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Introduction

The Child and Family Services Reviews (CFSRs), authorized by the 1994 Amendments to the

Social Security Act( SSA), are administered by the Childrenos
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The goals of the CFSR

are to:

0 Ensure substantial conformity with title IV-B and IV-E child welfare requirements using a
framework focused on assessing seven safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes
and seven systemic factors;

O«

Determine what is happening to children and families as they are engaged in child
welfare services; and

0 Assist states in helping children and families achieve positive outcomes.

The CFSR Process

The CFSR is a two-phase process, as described in 45 CFR 1355.33. The first phase is a

statewide assessment conducted by staff of the state child welfare agency, representatives

selected by the agency who were consulted in the development of the Child and Family

Services Plan (CFSP), and other individuals deemed appropriate and agreed upon by the state
child welfare agency and the Childrends Bureau.

The second phase of the review process is an onsite review. The onsite review process
includes case record reviews, case-related interviews for the purpose of determining outcome
performance, and, as necessary, stakeholder interviews that further inform the assessment of
systemic factors. The onsite review instrument and instructions are used to rate cases, and the
stakeholder interview guide is used to conduct stakeholder interviews.

Information from both the statewide assessment and the onsite review is used to determine
whether the state is in substantial conformity with the seven outcomes and seven systemic
factors. States found to be out of substantial conformity are required to develop a Practice
Improvement Plan (PIP) to address the identified areas out of substantial conformity. States
participate in subsequent reviews at intervals related to their achievement of substantial
conformity. (For more information about the CFSRs, see the Child and Family Services
Reviews at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb.)



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb

Integration of the CFSP/APSR and CFSR Statewide Assessment

The CFSR process is intended to be coordinated with other federal child welfare requirements,

such as the planning and monitoring of the CFSP. We are encouraging states to consider the
statewide assessment as an update to their perfor
CFSP and/or Annual Progress and Services Report (APSR) rather than a separate assessment

process and reporting document. Most of the content for the statewide assessment overlaps

with the CFSP/APSR and the same expectations for collaboration with external partners and

stakeholders exist across all planning processes. States can use the statewide assessment

process to re-engage these partners and stakeholders in preparation for the CFSR.

The Statewide Assessment Instrument

The statewide assessment instrument is a documentation tool for states to use in capturing the
most recent assessment information before their scheduled CFSR. Each section, as outlined
below, is designed to enable states to gather and document information that is critical to
analyzing their capacity and performance during the statewide assessment phase of the CFSR
process.

0 Section | of the statewide assessment instrument requests general information about the
state agency and requires a list of the stakeholders that were involved in developing the
statewide assessment.

¢

Section Il contains data profiles for the safety and permanency outcomes. These

include the data indicators, which are used, in part, to determine substantial conformity.

The data profiles are developed by the Childre
Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS) and the National Child Abuse

and Neglect Data System (NCANDS), or on an alternate source of safety data submitted

by the state.

[@]3

Section Il requires an assessment of the seven outcome areas based on the most

current information on the stateb6s performance
analysis and explanatonof t he st ateds performance i n meet.
presented in section Il. States are encouraged to refer to their most recent CFSP or

APSR in completing this section.

[@]3

Section IV requires an assessment for each of the seven systemic factors. States
develop these responses by analyzing data, to the extent that the data are available to

thestateandusi ng external stakeholdersdé6 and partner
refer to their most recent CFSP or APSR in completing this section.

We encourage the state to use this document "as is" to complete the assessment, but the state

may use another format as long as the state provides all required content. The statewide
assessment instrument i s avail ablueebsttactronically
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/resource/round3-cfsr-statewide-assessment.



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/resource/round3-cfsr-statewide-assessment

Completing the Statewide Assessment

The statewide assessment must be completed in collaboration with state representatives who
are not staff of the state child welfare agency (external partners or stakeholders), pursuant to 45
CFR 1355.33 (b). Those individuals should represent the sources of consultation required of
the state in developing its title IV-B state plan and may include, for example, Tribal
representatives; court personnel; youth; staff of other state and social service agencies serving
children and families; and birth, foster, and adoptive parents or representatives of
foster/adoptive parent associations. States must include a list of the names and affiliations of
external representatives participating in the statewide assessment in section | of this instrument.

We encourage states to use the same team of people who participate in the development of the
CFSP to respond to the statewide assessment. We also encourage states to use this same
team of people in developing the PIP. Members of the team who have the skills should be
considered to serve as case reviewers during the onsite review.

How the Statewide Assessment Is Used

Information about the state child welfare agency compiled and analyzed through the statewide
assessment process may be used to support the CFSR process in a range of ways. The
statewide assessment is used to:

O Provide an overview of the state child welfare
review team;
0 Facilitate identification of issues that need additional clarification before or during the

onsite review;

(@]

Serve as a key source of information for rating the CFSR systemic factors; and

[@]3

Enable states and their stakeholders to identify early in the CFSR process the areas
potentially needing improvement and to begin developing their PIP approach.

THE PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF 1995 (Pub. L. 104 13)

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 240 hours for the initial review and 120 hours for
subsequent reviews. This estimate includes the time for reviewing instructions, completing the assessment, and reviewing the
collection of information.

An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information unless it displays a
currently valid OMB control number.



Statewide Assessment Instrument

Section |I; General Information

Name of State Agency: Child and Family Services
CFSR Review Period

CFSR Sample Period: April 1, 2017 to September 30, 2017
Period of AFCARS Data: AB2017
Period of NCANDS Data: FY2017

Case Review Period Under Review (PUR): April 1, 2017 to July 29, 2018

State Agency Contact Person for the Statewide Assessment
Name: Linda S. Wininger, LCSW

Title: Program Administrator | Special Projects

Address: 195 North 1950 West, Salt Lake City, UT 84116
Phone: 801-538-4100

Fax: 801-538-3993

E-mail: Iswininger@utah.qgov

Name: Aude Bermond Hamlet

Title: Program Administrator - Practice Improvement Coordinator
Address: 195 North 1950 West, Salt Lake City, UT 84116
Phone: 801-538-4100

Fax: 801-538-3993

E-mail: abermond@utah.gov



mailto:lswininger@utah.gov
mailto:abermond@utah.gov

Statewide Assessment Participants

Provide the names and affiliations of the individuals who participated in the statewide
assessment process; please also note their roles in the process.

