivity of parents
and siblings during times
of struggle and agency

involvement.

Peer reviewer following a
Child and Family Service
Review in Nobles County

7775 review was
thorough — we
can't improve service zf we
don'’t know what it is we're

doing. This process gives

us insight.

Peer reviewer following a
Child and Family Service
Review in Lake County

Introduction
Background

Minnesota revised its child welfare quality assurance program and
protocols in January 2003. This revision was made in response to the federal
Child and Family Service Review (CFSR) conducted by the Administration
of Children and Families in 2001. Recommendations from the federal review
included developing a child welfare quality assurance system focused on
evaluating systemic and practice issues that directly impact safety, permanency
and well-being for children and families served through the child welfare
system. Between January 2003 and December 2005, the state child welfare
Quality Assurance Team, along with its county and community partners,
completed Minnesota Child and Family Service Reviews (MnCFSR) in

58 counties.

During 2005, 19 county child welfare systems were reviewed. As in
the two previous years, each county completed a self assessment of its child
welfare infrastructure prior to the onsite portion of the review. While onsite,
a select number of child welfare cases were reviewed and an outcome-based
case review instrument was completed for each case. As part of this case
review process, key persons involved in the case were interviewed to gather
their assessment of the quality and effectiveness of the services provided.
Additionally, while onsite, community stakeholders were interviewed,
providing their perspective of the overall effectiveness of the county child
welfare system in promoting improved outcomes for children and families.
Following the completion of the onsite stage of the review, counties were
provided a detailed report identifying overall ratings of Strength as well as
Areas Needing Improvement for each performance item. Counties complete a
Program Improvement Plan addressing each of the performance items where
less than 85 percent of the applicable cases were rated as strengths.

The federal Administration of Children and Families has not
communicated a final schedule for commencing the second round of federal
CFSRs. From the information provided, it appears the first three states
reviewed in the initial round of state reviews (Vermont, Delaware and North
Carolina) are scheduled to begin their second reviews in late 20006 or early
2007. Minnesota was the fourth state reviewed in 2001, so it appears likely
that the second CFSR for Minnesota will be conducted in 2007.



Measuring Performance

The MnCEFESR provides each county with a baseline performance measure
across seven child safety, permanency and well-being outcomes and 24 related
performance items. This data, along with information from the individual
county self assessment and community stakeholder interviews, is available to
support counties in their program improvement planning and overall child
welfare quality improvement efforts.

In order to analyze MnCFSR data in greater detail, the Minnesota
Department of Human Services (DHS) developed a database with a number
of reporting features. These new 2005 reports are now available and provide
specific information related to a number of child welfare practices and
outcomes. The following are some of the key questions that these new reports
address:

B What percent of child protection (CP) investigations/assessments were
initiated within mandated timelines, and how frequently were children
interviewed or observed as part of this process?

B s the role of fathers in families adequately assessed, and were they engaged
in the case planning process?

® Do agencies evaluate paternal as well as maternal relatives as part of their
mandated relative search practices?

B [s strong performance on caseworker contact with children significantly
associated with strong performance on other MnCFSR performance items?

B Js the use of concurrent permanency planning associated with strong
performance across a range of performance items?

Starting in 2005, DHS issued two statewide performance reports related
to county caseworker’s face-to-face contact with children and parents in
child protection workgroups in 2004. These reports provided counties with
aggregate baseline data that focused on the critical role caseworkers play in
supporting their clients and promoting positive change in the life of children
and families. Performance reports of caseworker face-to-face contact with
children and parents in 2005 will be issued in the same format in 2006.
Additionally in 2006, a statewide county-specific report will be released
that identifies the time elapsed before initial face-to-face contacts in child
protection investigations/assessments. Caseworker face-to-face contact with
children and parents, along with time elapsed before initial face-to-face
contact in child protection investigations/assessments, will also be evaluated
on a limited case-by-case basis as part of the MnCFSR process.

7%5 was a

very valuable
experience. ‘We had great
discussions regarding the
practical applications of
child protection services
and I was happy to learn
that the review process

is inclusive of outside
interviews rather than a
“if it’s not documented

it didn’t happen” type of
mentality.

Peer reviewer following a

Child and Family Service
Review in Ramsey County

enjoyed the process and

Jfound. it to be very
interesting. I do believe
the information will be
beneficial to counties in
assessing and improving

outcomes for families.

Peer reviewer following
a Child and Family
Service Review in
Kanabec County



‘Uery valuable
experience!

The tool is useful and
information given to

the agency provides
constructive feedback.
Even if all of the outcomes
aren’t achieved, you don’t
feel bad about the work
being done because you ger
useful feedback with this
type of evaluation.

Peer reviewer following a
Child and Family Service
Review in Rock County

is review allows
for a comprehensive

study of practice. The
stakeholder and client/
collateral interviews
provided additional
information that
highlighted the workers
efforts that may not have
been included in the
case file.

Peer reviewer following a
Child and Family Service
Review in Roseau County

Observations and Findings
from 2005 MnCFSRs

Safety Performance

In both Safety Outcome 1, “Children are, first and foremost protected
from abuse and neglect,” and Safety Outcome 2, “Children are safely
maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate,” county
performance in 2005 was very similar to the aggregate performance of all
counties reviewed since 2003. Providing services to protect children and
prevent unnecessary removal was rated as a strength in over 90 percent of
the cases reviewed. Minnesota met both National Safety Standards in 2005,
recurrence of child abuse/neglect and incidents of child abuse/neglect in out-
of-home care were lower than the established national standards.

Permanency Performance

Permanency Outcome 1, “Children have permanency and stability in their
living situations,” dropped nearly 11 percent in 2005. This occurred primarily
because of lower performance on Item 5, “Foster care re-entries” and Item
9, “Adoption.” Statewide re-entry and adoption data is contrary to findings
in those same areas for counties reviewed in 2005. Specifically, Minnesotas
performance on foster care re-entries has steadily improved since this national
standard was established. In 2000, 31 percent of children who were placed in
out-of-home care and returned to their home, subsequently re-entered out-of-
home care within 12 months. In 2005, approximately 19 percent of children
re-entered out-of-home care. Additionally, the state has met the adoption
national standard (finalized adoption within 24 months of a child’s most
recent entry into out-of-home care) since 2001. In 2004, over 40 percent of
finalized adoptions met this standard; and in 2005, the standard was met in
nearly 47 percent of the cases.

Performance on Permanency Outcome 2, “Continuity of family
relationships and connections is preserved for children,” dropped 4.42 percent
in 2005. This occurred largely because of lower performance in Item 15,
“Relative placement.” This trend for counties reviewed in 2005 is contrary
to statewide performance. State data indicates that over the last three years,
an increasing percentage of children were placed with relatives. It should also
be noted that in 2005, Item 12, “Placement with siblings,” improved 4.79
percent.



Well-being Performance

Performance on Well-being Outcome 1, “Families have enhanced capacity
to provide for their children’s needs,” dropped 5.64 percent in 2005. Reduced
performance on Items 17, “Needs and services of child, parents and foster
parents,” and Item 20, “Worker visits with parents,” accounted for this change
in performance. For both of these items, a lack of consistent engagement of
fathers was a principle factor in the drop in performance.

