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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 Children’s Bureau, Administration for
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The goals of the CFSR
are to:

e 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;

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

e 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 Children’s 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 performance assessment in the state’s most recent
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.

e 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.

e 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 Children’s Bureau based on the Adoption and
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.

e Section Ill requires an assessment of the seven outcome areas based on the most
current information on the state’s performance in these areas. The state will include an
analysis and explanation of the state’s performance in meeting the national standards as
presented in section Il. States are encouraged to refer to their most recent CFSP or
APSR in completing this section.

e 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
the state and using external stakeholders’ and partners’ input. States are encouraged to
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 is available electronically on the Children’s Bureau website at
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:

e Provide an overview of the state child welfare agency’s performance for the onsite
review team;

e Facilitate identification of issues that need additional clarification before or during the
onsite review;

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

e 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

Ruth Wilson - DHS Children’s Mental Health

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)

10



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 - Children’s 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 the section in the state’s most recent Child and Family Services Plan (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 state’s performance on the national standards in the context of the outcomes.

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.

e For each of the two safety outcomes, include the most recent available data
demonstrating the state’s performance. Data must include state 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).

e 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 state’s performance on the national standards for the safety indicators.

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 comes to Utah’s 24-hour Centralized Intake facility to 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.

e A priority 1 response is assigned only when there is an imminent threat to the child’s
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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e [or 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.

e 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, “the alleged victim with the highest priority
allegation will be seen within the priority response time frame.”

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,;

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 “yes” regardless 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 “sample” in 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 family to prevent children’s entry into foster
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 possible threats to a child’s safety and interventions necessary to protect a child
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 determined to be safe, “safe with a plan”, or unsafe.
“Safe with a plan” means that there are identified safety threats that the caseworker believes
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 child’s safety. If a plan for safety cannot be developed to mitigate the present or
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 to be “safe with a plan” as well as the percent of “safe with a plan”
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 “safe with a plan”. In these cases, a safety plan, often accompanied 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, the division’s IV-E child welfare 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.

e 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.

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

e 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.

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

o 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
caseworkers’ interactions with clients to determine if caseworkers have incorporated the
UFACET and the Protective Factors framework into their day-to-day case practice—termed
“saturation”— the basic level of competency. Saturation occurs when 75% of observations
include:

1) correct administration and scoring of the UFACET

2) UFACET results being used to guide some of a caseworker’s choices of the protective
factors to focus on and referrals to services

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

The project’s evaluators determined that Northern Region attained saturation during FFY 2015
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.

Re-Entry to Foster Care

CFSR Data Profile

National
Performance 11B12A 12A12B 12B13A 13A13B 13B14A 14A14B 14B15A

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% 7.4¢ 6.1¢
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Utah Re-entry 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 Item 2 is a strength for Utah. In addition, Utah’s re-entry
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 3 — 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 be determined to be “safe”, “conditionally safe”, or “unsafe”. After implementing the SDM
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 “Conditionally Safe.” Safety plans often did not include specific strategies to mitigate
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 household’s readiness for safety planning. If the
worker is able to create a safety plan with the family, documentation will show that the child is
“Safe with a Plan,” which replaces the term “Conditionally Safe.”

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 parents only. While that definition of the measure was used, Utah’s score
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 placement. Utah’s performance is clearly more concerning.

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
“Recurrence of Maltreatment.” When this data was pulled originally, the observed performance
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 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16

National
Performance
; RSP 12.0% 13.6% 14.0% 13.3%
Recurrence o . R R
9.5% ¥ RSP interval 11.3%-12.8%" 12.8%-14.4% 13.2%-14.8%° 12.5%-14.1%"
maltreatment
Data used FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 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%

oox | I [ ] ] [ ] ]

FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017
|IDi\.risi0n 9.8% 5.8% 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
were for the most part sensible (like “family is already receiving services” or “perpetrator does
not have access to child”). DCFS will continue to monitor adherence to SDM protocols.

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.

e [or each of the two permanency outcomes, include the most recent available data
demonstrating the state’s performance. Data must include state performance on the
four federal permanency indicators and relevant available case record review data.

e 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,
including an analysis of the state’s performance on the national standards for the
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
that any changes in placement that occurred were in the child’s best interest.

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)
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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 data shows Utah’s performance on Placement Stability to the year 2016: The
performance in 2016 for children in care less than 12 months shows 78% having two or fewer
placements. The following data is available:

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

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 to the child’s needs for
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 Iltem 6, called “Prospects for Permanence”. This score
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
indicator goes beyond the “concerted efforts” required in Item 6, and instead reviews whether
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.

# 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%

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

30



OSRI: Item 6 Results for FY2017 and FY2018

B. During the period under review, did the agency and court 43 5 8 90%
make concerted efforts to achieve permanency in a timely

manner?

C. For a child with a goal of other planned permanent living 6 2 48 75%

arrangement during the period under review, did the agency
and court make concerted efforts to place the child in a living
arrangement that can be considered permanent until
discharge from foster care?

Utah met the standard for each of the three CFSR data indicators that rate the system’s ability
to attain permanency in a 12-month period. The first row shows permanency achievement for
children in care less than 12 months. The second row shows permanency achievement for
children in care 12-23 months. And, the third row shows permanency achievement for children
in care 24 months and longer. This last group of children clearly is the most difficult to move
towards permanency. However, at this time Utah is meeting the standard on this group as well.

Child and Family Services Review (CFSR 3) Data Profile
Submissions as of 06-17-17 (AFCARS): Permanency in 12 months

National

Performance 11B12A 128128 12B13A 13A138 13B14A 14A14B 14B15A 15158 15B16A 164168 16B17A
RSP 486% 50.6% 519% 48.4% 47.7% 48.5% 51.4%
Permanency in 12 427%A  RSPinterval 464%-508%' 4B.5%-528%' 497%-54.1%' 463%-50.6%" 45.6%-405% 46.4%-50.6%" 49.2%-535%
months (entries)
Data used 118144 17A148  12B-15A 138158 13816A  14A16B  14B-17A
RsP 57.9% 56.1% 59.0% 611% 639% 63.3% 60.1%
Permanency in 12 . S SRR o 2 awl come conel coch ool s 730l CE oo g4 ol
SP interv 5% 624%' 516%607%" 54.6%-634%" 50.0%68.2% 505%681%' 591%67.3% 55.5%64.7%
months (12 - 23 mos) 459% 4 PSP internval 53.4%-624% 5L6%-60.7% 54.6%-634%" 5 53.2 50.5%-68.1' 591%-67.3% 55.5%-64.7%
Data used 138144  14A148  14B-15A  15A158  1SB-16A  16A-16B 16B-17A
nsp 37.4% 36.7% 385% 387% 3499 316%
Permanency in 12 318% A RSP interva 8.3 ! 32.5%42.8%" 3L6%-42.1%" 33.5%-43.8% 335%-442%' 2959
months (24+ mos)
Data used 14A 148 14B-15A 154158 15B-16A

DCFS regional committees review cases where children have been in care for 24 months or
more on a regular basis as do the courts which conduct court reviews every three to six months.
In addition, DCFS expanded services delivered under the Wendy’s Wonderful Kids recruiter
contract and now has four full time staff helping DCFS find permanent families for children that
have been in foster care for an extended period of time. The emphasis, over the last few years,
on finding permanency for all children in care is resulting in more children finding permanent
homes.
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The agency will continue efforts to reduce the time children are in foster care. Specifically, the
agency is considering implementing or expanding the following:

Therapeutic Foster Care: DHS is currently exploring ways to add this level of care to our
current foster care placement options. The division has hired a consultant as well as
formed a workgroup to explore adding the Therapeutic Foster Care option to the State
Medicaid Plan. DHS plans to test Therapeutic Foster Care for children who would
otherwise be served in a residential treatment setting or for those who are stepping
down from a residential treatment setting. After a pilot of approximately 18 months to
three years, the division will assess the benefits and costs of this level of care and
evaluate the safety, permanency and well-being outcomes for children served.

Wendy’s Wonderful Kids (WWK): The Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption developed
this evidenced-based program to recruit permanent families for children in foster care
who, due to age, difficult behavior, disabilities, or who are members of a sibling group
may need additional focused efforts to obtain a permanent family. The Dave Thomas
Foundation for Adoption donated one WWK recruiter to Utah in 2010 and another in the
fall of 2014. The addition of the second recruiter was contingent upon an agreement that
DCFS would pay for two additional recruiters. The four WWK recruiters now work
closely with DCFS staff throughout the state to provide intensive, child specific
recruitment for children who linger in foster care. Data from March 31, 2018 reported
WWHK recruiters were working with 46 children for whom no permanent family had been
identified. Since the program began in Utah, 52 of the 76 youth served have been
matched with a family and 35 adoptions have been finalized.

The Department-wide Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) initiative includes several
projects to resolve permanency barriers. The High Needs Work Group was the original
group tasked with identifying barriers to finding appropriate placements for children that
exhibit both high behavioral needs as well as high mental health needs. These young
people have frequent acute care episodes, have experienced trauma, and may be
dually-adjudicated. The division has struggled to find treatment providers that will either
accept a youth with these exceptionally high needs or have the skills to provide the
needed level of care. The purpose of ISD is to better serve youth and families who are
involved with more than one division (Juvenile Justice Services, Division of Child and
Family Services, Division of Services for People with Disabilities, or Substance Abuse
and Mental Health) and for whom a single division cannot meet their high needs. A child
will be able to enter the system through any division and receive services through the
combined efforts of all divisions.

The Permanency Bench Card is a joint effort between DCFS and the Court Improvement
Project to provide guidance to judges and caseworkers when selecting a goal of
Individualized Permanency (Utah’s term for APPLA) as a permanency goal. The bench
card has been provided to judges and caseworkers to facilitate meaningful dialogue with
the youth, which ultimately helps judges determine if Individualized Permanency is the
best permanency goal for this youth. In cases where youth currently have a goal of
Individualized Permanency, the bench card assists judges in determining if a that goal
should remain in place. Questions incorporated into the bench card focus on: 1)
identification of permanent connections and relationships that the youth can depend on
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in the future, 2) the need to normalize the life of youth while they are in foster care, and
3) the provision of services that support the young person as they transition to
adulthood. It also helps judges to ensure that the ramifications of the goal of
Individualized Permanency were thoroughly considered by the Child and Family Team
and that the goal is not used inappropriately.

Utah Family and Children Engagement Tool, Transition to Adult Living module (TAL
module within the UFACET): Utah participated in the National Youth Transition
Database (NYTD) Onsite Review in 2016. There were several conversations with the
Children’s Bureau about the way Utah assesses the skills of a young person and
delivers services identified on the assessment. Currently, Utah uses the Casey Life
Skills Assessment but plans to move to a new module that is integrated in the UFACET
assessment and will address the assessment areas and data elements required for
NYTD. It will also be consistent with our Practice Model assessment process. The TAL
UFACET will be a new module in the UFACET, Utah’s CANS based assessment tool—
developed in conjunction with the HomeWorks IV-E child welfare waiver demonstration
project. The TAL UFACET module would follow the CANS scoring and philosophy and
would therefore be evidence based at the item level and consistent with the scoring
philosophy. The TAL UFACET module is currently being field tested with a small group
of caseworkers, located in offices throughout the state. Due to resources and demands
on the SAFE system, the current plan is to evaluate the results of the field test in 6
months and determine the priority to implement it statewide. The TAL UFACET also
incorporates the Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) Youth Thrive Promotive
and Protective Factors Framework and is a direct response to the growing concern that
young people leaving foster care do not have the supports or skills necessary to live
successfully as adults.

Pathways to Adoption is an eight-hour parent training required for all parents who want
to adopt a child from foster care. Training is required prior to adoption but is best if
attended at the time the first child is placed in a new foster home. The intent of the
training is to better prepare families to parent children who have experienced trauma
and/or may have fetal drug or alcohol exposure. The classes: 1) provide education
about the effect of trauma and fetal exposure to drug and alcohol on early brain
development, 2) explore what survival behaviors look like and how a parent can
effectively address the child's underlying fears or triggers, 3) facilitate parents’
understanding of a child’s grief and loss and the need for family connections, and 4) help
parents realize the importance of self-care and provide them with information about
community resources that can help in difficult times. The classes are taught by
experienced DCFS staff who provide support to potential adoptive families and who are
a resource for adoptive families after an adoption is finalized. In addition, parent-to-
parent support—between families attending the training—is fostered as a result of the
training. DCFS will actively evaluate the outcomes of this training and data will be
reviewed to determine if child stability improves for foster families who have attended the
training.
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Conclusions - Utah continues to make improvements in finding permanency for children in
custody, particularly for older youth. There are a number of initiatives currently in process that
Utah is pursuing. We believe that this area is a strength for Utah.

Permanency Outcome 2: The continuity of family relationships and
connections is preserved for children.

Item 7 - Placement With Siblings

Purpose of Assessment - To determine if concerted efforts were made to ensure that siblings in
foster care were placed together unless a separation was necessary to meet the needs of one
of the siblings.

The following data is from the QCR cases reviewed in 2017 and 2018 and scored on the OSRI
item 7 questions A and B. Of the 56 cases reviewed 27 were found to be applicable. All 27
were rated a strength. It is important to note that a QA process was not used on these cases.

A. During the entire period under review, 16
was the child placed with all siblings
who also were in foster care?

B. If the answer to question A is No, was 11 16 100%
there a valid reason for the child’s
separation from the siblings?

Practice guidelines require caseworkers to place siblings together unless there is a safety
concern. 30.2% of the population in Utah are children (compared to 22.8% nationwide)
according to the US Census Bureau. Persons per household in Utah is estimated for 2017 at
3.16 with an estimate of 2.64 for the US. Utah also has the highest percentage of children
under age 18 living with both their mother and father at 61%. The next highest state is Idaho at
55%. Keeping siblings together, especially when there are large sibling groups, can be a
challenge, but it is one of the agency’s top priorities.

In recent years the state legislature has passed bills to support placing sibling groups together
in foster care. These include:
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1) Allowing a foster care licensing variance to accommodate a large sibling group
even if there is already an unrelated child in the home; and,

2) the placement of biological siblings together when one or more of the siblings
have been adopted by the family being considered for placement. This family
now is considered a kinship home and a preliminary placement can be made.

To monitor practice, in early 2014 DCFS added an element to its SAFE data management
system that requires caseworkers to document, at each placement change, whether the child
was placed with one or more siblings. If a child is not placed with a sibling, the caseworker must
document the reason for their decision and include the safety or wellbeing issue that prevented
a placement with a sibling. Initially, the SAFE system was not set up to differentiate between an
only child and a child who has siblings in custody. The correction of this oversight was needed
in order to have accurate data. In 2016 the SAFE Project Team added a data field that allows
workers to enter a response if a child has no siblings in care, which ensures that the case is
excluded from the results.

The chart below details, out of all cases open on the final day of each quarter, the percentage of
children placed with one or more siblings, out of all children with siblings in custody.

Percent of Children in Foster Care Placed with One or More Siblings

90%
_———_______

BO% -

75% - \/—/

T0% -

65% -

B0% - T

3rd Quarter FY17 dath Quarter FY17 1st Quarter FY 18 2nd Quarter FY18
Marthern B6.4% B4 4% B5.0% B5.1%
5L Valley 84.3% B6.7% BB.5% B7.0%
Westemn 73.7% 75.9% 75.7% 78.8%
Eastern T7T1% T76.6% 76.6% 76.8%
Southwest 745% T25% 76.4% 76.0%
[ ivision B0.7% B1.3% B25% B2E6%

For 82.6% of children in care the “placed with sibling” indicator was selected by caseworkers
when the child entered their most recent placement. It does not include whether there were valid
reasons for the separation of the siblings.

Conclusions - DCFS will continue to monitor the placements with siblings. Once the placement
module moves to the new SAFE system, more information on placement with siblings will be
available.
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Item 8 - Visiting With Parents and Siblings in Foster Care

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether concerted efforts were made to ensure that
visitation between a child in foster care and his or her mother, father, and siblings is of sufficient
frequency and quality to promote continuity in the child’s relationship with these close family
members.

DCFS Practice Guidelines state that, unless contact is documented to be clinically
contraindicated, purposeful and frequent visitation with parents and siblings is a child’s right and
not a privilege; not something to be earned or denied based on the behavior of the child or
parent. Utah has several processes to provide for visitation with parents and siblings that are
measured by different reviews.

The Family Visitation Plan is documented in SAFE and is a part of the Child and Family Plan.
This document outlines visitation between children in foster care and their parents including any
restriction on who may visit the child, how often and where visits will occur, and the level of
supervision required. The recommended practice is that visits with parents occurs at least
weekly and more often for younger children. The plan may indicate that visits will be less
frequent than weekly because of distance. If visits cannot occur weekly, the plan allows
workers to record other arrangements in the visitation plan so that contact with parents can
occur regularly. These contacts may be through phone calls, video chatting, and letters.

In December 2013, DCFS added an area to the SAFE Family Visitation Plan where the worker
records how and when visits with sibling will occur. The recommended practice is for sibling
visits to occur no less frequently than monthly, whether or not visits with parents are occurring. If
visits are not conducted on a regularly scheduled basis, the SAFE Family Visitation Plan allows
workers to identify other arrangements that will ensure that ongoing interaction between siblings
occurs. Restrictions to contact between the siblings are only acceptable if there are safety or
well-being issues for any of the children that prevent visitation. The worker must record the
reasons for the restrictions on the visitation plan in SAFE. Visitation plans are updated at least
every 6 months when the Child and Family Plan is updated.

Evidence of the Family Visitation Plan is reviewed during each region’s annual CPR. The
guestions asked include:

e “Was the child provided the opportunity to visit with his/her mother weekly, OR is there
an alternative visitation plan?”

e “Was the child provided the opportunity to visit with his/her father weekly, OR is there an
alternative visitation plan?”

e “Was the child provided the opportunity to visit with his/her siblings weekly, OR is there
an alternative visitation plan?”
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The 2017 CPR produced the following results.

T & o Performance
e o n ™
TVP 1# Question E o Zo = g 8 Rate (%) 2016 2015 | 2014 | 2013
00| [}
7] FY 2017
Was the child provided the opportunity to visit
IV.5.a with his/her mother weekly, OR is there an 90 84 6 0 42 85% 93% 98% 94% 96% 92%
alternative visitation plan?
Was the child provided the opportunity to visit
IV.5.b with his/her father weekly, OR is there an 75 52 23 0 57 85% 92% 85% 75%
alternative visitation plan?
Was the child provided the opportunity for
visitation with his/her siblings weekly OR is
V.6 . I 33 29 4 o 99 85% 89% 94% 89%
there an alternative visitation plan?

It should be noted that the CPR does not measure whether visits are occurring or assess the
quality of the visits but monitors if there is a visitation plan in place for the child. In FY2016 and
FY2017 the results of visitation plans with siblings (2016) and fathers (2017) dropped. Since
this measure evaluates the appropriateness of visitation plan it is not as relevant for this item as
other measures are.

The QCR Family Connections indicator measures if the child’s family relationships and

connections are being maintained through appropriate visits, or other connecting strategies,
while the child is in foster care. The indicator is broken down into connection with mother, father,
siblings and others.

Family Connections FY12 FY13 Fy14 FY15 FY16 FY17
Current
Scores
Overall Connections 83% 86% 87% 83% 91% 82%
Siblings 849% 83% 78% 85% 91% 73%
Mother 84% 83% 88% 69% 92% 76%
Father 51% 2% 88% 74% 80% 60%
Other 85% 88% 100% 81% 73% 75%

The results for FY 2017 show a decline from last year’s score, which was the highest score
achieved since OSR introduced this indicator in SFY 2012. The overall Family Connection score
went from 91% to 82% while the maintaining connections with the father score declined to 60%.

Recently, a section was added to the UFACET that formally assesses the quality of visitation
between a parent and a child when the child is in foster care. The visitation module of the
UFACET is completed on each child in foster care.

Using the UFACET, the worker assesses:

1. Attendance at the visits including staying for the entire visit

2.

the quality of the parent/child interaction during visits

3. demonstration of appropriate parenting skills with each child in foster care
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The UFACET assesses the overall pattern of behavior of the parent during visits but is not
required after each visit. Workers have been trained to use the results of the UFACET visitation
module when they recommend a change to the court in the supervision level or frequency
and/or duration of visitation. While aggregate data relating to these new measures are not yet
available, it is being entered in SAFE whenever the UFACET is updated.

Scores from the QCR cases that were scored on the OSRI show the following:

OSRI: Item 8 Results for FY2017 and FY2018

Percent of Cases Where Frequency and Quality of Visits
Between Child and Mother, Father, and Siblings in Care was
Rated a Strength

0% 100%%
100%% 93% 92% 91% G1%

G0
80%
0%
B0%
0%
4%
0%
20%
10%

0%
Mother Father Sbings

Frequency Ouality

Conclusions - The division has several different ways to measure the processes associated
with visitation through the performance on both the Visitation Plan and Family Connection. With
the addition of the OSRI scoring on some QCR cases DCFS can report on the frequency and
guality of visits and more directly target the areas needing improvement. The creation of a new
visitation module in the UFACET will allow DCFS to more closely track the quality of the parent-
child interaction during visits, the parents’ demonstration of parenting skills and their attendance
at visits. We believe this item is a strength for Utah.
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Item 9 - Preserving Connections

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether concerted efforts were made to maintain the
child’s connections to his or her neighborhood, community, faith, extended family, Tribe, school,
and friends.

The Item 9 results for the 2017 and 2018 QCR cases scored on the OSRI show 54 foster cases
with scores. Two cases were not completed on this item. Only three cases were applicable for
the ICWA questions. As a reminder, no QA’s were done on these cases. The results are shown
below:

OSRI: Item 9 Results for FY2017 and FY2018

A. During the period under review, were concerted efforts made to 50 4 2
maintain the child’s important connections (for example,

neighborhood, community, faith, language, extended family members

including siblings who are not in foster care, Tribe, school, and/or

friends)?

B. Was a sufficient inquiry conducted with the parent, child, custodian, 51 3 2
or other interested party to determine whether the child may be a

member of, or eligible for membership in, a federally recognized

Indian Tribe?

C. If the child may be a member of, or eligible for membership in, a 2 1 53
federally recognized Indian Tribe, during the period under review, was

the Tribe provided timely notification of its right to intervene in any

state court proceedings seeking an involuntary foster care placement

or termination of parental rights?

D. If the child is a member of, or eligible for membership in, a federally 1 1 54
recognized Indian Tribe, was the child placed in foster care in

accordance with Indian Child Welfare Act placement preferences or

were concerted efforts made to place the child in accordance with the

Act’'s placement preferences?

Connection to Tribes

Utah’s Practice Guidelines require caseworkers to ask if a child has Native American/Alaska
Native heritage at every new proceeding. In other words, if a CPS worker asks if a child has
Native American heritage any ongoing worker required to ask again. If a child is identified as
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Native, the Utah Attorney General formally notify the Tribe. In addition, DCFS caseworkers
informally notify the Tribe as soon as a child who enters custody is identified as Native
American.

Utah makes an exceptional effort to help Native children with Tribal enrollment if they are
eligible but not yet enrolled. Caseworkers begin by sitting down with parents and asking about
membership in the Tribe. If a child is eligible but not enrolled the caseworker can help the
family through the enrollment process, helping the child establish or maintain a connection to
their Tribe. If a child is a member of or eligible for membership in two Tribes DCFS works to
keep both Tribes notified of the child welfare services that the child is receiving. While these two
activities are not required by the ICWA, Utah caseworkers have been trained on the value of the
connection for families to the Tribes.

Caseworkers have access to a state level program administrator who is an ICWA Specialist and
is well connected to the federally recognized Tribes in Utah. Each region also has an employee
designated as an ICWA Specialist who can further support caseworkers with ICWA questions.

DCFS caseworkers have Title VI Indian Education resources in the schools that give Native
children receiving DCFS services another way to stay connected or reconnect with their
heritage. School districts in Utah who have a high concentration of Native American children
have an Indian Education coordinator. Coordinators choose activities that increase the
students’ educational performance, their connection to other Native children and families, and
may have cultural classes and activities that include performances for children to participate in.
For children who are in care, this gives them a frequent connection to their heritage.

Connection with Schools:

The division also works closely with school districts to maintain the connections between
children in foster care and their schools. In 2009, the Utah State Legislature passed legislation
allowing children in foster care to remain in their current school even if the foster child moves to
a placement in another school district.

In 2014, DCFS Practice Guidelines were updated to include a provision that requires a
caseworker to make efforts to maintain the child’s enroliment at their existing school whenever a
child’s living arrangement is changed. If a school change must occur, the caseworker is required
to make every effort to minimize the degree of disruption to the child’s education by working with
educators to resolve any issues.

Training was provided statewide to agency staff during which they learned about the purpose of
the law, discussed the impact it will have on children in foster care, and were informed about the
importance of maintaining school connections.

Conclusions - Utah works to preserve connections for children placed in foster care including
connections to extended family, community, school, medical providers, religious organization,
tribe, and friends whenever possible and appropriate. The DCFS ICWA Program Administrator’s
ongoing and active efforts to support and train DCFS staff, instruct Attorney General office staff
on notification requirements, and establish strong relationships with every Utah Tribe, support
children in foster care to maintain their connection to their Tribe. One role of the Child and
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Family Team is to discuss the child’s connections and how to best support the child through
those connections.

Iltem 10 - Relative Placement

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether concerted efforts were made to place the child
with relatives when appropriate.

The percent of children in foster care placed with kinship caregivers at some point in time during
the year has improved from 19% in FY2004 to 42% in FY2017. In addition, approximately 28%
of children leave foster care to permanent custody, guardianship, or adoption by a relative.

Y12 FY13  FY14  FY15  FY16 FY17

In previous years, biological siblings in Utah were not recognized as siblings after their parents’
rights were terminated. In 2015, legislation was passed that allows workers to place a child with
the adoptive family of a biological sibling prior to the adoptive family being licensed as foster
parents if their license has expired. This law allows DCFS to consider these families as kin to
the foster child. A definition of sibling, that includes brothers or sisters who are or were
biological, half, or step siblings, has been published in DCFS Practice Guidelines.

Corresponding legislation allows the courts to place a child with a “friend” if one is designated by
the custodial parent or guardian of the child and the child knows and is comfortable with the
friend. The friend must be a licensed foster parent or willing to become licensed within six
months of the child being placed with them. In 2015, a definition of “friend” was included in
Practice Guidelines providing guidance to caseworkers as they explore all possible placements
for a child. In the 2018 Legislative Session, wording was added to the law giving the child the
opportunity to designate a friend under the same provisions in the law, if the child is of sufficient
maturity to articulate their wishes in relation to a placement.
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Completion of a search for relatives, extended relatives, non-relatives, or family friends is
required within 30 days of the date a child enters custody, each time a placement change is
made, and periodically throughout the life of the case.