State Response:

All participants listed below were involved in the development and the review of the information
contained in the Statewide Assessment document.

Kelly Peterson - Utah Foster Care Foundation
Mike Hamblin - Utah Foster Care Foundation
Janice Weinman - DHS Office of Licensing
Brad McGary - DHS Office of Services Review
Jeff Harrop - DHS Office of Services Review
Court Improvement Project Committee -

Judge Jeffrey Nolan - Juvenile court judge

Judge Julie Lund - Juvenile court judge

Judge Richards Smith - Juvenile court judge

Judge Mary Manley - Juvenile court judge

Carol Verdoia - Office of Attorney General

Gabriella Archuleta - Administrative Office of the Courts
Katie Gregory - Administrative office of the Courts

Lisa Lokken - Parental Defense

David Carlson - Office of Attorney General
RuthWilson-DHS Chi l drendés Ment al Heal t h
Dawn Marie Rubio - Administrative Office of the Courts
Martha Pierce - Guardian ad Litem Office

Mark Osenbach - DCFS training

Stacey Snyder - Director, Guardian ad Litem

Salt Lake Quality Improvement Committee

Justin Boardman - community member -Boardman Training and Consulting)
Anna Cervantes - Juvenile Justice Services (JJS)

Karen Ellsworth - Department of Workforce Services (DWS)

Carolyn Hansen - Salt Lake County Youth Services

Melanie Hansen - Fostering Healthy Children

Ray Harris - Salt Lake Valley Region Director (DCFS)

Emily Harris - Valley Behavioral Health

Jamie Luna - Kinship Specialist (DCFS)
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Lesley Lundeberg Salt Lake Valley DCFS

Krisse Prestwich - Foster/Adoptive Mother

Arn Stolp - community member

Dan Webster - Utah Foster Care Foundation

Nicole Huntsman - Cottonwood Heights Police Department
Kerri Burns - Salt Lake Valley Associate Region Director DCFS
Kylie Girsberger - QIC Support Staff - DCFS

State Child Welfare Improvement Committee:

Dr. Kristine Campbell, MD - University of Utah Division of Child Protection and Family
Health

Debra Comstock, LCSW - Private Practitioner and Consultant

Jodi Delaney - Salt Lake County Behavioral Health Services

Encami Gallardo-Chi | drendés Service Society

Rachel Pratt - Family Support Center, Salt Lake City

Nicole Salazar-Hall - State of Utah Office of Child Welfare Parental Defense

Julie Steele - University of Utah College of Nursing

Sarah Strang - Volunteers of America

Stacey Snyder - Office of the Guardian ad Litem

Mina Koplin - Salt Lake County Department of Youth Services

Gwen Knight - Prevent Child Abuse Utah

Carol Verdoia - State of Utah Office of the Attorney General - Child Protection Division
Barbara Leavitt - United Way of Utah County

Laurie Vervaecke - Childhelp, Wasatch Front Chapter

Lis McDonald - The Christmas Box International

Leah Voorheis - State of Utah Office of Education

Matthew Minkevitch - The Road Home

Vicky Westmorland - Salt Lake County Behavioral Health Services

Dan Moriarity - Unified Police of Greater Salt Lake

Trent Nelson - Roy City Prosecutor; Conflict/Private Guardian ad Litem

Kelly Peterson - Utah Foster Care Foundation

Charri Brummer - Deputy Director, DCFS

Tonya Myrup - Deputy Director, DCFS

Cassie Selim - Prevention Program Administrator, DCFS

Carol Miller - Program Support, DCFS Division of Child and Family Services Data Team

DCFS Data Unit

Vanessa Amburgey
Carol Cook

Dustin Steinacker
Lauren Rizzo

DCFS Administration

Diane Moore
Tonya Myrup
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Charri Brummer
Ray Harris
Melonie Brown
Shawn Jack
Casey Christopherson
Kyle Garrett
Kevin Jackson
Sarah Houser
Kyla Clark

Tanya Albornoz
Jennifer Larson
Aude Bermond Hamlet
Jean Marie Morris
Marty Shannon
Alisa Lee

Brian Parnell
Cassie Selim
Becky Johnson
Crystal Vail
Jonathan Houser
Cosette Mills
David Florence
Linda S. Wininger

DCFS Professional Development

Lori Giovannoni
Mark Osenbach
James Piper
Chantel Harvey
Nelson Shumway
Melissa Herrera
Reba Nissen

Dan Rich
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Section Il: Safety and Permanency Data
State Data Profile

Utah September 2017
Child and Family Services Review (CFSR 3) Data Profile

Caleulations based on revised syntax (pending verification)
Submissions as of 06-17-17 (AFCARS) and 06-01-17 (NCANDS)

Risk Standardized Performance (RSP)

Risk standardized performance (RSP) is the percent or rate of children experiencing the outcome of interest, with risk adjustment. To see how your state is performing relative to the national
performance (NP), compare the RSP interval to the NP for the indicator. See the footnotes for more information on interpreting performance.

t |l State’s performance (using RSP interval) is statistically better than national performance DQ = Performance was not calculated due to failing one or more data quality (DQ) checks for this
? M state's performance {using RSP interval) is statistically no different than national performance indicator. See the data quality table for details.
3 M state's performance (using RSP interval) is statistically worse than national performance