In 2005, performance on Well-being Outcome 2, “Children receive
appropriate services to meet their educational needs,” improved 2.42 percent
and was rated as substantially achieved in 92.92 percent of cases. For both
2004 and 2005, Minnesota exceeded the federal substantial conformity
standard of 90 percent for this outcome.

Performance on Well-being Outcome 3, “Children receive adequate
services to meet their physical and mental health needs,” dropped 3.66
percent in 2005. This reduction resulted from lower performance in Item 23,
“Mental health of the child.” In 2005, completion of mental health screening
of children was a new requirement, and inconsistent practice in this area
significantly contributed to the reduction in performance. Performance on
Item 22, “Physical health of the child,” improved nearly two percent in 2005.

really found the review

helpful in looking at
ways to match services ro
identified risks in a more
direct way. The review
also points out that social
workers need to have
the time to do actual
social work and conduct
meaningful face-to-face
contacts with children,
parents and foster parents.

Peer reviewer following a
Child and Family Service
Review in Wright County

]t/]in/e that the reviews
are strength-based

and should remain as
such. The review is such a
learning tool for counties
being reviewed and for the

peer reviewers.

Peer reviewer following
a Child and Family
Service Review in
Pennington County



Appendix

2005 Minnesota Child and Family
Service Reviews

The Department of Human Services conducted Minnesota Child
and Family Service Reviews in 19 counties in 2005. This sample included
counties from each of the five quality assurance regions in the state. The
most populous county reviewed in 2005 was Ramsey County (population
511,035), and the least populous was Cook County (population 5,168).
The number of cases reviewed in each county was based on the county’s
child population. In Ramsey County, 32 cases were reviewed, while in
Cook County, six cases were reviewed. This was the first MnCFSR for
each of the 19 counties. The review established a county-specific baseline

ifiy-cight counties for each of the seven MnCFSR Outcomes and 24 Performance Items.
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Case Demographics

Cases are randomly selected to represent both placement and in-home
cases. The review focuses on the activity in a case that occurs during a 12-14
month period under review. Each case
has at least 60 days of placement

( ’ he majority of cases
reviewed in 2005

were child protection cases.
Houwever, this represents

or 60 days of services during the only the primary type of
review period. [ tn-home Cases case management being
I Plocement Coses provided. In many child

In 2005, 172 cases were

reviewed: 101 placement cases and protection cases, children

are also involved with
childrens mental health or

71 in-home cases.

Primary Presenting Problem

Neglect and physical abuse were the most commonly cited primary reasons
for agency involvement in both placement and in-home cases reviewed.
Additional information on primary reasons for agency involvement included: (151 cases)

juvenile corrections.

B Child protection

In-home Cases
Abandonment (1%)

Child's Behavior (1%)

Other Substance Abuse by Parent(s) (3%)
Mental Health of Child (3%)

Mental Health of Parent (3%)
Medical Neglect (3%)

Emotional Maltreatment (3%)
. Neglect (24%)

Sexual Abuse (3%)

Domestic Violence (4%)

Alcohol Abuse by Parent(s) (4%)

Methamphetamine Abuse by Parent(s) (10%)

Physical Abuse (28%)

Placement Cases

Medical Neglect (1%)

Domestic Violence (1%)

Alcohol Abuse by Parent (2%)

Other Reasons (3%)

Mental Health of Parent (4%)

Substance Abuse By Child (1%)

Child's Behavior (6%)

Neglect (29%)
Mental Health of the Child (6%)

Abandonment (8%)

Physical Abuse
(15%)

Sexual Abuse (9%)

Methamphetamine Abuse by Parent(s) (11%)

B Childrens mental
health (11 cases)

B Other child welfare

(nine cases)

B Juvenile corrections

(one case)

ises reviewed in

C2005 involved
multiple and complex
issues. “CAlcohol or

other drug problem of
parents” (which includes
problems with alcohol,
methamphetamine,
cocaine, marijuana and
prescription drugs) was
the most commonly cited
secondary reason for
involvement. Neglect
and mental health of a
parent were also frequently
identified as underlying
issues or secondary reasons

for involvement.



Ages of Children

In-home Cases

Ages 16+
(6%)

Under age 1 (2%)

Ages 13-15 (16%) Ages 1-4 (26%)

Ages 9-12 (24%)

Placement Cases
Under age 1 (2%)

Ages 16+ (18%)

Ages 1-4 (27%)

Ages 13-15 (20%)

Ages 9-12 (16%)



Race/Ethnicity of Children
In-home Cases

Hispanic Ethnicity (can be any race) (5%) Unknown (1%)

Two or more races (2%)

African American/
Black (15%)

American Indian or
Alaskan Native (13%)

Asian (2%)
White (62%)

Placement Cases
Hispanic Ethnicity (can be any race) (8%)

Two or more races (7%)

African American/
Black (15%)

American Indian or
Alaskan Native (15%)

White (54%) Asian (1%)
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Case Related Interviews

One of the hallmarks of the Minnesota Child and Family Service Review

is case related interviews. These interviews are conducted with those directly
involved in the provision or receipt of services in each case reviewed. During
2005 reviews, the 556 interviews included:

Parents (85 mothers/18 fathers)

207 caseworkers

103 parents (85 mothers and 18 fathers)
59 children

57 foster parents

40 providers

36 guardians ad litem

36 others

18 other relatives

Of these, 486 interviews were conducted in person and 70 by telephone.

Other

Other relatives

Case workers

Foster parents

Children

Guardians ad litem Providers

County Self Assessment

The self assessment process provides county agencies with a structure to

evaluate their child welfare systems. County agencies rate the capacity and
effectiveness of their systems across eight systemic factors. The completed self
assessment document provides a firm foundation for conducting the onsite
case review, and developing and completing the county Program Improvement
Plan. Additionally, trends in systemic factor observations and ratings are used
to inform plans for statewide training, technical assistance, practice guidance

and policy development by DHS.



2005 Self Assessment Observations:
A Summary of Key Findings
B Information System: Counties reported that they follow the user policies C ounty supervisors

recommended by the Social Service Information System (SSIS). Some used SSLS in
counties have also developed more specific user protocols to assist social varying degrees to support
workers and supervisors in utilizing SSIS. Some counties indicated that and monitor a range of
they print only specific documents, and relied more heavily on their staff functions. Some
SSIS case files. Other counties reported that they maintain complete 7 SIS iy

electronic and hard case files. The SSIS mentoring system was viewed as ;
) . ) } review case records and
effective, and the regional mentor meetings were seen as a useful vehicle

for sharing practical user information. Counties reported that SSIS was generate 4 variety of child

welfare reporss. Generally,

very complex, had too many screens, and in some cases required multiple

entries of the same information. Data entry requirements were becoming supervisors were becoming
overwhelming, and social workers were spending an increasing amount of more familiar with SSIS
their time at the computer, allowing less time for direct client contact. management features and

B Case Review System: Many counties indicated that they used SSIS and were using them more
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS) Sfrequently.