In order to expedite the placement of children coming into custody with their kin, provisions were
put in place several years ago to perform immediate background checks on potential kin
caregivers.

Within the first 30 days of a child’s placement with kin, the family is provided information about
the Specified Relative Grant and about Medicaid through the Department of Workforce
Services. The Specified Relative Grant provides medical and financial assistance for relative
families before they become licensed foster care providers or when they have been granted
guardianship. DCFS provides the kin family with help in filling out the Specified Relative Grant
application if needed.

Every region employs Kin Locators, Resource Family Consultants, and a Kinship Team that
provide formal and informal supports to kinship caregivers. At the state level, a Kinship Program
Administrator coordinates these services and responds to information requests from the public
as well from governmental agencies in other states. In addition, DCFS has trained and licensed
30 employees who are now using the internet-based CLEAR search engine, from Thomson
Reuters, to locate relatives that might be interested in becoming a kinship caregiver or could
offer a family connection to a child entering custody.

Three years ago, DCFS reported that Utah was in the process of seeking approval to provide
Federal Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payments. Since then, Utah determined that the costs
and other barriers associated with implementation of Kinship Guardianship Assistance
Payments outweigh the benefits. In fact, Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payments would
negatively impact kin caregiver’s ability to access other benefits and would subsequently reduce
the amount of financial support they would be able to receive. Therefore, the agency has not
pursued this subsidy and will continue working with other agencies—primarily the Department of
Workforce Services—to ensure that adequate financial assistance and other support is available
to help kinship families support the children in their care.

During the fall of 2016, DCFS staff and several legal partners attended training provided in
every region that focused on identifying, locating, and engaging kinship caregivers. Classroom
training for kinship families pursuing licensure is now available online, which makes it more
accessible to families throughout the State of Utah. A kinship pamphlet was developed to inform
the public and potential kin caregivers of policies, procedures, and guidelines that relate to
caring for the child of a family member or friend and services available to kin caregivers. This
pamphlet is provided by caseworkers and is also available on the DCFS website.

Conclusions - The removal of a child is nearly always traumatic. Placing the child in the home
of a relative or friend can lessen the impact of removal from their home. Utah DCFS has a
number of provisions in place emphasizing the importance of placing children who cannot
remain home in the homes of kin who know and love them. Utah also has provisions for placing
children with friends who are known to them. This is an important way to help children feel
comforted and cared for when a removal is necessary.
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Item 11 - Relationship of Child in Care With Parents

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether concerted efforts were made to promote,
support, and/or maintain positive relationships between the child in foster care and his or her
mother and father or other primary caregiver(s) from whom the child had been removed through
activities other than just arranging for visitation.

As mentioned in Item 8, the “Family Connections” indicator was added to the QCR in 2011.
While this indicator primarily assesses whether connections with parents through visitation have
been maintained, it also looks at the involvement of parents in the child’s life, including
participation in school, sporting events, or medical visits. The table in Iltem 8 shows the results
from the FY2017 QCR.

The table below shows the results of the QCR cases in 2017 and 2018 that were scored on the
OSRI onitem 11.

OSRI: Item 11 Results for FY2017 and FY2018

A. During the period under review, were concerted efforts made to 32 11 3
promote, support, and otherwise maintain a positive and nurturing
relationship between the child in foster care and his or her mother?

B. During the period under review, were concerted efforts made to 18 10 18
promote, support, and otherwise maintain a positive and nurturing
relationship between the child in foster care and his or her father?

Concerted Efforts Made to Support or Strengthen the Relationships Mother Father

Encouraged the parent’s participation in school activities and case 21 5
conferences, attendance at doctors’ appointments with the child, or
engagement in the child’s after-school or sports activities?

Provided or arranged for transportation or provided funds for transportation 12 5
so that the parent could attend the child’s special activities and doctors’
appointments?
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Provided opportunities for therapeutic situations to help the parent and child

strengthen their relationship?

Encouraged the foster parents to provide mentoring or serve as role models to
the parent to assist them in appropriate parenting?

Encouraged and facilitated contact with a parent not living in close proximity

to the child?

Other

NA

16

14

28

In 32 of the 42 or 76% of applicable cases reviewed on this item, reviewers found that concerted

efforts were made for mothers. These same concerted efforts were found for fathers in 18 of

the applicable 28 cases or 64%.

67% of the cases reviewed received a strength rating on this item. A summary of the ratings for
Item 11 is shown in the table below:

Strength

Area Needing Improvement

Not Applicable

Total

31

15

10

56

Conclusions - Utah’s DCFS Practice Guidelines instruct staff to notify parents of medical

appointments, school meetings, and other activities in the child’s life and to encourage parents

to attend activities in which their children participate. In addition, Child and Family Services is

expected to provide parents with transportation to support their attendance at these events.

While Utah is increasing the performance in this area, further analysis of the data will provide

insight on where to target the efforts for maintaining relationships with children in care and their

parents so that efforts can be directed in the most important places.
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C. Well-Being

Well-Being Outcomes 1, 2, and 3

Well-being outcomes include: (A) families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s
needs; (B) children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs; and (C)
children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.

e [or each of the three well-being outcomes, include the most recent available data
demonstrating the state’s performance. Data must include relevant available case
record review data and relevant data from the state information system (such as
information on caseworker visits with parents and children).

e Based on these data and input from stakeholders, Tribes, and courts, include a brief
assessment of strengths and concerns regarding Well-Being Outcomes 1, 2, and 3.

State Response:

Wellbeing Outcome 1: Families Have Enhanced Capacities to Provide for
Their Children’s Needs

Iltem 12 - Needs and Services of Child, Parents, and Foster Parents

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether the agency made concerted efforts to:

e Assess the needs of children, parents, and foster parents.

e |dentify services necessary to achieve case goals.

e Adequately address the issues relevant to the agency’s involvement with the family.
e Provide the appropriate services.

The QCR indicators for Assessment and Intervention Adequacy measure Utah’s performance
on Item 12. Reviewers evaluate whether Assessment and Intervention Adequacy were
acceptable for the child, mother, father, and caregiver and assign an overall score for each
measure. The data for overall scores goes back to the beginning of the QCR in 2000. The
breakout for individuals however only goes back to 2012 when these two indicators were
modified to better reflect the CFSR measures. The overall score is independent of scores given
the child, mother, father, caregiver, and other.

While Intervention Adequacy has declined somewhat over the last few years (while remaining
above the 70% QCR standard), there has been a constant improvement observed on the
Assessment measure. The current overall score of 81% for the Assessment measure, as seen
in the tables and graphs below, is an encouraging trend and possibly the result of implementing
formal assessment tools. The Intervention Adequacy score is the result of reviewers assessing
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the degree to which the planned interventions, services and supports being provided to the child
and family are of sufficient power, and beneficial effect to achieve safety and permanency. An
unacceptable score in Intervention Adequacy is typically the result of a lack of, a delay, or
insufficient intensity of a service/support or it not producing the desired change. When a QCR
score drops below the 70% standard, the region must engage in a PIP to remedy the decline.
Southwest region’s Intervention Adequacy overall score, for example, dropped from 85% to
55% in FY 2017. They engaged in a Practice Improvement Plan and the score went back up to
85% this year.

Assessment Intervention Adequacy
#of | =of | FY11| FY13] FY14| FY15] FY18] FYIT 2ol | sof | P12 FY13] P04 P15 FY1E] PNIT
G | caes Current
Cases | Cases | Current i*] i SCores
] Seores| |[Cveral intenvention
[ overat Acsessmere| 120] 20| 78% [ 77% | 7em | oo | 7ow [ ean || [lAcequacy el b B i H s B e
Chid 119 30| BE% | BE% | O0% | O0% | 90% | B0%
Child 128 21) B4% | Bd% | 90% | 90% | 87T% | B6% Fiaird 3 1) 43% | 43% | T3% | 5% | T8% | 4%
Fathar 38 36| 48% | 6% | 62% | 68% | B8% | 1% Miciter 59 20| 5% | 3% | 80% | TE% | To% | TE%
Iother TI| M| 65% | 62% | T2% | 73% | 0% | &% Caragiwr i i) 0% | 91% | S5% | &M | 00% | 8%
Caneqiver a7 0] 8%% | &4% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% (e 13 El 6% | 69% | 69%
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%
T 202 A 200 005 DG X7 208 A 200 21 J3i2 33 e S 2008 2T 2001 2000 2002 3004 200 2005 2007 008 2009 201D 2011 2012 2013 2014 208E 206 2T
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DCFS formerly used the CANS assessment to assess the strengths and needs of children,
families, and other caregivers involved in a foster care case. Over the last three years, in
conjunction with the HomeWorks IV-E child welfare demonstration project, the UFACET, a
modified CANS assessment, was developed and implemented to assess the strengths and
needs of all families with an open In-Home case. After comparing the capabilities of the CANS
assessment and the UFACET, the In-Home UFACET was modified for use in assessing the
strengths and needs of children, families, and caregivers involved in foster care cases. Sections
were added to the UFACET to assess "visitation" between parents and children and "Progress
in Residential Treatment" to assess the progress of a child placed in residential treatment.

Additional modifications to the UFACET include the addition of the CANS algorithm that
assesses placement service level, and an assessment of the needs of substitute care providers
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and biological families. The new foster care UFACET was completed and was programmed into
the SAFE database in 2015. Training on the new tool was incorporated into the HomeWorks
statewide training, which was completed earlier this year. All five regions have been trained and
are now required to use the UFACET for both In-Home and foster care cases. The UFACET is a
vital assessment that is pertinent to both In-Home and foster care cases and is applicable
during the entire service episode for a family involved with the child welfare system.

Conclusions - Utah has made great progress since the CFSR round 2 in improving
assessment tools and processes used by Child and Family Teams to assess the needs of
parents and children in both In-Home and foster care cases. The Assessment score in the QCR
reflects this steady improvement. The service array available for families will continue to grow
as contracts for services are expanded through both the HomeWorks initiative at the division
level and the Integrated Service Delivery project at the Department level (see item 29).

Item 13 - Child and Family Involvement in Case Planning

Purpose of Assessment-To determine whether concerted efforts were made or are being
made to involve parents and children (if developmentally appropriate) in the case planning.

In Utah, child and family involvement is measured during the CPR. Below are the results for In-
Home services and foster care cases for FY 2017 and the previous four years.

In-Home Services:

Performanc

Question GOAL e Rate (%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
FY 2017

In Home Services
— Wiere the fellowing team members invelved in the development of the cument child i
and family plan? it
the mother 110 | 104 & o | 16 6%
the father 100 &0 20 1] Fi] 5%
other caregiver |gudddibn, S1ep-parént, o] 5 4 o 9 B
the childfyouth if developmentally 71| 51 20 0| 55 BN

Performance rate for all fous sub-questions|

Foster Care Services:

Performanc
Question GOAL e Rate (%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
FY 2017

3 Wire the following team members involved in the development of the curent Child
! and Family Plan?
thie mother ) 7 2 0 | a7 5% 1% 93% 2% BE% B5%
the father a7 48 149 L] =] Ei] 2] TEX
other caregiver, [guardian, foster parent, us | m z a 13 . e ark oy a8% 235
stepparent, kin]?
tha chil th if deve tal
o child/yauth | lopmantally s1 | 81| 10 0| a | =% % % % | 9% | Be%
appropriate? {generally age S and over)
Performance rate for all four sub-questions % % S RS BN

The involvement of children five years and older and families in case planning is fundamental to
the Practice Model. While the steady improvement observed in foster care cases over the last
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few years continued, there was a decline on plan involvement for In-Home cases in 2016. This
decline was seen statewide. It is not clear if parents and children were not involved in the
development of the case plan or if their involvement was not adequately documented. In some
regions, caseworkers and whole teams were being reassigned during the review period to
accommodate HomeWorks implementation. This reshuffling of staff may have impacted this
score. In addition, three years ago, the state experienced a hiring freeze that led to vacant
positions and higher caseloads. In the past, when caseloads have increased, compliance with
case planning requirements has decreased for In-Home cases in some areas of the state. This
is possibly due to caseworkers’ perceptions that foster care cases are more urgent and when
resources are limited they put their time and effort there first.

Since the scores for the FY 2017 review improved, with an overall performance rate of 84% in
parent and child involvement In-Home cases and 88% in foster care cases, an in-depth study of
the causes did not occur. The CPR score for involving children over age 5 in case planning on
In-Home cases remained low (72%). The difficulty with In-Home cases is that there are usually
multiple children involved in each In-Home case, whereas there is one child per foster care
case. Caseworkers must remember to document each child by name in In-Home cases for plan
involvement to count on the CPR. Involving fathers in both In-Home cases and foster care
cases continues to require ongoing work.

Conclusions - This item will continue to be targeted for improvement, especially for In-Home
cases. However, with the implementation of HomeWorks now complete and the hiring freeze

lifted, it is expected that this indicator will improve.

Preliminary CPR results for FY2018 for involving children in the plan development are showing
some improvements but remain an area to work on.

Preliminary In-Home Services:

T
T 2 ;:_ ° Performance
a ]
_:"I# Question el 8|28 2| % Rate (%) 2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014
[]
o0 @ = FY 2018

Were the following team members involved in the developmnt of the current
child and family plan?
the mother 111 | 102 E] 0 14

the father 30 71 19 0 35

other caregiver (guardian, step-parent,

kinship)?
the child/youth if developmentally

appropriate? (generally age 5 and over)

IH.3

16 13 3 0 ¢ 109

64 43 16 0 61

Performance rijte for all four sub-questions 33%
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Plan involvement in foster care cases in FY2018 continues to improve as well:

Preliminary Foster Care Services:

T
T & ;:_ o Performance
w
T"pem Question el £ 2|2 2| % Rate (%) 2017 | 2016 | 2015 |2014
00 (]
] £ FY 2018

Were the following team members involved in the developmfent of the current

Child and Family Plan? B B
the mother 82 71 11 1 0 51 85% 87% 91% 93% 89% 86%

V.3

the father 66 32 14 0 67 85% 79% 83% 78%
other caregiver, (guardian, foster parent, 116 | 110 5 0 17 a5% o5% 935 929 o %
stepparent, kin)?
the child/youth if developmentally 7 7 3 0 57 a5% % 5 92% 97% a5%
appropriate? (generally age 5 and over)
Performance rifte for all four sub-questions 90% 88% 91% 92% 89%

ltem 14 - Caseworker Visits With Child

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether the frequency and quality of visits between
caseworkers and the child(ren) are sufficient to ensure safety, permanency, and well-being of
the child and promote achievement of case goals.

This item has been measured in the CPR for several years. The question asked in the CPR is:
“1B.2. Did the worker have a face-to-face contact with the child/youth inside the out-of-home
placement at least once during each month of this review period?” In order for this question to
receive a “Yes” answer, the documentation must show that the caseworker saw the child during
that month in his or her out-of-home placement. N/A is given if the child was not in foster care or
was on the run for more than half of the month. For In-Home cases the question asks: IH.4. “Did
the worker have a face-to-face contact with the child at least once during each month of this
review period?”

Results are listed below. For the last five years, the score for monthly caseworker visits with
children in foster care has been between 89% to 94%. For In-Home cases it has been 85% to
90%. Preliminary results for FY2018 reached a five year high of 92%.

In-Home Services

. = Performanc

£ 2 0 £ GOAL eRate(%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
w FY 2017
In Homa Sarvices
" Did the woriker have a face-to-face contact with the child at least once during each |1 [ : : i : : i
month of this review penicd? IR 1 i EeeE 1E

Month cne 7 69 7 1| 49 BN 0% 3% r e i BE%
Maonth two | 7| 12 o | 37 | 8% a7 9% 9% =% | 9%
Manth thres 8 | 7T | 10 1| 42 5% ATH TH% B BE% | 83%
Manth Tour B0 Bl 1 0 36 5% B 855 L5 BER BE%
Manth five 83 75 B 0 43 A5 0% B 5% 0% BE%
Maorith six 77 67 | 10 0| 49 BN BTN BI% BN 1% | 85%
Performande rate for six months] BE% B5% % BN | AW




Foster Care Services

Performanc
Question GOAL e Rate (%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
FY 2017
Foster Care Cases
Did the worker have a face-to-face contact with the child/youth inside the out-of-
18,2 home placement at least once during each month of this review period?
Month one 8 58 10 0| 34 85% 0% n% 98% 9% 89%
Month two 103 | 95 8 0| 2 85% 92% 92% 93% 9% 94%
Month three | 104 | 93 11 0| 28 85% 89% % 95% 96% 9%
Month four 109 | 102 7 0| 23 85% 94% 89% a% 9% 88%
Month five | 113 | 107 S 1 19 85% 95% BI% 96% 9% 9u%
Month six 106 | 92 14 0| 26 85% 7% 90% 9% % 0%
Performance rate for six months| 1% 89% 9% 94% | 91% |

Conclusions - The division’s performance on frequency of face-to-face contact with the child
has been a high priority and source of pride for many years. Prompts in SAFE remind
caseworkers of this requirement. If the visit is missed, the caseworker’s supervisor receives a
notice. While the CPR results continue to meet the Utah CPR standard of 85% and have
improved from last year, we will continue to emphasize the importance of caseworkers seeing
each child at least monthly.

Item 15 - Caseworker Visits With Parents

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether the frequency and quality of visits between
caseworkers and mothers and fathers of children are sufficient to ensure the safety,
permanency, and well-being of children and promote achievement of case goals.

Caseworker contact is assessed during the CPR using only documentation entered in SAFE.
This measure reviews how frequently caseworkers visited with mothers and fathers face-to-face
or through correspondence when out of county, in either a foster care or In-Home case during a
six-month period. The requirement for monthly contacts with mothers and fathers is more
stringent than in the CFSR with fewer exceptions allowed. The FY2017 results are displayed
below.
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In-Home Services

Performanc
Question GOAL e Rate (%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
FY 2017
In Home Services
Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the mother of the child at least once =i i
L during gach month of the review period?
Maonth one 73 0 3 o 53 BN SE% 6% RO 0% BE%
Morth fao 80 73 7 o ] B5% a1k ark 3% 5% B
manth three kil 71 ] 0 4 B5% f e 1% i re nkx ]
Month four a5 T8 T 1] 41 A5 7% 91k % 9% 9%
Moarith firve a1 T3 g o 45 A5 S 9% 3% S B
Month six 73 &3 11 1 51 A5 4% Bk 9% 5% BE%
Perlormance Fale bof six monithd 2% % % 8%
e Did thie worker make a face-to-face contact with the father of the child at beast cnce : i
) during each manth of the review period?
month one =] A48 14 a L] A5 TR
Moarith bawo Eu] 54 16 1] 56 5% e
Manth thrss ] 57 9 o] 60 S e
Month four 59 52 17 o] 57 A5 it
Morth five 70 55 15 Q 56 B5% %
Month six Bl a7 17 1] 62 B5%
Performance rate for slx months TEN

Foster Care Services

Type & o . E = F'erforminl:
Tool & Question 2 z o GOAL | e Rate (3¢) 2016 2015 2014 2013
w FY 2017

Foster Care Cases
1.4 Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the mother of the child at beast once
during esch month of the review peried?
Monkh one Tl 51 20 0 &1
Month two T4 51 3 Q 58 B5%
Mignth three T3 37 16 Q53 B5%
Month four P | % | 13 [ B5%
baonth five =2 &l 21 [1] =0 5%
Month six &1 62 19 a -1} B5%
Py o rate for si
8.5 Did the worker make a fsce-to-face contact with the father of the child &t least anoe
during escth month of the review periodT
Month one 50 30 20 0 | &2
Month two 55 15 20 1] ki
Mhanth three 55 15 20 [i] Frd
Month four 63 41 2 0 &
Month five [ if 20 0 64
Maonth six &7 37 ) g &5

Performance rate for six

The rate of compliance for monthly contacts with mothers and fathers involved in foster care
cases had been improving continuously for several years but dropped suddenly last year. For
In-Home cases, the progress plateaued around 91% for mothers and 78% for fathers. Results
for both case types show that contact with fathers trails behind contact with mothers, which has
prompted the agency to increase the emphasis on locating and involving fathers.

Caseworker visits with both parents of a child in foster care are vitally important to the overall
outcome of the case. While Utah has seen growth in the percent of mothers and fathers visited
each month by the caseworker, the percentage is far from where it needs to be. One struggle
seems to be in families with multiple fathers. The focus of the caseworker may be on the mother
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and her current husband/partner and not on the biological father of each child. Making sure that
all fathers and all mothers are contacted and involved remains an ongoing goal.

Conclusions - Monthly contacts with mothers and fathers has gone up substantially this year.
The preliminary CPR results for FY2018 show that monthly caseworker contact with mothers
and fathers went up in both In-Home and foster care cases. The improvement in In-Home cases
was quite dramatic with 97% of the cases reviewed showing evidence of monthly contacts with
mother and 84% with fathers, an all-time high.

In-Home Services:

T 2 % " % Performance
“’EI Question el 8| 2|2 2| & Rate (%) 2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014
Tool # a = FY 2018
Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the mother of the child at least
1H.8 once during each month of the review period? :
Performance rate for six months 97% 91% 91% 92% 91%
H Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the father of the child at least
once during each month of the review period? Be et s e R R E IS AETH
Performance rate for six months 34% 78% 76% 76% 78%
Foster Care Services:
T s % " % Performance
b= Question el 8| 2|2 2| B Rate (%) 2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014
Tool # 5 ',EL EY 2018

Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the mother of the child at least
once during each month of the review period?

IB.4

Performance rate for si
Did the worker make a face-to-face contact with the father of the child at least
once during each month of the review period?

IB.5

Performance rate for six months} 66% Coe :
While there were improvements in foster care cases, the result is still below the standard. The
struggles of homelessness, drug addiction, and a transient lifestyle can make it difficult to
complete monthly contacts with some parents of children in foster care.

Wellbeing Outcome 2
Children Receive Appropriate Services to Meet Their Educational Needs

ltem 16 - Educational Needs of the Child

Purpose of Assessment - To evaluate whether the agency made concerted efforts to assess
children’s educational needs and whether identified needs were appropriately addressed in
case planning and management activities.

The QCR measures child education outcomes. Status Indicator 6a: Learning asks “Is the child
learning, progressing, and gaining essential functional capabilities commensurate with his/her
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age and ability?” The score is based on an assessment of the developmental progress of
children 5 years of age or less OR an assessment of the educational progress (i.e. acceptable
progress in key academic and functional areas, performance at or close to grade level, progress
towards graduation or an alternate curriculum if disabled) of children who are 5 years of age or
older. Cases scored include those where a youth may be preparing for college, vocational
training, or entry into the workforce as well as those where a child may have an Individualized
Education Plan (IEP). For children with an IEP, a successful rating can be achieved if the child
is making progress on their IEP goals. QCR scores for the past 10 years have remained
relatively constant ranging from a low of 85% in FY2009 to a high of 93% in FY2015. The score
for FY2017 was 88%.

QCR Status Indicator: LEARNING

100%
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In 2012, DCFS updated the education module in the SAFE data management system to make it
more relevant to caseworkers. Practice Guidelines were also updated and now state: “The
caseworker will maintain contact with educational staff to monitor the child’s ongoing
educational status, including grades, attendance, and credits toward graduation. Educational
staff, or their input, will be included in Child and Family Team Meetings when appropriate.”

In June 2014, DCFS released mandatory online education training for caseworkers that
stresses the need to establish and monitor educational outcomes for children in foster care.
The training covers how trauma issues may impact the child's performance in school, federal
and state laws and DCFS Practice Guidelines relating to educating youth in care, caseworker
responsibilities, special education issues, and caseworker resources. All staff that work with
children in foster care were required to complete the training by December 2014. This training
remains available for staff to access whenever needed and is a part of the required training for
new employees.

In 2014, DCFS has also designated staff in each region as Education Specialists. The Region
Education Specialists are assigned to create relationships with the school districts in their region
and to collaborate with them on any education related issues. They are also available to
provide technical assistance to staff in the region when there is an issue on a specific case
regarding education that line staff are unable to resolve. The Foster Care Program

53



administrator at the state office, who collaborated closely with the Utah State Board of
Education, provides guidance to the region education specialists and holds meetings with them
on every other month.

DCFS and the Utah State Office of Education have an MOU that allows both agencies to collect
relevant data and share information about students. This agreement has made it possible for
caseworkers to obtain information on the educational progress of children in care, including
information about attendance, behavior, grades, achievement testing, and progress towards
graduation. In the past, caseworkers needed a court order to obtain this information from the
schools. In the 2016 legislative session, Utah Code Ann. 853A-1-1409 was created with
language from the MOU and became effective in the 2017-2018 school year.

The Utah State Board of Education also recently instigated an electronic education records
database that documents education information relating to a student’s performance. The
“‘UTREX” database contains education information related to all students involved in public
education in Utah and due to a requirement in Utah State statute, all school districts across the
state should be inputting student information and records into the UTREX database. Information
provided includes evidence of a child’s grades, attendance, achievement scores, disciplinary
actions, and special education services. While all districts are required to enter information into
the UTREX system, there are still a few districts that use proprietary student information
systems that require technical upgrades in order to interface with the new system.

DCFS and the Utah State Board of Education are beginning to explore the possibility of creating
an interface between the SAFE and UTREX systems once all districts are inputting information
into the UTREX system. The plan is for UTREX to auto-populate SAFE with children’s education
data. Another goal is to design the interface so that caseworkers will not be required to log into
two separate databases to access student records.

A subcommittee was formed in 2014 by the Administrative Office of the Court in response to
several juvenile court judges desiring to take a leadership role to improve educational outcomes
for children in foster care. The subcommittee determined that the educational information being
provided to the juvenile court was inconsistent and oftentimes inadequate. In 2015, the judges
on the subcommittee led an effort to create and implement the Juvenile Court Education Court
Report. This form has relevant information that the judge can use to determine whether the
educational needs of the child are being met and determine what actions, if any, are needed to
help improve educational outcomes for the child. In Early 2017, a Court Improvement Project
workgroup was formed and began auditing Juvenile Court Education Reports from around the
state to determine the quality of the information being reported. From the audit, this ongoing
CIP workgroup identified issues with the education court report form and are working on
improving the form and the process for gathering information for the court report.

In 2017, DCFS began collaborating with the State Board of Education to explore methods to

maintain education stability for children in foster care. This process will include efforts to retain
children in the schools they were attending prior to coming into foster care—or those they are
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attending after entering foster care—so that there is not a subsequent change of schools if their
placements change.