National
Performance 11B12A 12A12B 12B13A 13A13B 13BL4A 14A14B 14B15A 15A15B 15B16A 16A16B 16B17A
RSP 48.6% 50.6% 519% 484% 477% 48.5% 514%
Permanency in 12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
nthe (entries) 427%A  RSPinterval 46.4%-508%' 48.5%-52.8%' 49.7%-541%' 46.3%-50.6%' 45.6%-49.8%' 464%-50.6%' 49.2%-53.5%
mot s lentries,
Data used 118-144 124-14B 12B-15A 134-158 13B-16A 14A-16B 14B-17A
RSP 57.9% 56.1% 50.0% 64.1% 63.9% 63.3% 60.1%
:f:r:;':e('l'?';; :m} 459% & RSP interval S3A%-624% SLE%-60.T%" 546%-634%" 59.9%-68.2%' 595%-68.1%" 50.1%-67.3%" 55.5%-647%
Data used 13B-14A 14A-14B 14B-154 15A-15B 158-16A 16A-168 16B-17A
RSP 33.8% 37.4% 36.7% 38.5% 38.7% 34.9% 34.6%
Pﬂz:m(;;ym 12} 318% A RSP interval 288%-39.3%" 325%-42.8%' 316%-421%° 335%-438%" 33.5%-442%' 29.8%-405% 29.3%-406%"
months (24+ mos)
Data used 13B-14A 14A-14B 14B-15A 15A-15B 15B-16A 16A-16B 16B-17A
RSP 7.5% B7% 9.4% 107% 9.9% 95% 81%
Re-entry to foster care  81%¥  RSPinterval  57%-9.0% 68%-111%" 74%-118%' 85%-133%° 79%124%% 7.6%-119%° 63%103%°
Data used 118-144 124-14B 12B-15A 134-158 13B-16A 14A-16B 14B-17A
Placement stability RSP 644 7.00 6.16 645 7.01 6.22 581
(moves/1,000 daysin 444 ¥ RSP interval 6.18-6.71° 6.73-7.28° 59-643°  617-674° 673-73° 5.96-6.5° 5.56-6.08°
care) Data used 13B-14A 14A-148 14B-154 15A-158 15B-16A 164-168 16B-17A
13AB.FY13 14AB.FY14 15AB.FY15 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16
Maltreatment in care RSP 1244 1570 16.88
(victimizations/100,000 9.67¥ RSP interval 10.07-15.36 13.06-18.86* 1412-20.19°
days in care) Data used 134-13B, FY13-14  14A-14B,FY14-15  15A-15B, FY15-16
RSP 12.0% 136% 14.0% 13.3%
E‘::::‘;“mf 95% ¥  RSPinterval 113%-12.8%° 12.8%-144%° 13.2%-14.8% 12.5%-14.1%
Data used FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16

A For this indicator, a higher RSP value is desirable. ¥ For this indicator, a lower RSP value is desirable.

Utah September 2017
Child and Family Services Review (CFSR 3) Data Profile

Calculations based on revised syntax (pending verification)
Submissions as of 06-17-17 (AFCARS) and 06-01-17 (NCANDS)

Footnotes

National performance (NP) is the observed performance for the nation for an earlier point in time. This refers to what was formerly referred to as the "national standard.” See the Data Dictionary for more
information, including the time periods used to calculate the national performance for each indicator.

Risk standardized performance (RSP) is derived from a multi-level statistical model and reflects the state’s performance relative to states with similar children and takes into account the number of
children the state served, the age distribution of these children, and, for some indicators, the state’s entry rate. It uses risk-adjustment to minimize differences in outcomes due to factors over which the
state has little control and provides a more fair comparison of state performance against the national performance.

Risk standardized performance (RSP) interval is the state’s 95% confidence interval estimate for the state’s RSP. The values shown are the lower RSP and upper RSP of the interval estimate. The interval
accounts for the amount of uncertainty associated with the RSP. For example, the CB is 95% confident that the true value of the RSP is between the lower and upper limit of the interval. If the interval
overlaps the national performance, the state's performance is statistically no different than the national performance. Otherwise, the state's performance is statistically higher or lower than the national
performance. ‘Whether higher or lower is desirable depends on the desired direction of performance for the indicator.

Data used refers to the initial 12-month period (see description for the denominator in the Data Dictionary) and the period(s) of data needed to follow the children to observe their outcome. The FY (e.g.,

FY13) or federal fiscal year, refers to NCANDS data, which spans the 12-month period Oct 1st — Sept 30th. All other periods refer to AFCARS data: “A’ refers to the 6-month period Oct 1st — March 31st. "B’
refers to the 6-month period April 1st — Sept 30th. The two-digit year refers to the calendar year in which the period ends (e.g., 13A refers to the 6-month peried Oct 1, 2012 — March 31, 2013).
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Utah September 2017
Child and Family Services Review (CFSR 3) Data Profile

Submissions as of 06-17-17 (AFCARS) and 06-01-17 (NCANDS)

Observed Performance

Observed performance is the percent or rate of children experiencing the outcome of interest, without risk adjustment. See the Data Dictionary for a complete description of the numerator
and denominator for each statewide data indicator.

11B12A  12A12B  12B13A  13A13B  13B14A  14A14B  14B15A 15A15B 15B16A  16A16B  16B17A

) Denominator 1952 2,040 2,008 2,004 2,106 2174 2113
Permanency in 12 Numerator 534 1,021 1,031 961 996 1,039 1,070
months (entries)
Observed performance 47.8% 50.0% 51.3% 48.0% 47.3% 47.8% 50.6%
Denominator 517 527 535 578 558 572 498
Permanency in 12
months (12 - 23 mos) Numerator 271 264 287 340 325 339 271
Observed performance 52.4% 50.1% 53.6% 58.8% 58.2% 59.3% 54.4%
Denominator 423 413 401 408 378 376 360
Permanency in 12 Numerator 98 118 110 120 12 95 87
months (24+ mos)
Observed performance 23.3% 28.6% 274% 29.4% 20.6% 25.3% 24.2%
Denominator 764 824 851 812 847 892 286
Re-entry to foster care Numerator 42 54 61 68 66 66 54
Observed performance 5.5% 6.6% 7.2% 84% 78% 74% 6.1%
Placement stability  Denominator 340535 343432 332092 304142 331810 334333 338684
(moves/L000 daysin  Numerator 2,208 2468 2,001 2,006 2375 2,099 1924
care) Observed performance 6.75 719 6.30 6.60 716 6.28 5.68

13AB.FY13 14ABFY14 15AB.FY15 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16

Maltreatment in care  Denominator 908,260 948,364 938,703
(victimizations/100,000 Numerator 84 12 119
days in care) Observed performance 9.25 1181 12.68
Denominator 9457 9344 9,835 0,698
ﬁ:‘::;:‘:ﬁ: Numerator 271 974 1,053 283
Observed performance 9.2% 10.4% 10.7% 10.1%

DQ = Performance was not calculated due to failing one or more data quality (DQ) checks for this indicator. See the data quality table for details.
Denominator: For Placement stability and Maltreatment in care = number of days in care. For all other indicators = number of children.
Numerator: For Placement stability = number of moves. For Maltreatment in care = number of victimizations. For all other indicators = number of children.

Percentage or rate: For Placement stability = moves per 1,000 days in care. For Maltreatment in care = victimizations per 100,000 days in care. For all other indicators = percentage of children
experiencing the outcome.