reports to monitor the status of up-to-date case plans. County supervisors
played an active role in reviewing the quality of individual case plans in
some counties and a less active role in others. Family Group Decision
Making (FGDM), Concurrent Permanency Planning and Family
Assessment were viewed as effective processes to engage parents and, when
appropriate, children in the case planning process. Social workers were
expected to complete the Independent Living Skills section of the out-of-
home placement plan for adolescents. In some counties, social workers
developed Independent Living Skills Plans when youth turned 14 years
old, while in others they were completed when youth reached age 16. T or the most part,

counties viewed,

their Children’s Fustice

The issuance of court orders early in a case to outline the schedule for 90
day review hearings as well as permanency hearings was seen as an effective

practice in promoting timely permanency. Counties reported that 90 day Initiative teams as very
court review hearings were held on a regular basis, but six and 12 month useful in examining
permanency hearings occurred less consistently due in part to inconsistent juvenile court practices,
judicial implementation of the permanency timelines. In some counties and a strong resource for
court administration was responsible for notifying foster parents, pre- improving the quality

. . . S
adoptive parents an‘d relative careglvers.of tht?lr right to a‘tFend and be of the court process for
heard at court hearings. In other counties, this responsibility was not well- , 7

: e , . children and families.
defined and the required notifications were not consistently provided. In
the self assessment document, counties provided considerable information
pertaining to their out-of-home placement planning expectations and

practices, but very little regarding case planning in non-court cases.

B Quality Assurance System: Counties described a range of informal and
formal quality assurance practices designed to improve child welfare
service delivery. All counties indicated that they used their local child
protection screening criteria, along with maltreatment definitions found
in Minnesota statutes to inform agency decision making. Some counties
developed multidisciplinary screening teams that made screening



ounties identified

the availability of
culturally appropriate
services, along with
timely access to mental
health evaluations and
specialized therapeutic
services, as major

challenges.
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decisions and recommendations whether to assign reports for a traditional
investigation or Family Assessment. Some county supervisors met
monthly with staff to discuss cases and provide input on key decisions.
Other supervisors indicated the supervisor/caseworker ratio precluded
them from scheduling regular conferences with each caseworker. Most self
assessments indicated supervisors had an “open door policy” so workers
were generally able to access their supervisor when there was a significant
need. In some counties, supervisors “signed off” on all case plans and
conducted regular, formal case reviews.

Opverall, counties reported an increase in the use of SSIS reports to
monitor service delivery and promote improved outcomes for children
and families. Some counties described in detail how they gathered and
used data and information to inform their practice, and communicate
important program information to the community and their county
boards. Other counties’ approach to quality assurance was less systematic.

Service Array and Resource Development: Counties indicated that

a range of services to preserve families and promote child safety were
generally available. This included a variety of formal evaluations and
community-based services, as well as services located outside the county.
To access these services, clients often need assistance with transportation.
Counties identified some key reunification services, including frequent
visits between children and parents, pre and post in-home family
services, and adequate caseworker involvement and contact with families
throughout the reunification process. Counties reported that timely and
comprehensive relative searches, along with FGDM, were important in
identifying alternative permanency options. Some counties also indicated
that they provided well-defined Concurrent Permanency Planning services
as an additional component of their permanency service continuum.

County use of Structured Decision Making (SDM) tools varied
considerably. Some counties indicated that they thought SDM tools
were very useful in evaluating the need for out-of-home placement,
development of case plans, and making parent/child reunification
decisions. Other counties reported that social workers viewed the

SDM tools as burdensome and chose to rely more on their professional
judgment when making case decisions or recommendations to the court.

Agency Responsiveness to the Community: Counties indicated that the
Child and Community Service Act (CCSA) planning process was a formal
biennial method for consulting with local partners to obtain feedback
about community needs and the effectiveness of agency policies and
practices. County mental health and family service collaboratives, agency
advisory councils and interaction with other community professionals
provided ongoing input. Counties indicated that they were not
particularly successful in obtaining client feedback. A few counties sent
service satisfaction surveys to clients at case closings, but indicated that the
rate of client response was low. The CCSA process was also ineffective in
eliciting client input.



Nearly all the counties reviewed in 2005 reported having an active child
protection team that provided relevant case-specific and system-wide
feedback. In approximately half of the counties, a Child Abuse Prevention
Council (CAPC) was in place to coordinate child abuse prevention
efforts. Some counties had not established a CAPC, but used their child
protection team or local collaborative to address child abuse prevention
issues. Counties located in close proximity to Indian reservations reported
cooperative working relationships with tribal social services. Core training
for new social workers and Indian Child Welfare training offered through
the Minnesota Child Welfare Training System (MCWTS) provided
foundation instruction for county staff. The “Culture of Poverty” training
was described by some counties as particularly relevant and helped staff
to better understand the needs of agency clients. Overall, obtaining useful
cultural diversity training remained a considerable challenge for counties.

Staff and Provider Training: Counties reported sending new child
protection social workers to Core and SSIS introductory training. Some
counties also sent new staff to Indian Child Welfare training. A few
counties established formal pre-service protocols, which included sharing
orientation materials, limiting caseloads, assigning a mentor, and frequent
one-to-one supervisory contact for new workers.

Training for foster and adoptive parents was provided in a number of
ways. Generally, the agency licensing social worker played a key role

in talking with providers about their training needs, and worked with
MCWTS and other training agencies to arrange training to meet those
needs. Some smaller counties developed regional strategies to provide
quality and varied provider training. This included providing the Foster/
Adoption/Kinship training through MCWTS. Although this allowed
providers from several counties access to the training, transportation
remained a barrier for some providers. Overall, evaluation of training
was seen as an informal process. Evaluation results from MCWTS
training courses were not typically provided to counties. Sharing training
information with counties was encouraged and viewed as an important
way to generalize training information across the agency and support
improved outcomes for children and families.

Foster and Adoptive Family Licensing, Approval and Recruitment:
Some counties reported implementing several ongoing and special
event strategies to recruit a diverse range of foster care providers, while
other counties commented that they lacked the necessary resources to
actively recruit foster care providers. Most counties indicated that they
maintained a stable number of foster homes, but often found it difficult
to locate homes for special needs children and sibling groups. Most

counties did not have an adequate number of foster providers of color and

actively recruited relatives to meet child placement needs. Counties near

reservations described having cooperative working relationships with tribal

social service staff, and routinely contacted tribal social service agencies to
assist in locating appropriate homes for American Indian children.

gency

%uppon‘ for
staff training varied
considerably. Some
counties maintained
adequate training stipends
per worker, while other
counties responded to
financial concerns by
reducing agency training

budgets.

13-
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Only one county discussed their efforts to recruit adoptive homes.
They described presenting children at the Minnesota Task Force on
Permanency, registering children on the Minnesota Adoption Exchange,
and preparing traveling files for prospective adoptive families.

B Supervisory and Social Worker Caseloads: Supervisor ratio to social
service staff varied across counties. In larger counties, supervisors managed
social workers with fairly specialized caseloads. The supervisor to social
worker ratio ranged from one supervisor for eight—15 social workers.

In the smaller counties, where supervisors managed multiple program
areas, the supervisor to social worker ratio ranged from one supervisor

for seven—17 social service staff. The size and variety of social workers’
caseloads also varied across counties. In some counties social workers
carried approximately 10 ongoing child protection cases, and in others
social workers carried a mixture of 20-25 child protection and children’s
mental health cases. The educational and/or experience hiring criteria
outlined in the Minnesota Merit System for supervisors and social workers
were observed by counties.