To facilitate this process, DCFS and the State Board of Education is exploring implementation of
an MOU that will include language to support education stability for children in foster care. In
addition, during 2017, the Court Improvement Project provided a small grant that allowed the
DHS Education Liaison to create a “best interest determination” guide or protocol for front line
caseworkers to use when they have to make a decision regarding maintaining an education
placement for a child in foster care. The DHS Education Liaison is also working on developing
education training for foster parents and caregivers to call attention to the educational issues
faced by children in foster care. Current plans are to implement the training in FY 2019.

Conclusions - Since the CFSR round 2 much has been done to address children’s educational
needs. The Juvenile Court Education Report requires caseworkers to obtain and report on
school progress to juvenile court judges during review hearings. The upcoming interface
between the Utah Department of Education and SAFE will allow caseworkers to have access to
children’s education information, allowing Child and Family Teams to have up-to-date
information on how the child is doing in school.

Wellbeing Outcome 3
Children Receive Adequate Services to Meet Their Physical and Mental
Health Needs

Item 17 - Physical Health of the Child

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether the agency addressed the physical health
needs of the child including dental health needs.

The CPR rates timeliness of initial and annual physical and dental health check-ups for children
in foster care. The division’s performance continues to be satisfactory, with FY2017 results at
87% for initial and annual health check-ups and 86% for dental exams, down from 92% in
FY2016. One challenge has been the documentation of health assessments for babies, which
are required every two months. Obtaining and entering health visit reports for all of these visits
is a challenge.

CPR Results for Health Questions:

- Performanc
Question 2 § 8 £ GOAL eRate(%) 2016 2015 2014 2013
FY 2017
I ‘Whas an initiall or annual Well Child CHEC 131 114 7 " 1 5% % % 0% % %
conductid on time?
" Was an initial or annual dental assessment 108 9 14 1 24 BE% B P 0% L %
conducted on time?

The preliminary FY2018 CPR results for these two health questions remained within 1 percent
of last year’s results.
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The QCR also measures the health status of the child. This is a composite measure of both
physical and dental needs and measures whether routine and follow-up physical health and
dental services were provided at an acceptable level and whether all acute and chronic health
care needs are identified and met on a timely and adequate basis. This QCR indicator combines
results for both foster care and In-Home services cases (all In-Home cases are applicable). As
seen below, the performance has remained very high since the onset of the QCR.

QCR Status Indicator: HEALTH/PHYSICAL WELL-BEING
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Utah DCFS is fortunate to have a contract with the Department of Health to provide collocated
nurses in every DCFS office (some smaller offices in the same region share a nurse) who are
assigned to every child in foster care. These Fostering Healthy Children nurses work with the
child’s established healthcare provider, if there is one, or establish a new provider for the child
to ensure that all of the child’s health needs are met. In addition, the nurses contact each foster
parent on a specific frequency based on well-child check recommendations, to go over the
child’s treatments, including prescribed medication. Nurses assess the child’s health status
using a tool that then determines the frequency of contact. We attribute the high performance
on the CFSR and QCR to the remarkable support provided by these nurses.

Conclusions: DCFS will continue to maintain the contract and nurture its relationship with the
Department of Health, which employs the Fostering Healthy Children nurses assigned to each

child in foster care. To maintain the high performance, Utah will continue to monitor and modify
practice as needed.

ltem 18 - Mental/Behavioral Health of the Child

Purpose of Assessment - To determine whether the agency addressed the mental and
behavioral health needs of children.
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The CPR measures the timeliness of initial and annual mental health assessments. An initial
mental health assessment of children in foster care five years or older is required within 30 days
of removal or court ordered custody, whichever comes first. For children younger than five
years, the Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) and the Ages and Stages Questionnaire-
Social Emotional (ASQ-SE) Screening Tools are used in place of a mental health assessment
and the results are reviewed by the Fostering Healthy Children nurse assigned to the case. If a
need is identified, the child is referred to the local service provider for further assessment.
Additional mental health assessments are required annually. The table below shows the results
for CPR question II.2 which states “Was an initial or annual mental health assessment
conducted on time?”

CPR Results for Mental Health Questions

Performanc
Question GOAL e Rate (%) 2016 2015 2014 2013

FY 2017

Was an initial or annvual mental health
assessment conducted on time?

The results have improved over the last three years and are now above the 85% margin. One of
the challenges involves children ages 0-5, who receive ASQ assessments on a set schedule
instead of mental health assessments. The ASQ is completed by the foster or kin caregiver.
Some caregivers, in particular kin caregivers, struggle to comply with the paperwork and often
do not return the assessments on time.

In addition, the QCR measures the emotional and behavioral well-being of the child.
Considerations when rating this indicator include emotional and behavioral functioning,
assessment of indicated needs, provision of services to address identified needs, and whether
the interventions are having the desired results. This measure is scored on foster care and In-
Home cases.

QCR Status Indicator: EMOTIONAL/BEHAVIORAL WELL-BEING
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The QCR results for this indicator have remained quite strong for more than a decade with a
high of 93% in 2014. Since then, the numbers have declined slightly with FY2017 results at
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87%. The report from frontline workers is that the children coming into foster care appear to
have more significant behavioral and emotional problems than in the past. According to data
recorded at the time of removal, approximately 70% of all children come from families impacted
by substance use disorder, which is significantly higher than in the past. These children have
often experienced a high level of neglect and a dysfunctional home environment before coming
into foster care. Our teenage population, in particular those youth with a history of delinquency,
represent a challenging population to adequately serve and maintain in stable treatment
settings.

The health care nurses mentioned in Item 17, who assigned to each foster child are also
responsible to track and attend to the children’s mental health needs. They are in regular
contact with the child’s caregivers to make sure that prescribed treatments and medications are
attended to and to remind them to send in the required paperwork to be entered in the child’s
file. They are invited to attend Child and Family Team meetings where they can make sure that
biological parents and foster care caregivers are given the necessary health and mental health
information.

During the 2016 legislative session, lawmakers passed SB-82 Child Welfare Modifications,
which amended Utah Code Ann. 862A-4a-213 and allowed DCFS to establish and support a
psychotropic medication oversight panel for children in foster care. The purpose of the oversight
panel is to ensure that foster children are being prescribed psychotropic medication consistent
with their needs. The statute allowed for the oversight panel to be comprised, at minimum, of
an Advanced Practice Registered Nurse (APRN) and a child psychiatrist. By statute, the
oversight panel is tasked with monitoring foster children that meet the following criteria:

1. Six years old or younger who are being prescribed one or more psychotropic
medications; and

2. Seven years old or older who are being prescribed two or more psychotropic
medications.

The oversight panel was established in statue as a 3-year pilot program and was provided
funding through FY 2019, with the intention of a report on outcomes to the legislature by DCFS
during the 2019 legislative session. DCFS plans to ask for continued funding for the oversight
panel at that time.

During 2016, DCFS collaborated with the Department of Health and the University of Utah Safe
and Healthy Families Program to create the Utah Psychotropic Oversight Panel (UPOP) and
initiate contracts to deliver program supports. In January 2017, the APRN was hired and the
program was officially launched.

In 2017, 2335 cases that fit the review criteria were reviewed. 427 of the cases met the criteria
for medical complexity triggering an in-depth review, record finding, and physician consultation
(which sometimes includes recommendations). In 2018, the UPOP panel implemented an
improved approach for reviewing the cases, which required more time and effort spent talking to
prescribers, and a specialized review for children under 7 years old. Since implementing the
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new approach in January of 2018, the panel has completed 56 in-depth reviews on children
under the age of 7 who had been prescribed any psychotropic medications, 216 reviews on
medically complex cases (children over 7 on more than 4 psychotropic medications) and 876
reviews on intermediate cases (children over 7 on 2-4 psychotropic medications).

The panel has implemented a “helpline” where a medical provider treating a child in foster care
can consult with the UPOP team and receive advice about appropriate medications to prescribe.
The helpline is also available to foster parents and DCFS staff for consultation with UPOP on
specific cases. In 2018, UPOP has received about 15 phone calls requesting consultation on
specific cases and an average of 10-15 emails a month requesting consultations. The number
of consultations requested is steadily increasing as awareness of UPOP increases.

The team is also in the process of outlining appropriate medication guidelines for Utah that will
be distributed to medical providers treating children in foster care. In the summer of 2017, the
team provided a workshop that brought together caseworkers, other DCFS staff, mental health
clinicians, community medical providers, and mental health professionals to train them on
issues surrounding psychotropic medication use for children in foster care and to provide
program design input, as well as provide guidance and insight from national experts. A second
workshop is being planned for the fall of 2018. UPOP also plans to provide further training for
caseworkers, foster parents, and the medical community at various conferences throughout the
year.

Prior to implementation of UPOP, oversight of all prescription medication was ensured through
regular phone calls and collaboration between the health care nurse, caseworker, and the
foster/kin caregiver (see Item 17 for more information).

Over the last three years, to better understand and serve the families involved with DCFS, the
division has been working diligently to become mare trauma-informed. In the 2017 legislative
session, a House Concurrent Resolution was passed encouraging all State of Utah agencies
with responsibilities that include working with vulnerable children and adults to become more
trauma-informed and implement more evidence-based trauma-specific treatment.

The process of becoming a trauma-informed agency is expected to take several years.
Nevertheless, the agency feels that becoming a trauma-informed agency will: a) help meet the
needs of children and parents impacted by trauma, b) reduce additional trauma caused by our
interventions, and c) help diminish secondary trauma experienced by our workforce.

Conclusions - Addressing the complex emotional and behavioral needs of children who are
removed from their homes - and often from drug impacted homes - continues to be an important
focus of child welfare work. In Utah, the continued support from the health care nurse assigned
to each child contributes to the positive results measured in the QCR. In addition, increased
focus on the impacts of trauma on children impacted by neglect, abuse, and separation from
primary caregivers is giving practitioners a new lens to better address their needs. With the
recent implementation of the Utah Psychotropic Oversight Panel an additional level of expertise
is available to help ensure that each child receives the care needed.
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Section IV: Assessment of Systemic Factors

Instructions

The statewide assessment information for systemic factors is used in determining ratings for
substantial conformity. Therefore, it is imperative that the statewide assessment team ensures
that information in this section speaks to how well each systemic factor requirement functions
across the state. To complete the assessment for each systemic factor, state agencies should:

1.

Review the CFSR Procedures Manual (available on the Children’s Bureau Web site at
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb), which elaborates on key concepts and provides

examples of data that are relevant to the assessment of systemic factor requirements.

Respond to each assessment question using the requested data and/or information for
each systemic factor item. Relevant data can be qualitative and/or quantitative. Refer to
the section in the state’s most recent Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP) or Annual
Progress and Services Report (APSR) that provides assessment information on state
performance for each of the seven systemic factors. Review the information with the
statewide assessment team and determine if more recent data is available that can be
used to provide an updated assessment of each item. If more recent data are not
available, 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
systemic factor item.

Emphasize how well the data and/or information characterizes the statewide functioning
of the systemic factor requirement. In other words, describe the strengths and
limitations in using the data and/or information to characterize how well the systemic
factor item functions statewide (e.g., strengths/limitations of data quality and/or methods
used to collect/analyze data).

Include the sources of data and/or information used to respond to each item-specific
assessment question.

Indicate appropriate time frames to ground the systemic factor data and/or information.
The systemic factor data and/or information should be current or the most recent (e.g.,
within the last year).

The systemic factor items begin with #19 instead of #1 because items #1 through 18 are
outcome-related items covered in the onsite review instrument used during the onsite review.
Items related to the systemic factors are items #19 through 36.
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A. Statewide Information System

Iltem 19: Statewide Information System

How well is the statewide information system functioning statewide to ensure that, at a
minimum, the state can readily identify the status, demographic characteristics, location, and
goals for the placement of every child who is (or within the immediately preceding 12 months,
has been) in foster care?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the
statewide information system requirements are being met statewide.

State Response:

Utah's SACWIS data management system (SAFE) is used statewide by all child welfare staff
and has long been able to identify information regarding every child in foster care, families
receiving In-Home services, as well as children and families served through other agency
programs.

Practice Guidelines require that information about clients be accurate and up to date.
Placement information must be updated within 24 hours of a placement change. A check of the
accuracy of the placement information occurs each month when foster families are paid. The
electronic payment process requires approval by the caseworker (first approving worker) and a
supervisor or contract monitor (second approver). If the placement is incorrect, the caseworker
stops or deletes the payment and fixes the placement information in order to generate a new
Purchase Service Authorization (PSA) for the correct foster parent to be paid. Should a
placement and the corresponding payment still be incorrect after this process, foster parents
would not receive payment, which usually results in a quick notification from the foster parent to
the caseworker. In addition to this check on placements, other system validations insure that
information about the child, family and placement are kept up to date. SAFE generates a
number of notices and action items which alert the caseworker when an action or update is
required. A list of these notices and action items and their frequencies is attached in the
Appendix. An Action Item requires documentation of the required action and does not go away
until the requirement is met, or an administrator agrees to an exception. Overdue actions are
reported to supervisors and administrators who can pull reports of overdues on a regular basis
and follow up on them. For example:

e |f a worker enters a date of birth that is in the future, an email alerts him/her that this
needs to be fixed.

¢ A notice is also generated if a placement is in “draft status” alerting the caseworker that
the placement needs to be finalized.

¢ A notice goes to the worker when a child has a placement change asking the worker to
update the school information if it has changed: [Child's name] [case id] 'has had a
change in placement, if school\education information has changed please update'.

¢ A notice goes out when a caretaker is not yet licensed (or the license information is not
entered in the system) or their license has expired.
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In addition, supervisors are required to review and sign every case plan. It is expected of them
to discuss the content and accuracy of the plan with the caseworker. The permanency goal
listed on the plan, for example, is taken directly out of the SACWIS system and can be verified
by the supervisor.

Conclusions: - Utah has well-functioning processes in place to ensure that information in our
Statewide Information System is accurate and kept up to date. We believe that we are in
substantial conformity with this item.

B. Case Review System

Item 20: Written Case Plan

How well is the case review system functioning statewide to ensure that each child has a written
case plan that is developed jointly with the child’s parent(s) and includes the required
provisions?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that shows each child
has a written case plan as required that is developed jointly with the child’s parent(s) that
includes the required provisions.

State Response:

Utah requires that each child and family being served have a Child and Family Plan created
within 45 days of the case start date. The plan is developed with both parents and the child, if
the child is over the age of 5 and able to participate.

Most often the Child and Family Plan is developed during a Child and Family Team Meeting to
which the family’s formal and informal supports are invited. Utah requires that the plan be
updated at least every six months while the case is open.

The plan is maintained in the SAFE data management system. SAFE identifies the date the plan
was finalized and notifies the caseworker — every six months — when the plan must be updated.
The SAFE data management system is also the repository for Child and Family Team Meeting
minutes, which includes a list of individuals participating and the topics discussed. It is expected
that the plan is discussed and that the written document is either developed or updated as a result
of, or during, that meeting.

The quality and timely completion of the Child and Family Plan as well as the participation in the
case planning process is reviewed yearly during both the QCR and the CPR. The measure in the
QCR that evaluates planning encompasses much more than timely completion and family
participation. It is a qualitative measure that evaluates the degree of individualization, relevance,
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family preferences, and how well the supports and services in the plan meet the family’s needs.
Therefore, it is not represented here. Instead, the CPR scores for Plan Timeliness and Plan
Involvement are shown below.

CPR Plan Timeliness Score

Tvoe & v = _ Performance
w
T‘:,pm # Question E $12 51812 8 Rate (%) 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013
" « FY 2017
Foster Care Cases
Is there a current child and family plan in the
v.1 file? 132 | 109 10 0 0 85% 50% 93% 96% 95% 88%
Was an initial child and family plan completed
.2 for the family within 45 days of the case start 19 23 3 oi 93 85% 84% 929 90% 829% 77%
date?

Timeliness of plans is measured in the CPR. For an initial plan to be found in compliance, it
must be finalized within 45 days of a child entering care and then every six months thereafter.
The table below shows that in foster care cases, for all years reported, ongoing plans (those
after the initial plan) are completed on time. The struggle is completing and finalizing initial plans
within the first 45 days. This requires the caseworker to engage with the family, assess their
needs, identify team members, convene a Child and Family Team Meeting, and develop the
plan with the team. When one of the parents or a child is not present at the meeting the
caseworker must obtain their input outside of the meeting. In addition, other barriers may
contribute to the late completion of a plan. For instance, there have been times when parents’
lawyers, especially those not familiar with the child welfare process, have advise parents to
refuse to participate until the case is adjudicated. At other times, parents fail to show up at the
meetings or continue to fight the state’s intervention in court.

The following table is from the Case Process Review (CPR) annual report for FY2017: It shows
timeliness of plans and involvement of parents and child in the development of the plan.

CPR Family Involvement in the Development of
Child and Family Plans in Foster Care Cases

Tvbe & o - _ Performance
L Question E|l8 2|58 2| & Rate(%) | 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013
a L FY 2017
Foster Care Cases
W3 Were the following team members involved in the development of the current Child
and Family Plan? i
the mother 85 77 8 0 47 85% 91% 93% 89% 86% 85%
the father 67 | 48 | 19 0 e | s D =

other caregiver, (guardian, foster parent, 119 | 111 8 0 13 85% 93% 92% 98% 98% 93%
stepparent, kin)?
the child/youth if developmentally appropriate?
(generally age 5 and over)

91 81 10 0: 41 85% 89% 92% 97% 95% 86%

Performance rate for all four sub-questions! 88% 91% 92% 89% 83%
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The following table includes foster care cases during FY2017 that had an initial plan completed
within 60 days of the removal. The state performance for this period was 84%.

FY17 7/1/2016 and 6/30/17
Cases Open
Longer than Plan Finalized
60 Days <= 60 Days > 60 Days

MNorthern 496 428 26.3% 68 13.7%
SL Valley 712 607 85.3% 105 14.7%
Western 399 200 75.2% 89 24.8%
Eastern 211 174 82.5% 37 17.5%
Southwest 167 155 92.8% 12 7.2%
Division 1985 1664 83.8% 321 16.2%

Utah is aware that involving the family in the development of the plan and completion of case
plans in the required time frames is a challenge and needs to be monitored. Therefore, both
reviews, the CPR and the QCR, include measurements to track performance in this area. In
addition, supervisors have reports that allow them to monitor their teams’ performance on these
indicators. These reports, together with SAFE notices, alert caseworkers and supervisors when
a plan is due on a case. Difficulties with measuring parent involvement in a quantitative way
occur when families consist of more than one mother and one father or a parent is absent or
refuses to participate. Because accurate data is a challenge, regions have a number of
strategies and plans to continually prompt supervisors to review this with their teams and remind
their staff of the importance of family involvement in the plan. Finally, SAFE will not allow a case
plan to be finalized without the recording of a Child and Family Team meeting occurring prior to
the finalization of a new plan. When the family is present at the Child and Family Team meeting
they are included in the development of the case plan.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews during the 2017 QCR reported there is an expectation that parents and
children are involved in case planning. This is done during visits, Child and Family Team
meetings, and sometimes during court mediation. Barriers that exist to parent involvement in
planning arise when a parent cannot be located or is incarcerated. Some stakeholders
indicated that involvement of parents who are incarcerated is often dependent on the facility
where they are housed. Some facilities are more supportive of inmates having outside
contact than others. Stakeholders also commented that it is apparent that caseworkers allow
parents as much preference on the plan as possible within the mandates of the court.
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Conclusions: The 2017 CPR data for involvement in case planning shows a combined rating
for mother, fathers, other caregivers, and children of 88%. Data for 2017 shows that 84% of the
time initial plans in foster care cases are completed within 60 days. Completion of timely plans
and the involvement of the family in the development of the plan is a challenge for every child
welfare system and will continue to require a lot of monitoring and prompting. However, Utah
believes that with autogenerated SAFE prompts, the CPR and QCR measures, and various
strategies at the local level, there are sufficient means in place to continue to push for
adherence with this requirement. The QCR and CPR results allow the administration to identify
weaknesses such as the difference in the involvement of fathers compared to mothers or
declines in particular offices or regions and address them with Practice Improvement Plans.
Therefore, Utah believes that this systemic factor is in substantial conformity.

Item 21: Periodic Reviews

How well is the case review system functioning statewide to ensure that a periodic review for
each child occurs no less frequently than once every 6 months, either by a court or by
administrative review?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show a periodic
review occurs as required for each child no less frequently than once every 6 months,
either by a court or by administrative review.

State Response:

Utah continues to hold court reviews for all children in foster care no less frequently than every
six months. While the juvenile courts track this information, both DCFS and the juvenile courts
review the court report to assure that reviews are conducted every 6 months.

As can be seen in the table below, during FY 2016, 97.5% of foster care cases received a court
review at least every 6 months.

Court Reviews Every 6 Months

FY 2016

Number of Cases Number of Completion
Reviews within 6 Rate
months
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Foster Care

1573 ‘ 1533 ‘ 97.5% ‘

The Child Welfare Statutory Time Requirements Report for fiscal year 2017, published by
the Administrative Office of the Courts, provides valuable data on various court requirements.
The table below shows FY 2017 juvenile court data on timeliness of completion of hearings at
every stage of a child welfare case. As shown below, Utah courts’ compliance with holding
timely hearings is very high.

Percent Percent
Compliant = Compliant
within 15 within 30
Days after =~ Days after

Benchmark Benchmark

Shelter 3 days 1,513 1.472 41 97% 100% 100%

Child Welfare
Proceeding 15 days 1,820 1,790 30 98% 100% 100%
Pretrial

Child Welfare
Proceedings | 60 days 1,795 1,728 67 96% 08% 99%
Adjudication
Child Welfare
Proceeding 30 days 1,771 1,710 61 97% 100% 100%
Disposition
No
Reunification
to 30 days 389 381 8 98% 08% 98%
Permanency
Hearing
Permanency
Hearing
Termination
Pretrial
Removal to
Decision on
Petition to
Terminate

Statutory Incident Not Percent

Compliant

Deadline  Count Compliant Compliant

12 months 1,308 1.245 63 95% 98% 99%

45 days 636 511 125 80% 89% 92%

18 months 403 370 33 92% 92% 93%

Utah Statute on Permanency Hearings requires: When reunification services have been
ordered in accordance with Section 78A-6-312, with regards to a child who is in the custody of
the Division of Child and Family Services, a permanency hearing shall be held by the court no
later than 12 months after the day on which the minor was initially removed from the minor’s
home.

Of the 1,308 cases in FY2017, 95% had a permanency hearing within 12 months of removal.
The most frequently cited reason for delay was a stipulation of the parties.

Utah Statute on Termination of Parental Rights: If the final plan for the minor is to proceed
toward termination of parental rights, the petition for termination of parental rights shall be filed,
and a pretrial held, within 45 calendar days after the permanency hearing.
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In cases in which the final plan was to proceed toward termination of parental rights, 77% of
those petitions were filed and a pre-trial scheduled within 45 calendar days. The court sets a
termination of parental rights pretrial hearing if the child’s permanency goal is changed to
adoption but must rely on counsel for the timely filing of petitions for termination.

While there are multiple reasons for delay at this stage of the proceeding, the most common
reasons are: 1) a stipulation of the parties; 2) conflict in the court schedule; or 3) unavailability of
counsel. Stipulation of the parties accounted for 40 percent of cases outside of standard. Delay
can be due, in part, to a general reluctance to petition for termination of parental rights unless a
child is already placed in a home likely to result in adoption. Delay may also result from the
state’s inability to locate one or both parents for service of the petition, or when paternity
guestions are unresolved.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews conducted during the 2017 QCR include information on this item. In
each of the regions stakeholders indicated that court reviews are regularly occurring every 90
days and sometimes as often as monthly. Itis rare to find a case that has court reviews as
infrequently as every 6 months. One judge has considered holding court hearings in the
evening so that court does not interfere with school. In Utah, it is a requirement that children
be present at the court hearings or that there is a good reason for excusing them.

Conclusions: In Utah, it is common practice for each child welfare case to be reviewed in court
every 3 months. Because this is the practice, the Court Improvement Project Committee
members were concerned about the cases not meeting the requirement for a review every 6
month. The committee asked for further information about the 2.5% of foster care cases that do
not meet the requirement to determine any further action that might be taken. Utah believes it is
in substantial conformity on this item.
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Item 22: Permanency Hearings

How well is the case review system functioning statewide to ensure that, for each child, a
permanency hearing in a qualified court or administrative body occurs no later than 12 months
from the date the child entered foster care and no less frequently than every 12 months
thereafter?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show a
permanency hearing as required for each child in a qualified court or administrative body
occurs no later than 12 months from the date the child entered foster care and no less
frequently than every 12 months thereafter.

State Response:

The same report from the juvenile courts database listed in Item 21 is used to monitor this item.
The timing of these reviews is carefully monitored by DCFS and the courts, which together
ensure that Utah continues to conduct permanency reviews for every foster care case no less
frequently than every 12 months.

Utah Statute on Permanency Hearings requires: When reunification services have been
ordered in accordance with Section 78A-6-312, with regards to a child who is in the custody of
the Division of Child and Family Services, a permanency hearing shall be held by the court no
later than 12 months after the day on which the minor was initially removed from the minor’'s
home.

Of the 1,308 cases in FY2017, 95% had a permanency hearing within 12 months of removal.
The most frequently cited reason for delay was a stipulation of the parties.

Percent Percent
Compliant | Compliant

Compliant Compliant Compliant within 15 within 30
P P Days after = Days after

_Benchmark Benchmark

Statutory | Incident Not Percent

Deadline Count

Permanency

Heari 12 months 1,308 1,245 63 95% 98% 99%
earing

In terms of subsequent permanency hearings (after the first permanency hearing), Utah courts
do not differentiate between regular court reviews and subsequent permanency hearings.
Therefore, the data on the six-month reviews in Item 21 shows that subsequent permanency
hearings are held on a timely basis. During a recent CIP meeting in a discussion on the
differences between regular review hearings and permanency hearings, all judges in attendance
verified that in their courtrooms permanency issues were discussed at every review hearing.
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Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews conducted during the 2017 QCR included that across the state,
permanency hearings are occurring at the 12-month mark or earlier. Most courts schedule
permanency hearings at the time of adjudication so that they are well within the requirements.

Last year the Court Improvement Project committee together with DCFS developed an
Individualized Permanency Bench card when an APPLA goal is being considered for a youth to
ensure the team and the court have ruled out all other permanency goals and are continuing to
seek permanency solutions for this youth. Judges report that this bench card is helping them
address permanency at every court hearing regardless of the permanency goal.