14



Utah September 2017
Child and Family Services Review (CFSR 3) Data Profile

Calculations based on revised syntax (pending verification)
Submissions as of 06-17-17 {AFCARS) and 06-01-17 (NCANDS)

Data Quality

Calculating performance on statewide data indicators relies upon states submitting high-quality data. Data quality checks are performed prior to calculating state performance. The values
below represent performance on the data quality checks. See the Data Dictionary for a complete description of each check and what the values represent. A blank cell indicates there was no
data quality check assessed for that data period because it relies on a subsequent period of data that is not yet available. If the data period needed to calculate performance on an indicator
displays an orange value or "DQ", then state performance was not calculated. "DQ" is displayed on the RSP and Observed Performance pages when perfoermance could not be calculated
due to data quality.

M Indicates that data quality performance exceeds the data quality limit. DQ = The data quality check was not performed due to data quality issues.*

AFCARS Data Quality Checks

Limit MFC Perm PS 10A 108 11A 11B 12A 12B 13A 13B 14A 14B 15A 15B 16A 16B 17A
AFCARS IDs don't match from one period to next > 40% - . . 227% 25.2% 25.9% 27.2% 25.0% 285% 27.6% 259% 247% 27.2% 299% 27.7% 263% 259%
Age at discharge greater than 21 > 5% - - . 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 00%
Age at entry is greater than 21 > 5% . . . 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00% 00%
Date of birth after date of entry 5% . . . 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00% 00%
Date of birth after date of exit 5% . . . 00% 00% 01% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00% 00%
Dropped records 10% - - . 01% 01% 01% 14% 00% 33% 01% 06% 02% 23% 0.5% 0.0% 01%  0.0%
5% - - . 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 01% 03% 05%
5% - - . 0.0% 00% 00% 01% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 01%
5% - - . 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00%  00%
5% . . . 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00% 00%
5% . . . 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00%  00%
10% . 00% 02% 01% 05% 00% 06% 04% 11% 04% L0% 11% 0.3% 08%  0.5% 13%
5% . 12% 14% L1%  12% 22% 04% 04% 02% 01% 04% 0.1% 0.4% 03%  0.8% 1.0%
95% . . . 823% 827% 829% B8l>% 824% 825% 822% 8l2% 8l0% B8l3% B823% 831% 833% 839% 837%

Enters and exits care the same day
Exit date is prior to removal date
In foster care more than 21 yrs
Missing date of birth

Missing date of latest removal

Mi

Missing number of placement settings

ing discharge reason (exit date exists)

v v v v v viv v v v v

Percentage of children on 1st removal

NCANDS Data Quality Checks

Limit MFC RM 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Child 1Ds for victims match across years < 1% . 4.0% 4.5% 47% 44%
Child 1Ds for victims match across years, but dates of birth / age and sexdonot > 5% - 0.3% 0.2% 01% 0.2%
Missing age for victims > 5% e - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some victims should have AFCARS IDs in child file < 1% e 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Some victims with AFCARS IDs should match 1Ds in AFCARS files N - . Y ¥ Y Y Y

MFC = Maltreatment in foster care, PS = Placement stability, RM = Recurrence of maltreatment, Perm = Permanency indicators (Permanency in 12 months for children entering care, in care 12-23 months,
in care 24 months of more, and Re-entry to care in 12 months)

* For example, there were underlying data quality issues with the AFCARS or NCANDS data set such as AFCARS IDs not being included or a DQ threshold was exceeded on a related data quality check.
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Section lll: Assessment of Child and Family Outcomes and
Performance on National Standards

Instructions

Refer to t he s emadstiregcamt Child ant FRamily Sarvices €1ans(CFSP) or Annual

Progress and Services Report (APSR) that provides assessment information on state

performance on each of the seven child and family outcomes. Review the information with the

statewide assessment team and determine if more recent data are available that can be used to

provide an updated assessment of each outcome. If more recent data are not available, simply

refer to the most recent CFSP or APSR document by indicating the document name/date and

relevant page numbers where the information can be found for each outcome. Analyze and

explain the stateb6s performance on the national s

16



A. Safety

Safety Outcomes 1 and 2

Safety outcomes include: (A) children are first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect;
and (B) children are safely maintained in their own homes whenever possible and appropriate.

0 For each of the two safety outcomes, include the most recent available data
demonstrating t &énee Bataanustibdchide gtate performance on the two
federal safety indicators, relevant case record review data, and key available data from
the state information system (such as data on timeliness of investigation).

(@]

Based on these data and input from stakeholders, Tribes, and courts, include a brief
assessment of strengths and concerns regarding Safety Outcomes 1 and 2, including an
analysis of the statebs performance on the nat

State Response:

Safety Outcome 1:Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse
and neglect.

Item 1 - Timeliness of Investigation:

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether responses to all accepted child maltreatment
reports received during the period under review were initiated, and face-to-face contact with the
child(ren) made, within the time frames established by agency policies or state statutes.

Timeliness of investigation is measured by the first face-to-face contact with one of the child
victims. Practice Guideline 201.5 sets the time frame from the moment a child maltreatment
referral ¢ 0 méaur Qewmtralized mthké faciliy b the disposition of the case (when a
referral is assigned to an investigating CPS worker). Guideline 202.4 then specifies the time
allotted for the worker to make the first face-to-face contact with a child victim and is based on
the priority level assigned to the referral.

~

0 A priority 1 response is assigned only when th
safety and there is no adult including law enforcement, school, medical personnel, etc.,

available to provide protection. Intake has no more than 30 minutes from the completion

of the initial contact (referral) to assigning the case to the CPS caseworker. The CPS

caseworker then has a maximum of 60 minutes from the moment Intake notifies the

caseworker to make the face-to-face contact with an alleged victim. Priority 1 is rarely

used. In FY2017 there were no CPS investigations assigned a priority 1 response.
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0 For a Priority 2 response, Intake has 60 minutes to assign the case to a worker. The
CPS caseworker then has 24 hours to make the face-to-face contact with the alleged
victim.

0 A priority 3 response will be assigned when there is an allegation of abuse or neglect
that does not require an immediate response. Intake has no more than 24 hours to
assign the referral to a CPS worker. The CPS caseworker then has until midnight of the
third working day from the time Intake assigns the case to make the face-to-face contact
with the alleged victim.