Staff turnover also varied across counties. In counties with significant staff
turnover, lower wages, worker related stress, and long commutes were
cited as reasons for turnover. Decreased revenue lead to staff reductions

in one county, while in other counties revenue shortfalls were addressed
through cutbacks in training and other areas. A few counties described
strong support from their county boards for maintaining the current

level of social worker positions. The 2005 county self assessments were
completed prior to the proposed cuts in federal Child Welfare Targeted
Case Management funding.

Percent of Counties Rating a Factor as a Strength

County agencies rated each exploratory issue and overall systemic factors
on a numeric scale of one to four. Ratings of one and two are considered areas
needing improvement, and ratings of three and four are considered strengths.
The following tables summarize systemic factors rated as Strengths by the 19
counties that completed reviews in 2005.

Information System

Policy and Procedure Development/Implementation | 89%
Planning and Resources for Information System | 100%
SSIS as Management Tool | 12%
Practice or Program lssues | 1%
Overall Systemic Factor Rating | 78%
0% 2[;% 4(;% 6(;% 8(;% ]0;]%



Case Review System

Child in Foster Care Case Plan

Family Participation in Development of Case Plan

Independent Living Skills Plan

Six-month Administrative or Court Review

Timely Permanency Hearings

Notice of Hearings to Foster Parents,
Pre-adoptive Parents, Relative Caregivers

Children's Justice Initiative Team

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

Quality Assurance System

Internal Case Review System/Process

Review of Screening and Track Assignment
for Child Malireatment Reporis

Supervisory Conferences

Pre-placement or Treatment Screening Team

Overall Quality Assurance System

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

0%

Staff and Provider Training
Meeting Overall Training Needs of Child Protection Staff
Working in Conjunction with MCWTS

Staff Training Evaluation/Link to Quality Improvement

Meeting Overall Training Needs
of Foster and Adoptive Parents

Provider Truininﬂ Evaluation/Link
to Quality Improvement

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

| 2%
| 2%
| 78%
| 89%
| 61%
| 78%
| 89%
. . . . | 83% .
% 0% 0 it 0% 100
61%
| 89%
| 83%
| 83%
| 65%
. . st . .
% 0 0% a0 100
| 89%
61%
| 89%
| 89%
61%
. . . . |83% .
0% % 0 0% 0% o
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Service Array and Resource Development

Overall Service Array to Prevent Placement

Overall Service Array to Achieve Reunification

| 83%

Overall service array fo achieve Permanency
When Reunification is not an Option

| 78%

Implementation of Structured Decision Making

| 72%

Availability and Accessibility of Services Offered

| 83%

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

| 83%

| 94%

0%

Agency Responsiveness to Community

20% 40% 60% 80%

Coordination and Collaboration
with Community Stakeholders

| 82%

Consumer/Client Input into Organizational Planning

56%

Child Protection Team

| 78%

Child Abuse Prevention Council 20%

Children's Mental Health or

| 78%

Family Services Collaborative

Policies and Procedures for ICWA Compliance

| 83%

Assessment of Specialized Cultural
Diversity Training Needs

| 72%

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

| 72%
I I I 1

100%

0%

20% 40% 60% 80%

Foster and Adoptive Home Licensing, Approval and Recrvitment

Adequacy of Foster and Adoptive Family Resources

|78%

Recruitment of Foster and Adoptive Families
Who Reflect Ethnic and Racial Diversity

| aa

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

|61%

100

0%

Supervisory and Social Work Caseloads

20% 40% 60% 80%

Organizational Structure

Supervisor-to-staff Ratio/Social Worker Caseloads

|50%

100%

82%

%

Experience and Educational Level of Child Protection Staff

|94%

Agency Experience with Staff Turnover,
Layoffs and Financial Constraints

| 6%

Overall Systemic Factor Rating

|61%

0%

20% 40% 60% 80%

100%



Stakeholder Interviews

During the on-site phase of the Minnesota Child and Family Service
Review, DHS Quality Improvement Unit staff convene stakeholder focus
groups to gain a broader community perspective on systemic issues and the
agency’s capacity to achieve outcomes of safety, permanency and well-being.
County agencies identify key community stakeholders and actively recruit
their participation in the MnCFSR.

B Stakeholder interviews were held in all 19 county reviews.

® Community stakeholder groups of six to eight were interviewed for each
review, resulting in approximately 133 persons interviewed in 2005.

® Community stakeholders included:
® County agency social workers
® County attorneys
® Foster parents
® Juvenile court judges
® Mandated reporters
® DPublic defenders/guardians ad litem
® County agency administration
® Law enforcement
® School personnel
B Tribes

® QOther provider agencies.

Stakeholder Observations

Stakeholders provide a community-wide perspective regarding the impact
of services and programs on the lives of children and families served by county
child welfare systems. Their observations supplement information provided
in the county self assessment and onsite case review findings. The following
themes were derived from stakeholder comments recorded during interviews
conducted in 2005:

B Family Assessment (formerly known as Alternative Response) was viewed
by many stakeholders as a respectful and useful approach for delivering
supportive services to families. Some stakeholders were unclear about what
criteria counties use in determining if a report should be assigned for a
Family Assessment or a traditional child protection investigation. Some
expressed concern that post Family Assessment services are voluntary and
parents are too easily able to disregard service recommendations.

B Stakeholders identified Family Group Decision Making (FGDM) as
an effective tool for engaging extended family in meeting children and
parents’ needs, especially in achieving timely permanency. In some
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counties, FGDM was used frequently at various stages in the life of a case.
In other counties, FGDM was rarely used, and only in the later stages of
cases when parent/child reunification was not likely.

B Clear guidance for caseworkers in assessing the role of non-custodial
parents in child welfare cases was rarely reported. Stakeholders reported
that case practice within agencies varied considerably. Resources for
supporting non-custodial fathers were very limited.

B Timely and comprehensive relative searches were viewed by stakeholders
as a critical practice for identifying relatives willing and able to provide
out-of-home care for children, support child/parent visitation, and help
children maintain important family connections. In some counties,
stakeholders reported that searches were initiated shortly after the child
entered placement and were comprehensive in nature. In other counties,
relative searches were less timely and generally initiated only after child/
parent reunification was unlikely.

B County-wide response to child protection cases involving parental use
of methamphetamine is more coordinated and comprehensive than in
the past. Several counties have developed mutually agreed upon response
protocols involving key law enforcement, medical, and social service
community professionals. The increased use of methamphetamine has
significantly taxed community resources.

B [n counties where the Children’s Justice Initiative (C]JI) teams are well
developed, stakeholders observed more frequent use of settlement
conferences resulting in few contested Child in Need of Protection or
Services (CHIPS) hearings. Permanency timelines were carefully observed,
and children, parents and professionals involved in the court process were
more informed and knowledgeable.

B ]n cases where the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) applied, stakeholders
noted that regularly scheduled case consultation meetings between tribal
and county caseworkers led to improved communication and teamwork.
When ICWA cases moved closer toward permanency, interpretation
of federal and state statutes became more complicated, and the roles of
county and tribal staff less clear.