Conclusions: As demonstrated in the juvenile court report, 95% of the children had a
permanency hearing within 12 months of removal. That number increased to 99% with an
additional 30 days. Based on this finding, Utah is in substantial conformity on this item.

Iltem 23: Termination of Parental Rights

How well is the case review system functioning statewide to ensure that the filing of termination
of parental rights (TPR) proceedings occurs in accordance with required provisions?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information showing that filing of
TPR proceedings occurs in accordance with the law.

State Response:

The same juvenile court report noted in items 21 and 22 provides the following data on
Termination of Parental Rights Pretrial. In cases in which the decision was made at the
permanency hearing to proceed towards termination of parental rights, 80% of those petitions
were filed AND a pre-trial scheduled within 45 calendar days of the permanency hearing. With
an additional 30 days, the compliance rate moves to 92%. In other words, 92% of the cases
where the goal has changed to adoption have the TPR pretrial within 75 days (45 days
mandated by Utah Statute plus an additional 30 days), or 2.5 months.

Percent Percent
Compliant | Compliant
Compliant . : within 15 within 30

Compliant Compliant Daysafter  Days after

_Benchmark | Benchmark

Statutory | Incident Not Percent

Deadline Count
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Termination
Pretrial
Removal to
Decision on
Petition to
Terminate

)
Ln

45 days 636 511 1 80% 89% 92%

18 months 403 370 33 92% 02% 93%

While there are multiple reasons for delay at this stage of the proceeding, the most common
reasons cited are: 1) a stipulation of the parties, 2) conflict in the court schedule, or 3)
unavailability of counsel.

Utah law 878A-6-314-Decisions on Petitions to Terminate Parental Rights states:

“(9) If the final plan for the minor is to proceed toward termination of parental rights, the petition
for termination of parental rights shall be filed, and a pretrial held, within 45 calendar days after
the permanency hearing.” It also states:

“(12)(c) A decision on a petition for termination of parental rights shall be made within 18
months from the day on which the minor is removed from the minor’s home.”

The data for FY 2016 shows that 88% met the statutory requirement. Nearly half of 37
noncompliant cases were attributed to a stipulation of the parties.

Utah’s appeals process is accomplished quickly, which ensures that the permanency status is
not considerably delayed.

In addition, Utah’s SACWIS system calculates the 15 of 22 months in care based on information
entered in the system and alerts the caseworker when that point is about to be reached. In order
to resolve this action item, the caseworker must enter the proper information into the SACWIS
system. This ensures that information about filing for TPR or providing reasons for not filing are
recorded in SAFE on a timely basis.

As can be seen in the graph below, Utah has the shortest time of the states being reviewed in
2018 in terms to time from removal to termination of parental rights and to finalized adoptions
for children who were adopted.
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Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews from the 2017 QCR’s reported that across the state the courts and the
agency diligently file a petition for termination of parental rights when children have been in
care for 15 of the past 22 months. It is typical that a termination petition will be filed at 12
months when the parent is non-compliant. Termination petitions are filed within 30 to 45 days
of the Permanency hearing or when reunifications services are ended. When the case
reaches the point where a termination petition is filed, the case is typically resolved by default
of the parents or through relinquishment rather than by trial. On some occasions parents will
relinquish during the termination trial when it is evident that there has been sufficient
opportunity for reunification. Some termination trials end with an order for reunification but
this is rare.

Conclusions: As reported by stakeholders, termination petitions in Utah are filed within 30 to
45 days of the permanency hearing or when reunification services are ended. Utah is confident
that the juvenile court system and in particular the termination of parental rights of parents who
are not able to be safe parents for their children is expedient and working well.
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Item 24: Notice of Hearings and Reviews to Caregivers

How well is the case review system functioning statewide to ensure that foster parents, pre-
adoptive parents, and relative caregivers of children in foster care are notified of, and have a
right to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respect to the child?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show foster
parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relative caregivers of children in foster care (1) are
receiving notification of any review or hearing held with respect to the child and (2) have
a right to be heard in any review or hearing held with respect to the child.

State Response:

A recent survey of the 706 foster parents who had children placed in their homes during the
period between July 1, 2017 and May 7, 2018 received 204 responses. The following are the
results of the survey:

For foster children living in your home during the period July 1, 2077 to

@ | was always notified of court hearings
@ | was often notified of court hearings

| was notified of court hearings about
half the time

@ | was notified of court hearings less
than half the time

@ | was rarely notified of court hearings
@ | was never notified of court hearings.

As can be seen above, 72% of foster parents who responded to the survey said that they were
always or often notified of court hearings. Another 9% was notified half of the time. The
remainder (19% of the respondents) were notified less than half of the time, rarely, or never.

Those who answered Yes or Sometimes to the question above were asked the following
guestion:
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Were you told that you have a RIGHT TO BE HEARD in court hearings for
foster children placed in your home?

@ ves
@ Mo

Sometimes

While the notification of foster parents of court hearings is happening in the majority of the time,
few foster parents report that they were told that they had a right to be heard in court hearings.

CFSR round 2 rated this item as an area needing improvement. The Utah PIP addressed this
by working with the courts to provide foster parents access to the newly implemented “MyCase”
management system, an internet-based system that allows parents and children involved with
the Juvenile Court System to look up court information including the date and time of court
hearings. Unfortunately, during the QCR stakeholder interviews, foster parents commented that
even though they have access to MyCase they are not always aware when court hearings are
scheduled.

Early reports from a current Court Improvement Project initiative to increase the attendance of
children at their court hearings show that foster parent attendance along with the increased
attendance of children. As this initiative gains more momentum we anticipate that the rise in
foster parent attendance will continue. Judges report that foster parents are often notified of
court hearings when they are present at court since the date and time of the next hearing is
scheduled right there, in the courtroom.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews conducted during the 2017 QCR mentioned that foster parents
typically attend court hearings. State-licensed providers are more likely to attend court than
proctor licensed providers. There has been a concerted effort to have children attend court
hearings which has improved the attendance of caregivers, since they are usually the ones
bringing the child to the hearing. Notice to substitute caregivers usually comes through the
caseworker and is typically a standing item on the Child and Family Team meeting agenda.
The next court hearing is generally scheduled at the end of every hearing and if foster parents
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are in the courtroom they will have the next hearing date. When present, caregivers are given
the chance to speak in most courts.

Conclusions: DCFS recognizes that it needs to provide better notifications of upcoming court
hearings to foster parents and noatification of their right to be heard. Recently, an interface
between the court system and the SAFE data management system has allowed court review
dates to be sent to SAFE. This will facilitate development of a plan for SAFE to support notice to
foster parents of upcoming court hearings. The plan includes a first step, which was released in
May 2018. Caseworkers now see a widget on their SAFE main page with upcoming court
hearings on their cases. The next step will be to instruct caseworkers on creating Google
calendar appointments for every hearing and include the foster parent as an invitee. This will
generate an emailed appointment for the foster parent. If a hearing date or time is changed, the
widget will show a change and the caseworker can update the appointment on their calendar,
sending a notice of the change to the foster parent. Finally, the administration will need to
evaluate the effectiveness of this notification system and make any adjustments. While we have
seen an improvement in the notification of court hearings to foster parents, the notice of their
right to be heard in court still lags behind. The analysis of the survey results of foster parents
show that practices between courts differ in terms of courts providing foster parents the
opportunity to be heard.

C. Quality Assurance System

ltem 25: Quality Assurance System

How well is the quality assurance system functioning statewide to ensure that it is (1) operating
in the jurisdictions where the services included in the CFSP are provided, (2) has standards to
evaluate the quality of services (including standards to ensure that children in foster care are
provided quality services that protect their health and safety), (3) identifies strengths and needs
of the service delivery system, (4) provides relevant reports, and (5) evaluates implemented
program improvement measures?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information showing that the
specified quality assurance requirements are occurring statewide.

State Response:

Utah has a model QA system that measures outcomes for children and families as well as the
agency’s ability to integrate the Utah Practice Model throughout the child welfare system. This
QA system was a result of the David C. lawsuit and began in 1999 as a part of the Performance
Milestone Plan, the Division’s business and strategic plan for successfully exiting the lawsuit.
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Exit from the lawsuit was accomplished in 2010. The QA requirements outlined below were
also codified in Utah Law in 862a-4a-117. The Office of Services Review (OSR), a separate
office within the Department, is charged with conducting annual quality assurance reviews of
DCFS. OSR and DCFS collaborate closely on the review process and the interpretation of the
reviews’ findings.

The QA process includes three important components:

The Case Process Review (CPR) measures compliance with policy, state statute, and
federal law. The CPR results in quantitative data indicating how often documentation
provides evidence of tasks completed for Child Protective Services (CPS), In Home
Services, and Foster Care Services. Reviewers are from the Office of Services Review.

The Qualitative Case Review (QCR) is an interview-based outcomes-focused review
that measures outcomes for children and families and provides a qualitative assessment
of DCFS services. Interviews are conducted with key parties associated with the case
and must include a face-to-face interview with the child. Additional interviews include
parents, foster parents, caseworkers, Guardian ad Litem, Assistant Attorney General,
teacher, therapist for parents and child; and on foster care cases, the Fostering Healthy
Families nurse assigned to the child. Other interviews may be added as needed.
QCR’s are completed on both In Home and Foster Care cases. Reviewers are selected
from Community Partners, DCFS employees, and the Office of Services Review. In
addition, Utah often hosts visitors from other states who want to see how the QCR
process operates. The QCR also includes stakeholder interviews. For FY2017 these
Stakeholder Interviews with DCFS staff included:

DCFS Region Directors
Administrative Focus Groups
Supervisor Focus Groups
Caseworker Focus Groups

O O O O

External Stakeholder interviews included:

Foster Parent Focus Groups
Assistant Attorney General
Guardian ad Litem
Parental Defense Attorney
Judges
Health Department - Fostering Healthy Children
Family Support Centers
Local Child Welfare Quality Improvement Committee members
Juvenile Justice Services
o Mental Health Providers
Finally, Quality Improvement Committees (QICs) in each region and the Child Welfare
Improvement Council (CWIC) at the state level constitute the third level of quality
assurance. These stakeholder committees include legal partners, community action
groups, community service providers, foster parents, foster care alumni, medical service
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providers, business owners in the community, and other interested parties. QICs
provide regular, ongoing feedback and make recommendations to region and state office
administrators about quality assurance issues that affect the child welfare system. (See
Item 31 and 32 for more information on these stakeholder committees.)

The Office of Services Review (OSR) completes a QCR for each of the five DCFS regions
annually. Reviews begin in September and concluded in May. A total of 150 randomly selected
cases are reviewed. The cases are divided among the regions reflecting the percent of cases
each region has in relation to the total number of cases in the state, with a minimum of 20 cases
for any review. The sample includes both Foster Care cases and In-Home Services cases. For
both case types a target child is selected for review.

OSR also completes the Case Process Review (CPR) annually on a sample of DCFS cases
statewide. The sample includes CPS cases, foster care and In-Home cases, as well as
unaccepted referrals of maltreatment. The CPR is a file-based review that evaluates adherence
of practice to policy.

REVIEW QUALITATIVE | CASE PROCESS
DIFFERENCES | CASE REVIEW REVIEW
Interviews with TH h
Method key parties and .D—W:EL
etho limited review review ot case
record
of case record
Sample By Region Statewide
Measures Measures
Measurement \
outcomes compliance

When both the Qualitative Case Review and the Case Process Review are completed for a
region, OSR reports the findings. A meeting with the region administration to go over the results
is held, and a written report of the results is issued. If there are QCR indicators that fall below
the acceptable level of 70% for individual indicators or 85% for the overall score on Child Status
or System Performance, the region develops a Practice Improvement Plan (PIP). This plan is
submitted to the state office for approval and monitoring. Regions are asked to report on their
PIP strategies and performance in quarterly statewide meetings. This allows each region to
learn what improvement strategies are used in other regions and what strategies are effective.
Region improvement goals are measured by the performance on the next year’s review.
Because the CPR is a statewide review and individual region scores are not statistically
representative, so no PIP’s are required. If the state falls below the acceptable score for any
program area a statewide PIP is required. Acceptable scores on the CPR are 90% for safety
items and 85% for all other items.
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The findings of both, the QCR and CPR, are reported annually to the statewide Child Welfare

Improvement Council (CWIC) and to the regional Quality Improvement Committees (QICs). This

is an important source of data and information for these committees that informs the

recommendations they make to DCFS.

The annual report with the most recent QCR and CPR findings can be found on OSR’s website

at: https://hs.utah.gov/divisions/services-review

The Practice Improvement Plans that are developed to remediate substandard performance are
posted on the DCFS website at https://dcfs.utah.gov/resources/reports-and-data/ under Region

Performance Improvement Plans.

QCR Results for FY2017:

As can be seen in the table below, the QCR has been evaluating DCFS services and
influencing its practice since 2000. It represents a key pillar in Utah’s CQI process. Results
improved dramatically in the first five years, leading eventually to the exit from the David C.
lawsuit in 2010. Results have fluctuated somewhat since but remained close to the standard
with the overall System Performance score falling slightly below acceptable this year. DCFS

believes the main reason behind these declines is due to high frontline staff turnover during the

last two years. Turnover has been a challenge in the past, but not to the extent experienced
recently. While turnover rates hovered around 14% six years ago, it spiked to 27% last year.

Statewide Overall Scores

. hild Status Overall Score . Svatem Performance Overall Score

Number of cases reviewed in the CPR for FY2017:
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CASE FILES
PROGRAM AREA REVIEWED)
CP5 General 133
Unable-to-Locate 76
Medical Neglect 26
Priority 1 0
Unaccepted Referrals 134
Removals 133
PS5/PSC/PFP 126
Foster Care Services 132

No Priority 1 cases were reviewed because there were no Priority 1 assignments in FY2017.

Statewide CPR 2017 Data

Unable to | Unaccepted In Home | Foster | Overall
Answers Year CPS Removals .
Locate Referrals Services Care % Yes
Yes answers B3z 173 401 465 2362 3370 7603
Partial credit answers 0 0 37 26
Partial credit (score) 0.00 0.00 27.75 19.50 47.25
Partials (no credit) 0 0 14 0 0 14
No answers B4 50 i 101 420 540 1156
EC answers 7 7 0 11 4 29
N/A answers 191 74 218 2462 2264 5209
Sample | 923 | 230 | 402 | 580 | 2830 | 3940 | 2905
2016 93% 86% 99% B4% B2% B7% B7%
2015 92% B82% 100% B6% B6% BE% BE%
2014 96% B7% 100% B6% B7% BE% BE%
2013 94% B6% 100% TT% B82% 81% 84%

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews during the 2017 QCR recorded the following comments from
stakeholders:

e DCEFS staff are very aware of the Case Process Review (CPR) and Qualitative
Case Review (QCR) that are performed annually in each region.

e Most community partners are also aware of the quality assurance activities
associated with the CPR and QCR. Their level of knowledge depends on the
region they are connected with.

e |n addition to the two annual reviews there are performance reports that are
available in the SAFE database (SACWIS) system. These are used in varying
degrees in the regions. There is no set requirement for their use and there is
the general feeling that there are some reports that are not accurate. Changes
to these reports are being made in connection with the migration from Classic
SAFE to WebSAFE.

e There is an expectation across the state that there are regular QA activities
including review of cases by supervisors. There is a varying degree of
compliance with this expectation.
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e Regions are required to develop and implement a Practice Improvement Plan if
they fall below the standard for the QCR or CPR. Activities to improve practice
vary by region.

An example to illustrate how Utah uses the CQI process to address areas needing improvement
is provided below:

“Strengthening CPS” is a project to improve the operational efficiency of CPS services. It was
first piloted in one office of the Northern Region. Expansion to the entire Northern Region is
now complete. Utah used principles from Theory of Constraints developed by Eliyahu Goldratt
as well as consultation from the Utah Governor’s Office of Management and Budget. The
process includes identifying the constraint, exploiting the constraint, subordinating and
synchronizing to the constraint, elevating the performance of the constraint and repeating the
process for continuous quality improvement.

In the evaluation of the system performance, Child Protective Services (CPS) Investigations
were identified as Utah’s biggest constraint. CPS has an uncontrolled input of cases, which
creates chaos and inefficiencies within the workflow. Tools frequently found in the business
community, proven to increase workflow and quality of work, have been implemented to exploit
the constraint, and subordinate and synchronize to the constraint. These include the following:

1. Daily Agenda Task and Action Boards (DATA boards)
2. Daily Agenda Task and Action Meetings (DATA meetings)
3. Batching of work
To improve the quality of the work, the following items were implemented:

1. Communication Cards

2. Ensuring the right frequency, intensity, time and type of contact with families (F.I.T.T.)
3. Improved transfers to ongoing services to decrease lengths of stays in the system

4. Increasing quality at the source

DATA boards (or Work in Process boards as they are known in the business world) are large
vinyl boards that provide a visual of all the Work in Process for every worker on the team.
Workers account for each case using a sticky note with the case name, date to meet the priority,
and the case closure date. Each morning the team meets to discuss what the priorities are for
the day. Workers now focus on only a few cases each day and getting as much information as
possible to move those case toward completion. This allows for less disruptions, decreased
chaos and increased time spent with families.
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Daily Agenda Task and Action

Satety Farent Contact Risk Stating Tntervention: Case Transter Case Closure | Quality Assurancel | Court invalvement
e other Srd Party Collateral Contact(s) AAG's cFm Coardinated Meting Finding Supervisor Review
Perpetrator Interview Supervisor Home Visit(s) Psc
SDM Risk Decisian Parent Contact Pss
Staffing(s) scr Family Notice

SDM Safety Decision

Daily Tasks

Daily Agenda Task and Action Meetings (or scrum meetings in the business world) are brief (10
minutes or less) stand-up meetings where the team comes together to determine the priorities
for the day. Using the DATA board, workers move their sticky notes horizontally across the
board to show where the case is in the process and vertically to show which cases are each
worker’s priority for the day. The meeting is not to staff cases, but an accountability measure for
supervisors to know what their workers are doing each day in order to give guidance and
direction to the worker’s priorities. These meetings have increased team morale, increased the
quality of supervision and created a more efficient work flow, which decreases case duration.
The graph below demonstrates the use of data to inform the implementation of this new project.
In addition, feedback groups with staff were used to monitor the effects of the implementation of
this project on staff morale and quality of supervision.
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Batching (choke and release in the business world) was introduced to decrease the
interruptions within the system as well as decrease the amount of chaos inherent in a system
with an uncontrolled input. In batching, a worker receives 3 cases and then has a period of time
without any new cases assigned. Depending on how many new cases are coming into the
system, the frequency at which a worker is batched is 4-11 days. This allows a worker to focus
on the three families (cases) without being interrupted by the assignment of new cases coming
into the system. This ability to focus on the cases assigned has increased the number of
contacts the worker has with the family and the quality of those contacts. In addition, location is
considered by supervisors as they batch incoming cases in order to improve the efficiency of
worker travel during the case. Batching helped to significantly reduce the duration of CPS
cases, as shown above, and thus decreased the number of open cases per caseworker.

Improving the Quality of Work

Communication Cards:

The quality of CPS work cannot be sacrificed for speed or efficiency. To this end, there were
several items that were introduced as part of the project. To increase transparency for families
each worker now uses a “Communication Card” which is a worker's business card with the back
of the card formatted to tell families what they can expect from the caseworker and case
progress. As part of the quality metric, families have been surveyed. Results are promising
with families indicating they feel their worker is keeping them informed.

Insuring the right Frequency, Intensity, Time, and Type (F.I.T.T.)

CPS Caseworkers were also provided with training specific to the engagement of families and
creating Child and Family Teams during the crisis of the CPS case to synchronize services for
families. This robust engagement with the family, allows the worker to provide the right
frequency, intensity, time and type (F.I.T.T.) of contact that helps create positive outcomes for
families. Using the right F.I.T.T. helps workers more quickly identify families who need ongoing
services.

Improved Transfer to Ongoing Services

Case transfer processes are more family oriented, with the CPS and ongoing caseworkers
meeting with the family together and involving the family in the transfer process. The model
suggests that families engage in services more quickly, thus decreasing the overall time families
are involved with the child welfare system.

Increased Quality at the Source

The role of supervisors is crucial for ensuring quality work throughout the duration of the case.
The Strengthening CPS project has encouraged supervisors to engage in quality assurance
during the case rather than waiting until it closes to run a report or look at the case. To help
supervisors understand their importance to the project, they are given specific information on
coaching and mentoring their staff, observing workers in the field, purposeful case staffing using
the Protective Factors Framework, and reviewing documentation and quality assurance reports.
Supervisors give feedback about the actual task while it is being performed, then check the

82



documentation once completed to ensure the task details are included. New reports help
supervisors view the work in process for each worker, which is compared to the information on
the DATA board. New staffing guides and training for supervisors reinforce the use of
Protective Factors in assessing safety and risk. Refresher training provides supervisors and
their staff information that leads to increased fidelity to the SDM Safety Assessment and SDM
Risk Assessment.

Utah is looking forward to implementing this project statewide. Western region will begin
implementation in September with Salt Lake Valley Region following in February 2019. Eastern
and Southwest regions will follow with the entire state being engaged in Strengthening CPS by
the end of 2019.

Conclusion: Since the QCR measures practices that are congruent with the Practice Model,
DCFS feels strongly that the QCR encourages quality casework practice and has been the
driving factor in maintaining a high level of performance. In addition, the CPR allows decision
makers and stakeholders to monitor how well key policies are followed and documented in the
electronic file system.

Over the last several years Utah has been attempting to merge the CFSR measures with the
QCR which has been used for nearly 20 years. Utah initially added CFSR items to the QCR
scoring sheet and used this model for a couple of years. Last year the team determined that
this model had not had the desired result. During the 2016-2017 review year, a group of seven
mentor level QCR reviewers made the commitment to participate in every QCR and to score
cases using both the OSRI and the QCR scoring sheet. This process has proven to be
successful and will be expanded upon during the on-site CFSR scheduled in 2018. The team’s
next steps will be to develop levels of QA for the OSRI and assure that the process is
acceptable to the Children’s Bureau.

83



D. Staff and Provider Training

Item 26: Initial Staff Training

How well is the staff and provider training system functioning statewide to ensure that initial
training is provided to all staff who deliver services pursuant to the CFSP that includes the basic
skills and knowledge required for their positions?

Staff, for purposes of assessing this item, includes all contracted/non-contracted staff who have
case management responsibilities in the areas of child protection services, family preservation
and support services, foster care services, adoption services, and independent living services
pursuant to the state’s CFSP.

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show:

e staff receive training pursuant to the established curriculum and time frames for
the provision of initial training; and

e how well the initial training addresses basic skills and knowledge needed by staff
to carry out their duties.

State Response:

Utah Child and Family Services is committed to having a prepared, well-trained workforce.
Because we strongly believe that the Practice Model is the foundation of our work with children
and families, we not only provide Practice Model training to new caseworkers, but to new Child
and Family Services staff at all levels, including support staff, foster parents, and many of our
community partners and contracted agencies. This sets the expectation for statewide
consistency in practice and gives partners a working knowledge of the Utah Practice Model.

The Practice Model is based on seven principles: protection, partnership, permanency, cultural
responsiveness, organizational competency, professional competence, and development. The
training emphasizes five skill areas: engaging, assessing, teaming, planning, and intervening. In
addition to Practice Model training, Child and Family Services creates and delivers a multitude
of specific program trainings, i.e. kinship, child and adult interviewing, domestic violence,
transitions to adult living, Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA), identifying child abuse/neglect,
safety planning and safety and risk assessments, family needs/strengths assessment, trauma
informed care, worker safety, and SAFE training. Child and Family Services’ training
emphasizes the importance of preserving the parent-child relationship, maintaining children
safely in their home with In-Home Services when possible, and the importance and priority of
kinship placement in the event a child must be taken into protective custody.

The DCFS training team, known as the Professional Development Team, consists of a state
Child Welfare Training Coordinator, a group of trainers at the state office, and a training team in
each region headed by a Region Training Manager, who is supervised by the Training
Coordinator. All training attendance is recorded in SAFE.

DCEFS provides staff and provider training as outlined in its Training Plan:
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All DCFS direct service staff are required to complete the 120-hour in-person, in-class
Practice Model Training plus an additional field experience packet with 30 different tasks
and shadowing including a half day at DCFS Centralized Intake. During this training,
students learn about the foundations of child welfare, receive an orientation to DCFS,
and are introduced to the Division’s Mission, Practice Model, Practice Skills, and
Practice Principles. Training includes an introduction to, or in-depth instruction on, child
abuse and neglect, worker safety, child interviewing, audio-import, removal of children,
developmental screening, Structured Decision-Making (SDM), legal aspects of child
protection provided by the Office of the Attorney General, secondary traumatic stress
(STS), trauma and attachment, effects of trauma on child development, trauma-informed
care, cultural responsiveness, and use of the SAFE database. Finally, during Practice
Model Training, new staff receive HomeWorks Training, which introduces participants to
the Strengthening Families Protective Factors (SFPF) and the Utah Family and Children
Engagement Tool (UFACET) as well as provides workers with tools and skills that can
help them effectively serve children and families receiving In-Home services.

Simulation training for new employees began in the summer of 2017. A key feature of
the Child Welfare Simulation lab experiential training is the ability to construct
environments that are as realistic as one would find in the field. The Simulation Lab is on
the University of Utah campus and provides a safe learning environment that allows new
employees to practice their knowledge and skills in a supportive and safe environment.
When mistakes are made they can be corrected using a strength-based approach that
also recognizes skills that were successfully demonstrated as well. This in turn helps to
increase the confidence and competency of the employee. An introduction to and
practice of skills that relate to initial responses to child abuse and neglect reports,
interviews of children, conversations with adults, and team meeting dynamics are
practiced and explored.

Following Practice Model Training, new employees work side-by-side with supervisors,
region trainers, and experienced caseworkers who provide one-on-one mentoring as
new caseworkers provide Intake, CPS, In-Home, Foster Care, and other program
services.

Within 90 days of hire, direct service staff are required to complete the
web-based 4th and 14th Amendments Training. Region trainers track the completion of
each part of the training requirements.

Workers are required to complete Practice Model Training prior to being assigned as the
primary worker on a case. In rare instances in rural regions, where resources are limited, new
employees may be assigned cases prior to full completion of the training (trainers could identify
one caseworker recently). Occasionally, caseworkers miss one day of training that they must
make up at a later point. Trainers monitor the completion of the training including any missed
days and make sure that everyone is in compliance with this requirement.
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The table below shows the number of new employees who participated in the mandatory
Practice Model Training for all new DCFS employees during FY 2017, according to SAFE
records. 153 new caseworkers completed the three-week Practice Model Training and 10 staff
completed Practice Model Training for Support Staff. Practice Model training for new employees
is provided every two months at the state office in Salt Lake City.