Priority Time frame: Time frame:
Level from referral to assigning case to | from case being assignhed to CPS to
CPS first face-to-face with child victim
Priority 1 30 minutes 60 minutes (3 hours if victim is more
than 40 miles away)
Priority 2 60 minutes 24 hours
Priority 3 24 hours three working days

When the referral includes more than one child victim, the policy is met when the face-to-face
contact is made with at least one child victim. According to Practice Guideline 202.4, if there
are multiple allegations on multiple children,it he al l eged victim with the F
all egation wil!|l be seen within the priority respo

The requirement of a face-to-face contact with the child is waived if the supervisor agrees that
one of the following circumstances exist:

1. The only alleged victim is deceased.
2. The parent/guardian refuses to allow face-to-face contact, and;

a. the caseworker has contacted the police for assistance and the police have been
unsuccessful in attempts to access the child, and,;

b. the caseworker has contacted an Assistant Attorney General to staff whether a
warrant or petition can be obtained with the information available and it was
determined that a warrant or petition was not appropriate.

3. The child is out of state and a request for courtesy casework is made and declined by
the out of state child welfare agency and law enforcement in the area and/or the
courtesy caseworker/officer cannot complete a face-to-face contact.

4. The child cannot be located despite reasonable efforts including visiting the home at
least twice at times other than normal business hours, contacting local schools and law
enforcement agencies, checking public assistance records, checking with the referent,
and searching telephone directories (books and online) for additional contact
information.
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DCFS investigated 20,806 CPS cases in FY2017. Of those, 7,129 (34%) cases were
supported. This included 9,986 supported child victims. For the last several years the
Timeliness of Investigation scores have hovered around 90%, fluctuating between 89% and
92%. While there are exceptions allowed for meeting the priority timeframes for face-to-face
contact with the child, the data in Utah does not account for these exceptions. In other
words, only children who were seen within the priority time frame are scored fi y @ragardless of
any valid exceptions to the policy. Legitimate exceptions are not accounted for and would
probably result in a higher performance.

For the CPR review a sample of CPS cases is selected for a three-month period in each region.
Timeliness of the first face-to-face contact with the child is assessed in these sampled cases.
OSR has compared their findings to the data generated by SAFE on timeliness for the last few
years and found that their findings were within a few percentage points from the data report on
timeliness. The report now uses the SAFE data report number instead as it measures exactly
what the OSR reviewers were looking at but is of the total universe of cases rather than on a
sample. That is why the fsampleoin the table below shows 4,497 cases. The CPR performance
this year was 90%.

CPR Result for Timeliness of first face-to-face with alleged child victim for 2017:

T a ;:_ = Performance
w
L= Question E| 8| 2| 2| ¢ Rate (%) 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013
Tool # © 0
v FY 2017
General CPS
CPSG.A Di_d t_he inves_tig_atin_g worker see the child 4197 | 2080 437 o 90% 90% 91% a0% 91% 929
within the priority time frame?
Timeliness of CPS Investigations
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
3rd QT 4th QT 1stQT 2nd QT 3rd QT 4th QT 1stQT 2nd QT
FY16 FY 16 FY17 FY17 FY17 FY17 FY18 FY18
= Northern 91% 93% 90% 90% 90% 89% 86% 91%
s Salt Lake 88% 92% 89% 89% 89% 91% 87% 90%
Western 90% 89% 87% 85% 88% 87% 81% 88%
[ Eastern 91% 90% 83% 82% 89% 86% 80% 86%
= southwest 88% 91% 84% 89% 86% 89% 86% 90%
S Division 89% 92% 88% 88% 89% 89% 85% 90%
=f=—Goal 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90%
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The data mentioned above for timeliness of first contact with the child is tracked through data
reports that are published in the Quarterly Report on the DCFS website. The graph above
shows the quarterly performance on this indicator for each region. Administrators and
supervisors have access to this report and are expected to track their own performance on a
regular basis.

During the first quarter of FY18, Utah saw an alarming decrease in the timeliness of CPS
investigations. The data was discussed in the Trends Analysis Meeting, CPS Steering
Committee, and the Statewide Leadership Team meeting. There was a system-wide emphasis
on the importance of meeting the priority timeframes for the first face-to-face visit with the child
victim and we saw an immediate change in the rate in the following quarter with the rate
improving 5%, returning again to 90%.

Conclusions - We believe that timeliness of CPS Investigations is a strength in Utah because it
has been tracked through the CPR and ongoing reports shared with staff and made a priority for
many years. The performance has remained around 90% which does not account for any valid
exceptions to meeting the priority time frame.

Item 2 - Services Provided to the Family to Protect Children in the Home and
Prevent Removal or Re-entry into Foster Care:

Purpose of Assessment: To determine whether, during the period under review, the agency
made concerted efforts to provide services to the
care or re-entry after a reunification.

Utah policy requires every CPS investigation to include the completion of a Safety Decision

Making (SDM) Safety Assessment and SDM Risk Assessment. The SDM Safety Assessment is

used to identify possi bl e t hr e adcessaryw pratectalehild doés s a
from threats to their safety. It guides the CPS caseworker through the information gathering and

safety decision making process in order to make the most appropriate safety decision. The

outcome of the SDM Safety Assessment helps to guide the decision regarding ongoing
intervention with the family. A child can be det
AfSafe with a pland means that there are identifie
can be mitigated through effective safety planning so that the child is able to remain in the

home. In this case an SDM Safety Plan for all children in the household is created that includes
monitoring the childbds safety. | f adethelprasentdror saf e
impending danger the child is determined to be unsafe and removal from the home is

recommended.

The table below shows the total number of closed CPS cases and the subset of cases where

the children were deemed wel Ibead staiee et chhe rat pd fa nids
cases to the total. The SDM Risk Assessment is a research-informed tool that identifies the

likelihood a child will experience abuse or neglect in the next 12 to 18 months. The result of the

SDM Risk Assessment is part of the consideration for whether the agency offers ongoing

services.
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2015 2016 2017

Total Safe with |Percent Total Safe with |Percent Total Safe with |Percent

Closed a Plan Closed aPlan Closed a Plan
Region CPS CPS CPS
Northern 2338 566 24% 2250 419 19% 2286 355 16%
SLVR 3242 424 13% 2292 465 20% 2657 433 16%
Western 1217 222 18% 1311 243 19% 1178 245 21%
Eastern 669 250 37% 632 199 31% 563 109 19%
Southwest 760 223 29% 682 143 21% 751 123 16%
Division 8226 1685 20% 7167 1469 20% 7435 1265 17%

The data above shows that in 17% of the CPS cases closed in FY2017, the children were found
to be fAsaf e wesedases agafetaplan, often dcanmpiartied by an In-Home
services case, is completed. This allows children to remain safely in their home rather than be
removed. If a decision is made to not open an In-Home case, the reason must be staffed with a
supervisor and documented in the SACWIS system. Reasons include that the family is already
receiving services, has moved out of state, or the children no longer live with the family.
Including exclusions has now been incorporated into the CPR.