Data on Outcome and
Performance ltem Measures

The following table lists the aggregate county performance across each of
the seven outcomes and 24 performance items. The first data column on the
left represents the combined performance of all 58 counties reviewed from
2003 through 2005. The second data column lists the combined performance
of all 19 counties reviewed in 2005. The final column illustrates the
performance difference between columns one and two. N represents the raw
number of cases that applied to each outcome and performance item measure.



Performance on Quality Assurance Measures:

KEY:

Comparison between 2003-04 and 2005 MnCFSR Findings
OUTCOME RATINGS (Shaded) % Substantially Achieved

PERFORMANCE ITEM RATINGS (Not Shaded) % Strength

N = number of applicable cases per outcome/item

Outcome or Performance Item

MnCFSR
2003-04

2003-04
N=

MnCFSR
2005

2005
N=

% Change

76.20%

Outcome S1 Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect
ltem 1 . Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment . 68.

Minnesota
Supplement

Screening and assessment

ltem 2 - Repeat maltreatment 91.96% 460 135
Outcome $2 - Children ure_sufely maintained in their homes whenever possible 7782% 514 76.36% 165 1 .46%
. ond approprigte TR : :
ltem3 Services to family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal 86.92% 428 90.37% 135 3.45%
‘ttem4 Riskof harm fo chid(ren) 81.05% 512 77.58% 165 3.47%

Ll

Children have permanency and stability in their ||V|ng sifuations

. Foster care re-entries

. Permanency goal for child

. Reunification or transfer of legal custody fo a relative

) Adoption

. Permanency goal of long-term foster care

. SIGblIlIYOffOSIer((]replu(emem 8544%
| e ey it
S
753%%
R

314

]86

62.36%

85.15% 1
83.17% 1
76.27%
 57.69%
| 5652%

-10. 72%

Continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children

81.65%

Item 11

) II'em 12‘”.”

II'em 13
II'em 14

Mem15

Item 16

. Proximity of foster care placement :

Placement with siblings

. Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care

. Preserving connections

Relative placement

E Relationship of child in care with purenis -

8473%

. 77.23% .
TV A Ya e
oo
e
8535% ¢
| 7968

97.67%
1100.00%
. 8500%”?”“
- 8317%
. 7553%
| 86.05%

101
86

94

Ovutcome WBI1

Mtem20 - Worker visis with parent(s)

Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children's needs

- Needs and services of child, parents and foster parents :

Child and family involvement in case planning :

i Worker visits with child

51.57%

45.93%

60.63%

g
= 90%.,?
e

- 54.07%

6279% 172
o
- 5661% 15

Outcome WB2

Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs

92.92%

ltem 21

- Educational needs of child

92.92%

Outcome WB3

Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental

- health needs

67.74%

ltlem22

ltem 23

Physical health of the child

Mental health of the child

78.54%

84.30%

73.91%
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Outcome and Performance

Item Measures

The first bar graph in this section illustrates the ranked order of 2005
performance on Outcomes. The outcome ratings represent the percent of
cases rated as “substantially achieved.” In order for an outcome to be rated
substantially achieved, the key performance items within that outcome
area must be rated as Strengths. This is the same criteria used by the federal
Administration of Children and Families when conducting state Child and
Family Service Reviews. The second bar graph lists the ranked order of 2005
performance on Items. The percentage across from each item indicates the
percentage of cases rated as a Strength for that item.

Ranked Order of Performance on Outcomes, Percent of Cases Rated as
“Substantially Achieved” in 2005

Outcome WB2 | 93%

Outcome S1
Outcome P2
Outcome S2

Outcome WB3

| 78%

| 77%

| 76%

| 68%

Outcome P1 | 62%

Outcome WB1 | 46%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%



Ranked Order of Performance on Items, Percent of Cases Rated as
“Strengths” in 2005

ITEM 12: Placement with siblings | 100%

[TEM 11: Proximity of foster care placement | 99%

ITEM 21: Educational needs of the child | 93%

ITEM 2: Repeat malireatment | 93%

ITEM 3: Services to family fo protect child(ren) | 90%
in the home and prevent removal ’

ITEM 16: Relationship of child in care with parents | 86%

TEM 6: Stability of foster care placement | 85%

ITEM 22: Physical health of the child | 84%

ITEM 7: Permanency goal for child | 83%

[TEM 14: Preserving connections | 83%

ITEM 13: Visiting with parents
and siblings in foster care | 81%

ITEM 4: Risk of harm to cild(ren) | 78%

[TEM 8: Reunification or transfer of permanent | 76%
legal and physical custody to a relative °

ITEM 15: Relative placement

| 76%

ITEM 23: Mental health of the child

| 74%

Screening and Assessment Supplement

| 71%

ITEM 19: Worker visits with child

|70%

ITEM 5: Foster care re-entry

| 69%

TEM 1: Timeliness of iniﬁutinﬂ investigations
of reports of child maltreatment

| 67%

ITEM 20: Worker visits with parent(s)

| 66%

ITEM 18: Child and family
involvement in case planning

| 63%

ITEM 9: Adoption

| 58%

ITEM 10: Permanency goal of long-term foster care

| 57%

ITEM 17 Needs and services of child,

parents and foster parents

| 54%
1

0%

20%

40%

60% 80%

100%
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O fthe 121
assessments/
investigations reviewed in
2005, 118 were received

prior to CAugust 1, 2005.

The three investigations
that occurred after
August 1 were all
initiated within required
timeframes, and face-to-
Jace contact with children
was also made within

required timeframes.
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Findings from 2005 Case Review
Data Analysis

The MnCEFSR is a structured review process that generates considerable
statewide and county-specific outcome and performance item data. In 2004,
DHS developed a MnCFSR database to capture and share important data
with county and community partners. Data from all 19 county reviews
conducted in 2005 was entered into this dataset. Specific reporting features
were created to address the following critical areas of child welfare practice:

B Initiating timely child protection assessments/investigations, including
time elapsed before initial face-to-face contact with children

B Assessing the role of fathers in child welfare cases
B Engaging mothers, fathers and children in the case planning process

B Determining the association between caseworker visits with children and
performance across other safety, permanency and well-being measures

B Determining the association between use of Concurrent Permanency
Planning and performance across several permanency and well-
being measures.

Time to Initiate Child Protection Assessments/
Investigations and Face-to-face Contact with Children

Timeliness of initiating child protection assessments/investigations and
face-to-face contact with children is evaluated in Item 1 of the MnCFSR.
Assessment and investigation case records are reviewed to determine whether
they were initiated within state required timeframes, and also whether face-
to-face contact with children was made within state required timeframes.
Revisions to state statutes outlining the requirements for initiating
assessments/investigations and making face-to-face contact with alleged child
victims were made in 2005.