Fy2017 Caseworkers Support Staff
3-week mandatory Practice 153 participants 10 participants
Model Training for new DCFS | In addition, 8 caseworkers
employees from the Ute tribe participated

this year.

To determine the effectiveness of any course, the training team surveys new employees:

a) Immediately following training
b) At 4-6 months post-training
c) One-year post-training

The chart below shows the results of a new worker survey conducted at the end of a year post

training. The majority of workers responding were 4 to 9 months post training. The number of
respondents was 156.
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New worker: After New Employee Training
"I have the ability to..."
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The training team uses results of surveys to enhance courses so that they better meet the
needs of new employees. All new Caseworkers who are hired and who stay have completed

new employee training.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews from the Qualitative Case Reviews FY2017 include information about

staff training.
e Across the state, stakeholders believe that new staff are better trained today than in

the past.
e They are aware that new employee training includes classroom instruction, field

experience, coaching and mentoring as part of the training process.
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e Employees reported that they feel they’ve benefited from the mentoring experience
which is deemed a critical component of developing the skills of new staff.

e The gradual assignment of cases to new staff through the first year of employment is
the expectation though in rural regions this is not always possible.

e Most training is generalized to primary program areas and is generally useful but can
be delivered at a higher rate than some staff feel they can learn.

e Trainers meet with supervisors and new employees at periodic intervals during the
employee’s first year to track progress and were praised for their good work.

e One judge noted that staff spend more time sitting in the courtroom just to observe the
proceedings.

e A suggestion made was that an abbreviated refresher be provided for caseworkers at
the end of their first year.

Conclusion: All new employees complete the Practice Model Training. Surveys are conducted
at various intervals post-training to determine the effectiveness of the training. Utah believes it is
in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Initial Staff Training.

Iltem 27: Ongoing Staff Training

How well is the staff and provider training system functioning statewide to ensure that ongoing
training is provided for staff that addresses the skills and knowledge needed to carry out their
duties with regard to the services included in the CFSP?

Staff, for purposes of assessing this item, includes all contracted/non-contracted staff who have
case management responsibilities in the areas of child protection services, family preservation
and support services, foster care services, adoption services, and independent living services
pursuant to the state’s CFSP.

Staff, for purposes of assessing this item, also include direct supervisors of all contracted/non-
contracted staff who have case management responsibilities in the areas of child protection
services, family preservation and support services, foster care services, adoption services, and
independent living services pursuant to the state’s CFSP.

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show:

e that staff receive training pursuant to the established annual/bi-annual
hour/continuing education requirement and time frames for the provision of
ongoing training; and

e how well the ongoing training addresses skills and knowledge needed by staff to
carry out their duties with regard to the services included in the CFSP.

88



State Response:

All caseworkers, supervisors, and administrative staff are required to complete 40 hours of
training each year. Utah Child and Family Services provides ongoing training for staff that is
designed to increase the skills and knowledge workers need to provide excellent child welfare
services to clients. Participation in internal training is recorded in SAFE by the trainer. Staff can
also enter additional training hours manually for approval by the Professional Development
team. Utah is currently not able to compile accurate data reports on compliance with this
requirement. However, training requirements are expected to be a part of each individual's
performance plan. Through the performance rating process, supervisors review, evaluate, and
determine compliance with the 40-hour training requirement.

Currently, staff have access to a wide array of regularly scheduled training, which may be
provided through a web-based format or in the classroom. Training may also be available during

conferences, summits, or provided as in-service training during staff meetings.

Over 50 different trainings were provided during FY 2017, including:

Trainings Participants in FY2017
Bridges out of Poverty 178 completed
Mandatory Kinship Training 588 completed

Ethics Training 532 completed

Ongoing ICWA Training 411 completed
Mandatory Trauma Informed Care Training 434 completed
Regional In-Service trainings* 760 completed*

* Regional In-Service trainings include a humber of regionally provided trainings on various
topics developed based on the region’s needs. A caseworker may attend multiple trainings.

As recorded in SAFE, 1040 unduplicated people participated in one or more trainings this year.

In addition, DCFS held an annual Child Welfare Institute which included 921 participants over
three days (duplications when people attended multiple days). Supervisor Conference was held
in May of 2017 and 202 participants attended it.

Satisfaction surveys are sent to each participant via email immediately following all trainings.
This valuable input is used as a guide to the Professional Development Team as they revise
current training and identify and develop supplemental training that addresses issues of
importance to staff.
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The following are examples of results of these surveys:
Supervisor Conference 2017:

The subject matter was relevant to my current role in Child Welfare.

128 responses

@ Strongly Agree
@& sgres
@ Neutral

@ Dizagree
@ Strongly Disagree

Child Welfare Institute 2017:
As a Result of Attending CWI, Are You Better Prepared to Serve
Children and Families in Utah?

386 responses

® Yes
® No

® Refuse lo Answer

DCEFS responds regularly to requests for new trainings when outside or inside requests are
made. For example, DOH requested DCFS provide a training for staff on interviewing children
with a disability, which was provided in FY2018. Cultural responsiveness was another training
that was requested and provided in the last year. Staff can also approach the regional Training
Team which will work to meet local needs.
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In September 2017, Child and Family Services introduced a 2-day New Supervisor Onboarding
training, which is mandatory for all new supervisors. It is offered quarterly at the state office.

Currently, the Professional Development Team is developing a Leadership Academy training
that will begin rollout in 2018.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder commented about ongoing training for staff during the 2017 QCR Stakeholder
interviews.

e They reported that veteran staff receive regular opportunities for training throughout
the year.

e Topics are frequently determined by state and regional demands but can also be
determined by supervisors as needed.

e Regional training managers are instrumental in meeting all training demands within the
region.

e |t can be challenging to develop a training that is universally beneficial when the
audience has an array of years of experience.

e Whenever a specialized training is needed, a specialist can be recruited to deliver the
training. For example, when there is a need to understand how new legislative law will
impact child welfare, someone from the Assistant Attorney General’s office will provide
legal training.

In addition to training staff, DCFS often trains community partners on new initiatives.
DCFS staff also attend training provided by community partners as in the training on
secondary trauma that the Eastern Region staff attended at another agency.

Conclusions: Based on the number of trainings provided on a wide range of child welfare
topics to all DCFS staff across the state, staff have a solid set of skills and knowledge needed to
carry out their duties. Therefore, Utah believes that this systemic factor is in substantial
conformity.
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Item 28: Foster and Adoptive Parent Training

How well is the staff and provider training system functioning to ensure that training is occurring
statewide for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of state licensed
or approved facilities (that care for children receiving foster care or adoption assistance under
title IV-E) that addresses the skills and knowledge base needed to carry out their duties with
regard to foster and adopted children?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information with respect to the
above-referenced current and prospective caregivers and staff of state licensed or
approved facilities, that care for children receiving foster care or adoption assistance
under title IV-E, that show:

e that they receive training pursuant to the established annual/bi-annual
hourly/continuing education requirement and time frames for the provision of
initial and ongoing training.

e how well the initial and ongoing training addresses the skills and knowledge base
needed to carry out their duties with regard to foster and adopted children.

State Response:

Utah Foster Care (UFC) is a private non-profit agency created by the Utah legislature and
Governor Mike Leavitt in 1999. Their mission is to develop innovative strategies to help recruit,
train, and retain foster families. UFC fulfills this mission through a contract with the Utah Division
of Child and Family Services (DCFS). UFC has recruited and trained more than 12,000 families
since its inception. Link to the UFC website: https://utahfostercare.org/

In order for a foster family to become licensed and receive payments as a foster family, they
must first complete the foster parent training. Kinship families can complete training after the
child is placed in their home. If a kinship family is not yet licensed, they do not receive a foster
care payment until after the training and licensing process is fully completed. Once licensed,
foster families are expected to receive a set number of hours of in-service training (see below).
Compliance with training expectations is monitored by DCFS. The DCFS Resource Family
Consultant (RFC) assigned to the foster parent monitors compliance with the in-service training
expectation and contacts the foster parent 120 days before their license expires, encouraging
them to complete the training. If they do not meet the annual training expectation, the RFC
works with them to get the training done as quickly as possible. If training is not completed by
the time of relicensing, children placed with the family are not removed but the family is told that
further placements in their home will not be made until the training is completed. While in
service training is required by DCFS it is not considered a health and safety issue by the Office
of Licensing and so non-compliance will not impede relicensing but will restrict further
placements.

During FY 2015, DCFS signed a new contract with the Utah Foster Care Foundation (UFC) to
recruit quality foster and adoptive resource families, including kin families, conduct pre-
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service/pre-licensure and in-service/post-licensure training, assist in the retention of resource
families by coordinating cluster support groups, and advocate on behalf of all resource families.

As noted in their annual report, during FY 2017 the Utah Foster Care Foundation:

e Provided pre-service training—using The Institute for Human Services Pre-Service
Training for Foster, Adoptive and Kinship Parents curriculum, an evidence-informed
planned sequence of learning—to 537 potential foster and adoptive parents and an
additional 212 kin caregivers, for a total of 749 graduates.

e Assisted in the design of new pre-service training requirements for foster parents and
developed new online training for kinship and foster parents that addresses these
requirements. Currently, the pre-service training consists of 24 hours classroom training
and a series of online webinars and lectures, followed by online quizzes.

e According to data from the Office of Licensing Foster Care Statistics monthly report, 780
resource families completed the required in-service training, renewed their licenses, and
continued to provide foster care. Foster families may choose not to renew their license
for various reasons. For example, they may have adopted the children in their care and
are no longer interested in fostering additional children.

e Coordinated a Foster Parent Training Symposium attended by more than 300
individuals, including nationally renowned speakers, funded 100% through UFC’s
fundraising efforts.

e Developed training for foster parents relating to the educational needs of children. All
foster parent training is designed to be trauma-informed and has been for several years.

e Planned and delivered a conference for foster parents that focused on relationships
between parents and DCFS staff to strengthen those relationships.
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Survey results from a foster parent exit survey indicated that the content of the in-service
training was deemed beneficial and helped enhance participants’ skills by 73% of foster parents.
This survey was given to foster parents who decided not to renew their license for various
reasons.

Resource Family Inquiries and Number Graduated Training in FY2017

Inquiries Foster/Adopt Graduated Kinship Specific Graduated
Statewide Total Statewide Total
Goal Actual Goal Actual
Total 3,661 495 537 not applicable 212

The 2016 FOSTER PARENT SATISFACTION SURVEY, conducted biennially, shows that
foster parents feel that both pre-service and in-service training is effective:

2014 2016
Pre-service training — prepared me to determine whether | 83% 96%
wanted to be a foster parent
Pre-Service — | would recommend to other parents | know 87% 97%
Pre-Service — | felt more confident in my ability to care for 76% 94%
children in foster care
In-Services training — enhanced my skills as a caregiver of 83% 95%
children placed in my home
In-Service topics were relevant to help me meet the needs of the | n/a 95%
children in my home
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Good Excellent Total
Pre-service training | 30.3% 66.7% 97%
In-Services training | 44.6% 51.3% 96%

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews conducted during the 2017 QCR included comments about foster and

adoptive parent training.

New foster parent training is provided by the Utah Foster Care Foundation trainer.
The training is helpful. The trainer uses worse-case examples in the training which
prepares foster parents for what might happen. Most foster parents are relieved when
it turns to be better than described, nevertheless some report that the worse-case
scenarios do exist and were better prepared because of the training.

For seasoned foster parents, in-service training opportunities are coordinated by both
the Utah Foster Care Foundation and the Resource Family Consultant team.

The foster cluster groups in the region provide great training opportunities so that
foster parents can meet the requirement for annual training hours.

Foster parents also attend various conferences such as the Symposium in Heber, or
the Adoption Conference in Sandy.

The periodic publication of the Foster Roster also provides training opportunities for
foster parents.

Foster parents have also developed social media connections where training and
support can be circulated.

Training hours are tracked by both the Utah Foster Care Foundation and the DCFS
Resource Family Consultant.

One common theme that emerged from nearly all parties was that the online training is
much more difficult to engage with than the classroom experience. The online training
is intended to accommodate foster parents who live at great distance from trainings
offered at central locations. However, nearly all parties agree that the classroom
experience far surpasses the online session and that it is worth the drive.

Conclusions: Utah has had a strong partnership with the UFC for the past 20 years and we
expect to continue to work together to provide quality training and support to foster and adoptive
parents. We believe that this item is in substantial conformity for Utah. Initial foster parent
training is conducted by the Utah Foster Care Foundation and sent to the Office of Licensing as
part of the information needed to complete the foster parent licensing. In services training is

tracked and monitored by DCFS training.
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E. Service Array and Resource Development

Item 29: Array of Services

How well is the service array and resource development system functioning to ensure that the
following array of services is accessible in all political jurisdictions covered by the CFSP?

Services that assess the strengths and needs of children and families and determine
other service needs;

Services that address the needs of families in addition to individual children in order to
create a safe home environment;

Services that enable children to remain safely with their parents when reasonable; and
Services that help children in foster and adoptive placements achieve permanency.

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show:

e The state has all the above-referenced services in each political jurisdiction
covered by the CFSP;

e Any gaps in the above-referenced array of services in terms of accessibility of
such services across all political jurisdictions covered by the CFSP.

State Response:

DCFS has a large array of contracts with various service providers to meet multiple child and
family needs. These include services that assess the strengths and needs of children and
families and determine other service needs. For example:

In FY17 2,625 mental health assessments were completed on 2,224 children over the
age of 5 years.

The needs of children under 5 years old are assessed through regular ASQ (Ages and
Stages Questionnaire) and ASQ-SE (Ages and Stages Questionnaire - Social
Emotional), which are conducted at a specific frequency with all children in foster care
between the ages of 4 months to 5 years.

Identified child needs are addressed through referrals to outside agencies and included
in the case plan.

All children entering foster care and their families are assessed by the caseworker using
the UFACET (Utah Family And Children Engagement Tool). Both the strengths and the
needs of family members as well as foster parents are identified and discussed with the
family, foster parents, and the Child and Family Team. Interventions or services to
address the needs are included in the case plan.
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The array of services available to help families involved with DCFS and whether these services
and interventions are provided at the right level to produce the desired outcomes is captured in
the QCR indicator of Intervention Adequacy. When a region scores below the standard on this
item, they develop a PIP to address the identified issue in their region. Contrary to common
belief, rural regions typically perform as well as, and sometimes better than, urban areas. It
seems that rural regions, despite the lower density of available services, use creative ways and
their closer community connections to find or individualize services for their families. The table
below shows the results on this indicator for the last five years:

QCR Performance Indicator: Intervention Adequacy

Intervention FY17
P FY13 | FY14 | FY15 | FY16 | Current
Scores
Eastern Region 70% 89% 84% 80% 85%
Northern Region 89% 89% 90% 88% 80%
Salt Lake Region 88% 90% 80% 79% 77%
Southwest Region 80% 85% 90% 85% 55%
Western Region 75% 88% 83% 83% 73%
Overall Score 82% 89% 85% 83% 75%

As can be seen on this table the performance for the two rural regions in Utah - Eastern and
Southwest Regions - has been between 80% and 90% for the last four to five years, just like in
other more urban regions. Southwest region did drop below the standard to 55% in FY2017 for
the first time in 14 years. They included remedies for the low Intervention Adequacy score in
their PIP and this year's QCR review results show Southwest Region’s Intervention Adequacy
score back up to 85%.

Currently, family support services funding is used to contract for intensive In-Home intervention
programs designed to teach parenting skills to at-risk parents who were identified in the
UFACET as needing that service. A contract with Utah Youth Village to deliver the evidence-
based, In-Home Families First service to families that need to strengthen their family functioning
capacities is available in each of the five DCFS regions. The Families First program has been
very valuable and appreciated and therefore is being expanded to serve more families.

Families First Services Provided by Utah Youth Village

Clients who received Families First services FFY 2017

Children 519 (49 of whom had disabilities)
Adults 322 (30 of whom had disabilities)
Additional Families not included above 199
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In addition, DCFS continues to enhance contracts with three statewide providers that deliver
STEPS peer parenting services, an in-the-home, hands-on, and evidence-based parenting
support program that is designed to help parents:

e Understand positive and negative child behaviors

e Practice positive listening

e Practice using encouragement instead of praise

e Learn alternative parenting behaviors

e Learn alternative ways to express ideas and feelings
e Develop child responsibilities

e Apply natural and logical consequences

e Initiate family meetings

e Develop child confidence

The following table shows the number of families who were assessed in the UFACET to have a
need for parenting support and received the service in FY2017. The need was discussed in the
Child and Family Team, a referral was made, and the family received STEPS Peer Parenting
service:

STEPS Peer Parenting Services

Number of families served

Eastern Region 37
Northern Region 182
SW Region 42
5LV Region 08
Western Region 66
TOTAL 425,

DCEFS continues to address the development of new community resources — or the
enhancement of existing resources — through the HomeWorks IV-E child welfare waiver
demonstration project. In addition, the Department of Human Services (DHS) received a System
of Care grant to address behavioral support, crisis intervention, and respite care services to
families who are or may be involved with more than one division within the department. Included
are families with a child who has an identified behavior problem that, without additional support,
may lead to an out of home placement for the child. DHS is implementing this program on a
staggered basis by DCFS region.
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The DHS Integrated Service Delivery is an initiative intended to improve service delivery for
clients of the department. This will be done by integrating separate division processes into a
common department-wide process and applying a System of Care approach to how we do
business and deliver services. Better outcomes for families will be achieved through:

e Streamlining direct services and supports for clients and staff to avoiding duplication
of work and service delivery

e Delivering consistent and reliable person-centered assessment, evaluation, treatment
services and utilization reviews

e Ensuring consistency in operations: contracts, finance, monitoring, incentives, quality
assurance and data analysis

As part of this Integrated Service Delivery initiative, the Department is currently expanding DHS
contracts to be available to all department clients. As a result, DCFS clients will be able to
access any service contracted by any of the Department divisions (which include Juvenile
Justice, Services for People with Disabilities, Substance Abuse and Mental Health, and Aging
Services among others). As of May 2018, DHS has created a DHS-wide procurement to ensure
clients have access to all DHS-contracted evaluation, treatment, and wrap services regardless
of the “door they enter”, their custody status, or Medicaid-eligibility. The services include:
psychotherapy, psychological and neuropsychological evaluations, pharmacological evaluations
and management, psychosocial rehabilitation, therapeutic behavioral services, family and youth
peer support, mentoring, day treatment, respite care, behavior consultation and adaptive
behavior treatment, clinical consultation, DSPD eligibility evaluation and specialty psychological
services, forensic evaluations; and domestic violence treatment.

What this means for DCFS clients is more services to support our In-Home and foster care
clients; a larger array of non-clinical support services; and access to more providers increasing
client choice. A wider array of services means services can be better individualized. More
services mean better opportunities for clients to receive nheeded services.

Utah, like many states, has a 2-1-1 helpline that provides information to any caller about health
and human service resources. The Utah State Legislature appropriated funding for the 2-1-1
database and expects agencies to use the database rather than creating new databases.
DCFS and the Department of Human Services have been working with the United Way of Utah
County, who is the contractor for the 2-1-1 resource, to develop a portal. The portal will give
caseworkers the ability to enter a resource need and get a list of providers with DCFS contracts
that could provide the service for the family. At the beginning of the project a focus group of
DCEFS staff from across the state was convened. The most requested database element was
information on the funding source for each service. The second was the ability to filter by
location. Both of these elements will be incorporated into the final product as well as additional
detailed information about providers. Another function will allow for filtering by client
characteristics, such as parenting classes specifically for teens or behaviorists specializing in
autism. One of the purposes of the Integrated Services Initiative is to eliminate barriers
between agencies making it seamless for families working with more than one agency. The
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department is looking at whether the best structure to accomplish this is contracting for services
at the department or at the division level. There are advantages and disadvantages for each.
While these questions are being answered, the design for the portal is being developed. A
DCFS worker and a DCFS supervisor from the original focus group have been advising the
developers on the design. Focus groups will again be convened to test the portal and refine the
design. The final product will be accessible on worker smartphones.

Using this portal DHS will also be able to map the location of available services, which will help
the department identify statewide service area gaps. Funds will then be targeted to these
service gaps when they become available. The launch of the portal is planned for the end of
calendar 2018. Ultimately, the portal will allow the division to track searches to be able to
assess what services are being used, and what services are needed but not available in specific
areas of the state. Community resource development activities will continue to the extent that
capacity and funding allows.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews during the 2017 QCR’s reported on service availability focusing on
drug treatment, domestic violence treatment, mental health services, parent training, drug
testing, as well as some miscellaneous areas. The following was included in the report:

Drug treatment options outside of Salt Lake County are not as available as staff and
community partners would wish. Stakeholders noted the absence of in patient drug treatment
programs in some of the more rural parts of the state but did say that outpatient programs that
are available are effective for clients who engage in the service. There were also reports of
the need for specialized treatment options for youth in one area of the state and an
abundance of treatment options for male youth in another.

As a follow up to these reports, Child and Family Services recently began to meet regularly
with the Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health (DSAMH) to discuss perceived need
and service availability. The goal of this group is to better educate both Child and Family
Services staff on the resources available and how to better individualize services for clients as
well as DSAMH on the requirements families must meet when involved with child welfare
services. The first step was to be able to assess the number of DCFS clients being
successfully served by DSAMH providers across the state.

Domestic Violence Treatment was reported to be deficient in three counties, in three
different regions in the state.

General mental health services seem to be available statewide. When asked for areas that
could be improved most stakeholders identified specialty services that would be helpful to
have more locally available. These services are available but sometimes require some travel.
Agency staff and community partners are pleased, thus far, with the UFACET assessment
tool which helps caseworkers to identify the needs of the child and family.
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Parenting instruction services were noted in a couple of regions during the QCR
Stakeholder interviews. One of the more rural regions reported that a Family Support Center
recently closed operation in one of their counties. Families needing parenting instruction have
been referred to another program, but this resource is not yet available in their area.
Parenting instruction services are more readily available in other counties in their region, but
clients must drive a considerable distance. This same region also reported that peer
parenting resources have also decreased but so have the number of referrals for this service.
Another region reported that the Strengthening Families program has been very effective in
their region. In the northern part of the state stakeholders reported that some of the more
urgent deficits in services include parenting instruction.

Drug testing is often considered by DCFS staff to be a service. Utah currently has a contract
with one agency to provide drug testing statewide. This limits the options for the more rural
parts of the state who often report that the testing facilities are not close enough for clients
and that the ones available may have limited hours or staff of one sex that cannot observe
collection by a client of the opposite sex.

Miscellaneous services identified in the QCR Stakeholder interviews included affordable
housing in several parts of the state, issues with Medicaid and finding specialized medical
providers for some foster children, transportation resources, and daycare services. It was
noted that services and programs provided in the northern part of the state are very good.

Conclusions - Utah is placing great emphasis on the quantity, quality, and availability of a
broad array of services throughout the state. While specialized services are not always available
in a given area, DCFS caseworkers, particularly in rural areas, are often very resourceful,
finding creative ways to provide or individualize services for families in their local area. For
example, DCFS is working in cooperation with local stakeholders to provide needed drug
treatment services in the rural counties of Sevier and Sanpete. DCFS also realizes the
importance of educating staff and community partners on best practice so available services are
used in a meaningful way. For these reasons, and because DCFS is implementing several
major projects to expand access to services, such as the 2-1-1 Helpline, Systems of Care,
Integrated Service Delivery Initiative, Families First, Peer Parenting, and continued HomeWorks
expansion, we believe that this factor is in substantial conformity in Utah.

Iltem 30: Individualizing Services

How well is the service array and resource development system functioning statewide to ensure
that the services in item 29 can be individualized to meet the unique needs of children and
families served by the agency?
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Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show whether
the services in item 29 are individualized to meet the unique needs of children and
families served by the agency.

e Services that are developmentally and/or culturally appropriate (including
linguistically competent), responsive to disability and special needs, or accessed
through flexible funding are examples of how the unique needs of children and
families are met by the agency.

State Response:

Utah’s Practice Model incorporated individualization of services into its model with its inception
in 2000. DCFS policy requires caseworkers to use the Child and Family Team to discuss and
plan interventions in order to adapt services to meet each individual’s needs. This may include
providing a service in the client’s foreign language, making sure that the service is trauma-
informed, or that the service is provided at the time, location, and intensity necessary to meet
the client’s needs. The Peer Parenting service (see item 29), which is a service DCFS contracts
with and uses widely, comes to the family’s home or, if the child is not living in the home,
wherever the parents visit with the children to provide individualized parenting coaching and
support. The Peer Parent is included in the Child and Family Team meetings to report on
progress and hear about the family’s needs and requests. The individualization of plans and
services is evaluated during the QCR as part of the scoring for Intervention Adequacy.

Recently, a training was developed and presented to help DCFS workers better serve children
with disabilities. The objectives for the training included:

e Understanding Abuse vs Disability:
o The trap of assuming behaviors are attributable to the child’s autism and not
abuse or neglect
o Knowing and recognizing the differences between PTSD symptoms and ADHD
symptoms.
Identifying how an individual child with disabilities communicates.
Adapting for communication difficulties including input, processing, and output.
Recognizing and working with children with different disability considerations including
vocabulary, length of disclosure, and clarification issues.
e Understanding differences in eye contact, vocabulary, and sensory issues for children
with some disabilities and how to adapt an interview to fit the child's needs.

Red Mesa Behavioral Health is a part of the Urban Indian Center of Salt Lake City that offers
outpatient substance abuse treatment, substance abuse evaluations, mental health therapy,
mental health therapy evaluations, couples counseling, family counseling, and domestic
violence victim treatment. The Urban Indian Center serves people across the larger
metropolitan areas of Utah and partners closely with DCFS to provide these services to DCFS
clients as well as helping Native families receiving services from DCFS to navigate the child
welfare system. The Urban Indian Center is also an active partner in systemic projects and has
been a resource for meetings and conferences. In addition, the center is a place where Native
children and families, as well as the general community, can participate in cultural activities.
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Recently, a non-Native DCFS clinical consultant who has worked for DCFS for many years in a
rural part of Utah with a large Navajo population was recognized for his cultural competency in
serving Navajo clients. Due to the low availability of local service providers in this very rural
region and no tribal services, DCFS provides many services directly. The local population relies
on these directly provided services to meet an important need.