In 2013 Utah began implementation of HomeWorks,t h e d i v iEhildweltase waiver
demonstration project. The project is designed to provide caseworkers with skills and tools they
can use as they help children, who have experienced abuse or neglect, remain safely in their
homes with their parents or guardians or more quickly return home from a foster care episode.
It is common practice in Utah for an In-Home Services case to be open when a foster care case
is closed after reunification. FY2017 data shows that 65% of the foster care cases closed to
Reunification had an In-Home case opened. This allows the division to provide support to the
family and additional resources that are a part of the HomeWorks program. The following are
components of HomeWorks, which are used in all In Home Services cases.

1 SDM risk assessments are used to determine the level of services and the number of
visits to the family based on the assessment of risk of future harm.

1 The Strengthening Families Protective Factors framework gives structure to visits
caseworkers have with families.

1 The Utah Family and Children Engagement Tool (UFACET) assessment is a Child
and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (CANS) based assessment that includes a
parent guidebook, written in family-friendly language, that identifies the strengths and
needs of the family. The UFACET is designed to gather and document, in one place,
all of the assessment information obtained from individual assessments conducted
by workers or other members of the Child and Family Team.

1 Three statewide providers are contracted to deliver STEPS peer parenting services.

1 HomeWorks supports and strengthens the Child and Family Services Practice
Model, which has been in existence for more than 15 years.

As of January 2016, HomeWorks has been implemented statewide. Post implementation
support is provided in all five regions during meetings with administrators and supervisors and in
the form of on-site mentoring.
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The evaluation team from the University of Utah Social Research Institute uses observations of

casewor ker so

i nt er atermineiftasewarkets haveincorpmatedsthet o  d

UFACET and the Protective Factors framework into their day-to-day case practiced termed
i sat upd ahe basimlével of competency. Saturation occurs when 75% of observations

include:
1) correct administration and scoring of the UFACET

2) UFACET results beingus ed t o
factors to focus on and referrals to services

gui de

3) a protective factor is part of the interaction with the family or child during the

observation.

The projectbds evaluators deter mi

S 0me

of

ned

a

t hat

casewor ker ¢

Northern

and that the Southwest Region and Salt Lake Valley Region attained saturation in FFY 2017.
Eastern Region reached saturation in January 2018 and the final region to be trained, Western

Region, reached saturation in March 2018. The evaluation team continues to observe

caseworker interactions with clients to determine if the practice has been sustained at the
saturation level. Northern Region met the second round of saturation in September 2017 and

Southwest Region followed in April 2018.

In addition to the formal evaluation being conducted, supervisors use data reports from SAFE
and direct observations of caseworker practice to assess whether workers are fully

understanding and incorporating the HomeWorks practices.

Re-entry Data for Utah:

The table below shows the percent of children who entered foster care and were discharged
from care within 12 months to reunification, living with a relative, or guardianship (including
guardianship or custody to a foster parent or other non-relative) who re-entered foster within 12
months. The data in this table does not include the risk adjustment included in the CFSR data

indicators.

ReEntry to Foster Care

CFSR Data Profile

National

Performance 11B12A 12A128B 12B13A 13A13B 13B14A

RSP
Re-entry to foster care 8.1%V RSP interval

Data used

Denominator 764 824 851 812 847
Re-entry to foster care Numerator 42 54 61 68

Observed performance 5.5% 6.6% 7.29 8.4% 7.8%

14A14B

14B15A
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Utah Reentry Measure

CFSR Definition: Of all children who entered foster care in a 12-month period who were
discharged within 12 months to reunfication, living with a relative, or guardianship, the number
and percent who re-entered foster care within 12 months of their discharge.

Exclusions:
Children in care less than 8 days
Children who enter care at age 18 or older

# of Children who Entered
# of Entry Cohort % of Entry Cohort
Foster Care who were

Fiscal . L who Re-Entered who Re-Entered
discharged within 12 months o o
Year Foster Care within Foster Care within

to reunification, living with a . .
. . . 12 Months of Exit 12 Months of Exit
relative, or guardianship.

FY12 758 60 7.9%
FY13 823 87 10.6%
Fyl4 740 72 9.7%
FY15 807 68 8.4%
FYle 728 59 8.1%

Utah has not yet been able to replicate the federal measure. The data above is the
closest Utah has come to the federal numbers, Utah will continue to work with the
Capacity Building Center to obtain a closer match.

Conclusions - We believe that the services included in the HomeWorks initiative
along with the SDM assessments have provided a good foundation for Utah on this
item and we believe that I tem 2 i senty ¢
rate has trended down over the past few years to the rates measured in the CFSR
Round 2. Utah received a strength rating in the on-site review for this item on that
review. The current trend is encouraging, and we will continue to monitor it. In
addition, we are beginning work with the Capacity Building Center to further
understand the data by looking at the demographics of children who are
experiencing a re-entry into foster care within 12 months of discharge. Once we
better understand the data we will determine what work we can do to further
address the causes of re-entry.
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Safety Outcome 2: Children are safely maintained in their homes
whenever possible and appropriate.

Item 371 Risk and Safety Assessment and Management

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether, during the period under review, the agency
made concerted efforts to assess and address the risk and safety concerns relating to the
child(ren) in their own homes or while in foster care.

Utah requires CPS investigators to complete both an SDM safety and an SDM risk assessment
during each investigation in order to determine whether the children can remain safely in the
home and whether further services are needed. The SDM Safety Assessment is a point in time
determination and can be used at any time in any case type including Foster Care and In-Home
Services. The SDM Risk Assessment is an actuarial assessment that estimates the likelihood
of future harm to children in the household and assists CPS investigators in determining which
cases should be continued for ongoing services and which may be closed at the end of an
investigation.