Prior to August 1, 2005, state policy required an immediate response
to reports of maltreatment that indicated a child was in imminent danger.
When a report of maltreatment did not indicate imminent danger, the agency
could delay initiation of the investigation for up to 72 hours. Agencies were
required to have face-to-face contact with alleged child victims in the initial
stages of the investigation. State policy regarding the timeliness for initiating
a Family Assessment (formerly known as Alternative Response) required
person-to-person contact with the family within five working days from
the date the report was accepted for an assessment, and face-to-face contact
within 10 calendar days. Since August 1, 2005, state policy requires an
immediate response to reports of maltreatment that allege substantial child
endangerment. When a report does not allege substantial child endangerment,
state policy requires initiation of the investigation or assessment and face-to-
face contact with the family within five calendar days of the date the report is
accepted for assessment/investigation.



There were 121 child maltreatment reports screened-in for assessment
or investigation from the 171 cases reviewed in 2005. The following charts
identify the percentage of assessments/investigations that were initiated within
state required timelines; and the percentage of assessments/investigations in
which face-to-face contact was made with alleged child victims within state
designated timeframes. Overall, 84 percent (102) of assessments/investigations
were initiated within required timeframes, and face-to-face contact with
alleged child victims was made within required timeframes in 74 percent (90)
of assessments/investigations. The charts below provide separate information
regarding findings specific to Family Assessments and investigations.

Family Assessment

Initiation

Family Assessments were initiated
within required fimeframes (85%)

Not initiated
within required
timeframes

(15%)

Face-to-face Contact

Face-to-face contact was
made within fimeframes (75%)

Face-to-face contact
was not made
within timeframes
(25%)

Tere were 81
investigations and
40 Family Assessments
for the cases reviewed in
2005. Findings regarding
initiating a response to a
maltreatment report and
conducting face-to-face
contact with alleged child
victims were consistent
between investigations and
Family CAssessments.
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Investigations

Initiation

Investigations not
initiated within
timeframes (16%)

Investigations initiated
within timeframes (84%)

Face-to-face Contact

Face-to-face contact
was not made within
timeframes (27%)

Face-to-face contact was
made within fimeframes (73%)

Assessing the Role of Fathers in Child Welfare Cases

Six MnCEFSR performance items evaluate case practice and service
provision separately for fathers and mothers. Analysis of the information
demonstrated that, in all of the applicable items, agencies were less likely to
engage and involve fathers than mothers. Fathers had less frequent visits with
their children in out-of-home placement, and caseworkers had fewer contacts
with fathers than mothers. Fathers’ needs were assessed less frequently, and
they were less likely to have their identified needs met through provision of
services. The following charts outline the differences between engaging and
involving fathers and mothers in the cases reviewed in 2005. The numbers
and percentages included in this section are for applicable cases only.
Fathers were more likely than mothers to be determined to be “not
applicable” in each of these items.



Item 13: Visiting with parents. The table below addresses the frequency of
visits between parent(s) and their children in foster care. Nearly 50 percent of
mothers had weekly visits with their children, while nearly one third of fathers
had no visits. Total number of applicable cases: 94.

48%
Weekly visits B

Bi-weekly visits

. Mothers

Monthly
Fathers
Less than monthly
No visits
29%
1 1 1 1 J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Item 15: Relative search. This table reflects the number and percentage
of relative searches involving maternal and paternal relatives. Of all six items
addressed in this report, relative searches showed the least disparity between
mothers and fathers. Total number of applicable cases: 94.

Mothers | 69%

Fathers | 62%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parents. The information below
represents the percentage of cases in which efforts were made to maintain
relationships between mothers and fathers and their children in out-of-home
care. There is a strong, but not exclusive, relationship between this item and
Item 13 — supporting and facilitating visits is one way in which agencies make
efforts to support a continued parent/child relationship. The information
below appears consistent with, and supported by, information presented in
Item 13. Total number of applicable cases: 86.

Mothers | 86%

Fathers | 76%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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t is more difficult

for agencies to assess
the role of non-custodial
parents (typically fathers)
for in-home cases than
for placement cases.
There are more distinct
protocols and requirements
in place for including
non-custodial parents
once a child enters out-
of-home care. This
struggle to define roles
and expectations may be
a partial explanation for
the disparities between
mothers and fathers in
Items 17, 18 and 20.
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Item 17: Needs and services. Item 17 is particularly critical to case practice
and overall achievement of positive outcomes for children and families.
Federal CFSR data identifies significant associations between performance
on Item 17 and several other performance items. There are additional
components to Item 17 that are not included here, including assessing needs
and providing services to children and foster parents. Performance on both
in-home and placement cases reflected that mothers’ needs were assessed and
services provided at a much higher rate than for fathers. Total number of
applicable cases: 172.

Assessment of Needs

In-home cases

83%
579 . Mothers

Fathers

89%

Placement cases
64%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Provision of Services

77%
51% - Mothers

Fathers

In-home cases

82%

Placement cases
63%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Item 18: Parent involvement in case planning. The information below
identifies mother and father involvement in the case planning process,
including opportunities to identify strengths and needs, request services,
establish goals, evaluate progress, and attend case planning meetings. The
table below demonstrates great disparity between mothers and fathers in non-
placement cases. Generally, in placement cases, agencies have legal custody
of children for purposes of placement and are obligated to consider non-
custodial parents as potential placement resources. Total number of applicable
cases: 172.

86%

58% . Mothers

84% Fathers

In-home cases

Placement cases
65%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




Item 20: Worker visits with parents. The focus of Item 20 is whether
the frequency of caseworker face-to-face visits with mothers and fathers is

consistent with the needs of the family. In both in-home and placement cases,

less than monthly caseworker contact with fathers was significantly higher
than with mothers. Total number of applicable cases: 157.

In-home Cases

1%

Weekly visits
4%
Bi-weekly visits 13%
11%
. Mothers
55%
Monthly ’ Fathers
27%
Less than monthly Bk
| 58%
0,
At least monthly 15k
| 42%
1 1 1 1 J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Placement Cases
Weekly visits 12%
8%
Bi-weekly visits 30% . Mothers
6%

Fathers

Monthly 30%

34%
Less than monthly 30%
| 52%
At least monthly 7%
| 48%
I I 1 1 J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Engagement of Mothers, Fathers and Children in the
Case Planning Process

The engagement of mothers, fathers and age appropriate children is
evaluated in Item 18. The following tables provide information on the
percentage of cases in which children, mothers and fathers were engaged in
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[the cases reviewed

in 2005, 64.8
percent of in-home and
74.3 percent of placement
cases were rated as a
strength on Item 19.
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the case planning process. If children were determined to be too young to
participate in case planning, their participation was rated as “not applicable”
and those numbers were not included in the information below.

An additional chart includes information on whether current case
plans (including Independent Living Skills plans) were included in the case
files reviewed.

Family Involvement in Case Planning

In-home cases 86%
| - - Children
0
Mothers
69% )
Fathers
Placement cases 84%
65%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Case Plans
_ 0,
In-home cases o A current/written case plan
/A was in the file
Child was age 16 or older and
Placement cases 80% an ILS plan was in the file
84%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Associations Between Caseworker Visits with Children
and Performance Across other Safety, Permanency and
Well-being Data Measures

Following the completion of reviews in all 50 states, the federal Children’s
Bureau conducted an analysis of associations between different performance
items. Through their analysis, they identified that caseworker face-to-face
visits with children had a strong correlation to achievement of positive
outcomes. The following information provides a similar analysis of 2005
Minnesota data. The first dataset provides a comparison of in-home cases:
When Item 19 (Worker visits with child) was a Strength, what percentage
of cases on comparison items were also rated a Strength, versus, when Item
19 was rated an Area Needing Improvement, what percentage of cases on
comparison items were still rated a Strength?