As a result of a request, a widely used pamphlet explaining the HomeWorks services is being
translated into Navajo. It is currently available in English and Spanish and will soon be available
for clients who speak Navajo. The translation is completed and currently a Navajo caseworker is
making sure that the language correctly reflects the HomeWorks concepts.

The HomeWorks project is a good example of how services can be individualized according to a
client’'s needs. A Google HomeWorks internet site is constantly expanding with more and more
ideas for activities to use with families during meaningful visits with the family (see site at:
homeworks.utah.gov). Most of these ideas have come from the creativity of caseworkers
working with families and then sharing their good ideas. For example, the same concepts are
available in an academically focused handout all the way down to a simple flip chart for
someone needing a simpler approach to the same information. Regions have created
“‘HomeWorks Closets” with materials available to caseworkers to use with families.
Caseworkers can also ask for input from a HomeWorks group at the state office who will then
consult with others to brainstorm ideas for teaching new skills and concepts to families. Any
new information found is then added to the HomeWorks website and is available for others.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

The Stakeholder interviews conducted as a part of the 2017 Qualitative Case Reviews noted
that while there are always needs that are not being met, Utah Child and Family Services is
ready and willing to work on ways to meet the needs of children and families in our state who
are struggling. The following are responses from stakeholder interviews:

Linquistically and culturally competent services

e \We have an ongoing need for caseworkers who speak other languages. We have
many Spanish speaking caseworkers and a process for certifying these workers as
such. When they are certified they receive a raise in pay. These workers are
generally working with Spanish speaking clients and are also often asked to help
colleagues with their Spanish speaking clients.

e DCFS workers has a contract with an agency who provides translators statewide.
However, a focus group in Salt Lake County reported that it is estimated that there are
between 40 and 50 languages spoken within the county with an even greater number
of dialects. Locating qualified translators for all languages is not always possible.
Even when there are translators in the area, this does not always present the solution
and in fact can present other issues, when the translator’'s background may include
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affiliation with an opposing faction or party. This can lead to mistrust or even
sabotage.

e One of the most reliable resources in the Salt Lake County community for both DCFS
and the refugee population is the Asian Association.

e Spanish speaking providers is another area of need. Every region reports that while
there are Spanish speaking providers in nearly every part of the state there is still a
need for more.

Conclusions: Individualization of plans and services is an integral part of Utah’s Practice Model
and an expectation in the QCR. The teaming process provides a platform for caseworkers,
service providers, and the family to review assessments, discuss the family’s needs and hear
their requests, and plan and review services making sure that they meet the family’s individual
needs. There is a continuing need for translators or services provided in languages other than
English as the diversity in Utah grows. However, the teaming process gives caseworkers the
ability to bring supporters of the family and the community together to find or create the
intervention that can meet every individual’s needs.

F. Agency Responsiveness to the Community

Item 31: State Engagement and Consultation With Stakeholders
Pursuant to CFSP and APSR

How well is the agency responsiveness to the community system functioning statewide to
ensure that in implementing the provisions of the CFSP and developing related APSRs, the
state engages in ongoing consultation with Tribal representatives, consumers, service
providers, foster care providers, the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and
family-serving agencies and includes the major concerns of these representatives in the goals,
objectives, and annual updates of the CFSP?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show that in
implementing the provisions of the CFSP and related APSRs, the state engages in
ongoing consultation with Tribal representatives, consumers, service providers, foster
care providers, the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and family-serving
agencies and includes the major concerns of these representatives in the goals,
objectives, and annual updates of the CFSP.
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State Response:

DCFS is fortunate to have an excellent and long-standing relationship with its partners and
community representatives. These relationships and the collaboration that results are evidenced
in the table found in the appendix, which identifies some of the major collaborative meetings and
processes that Child and Family Services patrticipates in.

> See Table of Stakeholders/Community Partner meetings in the Appendix.

Some of the most direct collaborations occurs in the Quality Improvement Committees (QIC).
Each region supports a QIC comprised of medical providers, business leaders, legal partners
and representatives from community service and non-profit organizations. Some QIC
committees include tribal representatives and some have invited former DCFS parents and
youths to be on their committees. During QIC meetings, these representatives discuss local
needs and collaborate to better serve the families in their community. A complimentary state
level committee is the Child Welfare Improvement Council.

CWIC (Child Welfare Improvement Council) Purpose and Process:

The Child Welfare Improvement Council meets monthly with the following purpose and
membership:

Role of the CWIC

e Review policy and outcomes and provide recommendations to the division.
e Oversee the Children’s Trust Account grant process and approve allocation of funds.
e Seek out concerns from stakeholders and share with DCFS.

Group membership

e Group membership consists of 25 individuals who are selected through an application
process. There is an outline of the representation desired for this group to have diversity.
Currently included are education, AG’s office, legal partners, Law Enforcement, foster
care providers, health providers, juvenile courts.

e There is active recruitment for parent representatives and former youth in custody.

Relationship of the CWIC to the regional QIC (Quality Improvement Committees)

e Every Region QIC committee has a liaison who is also on the CWIC.
e A biennial summit is held for the state CWIC and Region QIC committee members.
When a region QIC identifies a statewide concern the region QIC reports it to the CWIC.
e The APSR is presented to the council. Members ask questions and request details.
Process for recommendations from the CWIC to DCFS

e A DCFS staff member assigned to the CWIC along with the CWIC chair, keep track of
recommendations made by the CWIC and the DCFS response. The CWIC has
subcommittees that investigate topics and craft recommendations.

DCFS data presentations

e The CWIC meetings include presentation of specific data and reports including:
o APSR
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o Office of Service Review QCR/CPR report
o Additional CWIC requests for DCFS data
Youth Council:

The Utah State Youth Council is a governing board with elected officials that represent each
DCFS region in the state and consists of current and former foster youth and DCFS staff
working with youth.

Each region has a regional Youth Council which meets monthly. Youth 14 and older, who were
previously or are currently in foster care are invited to attend. Attendance varies from five to 15
youths depending on the region. The bylaws indicate the youth must be under the age of 26 to
participate, but seldom do youth over the age of 23-24 participate. Two or three youth from the
region Youth Councils are selected to attend the state Youth Council and represent their region.

The state Youth Council meets monthly for four hours. The first hour youth and staff meet as a
larger group. Then, the youth and staff each meet alone for two hours and the whole group
reconvenes for the last hour and shares progress on action items. The council creates its own
agenda and action plan. Information is shared between the councils through their
representatives.

Some of the Youth Council’'s achievements in recent years include: Passage of the Youth Bill of
Rights, helping to promote the passage of Normalcy Legislation in Utah, and helping with the
development of a new TAL UFACET assessment tool for youth.

Tribal Collaboration:

Utah has a government-to-government relationship with Utah’s eight federally recognized Indian
Tribes as set forth in the Constitution of the United States, the Utah Constitution, treaties, state
statute, and court decisions. They are Confederated Tribes of Goshute Indians, Navajo,
Northern Ute Tribe, Northwestern Band of Shoshone, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, San Juan
Southern Paiute, Skull Valley Band of Goshute, and White Mesa Band of the Ute Mountain Ute.
DHS has a formal consultation policy in place that supports Tribal self-governance
(https://www.powerdms.com/public/lUTAHDHS/documents/36148) through regular and
meaningful consultation with Utah Tribes. DCFS recognizes that each Tribe is a distinct and
sovereign government. DCFS also recognizes that all children and families in Utah are Utah
residents and that services and assistance is extended to Tribal families on and off the
Reservation. DCFS works to ensure that jurisdictional and cultural boundaries are respected to
provide support to Tribal families. There are three forums in which DCFS works collaboratively
with Utah Tribes:

e Tribal Indian Issues Committee (TIIC) Meetings: DHS’s TIIC Committee is organized by
DCFS’s Indian Child Welfare Program Administrator and has representatives from all
DHS Divisions. The TIIC meetings are bi-monthly and rotate to each of the
Reservations around the state to facilitate understanding the Tribe’s culture and unique
challenges in the rural areas of Utah. DCFS regularly reports and offers technical
assistance to Tribes though the TIIC Committee.

e Utah Tribal Leaders Meetings: DCFS attends and presents updates at the quarterly
meetings hosted by Utah’s Division of Indian Affairs. This is an opportunity for Tribal
leaders to discuss child welfare issues with DCFS. Recently the Tribes requested
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DCFS to support the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) in a lawsuit by Texas against the
federal government to invalidate ICWA. DCFS collaborated with the AG’s and
Governor’s Office in a formal consultation process to understand the Tribe’s concerns
and establish a joint response.

e DCFS Individual Tribal Visits: DCFS regularly visits Tribal Reservations in Utah, and
Tribal Headquarters in Colorado and Arizona. The Region DCFS Administration, the AG
and Region ICWA Specialist participate in these visits. DCFS’ philosophy is to support
Tribal Governments through shared training resources and technical assistance. In
addition, a grant with the Navajo Nation allocates state funding to provide CPS services
on reservation lands in Utah. This partnership has fostered positive relationships with the
Tribes’ Social Service Departments and elected leaders. DCFS Region administration
also engages tribal social service departments in regular staffing from the earliest point
possible ensuring meaningful collaboration. For example, the Paiute Tribe has a regular
monthly meeting with DCFS to identify Tribal children and talk about the case plan
reducing late discovery of ICWA eligible children and creating a partnership with the
Tribe during reunification.

DCFS has established Intergovernmental Agreements with six of Utah’s Tribes
(http://hsemployees.utah.gov/dcfs/tribe-agreements.htm).

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

The Stakeholder interviews conducted as a part of the 2017 Qualitative Case Reviews noted
that Child and Family Services collaborates with Tribes and other community systems serving
clients common to both agencies. The following are responses from stakeholder interviews:

Collaboration with the Tribes

e DCFS has had a Program Administrator at the state office for a number of years who
has the assignment to work closely with the Tribes and to be an expert on the Indian
Child Welfare Act (ICWA). Each region also has a person designated as the ICWA
specialist.

e The regions who have reservations in their areas work well with the Tribes there. One
of note is the Southwest Region’s coordination with the Paiute Tribe. The Tribe
provides an array of services which are deemed to be exceptional in quality. Lately
the agency has referred some non-tribal clients to the tribal resource center.

Working with CPS, Courts, Legal and Community Partners
e Community partners in each region of the state report that Child and Family Services
administration in their area is approachable and responsive.
e Agencies reported collaboration that included sharing the results of drug testing in
order to coordinate the information, maximize collaboration, and efficiency and
minimize the inconvenience to the families.
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e The AAG’s in one of the regions reported that they were working well with DCFS on
the new HomeWorks initiative.

Conclusions - Utah has well-functioning processes in place to involve and work with our
community partners, including all Utah Tribes, around child welfare issues and respond to their
concerns and recommendations. This has resulted in long-standing trusting relationships. We
believe that we are in substantial conformity with this item.

Iltem 32: Coordination of CFSP Services With Other Federal Programs

How well is the agency responsiveness to the community system functioning statewide to
ensure that the state’s services under the CFSP are coordinated with services or benefits of
other federal or federally assisted programs serving the same population?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the state’s
services under the CFSP are coordinated with services or benefits of other federal or
federally assisted programs serving the same population.

State Response:

DCFS coordinates with a number of federal agencies or state partners that utilize federal funds.
> See Table of Stakeholders/Community Partner meetings in the Appendix.

The Department of Workforce Services (DWS) administers Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families funds, which are used to pay Specified Relative Grants to relatives who are caring for a
relative’s children.

DCFS works closely with the Department of Health (DOH) Early Intervention Program and
Utah’s Head Start Programs to identify children who may be eligible for services through either
program. DOH uses Medicaid funding to provide access to nurse case managers who track the
medical needs of eligible children in foster care. Using Medicaid or state general funds, DCFS
also works with DOH to ensure that health care coverage is available for every child in foster
care.
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In cooperation with DOH and the Division of Services for People with Disabilities (DSPD), DCFS
is able to access Medicaid waiver services for children with intellectual disabilities. DCFS also
meets with DOH to coordinate Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) and Early Developmental
Screening services delivered to families. Foster children under the age of 5 are automatically
eligible for WIC. Furthermore, the Early Developmental Screening program is alerted to every
child under the age of 3 who is the victim of a supported allegation of child abuse or neglect.

DCEFS also notifies the Utah State Office of Education when a child enters foster care and is
thereby, eligible for the free lunch program. This natification is completed automatically, each
Sunday night at 11:59 P.M., through a link between SAFE and the Office of Education
databases.

Regional DCFS trainers provide a number of trainings to community partners, including school
districts. Region training teams have also been inviting the tribes to attend Child and Family
Services trainings. Several tribes have subsequently sent people to these trainings.

In Utah, funding for housing assistance (state and federal) is coordinated at the county level.
Several regions have agreements with their local housing authority to help provide access to
low income housing for families receiving DCFS services such as the Family Unification
Program (FUP). FUP is also available for youth “at risk of homelessness” but only in Salt Lake
County. Other regions have indicated that the case management requirements for youth who
exit foster for 18 months, as required in the contract for FUP, are too great a burden on DCFS
and housing agencies are unable to participate in the program.

Finally, the DHS System of Care, which will enable divisions within DHS to coordinate services
delivered to children and youth with complex emotional and behavioral needs and their families,
is supported by a SAMHSA implementation grant, which has helped support the phased roll-out
of the System of Care.

> See table of DCFS Active MOU'’s in the Appendix.

Conclusions - Utah DCFS coordinates well with other agencies receiving federal funding for
the child and family populations served. Not only do we actively coordinate on specific
programs, DCFS participates in many community and state level meetings where additional
coordination on initiatives occurs and concerns are addressed. Because Utah is a relatively
small state, there is a close relationship between many community stakeholders and DCFS.

G. Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention

Item 33: Standards Applied Equally

How well is the foster and adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention system
functioning statewide to ensure that state standards are applied to all licensed or approved
foster family homes or child care institutions receiving title 1V-B or IV-E funds?
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Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the state’s
standards are applied equally to all licensed or approved foster family homes or child
care institutions receiving title 1V-B or IV-E funds.

State Response:

The DHS Office of Licensing is independent of DCFS and is responsible for licensing foster
family homes and child placing agencies receiving title IV-E or IV-B funds. Child placing
agencies then certify foster homes employed by these agencies. These homes are generally
known as proctor homes in Utah. The Office of Licensing also audits these agencies for
compliance with state standards.

The Office of Licensing has Administrative Rule that sets standards for foster homes and child
placing agencies serving children in the care of divisions within DHS. The process for foster
care licensing requires a home study that meets the requirements for an adoptive home study, a
safety walk through of the home, and a criminal background check, which includes FBI
fingerprinting. This check includes criminal history in every state, Utah warrant check, Utah
juvenile criminal history, and any wanted person information. SAFE is checked for supported
findings of child abuse and neglect and Adult Protective Services supported findings, which are
also recorded in the SAFE database. Court link is checked for any additional Utah criminal
history. Foster care licenses are not given until this process is completed.

All Office of Licensing specifications and criteria that guide services delivered by contracted
providers conform to state and federal law and meet recommended national standards. Foster
parent licensing rules allow for variances on a case by case basis when licensing kinship
homes. Variances can be granted for rules other than those affecting child safety allowing more
kin to become licensed foster care providers.

Office of Licensing Data for FY2017:

Licensed Foster Homes Numbers Comment
Number of foster homes (kinship and 1602 total: There may be some
foster) licensed Fiscal Year 2017 265 probationary | overlap of providers
346 initial between each category
991 renewal
Number of homes operating at some 56 distinct foster
point in time on a variance care providers
Number of penalties issued against foster | 4 distinct all licenses revoked
homes provider homes
received
penalties
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Licensed Child Placing Agencies

Numbers

Comment

Number of child placing agencies
licensed during FY2017 (initial and
renewal)

3 initial licenses
54 renewals
(including 36 for
DCFS)

This data includes child
placing agencies which
have contracts with any
DHS division, not just
DCFS

placing agencies during FY2017

Number of proctor homes/caretakers 337 This only includes proctor
certified by a child placing agency who homes that had children
had a child placement during FY2017 placed with them
Number of penalties issued against child |1

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

licensing of foster and adoptive parents:

experience.

going pretty well.

Stakeholder interviews conducted during the QCR 2017 included the following regarding

e Most but not all foster parents were satisfied with their licensor and the licensing

Background checks are consistently occurring prior to placement.
Foster homes licensed by the state are highly prized by staff.

e |t was noted that the prohibition of licensing cohabitating foster parents, limits
interested relatives and non-relative potential foster parents.

e The screening process by the Office of Licensing has improved and the process
seems to go more smoothly. The process of licensing (Home studies and
Background Checks, etc.) foster homes has improved over the past two years and is

Conclusions: Utah believes it is in substantial conformity on this item.

Item 34: Requirements for Criminal Background Checks

How well is the foster and adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention system
functioning statewide to ensure that the state complies with federal requirements for criminal
background clearances as related to licensing or approving foster care and adoptive
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placements, and has in place a case planning process that includes provisions for addressing
the safety of foster care and adoptive placements for children?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the state is
complying with federal requirements for criminal background clearances as related to
licensing or approving foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case
planning process that includes provisions for addressing the safety of foster care and
adoptive placements for children.

State Response:

In Utah, foster care licenses are not given until every adult living in the home of the prospective
foster family has passed a criminal background check as stated in Item 33. The process
includes FBI fingerprinting in order to check for criminal history in every state, Utah warrant
check, Utah juvenile criminal history, and any wanted person information. SAFE is checked for
supported findings of child abuse and neglect and Adult Protective Services supported findings,
which are also recorded in the SAFE database. Court link is checked for any additional Utah
criminal history. Foster care licenses are not given until this process is completed.

Proctor homes are not licensed but are certified by child placing agencies. These child placing
agencies in turn must be licensed. They are audited for compliance with licensing standards
including background clearance for each adult in the proctor family’s home. Conditional licenses
may be issued when an infraction is found. If there are multiple repeated infractions a license
will be revoked. This data is captured in the table in Item 34.

Each DCFS office has one or more eligibility workers who are in charge of verifying Medicaid
and Title IV-E eligibility of every child coming into foster care. Eligibility workers in Utah routinely
review the license and background screening information of foster parents; the requirements are
also reviewed during each eligibility worker’s yearly peer review. During the peer review a
sample selection for 10 cases is drawn for each worker and the background/licensing
requirements that are applicable to that case are reviewed.

The following table shows a recent audit of licensed foster homes done in early 2018. The audit
included looking at licensing files for foster parents to determine if the background and licensing
checks were completed as required. This audit is ongoing. At this point, the following findings
were made:

Foster Parent Licensing/Background Check Audit Data

Number of foster homes/families 436
audited
Number found to be in compliance 425 97.5%
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Number found to have issues with 11 2.5%
background checks

It appears that among those foster homes whose files had issues identified, the problem was
several years old (prior to FY2017). In some cases, the issue was due to improper
documentation, and in all cases the licensor was notified.

The case planning process for addressing child safety in the foster home includes the DCFS
requirement that caseworkers visit every child in their foster/kin placement at least monthly and
have a private conversation with the child to assess safety, wellbeing and progress on the case.
In addition, policy requires the child’s caseworker to also have a monthly conversation with the
foster/adoptive/kin caregiver to discuss the child’s needs and child safety. Practice Guideline
302.2 states: “The caseworker will assess with the substitute caregiver the safety (including
threats of harm, child vulnerabilities, and protective capacities of the caregiver), permanency,
and well-being needs of the child and the substitute caregiver’s needs as it pertains to the
child’s needs.“ CPR results for the required visits and private conversation with the child are
reported in Item 14.

In addition, all allegations of abuse or neglect of a child in foster care are investigated by The
Conflict Investigation Team, a part of the Department of Human Services Office of Services
Review and independent of DCFS. Once the conflict investigator makes contact with the child, a
recommendation may be made that for the safety of the child, a removal from the foster home
be made, or that a respite home be used until the investigation is complete. After conducting a
CPS investigation of a foster, adoptive, or kinship home, if allegations are supported, the conflict
investigator informs DCFS of the findings. A formal staffing between DCFS and the conflict
investigator is held that includes the caseworker, supervisor and a region administrator. DCFS
make all placement and treatment decisions, however, if the Conflict Investigation Team
disagrees with the DCFS decisions, they notify their AAG of their concerns who then reports the
conflict investigator's concerns to the AAG assigned to the DCFS case. While this seldom
happens there is a procedure in place to address it. The Conflict Investigation Team also
notifies the Office of Licensing and the contract team of all supported findings as well as
licensing violations. The Conflict Investigation Team notifies these same partners when there
are concerns regarding a foster home that do not rise to the level of supported findings of child
abuse or neglect. Kin caregivers are treated the same as any other foster provider.

Conclusions: Utah believes that this item is in substantial compliance as there is a process in
place to audit background and licensing files and that audit shows only minimal concerns. In
addition, Utah has a case planning process that for over 20 years has focused on providing
safety through a team approach and requires caseworker visits that assess safety at least
monthly.
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Item 35: Diligent Recruitment of Foster and Adoptive Homes

How well is the foster and adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention system
functioning to ensure that the process for ensuring the diligent recruitment of potential foster and
adoptive families who reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the state for whom
foster and adoptive homes are needed is occurring statewide?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the state’s
process for ensuring the diligent recruitment of potential foster and adoptive families who
reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the state for whom foster and adoptive
homes are needed is occurring statewide.

State Response:

Utah Foster Care (UFC) is a private non-profit agency created by the Utah legislature and
Governor Mike Leavitt in 1999. Their mission is to develop innovative strategies to help recruit,
train, and retain foster families. UFC fulfills this mission through a contract with the Utah’s
Division of Child & Family Services (DCFS). Utah Foster Care has recruited and trained more
than 12,000 families since its inception. Link to the UFC website: https://utahfostercare.org/

The ethnicity of children in foster care FY2017 is shown in the table below:

Race/Ethnicity Child Count | Percent

Am Indian/Alaska Native 219 4.3%
Asian 31 0.6%
Black 319 6.3%
Pacific Islander 81 1.6%
White 4314 85.5%
Multi-racial other race not known 62 1.2%
Cannot Determine/Unknown 17 0.3%
Total 5043 100.0%
Hispanic 1064 21.1%

The ethnicity of Foster Families currently licensed for foster care placements is shown in the
table below:
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Ethnicity Number | Percent
Am IndianfAlaska Native 18 1%
Asian 11 1%
Black (e] 1%
Pacific Islander 9 1%
White 1372 96%
Multiracial-other race not known 2 0%
Unknown 4 0%
Total 1424 100%
|Hispanic | 77| 5%

The data above only includes foster families licensed by the Office of Licensing directly and not
proctor homes hired and certified by proctor agencies (child placing agencies - see item 33).

Comparing the number of children served in foster care during a one-year period (FY2017) and
the number of currently licensed foster homes (point-in-time count) is not exactly the proper way
of comparing data. But it does illustrate that there is an ongoing need to recruit more ethnically
diverse foster homes.

A few years ago, efforts were undertaken with the Utah Native American Legislation Committee
to change statute to allow Tribes to license their own foster homes on and off the reservations.
In 2017 language was added to Utah State statute to allow this change.

The proximity of the children’s placements to their parents and their school is of great
importance. Workers are required to look for placements that provide both, if at all possible,
when it is in the child’s best interest. The worker indicates in SAFE whether or not this was
achieved. The graphs below show the data from these SAFE data points. This data does not
take into account when proximity is not in the best interests of the child or when reunification is
not the goal.

CountProximity to Parents Count of Proximity to school

Mot in dose
proximity

to parents
26%
nclose
nclose

proximinty N
to parents proximity
74% toschoo

66%

Vigorous recruitment is ongoing and includes all community outreach strategies that increase
awareness of the need for quality families to care for children in foster care. UFC develops
plans with each region for recruitment of foster families on an annual basis. Progress on the
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plan goals are reviewed at a minimum of every six months with a UFC Area Representative and
the DCFS Regional Director or designee. These plans include specific recruitment target goals
for foster families with certain characteristics such as ethnicity, families who can take large
sibling groups, teenagers, etc. In addition, the plans specify the target goals for each area or
neighborhood. DCFS developed a Needs Assessment template for the regions to use in order
for them to identify their local needs. These needs assessments serve as the basis for the
above-mentioned recruitment plans.

During FY 2017, UFC reported that they met or exceeded their goals for recruitment and
training prospective foster care, adoption, and kinship families.

DCFS Region Initial Initial Enrolled | Kinship |Foster/Ado| Total
Regions Goals Inquiries | Consult | Families Grads pt Grads Grads
Northern 135 952 259 173 68 135 203
SLV 149 1141 385 228 50 182 232
Eastern 41 91 59 48 20 42 62
Western 110 690 297 158 39 111 150
SW 63 355 155 91 35 67 102
Statewide 495 3229 1155 |698 212 537 749

In FY2017 UFC used a range of grass-roots and broad-based activities to reach prospective
families in every community. UFC has nine locations each with recruitment staff who network
within their local communities seeking opportunities to partner with various businesses,
religious, civic organizations, and local governments. They provide presentations, display
information and participate in local events.

To bolster their recruitment efforts, UFC also:

e Employs a full-time Spanish Recruitment Specialist who conducts outreach to the
Hispanic community along the Wasatch Front, provides Spanish pre-service classes,
and supports a Spanish language cluster.

e Employs a full-time Native American Specialist who conducts outreach to tribes, assists
staff statewide with AlI/AN recruitment efforts, and mentors AI/AN families through the
licensing process. In addition to initiating meetings with the local tribes, participating in
the court improvement program (CIP) Indian Child Welfare Committee, and DHS Tribal
and Indian Issues Committee, organizing the first statewide Native American
Foster/Adoptive Parent Recruitment Retreat involving all of Utah’s tribes, the Native
American Specialist also attended or assisted in coordinating UFC staff attendance at a
number of Native American events during the past year, including Pow-wows,
symposiums, school events, and the Governor’s Native American Summit, across the
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state. UFC collaborated with, all eight of Utah’s federally recognized Tribes and DCFS
with the guidance of Casey Family Indian Programs, to develop a statewide Native
American Foster Care Recruitment Plan. This plan is currently in its first year of
implementation and will be updated yearly at the Native American Foster Care Retreat.

UFC also conducts mass marketing efforts through statewide billboard campaigns and
radio ads in rural areas, and within the Hispanic community.

In order to better tailor their recruitment efforts UFC conducts surveys with foster parents
to learn which recruitment strategies are most effective. This survey led to the UFC
decision to intensify Facebook advertising efforts. UFC receives over 1,000 inquiries a
year. Facebook ads were the third most listed source for foster care inquiries.