The SDM Safety Assessment first implemented in Utah had three possible results. The child

could bedetermined t o be fAsafed, A condA;AfteriingpleraentingthesSBM e o6, or
Safety Assessment and Risk Assessment tools it became evident that Utah lacked a clear

framework for safety planning with families, especially when it was determined that children

were AConditionally Safe. o0 Safety plans often did
identified threats to safety. Workers either did not identify clear strategies that sufficiently

managed the threats to safety or attempted to employ strategies that did not eliminate the

threat, including developing safety plans that were dependent on the person or persons

responsible for the danger.

To correct this, an enhanced version of the SDM Safety Assessment was created and

programmed into the new web-based statewide information system, SAFE. The new SDM

Safety Assessment helps workers identify when threats to safety exist. When they do exist, the

new assessment prompts workers to identify a hous
worker is able to create a safety plan with the family, documentation will show that the child is

AiSafe with a Plan, 6 which replaces the term fACond

Statewide training and deployment of the enhanced SDM Safety Assessment and safety
planning process were completed in July 2016. Safety planning follow-up sessions have been
held in the regions since the initial training was completed. Legal partners also received training
relating to the enhanced safety assessment and safety planning during the Court Improvement
Summit held in August 2016.

Maltreatment in Foster Care: The federal measure for maltreatment in foster care is an area

needing improvement in Utah. The former measure of Maltreatment in Foster Care included

maltreatment by foster parentsonly. Whi | e t hat definition of the meas:!
was usually right at the standard, sometimes just above and sometimes just below. The new

definition of Maltreatment in Foster Care includes abuse by anyone while the child is in the
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custody of the state (foster care), including other youth in the home or facility and abuse during

visitation or while on a trial home pl acement.

The most recent CFSR data indicator (Federal Fiscal Year 2015) shows an observed rate of
12.68%, which is above the national standard of 9.67%. Even more of a concern is that the
trend is going in the wrong direction (see graph below); when the risk adjustment is applied the
rate rises to 16.88%, which is significantly above the standard. In terms of actual numbers, this
score is based on 119 cases of victimization during that period.

National
Performance

13AB.FY13 14AB FY14 15AB,FY15
Maltreatment in care RSP 1244 1570 Lt
(victimizations/100,000 957¥ RSP interval 10.07-15.36° 13.06-18.86° 14.12-20.19°
days in care) Data used 13A-13B, FY13-14  14A-14B, FY14-15  15A-15B, FY15-16

When there is an allegation of maltreatment while a child is in foster care, the investigation is
handled by a CPS team outside of the division, the Related Parties team housed at the Office of
Services Review. The Office of Services Review is a part of the Department of Human Services
and also includes the Child Protection Ombudsman, the Child Fatality Review, and the
management of the two annual reviews of DCFS mandated in statute called the Qualitative
Case Review and the Case Process Review. Several years ago, the Office of Services Review
brought to the attention of DCFS and the Executive Director of the Department of Human
Services the number of supported findings against proctor and residential treatment facilities of
maltreatment of a child in foster care. DCFS evaluated these cases and found that generally,
the cases concerned incidences of foster children abusing each other. Further analysis
discovered the need for a standard way for DCFS caseworkers to convey the level of
supervision required for each foster child in writing to the placement agency at the time of
placement and updated as needed. This information was added to the Placement Screening
form that is used by the Placement Screening Committee and the Resource Family Consultants
who are tasked with assisting the caseworker in finding the best placement for a child. The
information on the form is then passed on to the foster parents, placement agency, or residential
treatment staff so that adequate supervision of the child can be maintained in the placement.

Another factor that stood out when analyzing maltreatment in foster care was the abuse
perpetrated by parents and other relatives when children were on a visit or a trial home
placement.

Recurrence of Maltreatment: Utah does not meet the national standard relating to
ARecurrence of Maltreatment. o When this data
fell right around the standard of 9.5%. But, with the risk adjustment added, the score increased

to 12%, which is significantly higher than the national standard. Below is the most recent CFSR
Data Profile, which includes FY15-16 data. The Risk standardized performance (RSP) is at

13.3%.
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FY12-13

National
Performance
RSP
RSP interval

Data used

Recurrence of

0,
maltreatment 5%V

12.0%
11.3%-12.8%°
FY12-13

FY13-14

13.6%
12.8%-14.4%°
FY13-14

FY14-15

14.0%
13.2%-14.8%’
FY14-15

FY15-16

13.3%
12.5%-14.1%’
FY15-16

The following graph shows internally measured data on Recurrence of Maltreatment, which
does not include a risk adjustment. Our data shows a rate of 9.8% to 10.6% of children who
experienced another episode of maltreatment within 12 months over the last five years, which is

above the National Standard of 9.5%.

Percent of Children With a Subsequent Supported CPS Case within 12 months

100.0%

B80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

FY2013 FY2014

FY2015 FY2016

FY2017

|- Division 9.8% 9.8%

10.6% 10.6%

10.3%

To better measure DCFS staff adherence to SDM Safety and Risk Assessments
recommendations which, theoretically, should diminish the likelihood of recurrence of
maltreatment, a new question was added to the Case Process Review (CPR). The question
asks, "If the most recent SDM Safety and Risk Assessments recommend ongoing services, was
the recommendation followed? If the recommended action was not followed, is an explanation

documented on the Risk Assessment form?

The SDM Safety Assessment and SDM Risk Assessment provide guidance for caseworkers
when making decisions about keeping children safe at home. This new CPR question aims to
measure how well staff follow the SDM recommendations and, if they chose not to, whether
these decisions are well documented. DCFS reviewed the first results which show that workers
either follow the SDM recommendations or document the reasons when they do not. Reasons
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Conclusions - Recurrence of Maltreatment in Utah has remained around 10-11% for several
years and has not fluctuate much. Utah recently began work with the Capacity Building Center
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to better understand the reasons behind cases of recurrence of maltreatment in our state. We
will be including this item in our Practice Improvement Plan.

B. Permanency

Permanency Outcomes 1 and 2

Permanency outcomes include: (A) children have permanency and stability in their living
situations; and (B) the continuity of family relationships is preserved for children.

0 For each of the two permanency outcomes, include the most recent available data
demonstrating the stateds performance.
four federal permanency indicators and relevant available case record review data.

[@]3

Based on these data and input from stakeholders, Tribes, and courts, include a brief
assessment of strengths and concerns regarding Permanency Outcomes 1 and 2,

Dat a

m

including an anal ysi s othenatibnal stantaadsferdhe per f or man

permanency indicators.