The second dataset provides the same comparison for placement cases: If
Item 19 was rated an Area Needing Improvement, what percentage of cases
were still rated a Strength on the comparison items?



In-home Cases

. Percent of cases rated a Strength when

Item 19 was also rated a Strength

Percent of cases rated an
Area Needing Improvement

ITEM 3: Services to prevent placement

[TEM 4: Risk of harm o child(ren)

ITEM 17: Needs and services of child,
parents, foster parents

[TEM 18: Child and family involvement

in case planning

ITEM 21: Educational needs of the child

ITEM 22: Physical health needs of the child

[TEM 23: Mental health needs of the child |

98%
| 88%
76%
| 72%
48%
32%
63%
56%
100%
78%
7%
|50%
63%
| 50%
L I I | | J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Placement Cases

. Percent of cases rated a Strength when

Item 19 was rated a Strength

Percent of cases rated a Strength when
Item 19 was rated an Area Needing Improvement

E 89%
ITEM 3: Services to prevent placement 77%

[TEM 4: Risk of harm to child(ren)

[TEM 7: Permanency goal

ITEM 8: Reunification or transfer

of custody to relative

ITEM 13: VisiIin? with parents and
siblings in foster care

ITEM 15: Relative placement

ITEM 17: Needs and services of child,

parents, foster parents

[TEM 18: Child and family involvement
in case planning

ITEM 21: Educational needs of the child

ITEM 22: Physical health needs of the child

[TEM 23: Mental health needs of the child |

85%
|64%
81%
| 89%
78%
|74%
87%
| 61%
76%
| 74%
%
| 39%
75%
35%
95%
| 86%
88%
|89%
87%
0,
. . |67% | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

hen comparing

the two
datasets, worker visits
seemed to have a more
positive influence on
safety, permanency and
well-being measures in

placement cases.
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eunification was

the most commonly
identified primary
permanency goal in the
cases reviewed, followed
by adoption and long-
term foster care. Transfer
of permanent legal and
physical custody to a
relative was the least cited
primary permanency
goal. The most commonly
identified secondary
permanency goal was
transfer of custody to
a relative, followed by
adoption and long-term
foster care.

oncurrent
Permanency
Planning was used in 28

of the 101 cases reviewed
in 2005.
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Associations Between Use of Concurrent Permanency

Planning and Performance Across Well-being Measures
Concurrent Permanency Planning was authorized by the Minnesota

Legislature in 1998. Concurrent Permanency Planning means simultaneously
developing two permanency plans for children: a plan for safe reunification
with parent(s), and a plan for permanent placement away from their parent(s)
if they cannot safety return home. The goals of Concurrent Permanency
Planning are to reduce the length of time children spend in foster care, and to
reduce the number of moves children experience while in foster care.

To evaluate the impact of Concurrent Permanency Planning on the cases

reviewed in 2005, a query was developed to compare performance on cases in

which Concurrent Permanency Planning was implemented with performance
on cases where it was not. The information below indicates the percentage of

Planning was used, compared to the percentage of cases rated a

Strength when Concurrent Permanency Planning was not used.

ITEM 5: Foster care re-entries

ITEM 6: Stability of foster care placement

ITEM 7: Permanency goal for child

ITEM 8: Reunification or transfer of permanent
legal and physical custody to a relative

ITEM 9: Adoption

ITEM 10: Long-term foster care

ITEM 11: Proximity of foster care placement

ITEM 12: Placement with siblings

ITEM 13: Visits with parents
and siblings in foster care

ITEM 14: Preservation of connections

ITEM 15: Relative placement

ITEM 16: Relationship of
child in care with parents

ITEM 18: Child and family
involvement in case planning

cases that were rated a Strength when Concurrent Permanency .
Used
84%
| 62%
93%
| 82%
82%
| 84%
83%
| 73%
13%
| 47%
50%
| 57%
100%
| 97%
100%
| 100%
78%
| 82%
89%
| 81%
86%
|11%
82%
| 88%
1%
J8% J
60% 80% 100%

0%

Not used



Concurrent permanency planning summary

B Performance was higher in eight items when Concurrent Permanency
Planning was implemented. The average difference in performance was
+13 percent, with performance on individual items ranging from +3 to
+206 percent.

B Performance remained the same in one item.

B ]n four items, performance was not higher when Concurrent Permanency
Planning was implemented. The average difference was -4.25 percent,
with performance on individual items ranging from -2 to -7 percent.

Cumulative MnCFSR Data on Outcome and
Performance Items with Comparison to
Federal CFSR Performance

Cumulative results of Minnesota Child and Family Service Reviews from
2003 through 2005 provide a broader perspective of overall performance on
outcomes and performance items. As MnCFSRs continue, it will be possible
to identify trends in performance across the state, represented by rural and
urban counties, as well as counties from each of the five regions. Identifying
where counties are collectively demonstrating strengths and areas needing
improvement provides a foundation for department planning and the
development of training and technical assistance.

Federal CFSRs were completed in all 50 states and two districts by
the beginning of 2004. Cumulative results from the CFSRs provide
a national perspective on performance and a context for comparing
Minnesota’s performance.

The following table represents the cumulative Minnesota 2003-05
performance along with federal 2001-04 CFSR performance. The table also
includes a state and federal column for N, the raw number of cases that
applied to each specific outcome and performance item measure.

Additional tables provide a more visual comparison of 2003-05 Minnesota
performance to federal performance.



Performance on Quality Assurance Measures: 2003-05

KEY:

Comparison with Federal Performance

OUTCOME RATINGS (Shaded) % Substantially Achieved

PERFORMANCE ITEM RATINGS (Not Shaded) % Strength

N = number of applicable cases per outcome/item

Federal
Outcome or Performance ltem nGiSR | 200305 1 e red
2003-05 N= =
2001-04
Outcome S1  Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect 76.20% 478 = 83.6% 1,559
ltem 1 Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment 68.75% . 320 754%: 712
Minnesota Screening and assessment 69 57%
 Supplement
ltem 2 Repeat maltreatment 91.96%
‘Outcome S2 m(ﬂlrrldren are sufely murntorned in rherr homes whenever possrble and appropriafe | 77.82%
Item 3  Services fo family to protect child(ren) in home und prevent removal 86.92%
ltem 4 Risk of harm to children 81.05%
Outcome P1  Children have permanency and stability in their living situations 73.10%

. Foster care re-entries

Siobrlrty of fosier care plorement

76 47@

ltem 7 Permonenty goul for child : .

ltem 8 Reunification or transfer of Iegul cusiody toa reIoIrve : 82 80% 186

o W?Adophon 7532%
Irem10 Permunency goul of Iong ferm foster care ~ 75.00%
Outcome P2 Continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children 81.65%
ltem 11 hroximiry of foster care placement 96.48% .....