The website continues to be the most frequently cited referral source for all those
interested in becoming a resource family. Through applying analytics to the UFC
website, it was discovered that the majority of the visitors login using a mobile device.
With this knowledge UFC updated their website to be more mobile-friendly.

Keeping interested families engaged while waiting to become licensed is of significant
importance. UFC recognizes this and tracks these families carefully. Monthly newsletters
(called “While You Wait”) are sent to families by UFC while they go through the licensing
process to keep them involved. Prospective families are also notified of and invited to
events.

UFC held their 15th annual chalk art festival on Father’'s Day weekend, which is a well-
established community event that draws over 25,000 visitors and provides awareness of
the need of more foster families for Utah’s foster children. The Adam Ostmark Foster
Dad of the Year award is presented to honor dedicated and committed foster fathers.

In addition, UFC and the tribal foster care program directors conducted the first annual
Native American Recruitment Summit, developed a state-wide tribal/State Foster Care
Recruitment plan, and completed the Casey Family Indian Programs recruitment
training.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder interviews conducting during the QCR in 2017 included information about foster
and adoptive parent recruitment. Some of the comments included were:

Foster parent recruitment is a function of the Utah Foster Care Foundation (UFCF)
and therefore the efforts and strategies are not immediately apparent within the
agency. Both community partners and agency staff have noticed the recruitment
efforts of the UFCF which has manifested as Public Service Announcements on TV
and radio spots, billboards, and social media.

Stakeholders reported that there are not enough foster parents (particularly
specialized foster parents) available in many of the more rural communities across the
state.
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Even in the Salt Lake Valley Region stakeholders reported there is always a need for
more foster homes, including homes willing to take children regardless of age or
permanency goal or larger sibling groups.

There are various means by which foster parents were recruited. Some foster parents
reported they saw billboards or heard public service announcements while others were
recruited by an acquaintance who was already involved.

Retention Efforts:

UFC uses a number of strategies to keep licensed foster families engaged, including

a bi-monthly magazine called the Foster Roster

Peer Support Groups (formerly called Clusters). Support groups meet monthly and bring
together 15-50 foster, adoptive, kinship, and specific care families. There are over 35
Peer Support Groups statewide, with 266 meetings held last year.

A statewide Annual Foster Parent Appreciation event, as well as additional appreciation
events in all regions throughout the state.

An exit survey to identify areas needing improvement

In addition, UFC uses fundraising proceeds to provide foster parents and children with
financial help and in-kind donations.

The following graph shows the number of foster homes in Utah (not including proctor homes
provided by child placing agencies). The data includes relatives who become licensed, as well

as Ute
Tribe.

Foster Care (UFC) and Paiute Foster Care (PFC) homes, which are licensed through the
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Number of Resource Families (LFC, LSC, UFC, PFC)
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3/31/2016 | 6/30/2016 9/30/2016 | 12/31/2016 | 3/3Y2017 6/30/2017 | 9/30/2017 | 12/31/2017
Narthern 334 324 334 343 345 340 330 335
Salt Lake 310 301 313 335 354 360 381 430
Western 313 314 305 303 300 297 301 311
Eastern 94 104 109 110 112 a5 90 20
Southwest 160 162 163 166 175 179 182 183
Division 1211 1205 1224 1257 1287 1271 1294 1349

As can be seen in this graph, the number of resource families (foster homes) has increased
significantly since 2016, which is a welcome trend and a result of ongoing recruitment efforts.

Stakeholder Interview Summary:

Stakeholder Interviews conducting during the QCR 2017 provided the following information:

Foster parents report several helpful resources including; Resources Family
Consultants, Foster Parent Cluster Groups, and a Facebook group. Resource Family
Consultants are a great support for foster parents. Most of the RFCs have more
experience and are an excellent resource when the caseworker may not have an
answer to a question.

New foster parents are energized about the prospect of becoming involved as foster
parents but as time goes by and there are delays in the training, licensing, and
placement of children; many lose the excitement and motivation.

There are different challenges in working with kinship placement resources as
opposed to working with a non-related foster home; staff need to be aware of the
differences and how to work through particular challenges that come with relative
caregivers.

Some foster parents reported that it seemed to take a long time after they were
licensed before they received any inquiries for placement. Some foster parents did not
renew their license after the first year when they received no inquiries for placement.
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e [oster parents do a great job of working reunification cases. In many instances the
foster parents get involved with the birth family and support the family in their service
experience.

e [oster parents are responsive and diligent at attending to the medical and dental
needs of the children placed in their home.

Conclusions: Utah has had a strong relationship with the UFC for the past 18 years
and expects to maintain that beneficial partnership. This includes yearly recruitment
plans in each region, resulting in an ongoing flow of new foster homes that fit the needs
of the region. Utah believes it is in substantial conformity on this item.

Item 36: State Use of Cross-Jurisdictional Resources for Permanent
Placements

How well is the foster and adoptive parent licensing, recruitment, and retention system
functioning to ensure that the process for ensuring the effective use of cross-jurisdictional
resources to facilitate timely adoptive or permanent placements for waiting children is occurring
statewide?

Please provide relevant quantitative/qualitative data or information that show the state’s
process for ensuring the effective use of cross-jurisdictional resources to facilitate timely
adoptive or permanent placements for waiting children is occurring statewide.

Please include quantitative data that specify what percentage of all home studies
received from another state to facilitate a permanent foster or adoptive care placement is
completed within 60 days.

State Response:

DCFS has both a full-time Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC)
Administrator and an assistant who are responsible for processing ICPC requests in a timely
manner. In addition, there are ICPC Coordinators in the regions that assist caseworkers with the
ICPC process. The process used in Utah’s largest region, the Salt Lake Valley Region, is for
caseworkers to notify the ICPC coordinator who will then discuss the case with the worker to
determine what type of home study should be requested: parent home study, relative home
study, foster care, or adoptive home study. It is important that the correct type of home study is
requested since that determines the funding and Medicaid stream that would be used to meet
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the child’s needs while placed out of state. Once the ICPC request packets are completed they
are sent to the state office ICPC coordinator who sends it to the corresponding state. The other
state will follow their process and procedures, and either send an approved home study or a
denial. Once an approved home study is received, the child can be sent to the placement in the
other state at any time. Processes in other regions may be a slight variation of the one used in
Salt Lake Valley Region.

When requests for home studies are received from other states the ICPC coordinator at the
state administrative office opens a home study case in SAFE and sends the request to the office
located closest to the family who is the subject of the home study. Each region has a Region
ICPC coordinator. In all regions the ICPC coordinator completes home studies. In Salt Lake
Valley Region, the ICPC coordinator completes home studies for parents or relatives and DHS
Office of Licensing completes foster care or adoption home studies. The table below shows the
time for completing home studies requested by other states. Reasons for completion outside of
the 60-day requirement include delays on background checks; processing “hits” on background
checks; placements not returning paperwork, medical exams, or reference letters; delays in
getting out of state child registry checks; and placements needing to complete training if being
licensed as foster parents.

Incoming ICPC| % of Completed
Home Studies Home Studies

Completed in 60 Days or Less 124 51.9%

Completed within 61 to 75 Days 26 10.9%

Completed in 76 Days or Greater 89 37.2%
Total 239

The table below shows the number of ICPC’s processed in Utah during FY2017.

ICPC FY 2017
Incoming Outgoing Total
All Adoptions 201 232 433
Foster Care 104 66 170
Parent 66 78 144
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Kinship 122 236 358

All Residential 3,360 9 3,369

Utah also has a contract with the Adoption Exchange and uses many of their resources to find
adoptive families for children. The Adoption Exchange’s Heart Gallery has helped place children
who are free for adoption into families located outside of the county or region in which the child
is located and, in many cases, has found adoptive families for children in Utah outside of the
state.

A contract with Wendy’s Wonderful Kids has made further resources available to help process
incoming home studies, which for a while, were experiencing backlogs. With the help of several
Wendy’s Wonderful Kids staff, the supply of home studies is now being managed efficiently.

In addition, DCFS uses the Casey Family Programs Permanency Round Table process to find
permanent families for children that have been in foster care for more than 12 months.
Permanency Round Tables have helped these children return home, find placements with
relatives, or locate placements outside normal channels that are willing to offer the child a
permanent home.

Conclusions: The ICPC office, together with the Adoption Exchange, the Heart Gallery,
Wendy’s Wonderful Kids, all contribute to the excellent time to adoption performance seen in
Utah. The information on the timeliness of Home Studies is new to us and we will be looking at
this further. Regardless, Utah believes it is in substantial conformity on this item.
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Appendix A for Item 31 & 32

DCFS Meetings with Community Stakeholders

State Level
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Appendix B for Item 31 & 32

Level

1on

Regi

ith Community Stakeholders

ings wi

DCFS Meet

“sajouabe
[B18AES LM Saanuas 1oy sjaifile eq
few ey se5ED PEIS ‘soRi aul yBnoy
‘sa0luag inoA ‘Buisnoy funog dijs Luop ynoA pue pasn 1af ynod|
S80J/85 UEIGO 0] 8|gE 88 OUM LINOA 8INS 8YEW pUE SUOLS SEUIDIODD pue A “oeloid Jojus ‘WO ‘S400 Auow| Tyl Ino Joy s1ayonoa Buisnoy Bupnsug i ATS L1INTYL
adsa
“asnoH yein ‘sbujuuibag injadoH NN
‘wmdQ ‘Psig |00YIS SYUEID ‘SE0ASS papaau yum BuyBBnns Bujusaiog
WNoA ‘HEA ‘S400 ‘Srr ‘uogeqoid) se pue Apsam ale S13010 uojeqo.d Jeu) saseo ou A1s| Aausby mnp axeT yes
S|UBAS UIESNND
Sjuans UoJEINPa|  Sieplaodd JUSWIES) ] AQ SNOLEA ‘I8ljaUS pue ssauaieme AQJ Jo Buueld ‘spslans LOMIEOD BOUBIOIA
pUE S5auaeme Auniiwod Jenbueq spieme YUET U0 30Bad [BNULY| AT JogieH aies ‘guays AunoD sieq Auow pajE|al A0 UD UoiEjuEsaId salaasy| ou ATS SO0 BHET IES
"SEAIR 501} S5alppE
0} ued & Bupeaso u) 18pISUCS 0} BIED [EUONIPPE PBUIUSD! SEY 8alliLuLInD 1IsIq (0025 uouaAald
Al "seale asou) 0} stojoe) Buminguuoo se lam se ‘waosuoo Aewpd 5400 ‘uawean feunyy u ywnok Ag asn joyoore pue Brup joyoay pue Brug
Jo seale sauy) Anuapl o} Bjep Aeuns JHWYHS Pesn SEY SaIWW0D 8yl 25N s0uUElsgns ‘puuosiad a5 feunpy Apapenb| o) Bugnguiuoo sioje) jsarealB Apuap) ou ATS|  1emsig joouos Aeunpy
“welbold 20104 yse] fusnod
-uejd & Buidojassp 1o ssodind ameyam Sa7 ‘n o n ‘uonesnpea ‘s400 E8IE S 8Ul Ul 45| SSalppe Jeuonelsuabiay)
au) Joj spaau Buifinusp) useq sey )| “mau flanne|al S| SO SIUL| ‘S M ‘S80laS WINoA ‘jounog flunog 1S Auuow 0} ueyd e dojansp pue spaau Auap| ou NS Aunog aye es
Fyunwwos aabnyal syl yum panoaul paisanbal EAIE 5 8} Ul Sal|Iwey sabnjal Joj sbunaay poddng
S80S SJEUIPIOOD pUE spaau Auap)| Apunwuwos au) wo siapjoyayels snouey | e Jo Auuow|  ss0lAes SJEUIDI00D pUE Spasu Agjuap| ou Alg|  eebnjay Munwwon
sanejuasaidal fAjwe) ‘sanejuasaidal “spaau o0ads o) anos-Wwaygoxd
yinod ‘wmdo ‘UoREINpEDIA USWSIoUS 1005 Ul paAoAUl siepivld ay) usemiaq
‘suopnjos Buinos me| ‘saiouabe yyeay [RI0IABY S EILSW S301AJ35 BJBUIPIO0D ‘SSAIDPE UED llounog aeg
-wajgosd pue spasu Buifjnuap) usag sey 1| mau Ajsnle|al S| SBTIUWIOD SIUL ‘5400 ‘sSMa ‘SHO ‘¥EIS D0S SHA Auuow|  20S 1BY spasu AUNWIWOD aUILLEEg ON ANIS 10 wayshs axET IIBS
(fpaisna serg
{fpoisno ‘saneuasaidal SMMQ PUE 5400 10 5400) &BD Ul yInaA o} papiackd S[12Unad usIg
ST 10 §400) 818D Ul YINo A 0} papiacid SE0IAISS [BUOIIEINDS SEUIPIODD ‘SI0JUBW pUE S1ayoes) ‘s1oland JlA Apapenb $80|A35 [BUOIEINDS SlEUIPIO0D oN ATS |ooyas Aouabeiay
G "S8|||LUE) PUE Uapliud
uyeaH ‘seiousbe yesy [RI0IABYS]TEILSW 10} sawoono Bumordw jo sanoadsiad
“saiouslie annoadsal Jiay) Ag palayo ssoines Buprebal siaployayels ‘fousbe uondope ‘sieq Jeiso4 E UM ‘siooojold pue saonoexd EENTITIT
wouy Bureys uoieuLoul ‘suogoun) pue seae WwWeiboid 5400 au BN ‘UoNEINpa ‘SMA ‘SITO ‘SeNNas 540(] S52IPPE 0] S400 YHM SJBUIPIOCD uswancidw] Ayreni)
10 yoea Buiprebal voewwojuyBuuesn Bunssw-ul ‘dusisqwsiu pesealoy| NoA 1S ‘|gsunoo asualep “Tvo ‘Ovy Auow AyunwIwIoD sy} Woy SISploUSYEIS oN ATS 2ip uoibey ATS
“abialoo Bunels 1sn sl pue aJeD 18950} Ul (2U9M 10) S4B JEY)
yinok 1sisse pue Apusp) o) weiboid g 10} 000‘S 1S paleoo|E skY AIsiaaun
8U1 12U} PEOLNOUUE OUM 201110 S10][8IUBLD NS 8Ul Ul JE1s uum Bupsaw
E painpayas 2ID ey ‘paeu Asy) woddns ay) aaey Jou op Asy) esnesaq
|00U25 Jo o doup usyo uinok ssau 1ew Bunon -sbsoo Buipusie sl
puUE 2183 13]50} paia arey eyl yinok feoaedss ‘yinof Ag paoey swajgqoid
10 pepALL B paSSaIpPE OS[E SalUWIOD 8U ] "pIEME I18UEND 8U) Jo sakojdwg
B} ynm yiom 1iau) o) pezubooal aie SIexIom S400 JEU) SINSUS o)
sanupUoD DID eyl ‘siesd 15ed Ul SY JSYloUE o} uoledo| suo woyy sBulBuoiag Slaquaw Aunwwe) Joalbau
s,uaIpy2 anow o} sbeq abeqeb asn oy pasu auy) sajeuLS SIY) 1ByloUE ‘areq Jo wajshs sally ‘10jRUIpI00D puUE asnge o} ssucdsal Ajunwiwog
awaosed suo woy Bupwow are oym 1o Wwawased swoy-o-4no 400 aeaueaH [eucibey ‘seoiues 1005 e Buidoaasp pue 5400 Ag palsaiap
e Buusiua uaipiyo o) s6eq uomsuel, sapinoid YEU) SAIERIUN SDIMEIEIS| SO ‘sUeD Jo waishs SHO ‘lelueD sonsn saojuas Jo Menb ey Buiacidu uo
E 0} ssuodsal s uoibal au) peayeads o) Sanupuod DID unbay welsed ayl|  SUSIPIUD ‘UOIEpUNCS SIED J3IS04 UBIN Aguow| snooj ‘selIwwcD Juswaroidw) Arenn oN|  welseg olp uoiBay weise3
[ALER L
‘o5 | ¢ welboid
(219} jo pus 0} ob) suogUYeq UCIENEGY Auelb [esopa) Bunsyles
pepnjoul| sbunsapy jo Aue sjeulpiooa| juoibay| dnouseapiwwon
sjuswanalyay sionpold| 1suped funwwos siepjoysyels| Aousnbaig Bunespy/seniwwo jo snoo4| dnoib inod saog EYM Jo awep

129



SAD
‘US| |00YIS 18p[3 Xog JoUs|d [00Yos
uebo ‘umsig joyos AQunod ayoel

$80IN0SE) PUB UDHEBLLIOM

‘005 ‘SMT 'HWHE ‘D0S ‘SMd ‘s420 Apuow 8IBYS ‘S8OIMSS 10} S8l|UE) YEIS ON| WayuonN aie Jo swayshg
J2usig (ooyas 1ap3 xog jousig j0oyas
uefio “usig jooyss Aunog syseD‘'00sS S30IN0SE) PUB UORBLLIOL] Jlounog
‘SPT HWYE "00S ‘Smad ‘s42a Apuow S.EYS 'S30IAISS 10} S3I|IUE) YEIS ON| Wayuoy Hfousbeiapy [eo0]
Rreudiosig-mnw 1slsD
JuswaoIoiua MET ‘DD *D0S 'SMA 's40a Ajpuow saepdn Aousbe ‘sesen Oro YEIS ON|  WayuoN B00SN[ SUIPIYD
sdiysuoleal
Aauope Aunod ‘syisid Unoo ‘5400 syjuow PUE UDNEJIUNWWEOD anoidw) Bunasw suelam
‘OYY 5TvS ‘shauione asuajap “sbonr 9 luana| s1qe1 au1 o1 Buug saued sanss ssnasia ON| WayuoN| pliud [e307-X15 10 S{qeL
Miom1ealb,
0p 1eL] siaxiom o} uonubooal Apapent spinoid o) ueid pue D10 uoiBay
wases aun Ag padojanap ssaocud uopuboosl aafoldwa Bunuswaidu
10 ssa0ud U1 ul ose aue fay )l read sy uaipiuo osy Astewnxoidde oy swb
SEWNSUUD paplacid yoim ‘eal] Buiwn pue 3 108foid s euciEWEIL] X0F
SEW]SUYY sU} psuoddns sisqusiu |0 ‘Uonippe u ‘ssaluss 540 Buinsosl
pliyo e o} wawaoeyd Areujwiaid e Bupsyo saliwe) J8U0 10 SEI|ILUIE) oe|bau
diysury Aq papasu salddns ployasnoy Aisoo anquisip pue uielgo o} 1aafod pue asnge o} ssuodsal Ayunwiuos
2 U0 Buisjom s sapuwos ay | layious Juswsoeld auo woy Buisow aie e Buidojarap pue g400 Ag paianap
oym 1o wawaoed awoy-jo-no g400 e Guusus uaipiyo o) papiaoid sfieq sa0juss Jo Ayenb syl Buiaoidw) uo
Snp Jo uopnguisip pue sbiesols syl BugeuipiooD W peS| B4l Yool DID 8UL SNo0J ‘safiwWoD Juswancidw) ArEnD wayboN|  DID uoifay wayuoN
oN| 1samuinos fousbelsl [e00]
‘sanlejuasaldal
fpunwwon sauio “dai saolnas
B201SN S|lusAny “dal JusLUadI0lUuS ME] ‘dal “upiBau
Uiesy [Euaw Aunuwoes “dal seomuas 1S8MUINOS U| Wes) ared 1o walshs lounoo AIoSIApY|
8210} 0 M JO uoIsg dal jooyos Aupuow 10} UOEUIPIDOYU0ddNS SapIADld UMOURUN| 1SBMUINOS aey Jo swalshs
“saneuasaldal funwwoo 1aylo ‘dal “wesboud jooyos Jeye Buuoiusw
UeaH [Eluap [E00T ‘day 1owsip jooyos|  Alenuue-ig ue Jo wbisieno pue voddns seplaoid UMOURUN| 1SBMUINOS uyun
sigus0 spoddns fjwe; pieoq AOSIADE
Aupuow| el Jo wbisieao pue poddns sapiaold umouyun| 1samuinos|  1seo uoddns Anwey
“Dj@ S[EIDINO Wawwanob [eao] Cl8lays S80|AI85 S]] 0 UDIeUpIood ybnoiy Jiounod Aos|ADE 18jua])
A0 ‘siepiaDid 301185 JUSWII0MUS MET Ajupuow J3jua0 solsn sualp|yD suoddng UMOUYUN| 1S8MUIN0S S0NSN[ SUBIPIYD
“0ja sEInIo wawwaaob [eac eyays
AQ ‘SIapiaDd 201AJES JUBWI0ME MET fguow|  AunoD uol| Ul S80AIES AQ SIBUIRID0D UMOURUN| 1SBMUIN0S uoeoD AQ
"sao|ues pue swelbfold 5400 pue areyem BIUD 0F JUSWHLLLICD 18y}
10} (eare yoes Ul suo) sjuarked Jslso) aaiyl paziufiooal OS|E SSNIWIWICD aU)
‘Ieak SIL) Mah “SISHIOMSSED OM] DUE JE3I0OMSSED JEISISSE aU0 ‘Iosiuadns
auo (Bale UoES Ul) pue JojERSIUUPE uBal auo 0] pIEME UE pajussald oalbau
SIBqUSW SBIIWWDD |, ‘'S53I0NS 10] SPaaS JUE|d SISYIOMESED. J0 SWay] aul pUE &snge o esucdsal Ayunwiwos
yum “ebioen 15 pue ‘M0 repaD ‘pieyyary i udy Buunp pjay suoayaun) ‘slaquis & Buidojanep pue 300 Aq paianiap
uonenaidde Jels [ENUUE aU} pajeuipiood pue pauued—sbioss 1S Jognin|  AUUNWLWDD 18I0 ‘UONEPUND) SIED 18150 saopuas Jo Aenb auy Buiroidw) uo
abueyoxg sy} pue squ L sinied su} wod poddns ypm—ojD syl ‘read jse ‘SMQ ‘aqu) sinied JoUsIp [00Yas D Appuow|  snooy ‘semwiwucs Juawanoidwy AEnD op| 1semuinog| ol uoibey 1samunos
5420
UM JusLuaAjoal) ssyuny Bunuem aq jou
siapio dn woud anjosal diay ued osly “(Srrg Jo 5400) Apoisna Aew pue sseussaswoy Buouausdxs ag
gHQ wi sabuo) ou pue ‘ssaussalawoy Jo ¥sU JE ‘poouynpe o} Buuonsuen “WOA ‘S400 ‘Ispuasiag onand spuaanp AEwW oYM JBA0 10 L B0 UCODS [[IM 10 ae
aJe oUM UINoA 1o} asuodsal funwwed pajeulpiood pue poddns aplaold| ‘Aswiony 10usig ‘Unog sjiuaant Ve ‘Ov fypuow|  oym ynoA 1o} pnoo Ayjejoads B apiaold ou ATS LNog) UomISUBI]
AU T
‘os J] ¢welboud
(3198} 1o pus o} of) SUoBIIYEQ UCKENS Y Auesb jeispay Buuayien
papnjoul| sBunasyy jo Aue sjeuipioos| juoifisy| dnoin@alwwo)
sjuawanalyoy sionpold| Jauped Apunwwog siaployayels| fouanbauy Bunaapy/sapwwod jo snoo4| dnoib anok saog ey jo awepy