State Response:

Permanency Outcome 1: Children have permanency and stability in
their living situations.

Item 4 - Stability of Foster Care Placement

Purpose of Assessment - To determine if the child in foster care is in a stable placement and

t hat any changes in placement that occurred

The most recent CFSR data profile for Utah reports an improvement on the Placement Stability

measure; however, the measure is still far from meeting the standard of 4.44, scoring a Risk
Standardized Performance (RSP) of 5.81.

Pe’;*;';'f;f]' 13B14A 14A148 14B15A 15A158 15B16A 16A168 16B17A

Placement stability
(mewves/1,000 days in 144 % RSP interval
care)

27

wer e



The QCR indicator for placement stability finds stability acceptable if a child has experienced no
more than one unplanned placement change in the past 12-months AND if there is no risk of

disruption in the current placement OR risks of disruption are managed effectively. The
performance on this indicator has been between 77% to 82% in the last five years.

# of cases FY17
. # of cases ]
State Child Status needing FY13|FY14|FY15|FY16| Current
acceptable|

improvement Scores

Safety 135 14 95% 97% 89% 90% 91%
Child Safe from Others 148 1 99% 99% 95% 97% 99%
Child Risk to Self 136 13 95% 97% 93% 92% 91%
Stability 115 34 77% 81% 82% 77% 77%
Prospect for Permanence 92 57 58% 68% 68% 70% 62%
Health/Physical Well-being 145 4 99% 99% 98% 98% 97%
Emotional/Behavioral Well- 130 19 89% 93% 91% 88% 87%
Learning 131 18 91% 92% 93% 91% 88%
Family Connections 60 13 86% 87% 83% 91% 82%
Satisfaction 128 20 87% 91% 84% 85% 86%

CFSR Round 2 datashows Ut ah 6 s

Increase Placement Stability (AFCARS Foster Care File)

Number of Placements by Time in Care (%)

Children with 2 or fewer placements
Children with 3 or more placements
Missing Placement setting counts

Total number

In Care Less Than 12 Months

012 2013 2014
5 761 733
208 233 262
07 0.6 04

2814 2780 2906

2015

782

214
04

2,839

perfor mance

0 nhe yehr20l@ hhe n t
performance in 2016 for children in care less than 12 months shows 78% having two or fewer
placements. The following data is available:

In Care at Least 12 months but Less Than
24 months

2016 2012 2013

775 498 441

215 499 557

1.0

03 02

2851 1,140 1,220

014

440

559
<1

1,256

2015 2016
487 526
512 472
01 0.1

1411 134

In Care for 24 Months or Longer

2012

135

86.1

04

943

2013

155

844

0.1

880

2014

157

843

0.0

854

2015

142

85.8

825

2016

13.0

86.9

0.1

794

Conclusions - Placement Stability is an area where Utah struggles and where it is necessary to

allocate additional time and resources. One of the challenges to better placement stability has

been producing accurate data. In order to remedy this, changes to the placement module in
SAFE to address many of the data collection issues is underway. Once the new placement
module has been launched, many of the entry errors occurring now - resulting in inaccurate data
reports - should resolve themselves. For example, several steps that are now entered manually

will be automated, eliminating human error.

In addition, DCFS has begun a collaboration with the Capacity Building Center for the States to

better understand underlying causes on several items, including placement stability.
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Item 5 - Permanency Goal for Child

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether appropriate permanency goals were
established for the child in a timely manner.

During the second round of the CFSR the practice of requiring concurrent goals in every case
was identified to be a flaw in our practice. As a result, changes were made to Utah Code that
helped address some of the issues identified. Before these changes, state statute required that
there be a concurrent permanency goal for all foster care cases, regardless of the primary goal.
So, in cases where the primary goal was Individualized Permanency (synonymous with the
Another Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (APPLA) permanency goal), caseworkers and
the courts had to assign a concurrent goal, even though Individualized Permanency is intended
to be the goal of last resort. Similarly, the change applies to the adoption permanency goal for
which identifying a concurrent permanency goal is pointless. In such cases the best course of
action is to look for an adoptive family until the right one is found.

Legislation went into effect on May 11, 2015 that stipulates that a concurrent permanency goal
is required only when appropriate. To comply with new federal regulations, a subsequent bill
was passed during the 2016 legislative session that limits the use of the Individualized
Permanency goal for children in foster care age 16 years and older.

As a result, during FFY 2016, DCFS worked to change goals for children under age 16 who had
a primary goal of Individualized Permanency. Today, according to SAFE reports, there are now
no children under 16 with this goal.

The data available for this item is from cases reviewed during the QCR and scored on the
OSRI. For the past two years Utah has a total of 55 foster care cases scored for item 5 on the
OSRI. The results for item 5 are shown below. Please note that a thorough QA process has not
yet been established in Utah and therefore the results have not been verified.

OSRI: Item 5 Results for FY2017 and FY2018

percent

yes

Were all of the permanency goals established during 51 4 93%
the PUR established in a timely manner?

Were all permanency goals in effect during the period 51 4 93%
under review appropriate
permanency and to the circumstances of the case?
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Conclusions - Utah has made some significant changes to the requirements for selecting
permanency goals for children in foster care over the last four years. This has resulted in better
selection of permanency goals that fit the situation of the children in care and guide the Child
and Family Team in their work of finding permanency and stability for the child.

Item 6 - Achieving Reunification, Guardianship, Adoption, or Other Planned
Permanent Living Arrangement

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether concerted efforts were made, or are being
made to achieve reunification, guardianship, adoption, or other planned permanent living
arrangements.

The QCR contains a question similar to Item 6,
is on the Child Status side of the QCR indicators and therefore is measuring the permanency

status for the child not the process for achieving the outcome. Because of this, the QCR

i ndi cator goes beyon dequirdd i Iteind,candansteat reviewsewhdther t s o
permanency was achieved. In order for a case to receive an acceptable permanency score, the

child must either be imminently achieving legal permanency or have a plan in place that the

team is confident will lead to permanency. Prior to FY 2017, QCR results showed a steady

increase in scores, the result for FY 2017 is disappointing and will require ongoing attention. It is

also important to remember that the QCR indicator is not measuring concerted efforts as

measured in Item 6 in the CFSR.

There were 56 cases applicable in the QCR cases scored on the OSRI. The scores for item 6 B
and C are shown below:
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