"em]2~~~

..,"em]sr......,

Hltem 14

PlucemenI erh srblrngs

Vrsnrng wnh parents and srblrngs in foster care

. Preserving connections

i
8271%§ ' '

Item 15 Relorrve plucemenl
ltem 16 Relatonship of child in care with parents 84.73%
Outcome WB1 . Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs 51.57%

tem17

leem'IB
Irem'l9

Needs and services of child, parents and foster parents

(hrld and fumrly |nvo|vemenI in case plunnrng

. Worker vrsns with child

60.63%

71.90%

Irem 20 Worker visits wrih purem(s) 69.49%
Outcome WB2  Children receive appropriafe services fo meef rherr educutronul needs 90.50%
ltem 21 ‘Educational needsof ld 90.50%
Outcome WB3  (Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental healih needs 71.40%
S Phys o heulrhof b chrlud ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0

tem23  Mental health of the child  76.54%
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Performance on Outcomes: Ranked Order of 2003-05 MnCFSR Performance with
Comparison to 2001-04 Federal Performance
. State

Federal

WB2: Children receive appropriate services 9%
to meet their educational needs | 84
0

P2: The continuity of family relationshiops and 82%
connecfions is preserved for children | 7%%

§2: Children are safely maintained in their 78%
homes whenever possible and appropriate | 7%

S1: Children are, first and foremost, 76%
protected from abuse and neglect

84%

P1: Children have permanency and 13%
stability in their living situations 45
0

WB3: Children receive udeﬂuule services to meet 1%
their physical and mental health needs | 69%
0

WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to 52%
provide for their children's needs | 18

| | | | J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

innesota
performance

exceeded federal
performance on six of

seven outcomes.
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innesota
LMDeiformance
exceeded federal
performance on 19 of 23

performance items.
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Performance on Items: Ranked Order of 2003-05 MnCFSR . Sl

Performance with Comparison to 2001-04 Federal Performance

Federal

TEM 11: Proximity of foster care placement ¥ 96%
94%

ITEM 12: Placement with siblings g 9%
86%

[TEM 2: Repeat malireatment 924
93%
. ) ; 91%
ITEM 21: Educational needs of the child
84%
[TEM 7: Permanency goal for child 87%
68%
TEM 3: Services to family to protect child(ren) 87%
in home and prevent removal 80%

TEM 6: Stability of foster care placement E 85%
76%

ITEM 14: Preserving connections 85%
80%
o 85%
ITEM 16: Relationship of child in care with parents Ta
TEM 8: Reunification or transfer of permanent 83%
legal and physical custody to a relative 64%
0,
ITEM 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care % 3%
[TEM 22: Physical health of the child E‘BM
83%
16 4: Rk of hrm o chilen) % Bl%
79%
ITEM 15: Relative placement 80%
75%
ITEM 23: Mental health of child o 79%

76%

ITEM 5: Foster care re-entry

85%

ITEM 9: Adoption P 75%
3%

0,
ITEM 10: Permanency goal of long-term foster care o 75%
[TEM 19: Worker visits with child T2%
66%
. 70%
Screening and Assessment Supplement N/
ITEM 20: Worker visits with parent(s) 69%
56%
TEM 1: Timeliness of iniliuﬁnﬂ investigations 69%
of reports of child maltreatment 75%
s - . . 63%
ITEM 18: Child and family involvement in case planning o
[TEM 17: Needs and services of child, 61%
parents and foster parents 50%
L 1 1 1 1 ]
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%



County Level Performance Data

The following table presents MnCESR 2003-05 cumulative findings with
respect to how counties performed on the outcomes and performance items.
The table provides the number and percentage of counties that substantially
achieved the seven outcome measures, and the number and percentage of
counties that received a rating of Strength on the 24 performance items. This
presentation of county level performance provides a different perspective of
MnCESR performance than previous case level performance.

In order to receive a substantially achieved rating, 90 percent or more of the
cases reviewed in the county have to have a substantial achievement rating. To
receive a rating of Strength, 85 percent or more of the cases reviewed have to
have a Strength rating.

The county level range of performance on outcomes closely reflects the case
level performance. Fifty-two counties received ratings of strength on Item

11, proximity of foster care, while only seven counties received ratings of
strength on Item 17, needs and services. Forty-one counties substantially
achieved Well-being Outcome 2, educational needs, while only three counties
substantially achieved Well-being Outcome 1, families have enhanced capacity
to provide for their children’s needs.
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Number and percentage of counties rated “Substantially Achieved”

Number and percentage of counties rated “Strength”
58 Counties Reviewed in 2003-05

Performance ltems

Outcomes

Number of Counties

Percent of Counties

Ouome o Performance Hom | e o | ot | St | S bl
Performance Performance Achieved Level Achieved Level
Performance Performance
Outcome 1 Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse 14 5%
.................... ondnegled
ltem 1 Timeliness of initiafing investigations of reports of o
P 18 32%
. thid mafreatment s o
ltem 2  Repeat maltreatment 41 72%
Outcome S2  Children are safely maintained in their homes 12 21%
e Whenever possible and approprinte )
ltem 3 - Services fo family to protect child(ren) in home and 34 60%
. preventremoval . e
ltem 4  Risk of harm to child(ren) 25 43%
Outcome P1  Children have permanency and stability in their 16 28%
o Iingsitations )
Item 5 FOVSVTQFF,OFQ{G'e""ieS 777777777777 25 46%
ltem 6 _ Stability of foster care plocement 32 55%
ltem7  Permanencygoolforchild 35 60%
ltem 8 Rgunifi;qjjqn or transfer of Iegul ,‘,",S,'F’,dy, foa relafive 35 61%
ltem 9 Adoption 30 65%
ltem 10 - Permanency goal of long-term foster care 22 59%
Outcome P2 Confinuity of family relationships and connections is 2 38
...... preserved for children
ltem 11 Proximity of foster care placement 52 91%
ltem12 Plocement with siblings 48 87%
ltem 13 Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care 27 A7%
Item 14 Preserving connections 33 57%
ltem 15 Reltive plocement 29 50%
ltem 16 : Relationship of child in care with parents 29 51%
Outcome WB1  Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their 3 5%
.................... chidren’s needs
ltem 17 Needs and services of child, parents and foster parents - 7 12%
ltem 18 (Vhildrqndrfqmily involvement in case planning 9 16%
ltem 19 Worker visits with child 16 28%
ltem 20 - Worker visits with parent(s) 10 18%
Outcome WB2  Children receive appropriate services to meet their 41 71%
........................ educafional needs
ltem 21 Educational needs of the child 46 79%
Outcome WB3  Children receive adequate services fo meet their 10 17%
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, physical and mental healthneeds T
ltem 22 Physical health ofthe child 24 41%
ltem 23 : Mental health of the child 24 1%
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Child Welfare Quality Assurance Staff

NW Region, Lori Munster

man

lori.munsterman@state.mn.us

(320) 255-2452

NE Region, Steve Johnson

Kitison Roseau steve.h.johnson@state.mn.us
Lake (763) 497-0156
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SW Region, Chris Harder-Mehl

christine.harder-mehl@state.mn.us

Lower SE Region, Anne Broskoff

anne.broskoff@state.mn.us

(651) 215-9506 (507) 389-6898
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