130



siapinoid JUBWIESIL AQ SNOUEA J8IsUS alES 10} Bujuue|d ‘sauydeanno UOMIEDD
SluaAs pue seopes AQ BuipreBal yoeanno pue uopeanp3 A JoQUEH 8BS ‘Yuays Munog sineq Aypuow puUE SjUsAs palejal AQ 4O Sslodsy ON| WayuoN AQ funog sieq
“J}0 Wal} J0 UDES JEU} Sa0IEs al)
Ul JUSIZWIE SI0W B9 PUE Ja1ag Slegejos
ol aney wes| o] Jeuisbol Jsyieb
'slouls|d I00Uds ‘adsa 's400 'sma Aypuow 0UM S[EUCISSa)0Id JO Wes) B S SIUL ON| WSUNON uoiEoD sMma
“piy2 Buissiw
®Jo uodal B ‘Buissiw s pIuo e eyl
“1daq uifesH 101s10 (00UDS| SIalay) usym| paunou are ASU) USYM (j0) JISL SinDaxE
funog aysep Jousig jooyas Mo uebo pajngaxs| M pue jjo1 e asey yoes fsy) ‘papods)
‘oMo ‘eoy sAewony Aunon syoen)|  Siwes) auyl s1 piyo Buissiw e uaym Jayysbioy
‘HAD ‘0dS ‘OddN ‘0S00 ‘04071 °S400|  "papasu sy W00 sfeunissajoid Jo Wwesy siyL ON| WiyuoN 1HVD
"|N}5S309NS 8LW0Jaq Waly djay
8400 ‘UolEgDId SIUBANP ‘ST ‘1300 0} ale sdajs jxau ay} Jeym pue uoleqoud sajjiWwoy uoieqold
80IN058) QSO0 *SIS0I0 BUN0SE) 0407 fpieam| U0 BIE OUM UBIDIYD SMBIABI LUES] BUL oN|  wsyuoN unog sjusAng
WSMA ‘Dvd8 "ad flunod yaiy Jowmsig
|00yas Aunod yaY ‘0407 ‘ad uoluowal]
‘080D B0WO SOYY “ssaUld NODI
“S0SSY SUBIEBA ‘WSdWD ‘UEIS PESH
‘saalueg fiwed 57 1dag uiesH ‘HAD BLUMElL
‘S0 s Aswony Aunos suses ‘snl0 558558 0] Aunod sy u ssousbe syl e
SIEIS “JoulsIg 100U9S J8pI3 Xog JousIg ajeanpa o1 si [eof ay) fpmis 530V aul
jooyas uebo 1ousia joouss funod Buisn apnjaul [im wesBoid sy) Bwnel]
BLWINEN WOY|  8YIED ‘8sInuU OHI ‘WSdvD ‘Oro ‘soeid ssalppe |Im Jeyl weiBoid e seain uoleIoge|oD Aousiisay
18NS oyMm Sawey disy (iM ysium Aunwwos sy ul wesbosd mau e Butealn| fiwed syl ‘5400 “1dsq YoM [BI9SS NS fuayenb diay o} s Bunasiw siu) uo sN20J 8UL S84| WsUuoN| BWNEIL YEIN WaYLON
“S[enplapul aul
ado Uspusieq 0} yoddns e ag ues feyl sfem sessnosip
alangd unog 1ausiq ‘Aswony Aunog SENILULIOD BU | "WN0D L[ESY [EIUSW Ul
‘aal) Brup ureLwal wau) diay M RUL SINS|  SYED “YSHE HINHE ‘dBdY Ier Aunog paAjoAUl S[ENDIAIPUL a4 Jo ssaubioid au)
mau wes| o} a|qe are f3yy pue aay Brup swodaq o) suspo spoddns sdjsH|  8yoeD ‘s40a ‘8bpnp unog pusig 1si4 fpysam| ssnosip o) dn 18s SENWIWOD B S| 818U 1L oN| wsypon| sspwwop unog Brug
“ale sdajs eu ay) Jeym pue Bupp
S1 JUB1)0 &Ly Moy uo spodal fousbe yoeg
"SaI| J1ay} Ul jnjssacons aq ued fayy
‘dey preog SANIIYL ‘0407 Jspusiaq 1ey} 0s Sjual0 ay) punore suoddns pyng
“fupresy feusw aq pue piodal [BULLD algng pnog jawsig ‘Aswopy funog 0} sdjay sapiwwos sy) ssaiboud sy ul
UES(D B 8nBy 0} Wway) smofe sy sabiieyo [eujwyo 1sy) SSIWSIP 0] 8|q8|  8YIED ‘YSHE ‘HINHE ‘dedY ‘IEr AunoD ae fay] alsym puE UNCO LESY [EJUSL BAIWIWOY
818 PUE LNCO UJEaH [ejuayy wol slenpell injsss0ons o) sjge sie swanp|  suoeD ‘s40a ‘sbpnr unog 1pwsig 1si4 fpyeam| 10 sjusyo Byl SBSSNISID BERILULLOD BUL oN|  wsyuoN UNOYD UESH [EIUSK
WSdvD S0W0 S.DWY 80D "S80IN0sal 1anaq buidojansp
sLUsUS Jap|3 xog ‘aoio shswony flunoo g Ayunwiwoes sy w asusiap
18pI3 %08 ‘ad Aunod yaiy ‘0427 '0S20 & ayew diay 01 fjunog syl u swsouod
‘5400 ‘soo sfewony funop syoed fuapenb ssnosip pue sdiysisuped piing 01 oN| wsyuon| uonieon funog aucen
“1ajes funon
Ino ayew o} Jsuysbio Jsuped ues
am Moy pue AQ Bupunouns saiiod
‘UOEgOLd SIUSANT ‘OSDD ‘YN shousbie yoes yum JelIWE) sWwossq
S0 ‘se1d Aiued sul ‘0dSa ‘dBdV o] "AQ Bupuncuns ssbueys Aod
‘0407 °I1Sdd ‘Wels pesH ‘soiD shawony puE ME| SSNOSIP SE ||am SE AunoD auy ul
funog syoed VD ‘NS 'S400 WSdYD Alypuow|ageid uaye) arey Jey) sesed AQ Ssnasig ON| WSUNON 1HAd
VD "Safepdn
‘DY ‘a0eld Awed ay) ‘Aswopy Hunon fousbe Jo uoissnosip osfe s a1sy] M0
‘HAD ‘UOIBQOId SIIUSANP ‘SSINU S,UIP|ILYD 8y} 1e uoieuIwEXa [BISAYd B panadal wea|
fiewud ‘Oro ‘s400 ‘HINYE ‘ad|  fepsaupapy 10 QPO aUL 1B pamalaIaiul siam 1ew) Areundiosig-ynpy Jawag
funog Yol ‘ads ‘0ddN ‘0401 '05090|  mg) Ayluow|  saseo yeis ey wea) Areundiosig inpw ON| WyuoN 2SN S,URIPIYY
oanu._“_qﬂ.!_
‘os )] ¢wesboud
(8/qe7 jo pus 0} ofj) suogIYEQ YOREINEITY pueib eiapay Bunayien
papnjoul| sBuneapy jo Aue syeuipioos| guoibsy| dnoigespwwoy
suswanalyoy/sionpold| Jsuped Aunwwonsiepjoysyelg| Asusnbaiq Bunsapy/seniwwoen jo snoo4| dnoab anof ssog ey m jo swep

131



oa3

20WI0 510102110 SAIN0EES

[ CERETEES]
HEA Ul[EaH [BJOIAEYSE ABIEA HWYSQa| TETUSM 3 85Ny SoUesans Jo Uolsiig
1adsal sar
oadn UOIIEC] S0US0IA JiSaWod Jey| adsd
HOOQ UllEeH 0 Jusliedsd UElN| Srrad Pue S Sa0lAES s0ISn[ sflusAny 1o UDIsIAIg
(NSRRI AODEIN
rroo BUainr puE [EUll,) U0 UGISSIWULWoL) e SMa - Sa0lUag S0I0PI0 ) 10 JuslWpedag
208 aIED 10 Washs SHAO S30/U5S UELINH 10 JUaWHEdaq
J10 salwwog Jawaoidw) iEng did 128[0id uswancidw) unog
YHA SONUOUINY LledH [elUsy (8207 OIMD| Selwwoy Juawaa0idw| aieys M PIUD
VO W3] Py UEIPIENS HAHE IESH [EWIaY JoAd Jead
asvd SJgpI0s|g Wnyoeds [oyodly [Bled 9vY [el8usn AsUIoNY JUEISISSY| :(¥S1 @AISN|OU] UE 10U SI SIYI) SUORIULSQ UoHEBIAIQY|
Anoed x1 g uoddng Awed jo sopang
‘day Ayunwwog ‘uomEecD AWed Yeln
‘asngy 80UBISaNs "00 UBLN ‘SMO/JeUsH “Bunsaw syl Buunp uanb
204 ‘0dSA ‘HINM ‘ared 1o waishs sawubissy ‘payels Buisq [enprupul
"UD[9E JO §SIN0D B 10} SUCIEPUSWILLOISY 'OV ‘UNoD ‘uoieqold ‘ST ‘s4040 fppsem| 1o Awe) suyy Lo 1salsjul 158q SU) 1aei oN| wasan  Buers fousBy-ninpy
‘aleD 1o walshs ‘s1ousIp [00U9s [B20] (Bapwon
‘shauiony Aunod ‘eowo siapusad onagnd s aaoidu)
‘asnqy 8ouElsans AUNoD UBY ' HINM saiouabe Jayjo pue sunoo sy usamyaq BIBJEM PIYD)
salousbe Buowe uopeulpioos AUNWWoo sINsu3| ‘adsa IvD 'OVV ‘SrT ‘uoneqold ‘s400 Auapenb|uopeloge||os anosdw) pue spasu fnusp| umouun| wasap| 1Mo - Bunasyy ssBpnp
pajAUL
SE SI0/UNS ‘S18)8Ys AQ ‘sionassold papssu JUBLLIEal] SIBPUSY0 SPIEPUBIS
12U AQ UBSSE| PUE AQ JO SSaWaEME funwwaod ¥ swiow Buidjay uo snaod ‘SEIEI0ADY Wiol, ‘siapimoid X1 ‘§40a| se Jo fuspenb| slesonpe pue AQJ 1o SWoiA oaoud disy umousun| wasap|  uoneoD Aunod yeln
1818Us A dRdY| uelb asuodssy
‘aBpnr unog a2nsnr oAld ‘SEIE00ADY| “Bale 0ADid Auewud BONSNP [BUILLD
‘saouabe Bunowe uoneuipiooo AYUNWWoD aINsug fun onouy ‘skawony N onold ‘s400 Apspenb “funog yeln ul sadinas AQ Ssnosig Buisesou) ‘sap|  wasapINOD AUNWWOD - 1HOD
IESH [EUBH
uslesem ‘ad sbuuds eBoeies ‘nan sluang PUE SaMas
‘SISO U USW0 M 40} Jejuan ‘siepiacid A :84 UDEENNO PUE LUOREINPS apiacsd
SJUSAS DUE S801/USS \( (&) UDESIND PUE UOEINDS apiacud|  Juswigal) AQ SNOJBWNU ‘8010 SyusYS o0y [l TEL} UDIN[ECD 8IUS|OIA DISBLIOP uoRIEoD
JIim JE) UIIEOD SoUsjolA ofsawop Aunod Jo BuuaBuans pue uojeal) 07 Ul ‘sisuoissiwwod funog yeyn|  pe fuauno|  funoo jo BuwayBuans pue uogealD oN|  ulEisa | Ad funod yelin
‘siapinosd Sa0ISS UYeaH |Bluspy
‘sjualed aandope| ‘Wal pe UBIPIENS) a1 Jo 8010 ‘Buisuaon
e 03 patayo Buisg sessep sfemuled au) 1o SIsUSq sl pue suondope| o sollo “Aisisaun AsieA UBLM ‘UOMIECD
padnusip SSNOSID 01 UIESH [EIUSK UINBSE A UMM 18 SSHWLIOD SUL Awed yein ‘wesy jo Juswuedsq
"pIEME 8U) J0} SUCIEUILUOU SjdijNW PaAa0al oYM SISqISLW YES O] SpIEME| ‘sjusied sandope pue 1aisod ‘funog yein ‘1osibau
1Ny 1511} syl panss| pue sseoold uonuBooal safoidws peaH AEnD, |10 fe A pelUn TEUCHEWSIU| XOg SEWISUYD puUE 85nqe 0} asuodsal Aunwwod
8y patemul aaey AsU) ‘UOINPPE Ul JSUIOUE 0} SWOoY auo wolj Buow ‘UOIIEPUNDS SIED J81S04 UEIN ‘UNESH e Buidojansp pue 5400 Ag passn|sp
8q few oym Jo areo Jeysoy Buusjus usippyo o) usnB aq o) syoedyoeq [EIUBY UDIESE A “UDIEID0SS Y SaI|ILE sa0iues j0 fyenb ay) Bumoidws uo
10 uopoa||oo sy ul paediniued uoibay walsap aUl *SOID JaUl0 8| aandopy J8lsod YBln ‘odiuBdsIH onusD Ayjuow| snooj ‘sslpwwed juswsaosdwl fIEND oN| wasapn| ol uoiisd wasam|
“Jequiaw Areyiw 8yl 0] pate|al
siapuewwoy ‘Aoesonpy fiwed ‘ssaio4 yuow 5400 pue
funoas ‘1so ‘Ber ‘1sun ‘BUoioD ‘s400 Jad 2-1|  AUBNIW SANOE USSMIS] UONEIOGE|IDD oN| wsyuonNy -preog fosiBsy enusn
‘aIen BONSN[ SUaAN[ ‘UONEJOId ‘UlEsH
10 1500 113U Jo) areys-1soo pinod saousbe 1eum spiosp osie apy ~AunoD [BlOMEY ST SIABQ ‘QEUSY [EUOIEIOA faunog sineq fiouno:n Kousby
SIABQ Ul UsIpliyo spasu 1saubiy Jno Jo) ssounosal Auspl sdisy Bunssw siyl | ‘1ou1sia 1004os SIABQ ‘04Sa 'S MO ‘s400 Aupuow | ur ynok peau ybiy Jo) ssonosal fnuspl ON| wsyuoN 18] funod sieq
A L L T
‘os J| wesBoad
(a1qe] jo pus o) of) suoiuBg UONEMBIGY| Auelb jesapay Bunayiesn
papnjaul| sBunasyy jo Aue sjeuiploos| guoifay| dnolgesiwwon
sjuswanalyoy/sPnpold| Jauped Ajunwwo) sispjoyayels| fousnbaiq Bunsapj/eeniuwod) jo snao4| dnosb anof ssoq ey m| jo awen

132



sialing® infarmation

Person with future dob

ProvidenDrgisme--
Caretaker Licenses
Nesded

Appendix C for Item 19:

List of SAFE Alerts, Notices and Validations

EMAIL NOTICES

Fleaz= reply to this email a5 00N a5 possible with the cvtegory that best
matches the oament status of <ChildMames,

A CPF Flacement code wes used on case |D <rc_jds with the start dete of
placement_start_dt!

One of your cases has 8 plecermsent that is missing “Placed with Sibirg”
information. This datn is urgent iy required, please reply to this email #s soon as
possibie with the appropriste response far person D <personids's placement
which started on <PlacEMentStarDT: with case B«rr_ih-.

The following person: <personich- on oase |D: <rokds has s futune date of birth,
plenz= po and update it, Gob can ot be i e future!

A child in the custody of the Division of Child AND Family Senioss must be
placed with am cut-of- home canegiver who IS fully licersed/oertified. In DRDER
to make an appropriate AND scourate determination regarding the lcense
stabus of the canstakers FOR B child pladng agency, DOFS™ child weifane dats
baze [SAFE) musk contain this oersefcertification information. Dur contacted
prowiders are resporsible FOR ertering AND updating acourately their Caretakes
5 personal AND licsnse information prior to the plscement of 8 child in ORDER
FOR B:CFS stalf to make an informed placement dedsion. The caretaker AKD or
licerese |certificetion| information FOR the Following providers has not besn
Mwmupimnuuem. i website. stion FOR the
cametakers AND spouses listed below should be updated at your sarliest:
convenience b ensure DCFS 5 able to neimburse you in s timely marmer.
aCaretakerlishe After updating the: licerse inforrmiation in the SAFE computer
system, pleace email 8 karnd copy of the documentation to CDcfsContactEmaibes.
IF you hawve amy questions regarding the process, please call the SAFE Help desk
[201)32E-4141 or =mail them &t

Provider Address Change provider_namie , SAFE Provider 100 <prow_numbers address updated

Provider Fhome Change

type_descs
Pemnding Cases
Dvemue - 30 Days
Cherdue - 14 Days
Cherdue - 10 Days
Chemdues - T Days
Dvemdue - S Days
Ovemdus - 3 Days

provider_name , SAFE Provider |0: <prow_numbers phome updated.

ROTICES [1]
type_meg
Treere Is{are) <n> pending case(s) asskned o you.
oCane Names <rc_W=> , < 3Cilon [ process oescs
«Cane Mame= <m_ld> | < acflon fem process dencs
wCane Mame= <m_kd> | < acflon fi=m process descs
wCane Mame= <m_kd> | < acflon fi=m process descs
olCane Names <rc_W=> , < acilon [ process oescs
oCane Names <rc_W=> , < 3Cilon [ process oescs
=Caze Names <rc_j> , = aciion fem process descs
There Is{are) <n= perding caseds) assigned io you.
wlane Mame=, <m_jd=, Ko acthity.
wiane Mame=, <n_id>, Mo acthity Sor <o days.
wCane Name=, <n_id>, has placement in draft, nesds o be finakzed.
«lxme Mames, <m_jkd=, <Caze Type> dosed
A Chi and Family Pian has been Snalzed for =Zient Mames
=iaze Name=, <rc_jid>, Folicy Complamnce afiention nesded.

sof partiowlar Inferest

Pri ey Wiorker Hightly

srcdonald @utah; nightly

Pri mreairy Wiorker nightly

Pri mreairy Wiorker nighthy

AZENCY WOrKErs twicermanth
imput worker a5 needed
imput worker a5 needed

Worker suparvisorAD RD
woirker supervisor AD RO
worker supervisor AD RD
worker supervisor AD RD
Worker suparvisor AD RD
Worker suparvisorAD RD
worker supervisorAD RD

=Case Name=, =m_jd=, ks an ethnidty of Am indandAasks Nabve for case =rc_jd= fypes <Case Type>

«case name= e Serdoe Plan dus by <dabe==.
<Case namex_l Progress Review dus by codafe=.
<CASE_namex + ' "+ <n._i> + PFrimary Worker changed on 33CF case
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Mot $8T
Maobo= £88
Mobcs £89
Maobio: £31
Maobo= £57

Case Reviewed

Mot 101
Maobioe 102
Maobios £103
Mot £104
Mot 105
Maobice $115
Maobo= £116
Mot #1117
Maobc= £118
Maobice £118
Maobos £120
Mobcs £125
Maobce £ 126
Maobice $127
Mobcs 128
Mobioe $136
Mobioe $142
Mobios £146
Maobcs 147
Maobioe $148
Maobice £150
Maobos £155
Mot 156
Maobioe $158

Case Closed
Address Chanigesd

Dira ActivEy

prompt_sode

MULL
CHEC
DENT
FCTP
MENT
TILF
DT

ol aeE names <k, Dooamesnt ChildFamily iInvolversent in CAFP
<Case namer <rc_jd>, Document 45 hour shefber visk
“CASE names, <rc_ld=, Document weekly sheler visi.

<iast names, <first_names <oc_jd> has ot exst one child wiho previously demonsirated a resd for eay ntersention assessment.
<rase_names <rc_jd=, CFTMW daied <siarf_di~has been in Draft Sabes for over 30 days.

=lase Mame=, <rc_kd>, Case Review compieied by <reviewer
<Case name i, Serdce Flan for Case orc_id> |5 ready for supsreisor approval.

cCase names c_jd,Berdoe Fian for Case or_d> has been spprovedidsapproved.

<lLarst mewme, First mamme, primary case number> Fosber Childeen Research
As of =dabe> you have £ hows of training for Fiscal Year <xoone

<CASE namex <case b=, new Acthvity backdsied o <start dabes.
THWOTKET Rame> requests approval o incksde informal raiking Rowrs as part of thelr anrual Fainieg hours.
Fequest for anmeal Faining howrs has besn approvediwas not appeoved.

-G

Consent Form has besn prin

On <dafe> 3 request for approyal of miking Rowrs for <Worker names was sentand has nof been completed.

<CASE name <rc_jd= "Trial Home placement sxceeds & months.”

coveriunder paymiEnt on providar.>

<Case namer <rc_jd> 3CF case oreabed with AJS as refemral soooe.
<iastname, frst mame= |, k>, "Pemamency Goal has dosed. Update new goal on Case Flan.

(Frovider lask mame, first name] has been idendfled as having a shilng exception placement.

<pearsOn Names <person_jkd> Child placed for 50 days.
“EErSOn name* <person_kd= Reskdental Flacement open for over 50 days.

<iastname, irst_raime, Sof case numberss has been designated a5 a8 "ConfdenSal Case”. Caseworter Srsi_name, 3 mame n <
(Chid's rame) jcase id),2CF Flacement chamged o BOH: {start date of plscement) eriemed on © (eniry dabe in 3AFE)

<zhent last name, frst namie 2AFE Person id=>, payment hisiory has changed for sendices during <dabe>

[Fosier chid's mame] SCF case [case number] closed jdate ciosed] wsa re-opened [date]
Chikr's name, 3CF Case <case i "Upadale sohool iInformabion for new school year.'
[Chils name] [Case id] Tias hiad 3 change In placement, If schoofeducation infsrmabon has changed plesse uaaie’
<iast_name, firsi_mame + BCF Case = <nc_jd> = " Update school informaiion fior end of school yeanExit Date & Exit Reason )
=Clazs_name> <claes dafer has o stabes of Ferding”. Please select o sinhus of ‘Completed” or ' Camceled’.

(iorker Bame) backdated a Plecement for (Client Mame] at i=ast £ days prior to (Cument Dake]
CFTMIPméessional Stafs CFTRAFrofessionsl Safing - <clent rames, ioart cass number=- <cass fypes Cyte case_d
Case Cosed - <clent pame>  wrowrt case number-— <Ccass fypes Case case id

Address Changed - <clent mame> <court case mumber>- <oxse bype> Cxse, case W
Court Report Finalzed  Cowrt Report Finailzed - «dient names <court case pumber— <case type> case, case_jid

Case (RCID numbeary Bas 1 or more 100s in draft sthes oser 30 days mone e

EIODAEE_O0660

User Defined

CHEC AszeszmentiWedl Child Cans
Drenial Exam

FC Eerdice Flan

Mental Healln Asse s
TransBon o Adulk Living Flan

2 Week Well Chid!CHEZ

2 Monih Wel ChildiCHEC

4 Monin 'Wel ChilkdiCHEC

B Moni Wel ChildiCHEC

3 Monih Wel ChildiCHEC

12 Month Wel CREGWCHED

15 Momth Wel ChldCHEC

1B Monith Wel ChldiCHEC

24 Month Wel ChIWCHED

Review - Elr mondh Courl Case Review
Foster Care Cliizen Review
Hi=aring - Fermanemcy Hiearing
Residental Care Review

ACTION ITEMS

%

FMUULL

A

PEEREEEEE

[=]
g

L

i
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L

JEIEIEL

MHVEC
HHER

StafMfing - Shelker SafMng by 1ath Day
Monthiy Home VisE

CF3 Case Compietion
Service Flan - PFRFFR
Service Flan - FYE
Service Flan - PE0/P3E

Case Completion
Complete Case Sel-up
HBOM Test Resulls

Contact - Monihly Contact with Cansgher
Wisit - Home Visit with Foster Chid
Review - Cuarterly Review of Home o Home Book
Review - Court Case Review Held

ST3 Bendce Flan Frogress Review

ST3 Gendce Assessment Vist

Elgihlity Form

STE Case Benvice Review

3TE Senvice Plan

Medical Cerification

Face o Face Visit

New Subskdy Agresment Due

In S@be Anriual Letier

15 of 22 Month Dooumentabion

Annual Casey LHe Shlls Assessment
Child and Famliy Ass=ssment
Serous Risk of Removal

IH Frogress Summary

OH Progress Summary

Signatun: Frogress Summarny
Signatune Child and Famiy Plan

3TE Benvice Plan Client Eigrature

AQes and S@ges Lemer

ICPT Home Shudy Compee

WYTD Survey Completion

Piacement CommiBee Review - Levels £ and above
Compleion of UFACET Assecsment dooument
Out Of State Annual Lefer
Completion of 30 Safety Assessment

HULL
MULL
MULL

HULL
HULL
HULL
HULL
HULL
HULL
HULL

HEB Famlly Servdce Plar
HEB Famlly Service Plan
HEB Famlly Service Plan
HULL

Case Befup Wizand
Person Health - H208
Monily Contadl wilh P
Monihly Home VisE witl
Arthity Log wil Policy
Arthity Log wil Policy

Ot Of State Annual Le
SOM Bafety Agsessmsy
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Appendix D for Item 32:

DCFS Active MOU'’s: Coordination of Services with Other Federal

Programs

Parties to the Agreement [Description Start Date [Exp Date
DHS, DOH, SOE and Courts|Successfully provide coordinated services to families and|{12/10/2004

to provide a foundation for agency personnel to deliver

collaborative coordinated services to eligible families and

to promote consistent statewide delivery, reporting and

data sharing.
Paiute Indian Tribe and Terms and conditions regarding the duties and 1/11/2006
DCFS responsibilities of DCFS and the Tribe to provide "best

practice".
IAdult Protective Services After hours on-call system 4/14/2006
and DCFS
Goshute Tribe and DCFS  [Terms and conditions regarding the duties and 4/24/2006

responsibilities of DCFS and the Tribe to provide "best
practice".

IAdult Probation and Parole
and DCFS

Share information and resources and assist each other to
accomplish the mission of child and family welfare and
public safety with clients they have in common.

11/13/2006

IAG and DCFS Pass through of Title IV-E Fed reimbursement for foster |12/7/2006
care admin costs for allowable services provided by AG.
Shoshone and DCFS Terms and conditions regarding the duties and 1/16/2007
responsibilities of DCFS and the Tribe to provide "best
practice".
SLC Housing Authority and |Administration of FUP vouchers 11/16/2010
DCFS
Courts and DCFS Defines the individual and joint obligations of the Admin |11/17/2010
Office of the Courts and the Utah Dept of Human
Services.
DSAMH and DCFS Child Welfare Demonstration Project 7/5/2012
DOH and DCFS Foster care mental health match 7/1/2013  (6/30/2018
DOH and DCFS DHS - Subsidized Adoptions State Match 7/1/2013 |6/30/2018
SOE, Courts and DCFS The agencies listed in this MOU, specifically DHS, USOE[9/15/2014 [7/1/2019

and the Utah Juvenile Court are to share educational
data to improve education outcomes for youth in the
custody and/or guardianship of DHS, in the residential
care of the Division of Juvenile Justice Services (DJJS),
in the custody of the Division of Child and Family
Services (DCFS), and/or under the jurisdiction of the
Utah Juvenile Court.
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Parties to the Agreement [Description Start Date [Exp Date
Utah BCl and DHS/DCFS  |Sharing the Utah Criminal History hereafter referred to as|{11/3/2014 (11/3/2019
UCH records with DCFS.
Courts and DHS CARE and SAFE interface 12/1/2014 (11/30/2019
DOH and DCFS Baby Watch Early Intervention Program 4/1/2015  [3/31/2020
Utah Head Start Association [To foster collaborative working relationships between 5/29/2015
and DCFS UHSA and DCFS to set the structure for developing a
team approach to serving families.
DOH and DCFS Fostering Healthy Children 7/1/2015 |6/30/2020
DSPD and DCFS Medicaid Waiver 7/1/2015
Hill Air Force Base and Outlining protocol for active duty military personnel 12/1/2015
DCFS
Children's Justice Center This is a statewide program that provides a 1/1/2016
and DCFS comprehensive, multidisciplinary, nonprofit,
intergovernmental response to sexual abuse of children,
physical abuse of children, and other crimes involving
children where the child is a primary victim or a critical
witness, such as in drug-related endangerment cases, in
a facility known as a Children's Justice Center.
CCJJ and DCFS Providing funding for the statewide domestic violence 3/1/2016 |6/30/2021
needs assessment for offender and victim services.
Integrated System of Care [This MOU has been created to ensure successful 3/1/2016
within DHS among the implementation of the processes and the cultural and
Divisions of DCFS, DJJS, |organizational changes needed to realize and sustain an
DSPD and DSAMH integrated system of care that meets the needs of
children, young people, and families served by DHS
regardless of the referral source or available funding
streams.
DOH and DCFS Dating Violence/Sexual Violence/Intimate Partner 7/1/2016  |6/30/2021
\Violence Prevention to agencies whose primary purpose
is serving LGBTQ or Tribal communities.
DOH and DCFS Medicaid agreement 7/1/2016  |6/30/2021
DOH and DCFS Help me grow 7/1/2016  [6/30/2020
DOH and DCFS Office of Home Visiting 10/1/2016 [9/30/2021
OL and DCFS Clarify agency roles, increase efficiency, avoid 11/7/2016
duplication of efforts, facilitate communication, increase
cooperation, and minimize employee confusion regarding
the process to obtain a child-specific foster license.
IAG and DCFS Pass through funding to the AG's Office to contract with [3/20/2017 |6/20/2020
Primary Children's Hospital to provide medical services
to alleged victims of sexual and/or physical abuse.
U of U and DCFS First Star 8/1/2017 [7/30/2018
DWS and DCFS Data sharing necessary for research in intergenerational |11/1/2017 [10/31/2022
poverty in Utah
DOH and DCFS Efind 7/31/2018
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