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Introduction

This document presents the findings of the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for the State of Utah. The CFSR was
conducted the week of April 28, 2003. The findings were derived from the following documents and data collection procedures:
The Statewide Assessment, prepared by the State child welfare agency — the Utah Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS);
The State Data Profile, prepared by the Children’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, which provides
State child welfare data for the years 1999 through 2001;
Reviews of 50 cases at three sites throughout the State; and
Interviews or focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State-level) with stakeholders including, but not limited to
children, parents, foster parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel, service providers,
court personnel, and attorneys.

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

- Twenty-four cases were reviewed in Salt Lake County, 14 in Utah County, and 12 in Grand and San Juan Counties (Grand/San
Juan).
All 50 cases had been open cases at some time during the period under review.
35 cases were “foster care cases’ (cases in which children were in the care and custody of the State child welfare agency and in an
out-of-home placement at some time during the period under review), and 15 were “in-home services cases’ (cases in which
families received services from the child welfare agency while children remained with their families and no child in the family was
in out-of-home care during the period under review).
Of the 35 foster care cases, 11 children (31%) were younger than age 10 at the start of the period under review; 6 children (17%)
were at least 10 years old, but not yet 13 years old; and 18 children (51%) were 13 years of age and older at the start of the period
under review (4 children were between the ages of 16 and 18).
Of the 35 foster care cases, 23 children (66%) were male and 12 (34%) were female.
Of all 50 cases, there were 36 cases (72%) in which all children in the family were White; 4 cases (8%) in which all children in the
family were African American; 4 cases (8%) in which all children in the family were Hispanic; 3 cases (6%) in which all children
in the family were American Indian; 1 case (2%) in which the child was Asian; and 1 case (2%) in which the children were of two
or more races. There was one case where the race could not be determined.
Of the 50 cases reviewed, the primary reason for the opening of a child welfare agency case was the following:
- Neglect (not including medical neglect) — 16 cases (32%)
- Child’ s behavior/juvenile justice case — 11 cases (22%)
- Sexual abuse - 6 cases (12%)
- Substance abuse by parents — 7 cases (12%)



- Physica abuse — 4 cases (8%)

- Domestic violence in child’s home — 3 cases (6%)

- Medical neglect — 1 case (2%)

- Abandonment — 1 case (2%)

- Emotional maltreatment — 1 case (2%)

Of the 50 cases reviewed, the most frequently cited of all reasons for children coming to the attention of the child welfare agency
were the following:

- Child’'s Behavior/Juvenile Justice — 20 cases (40%)

- Neglect (not including medical neglect) — 17 cases (34%)
- Substance abuse by parents— 17 cases (34%)

- Domestic violence in child’s home — 13 cases (26%)

In 13 (37%) of the 35 foster care cases, the children entered foster care prior to the period under review and remained in care during
the entire period under review.

The first section of the report presents the CFSR findings relevant to the State’ s performance in achieving specific outcomes for
children in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being. For each outcome, there is a table presenting key findings, a discussion of
the State' s status with regard to the outcome, and a presentation and discussion of each item (indicator) assessed. For the most part,
findings are presented for al three counties taken together, with differences among counties described when they are particularly
noteworthy. The second section of the report provides an assessment and discussion of the systemic factors relevant to the child
welfare agency’ s ability to achieve positive outcomes for children.



SECTION 1: OUTCOMES

|. SAFETY
Safety Outcome 1
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degree of outcome achievement:
Salt Lake Utah San Total Number Total Percentage
Juan/Grand
Substantially Achieved: 20 8 7 35 814
Partially Achieved: 2 4 1 7 16.3
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 1 0 1 2.3
Not Applicable: 2 1 4 7
Conformity of Statewide data indicatorswith national standards:
National State’s M eets Does Not Meet Standard
Standard (%) Per centage Standard
Repeat maltreatment 6.1 or less 7.4 X
Maltreatment of children in 57 or less 57 X
foster care

STATUSOF SAFETY OUTCOME 1

Utah did not achieve substantial conformity for Safety Outcome 1. This determination was based on the following findings:
The outcome was substantially achieved in 81.4 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 90 percent required for a
rating of substantial conformity.
The State did not meet the national standard for the percentage of children experiencing more than one substantiated or indicated
child maltreatment report within a 6-month period.

However, the State did meet the national standard for the percentage of children maltreated while in foster care.



The datain the table for Safety Outcome 1 demonstrate variation in the sites with respect to substantial conformity with safety
outcome 1. In Utah County, only 61 percent of the cases were determined to have substantially achieved this outcome compared to
90 percent in Salt Lake County and 89 percent in Grand/San Juan Counties.

The case reviews revealed inconsistent practices with respect to the timeliness of initiating a response to child maltreatment reports
and establishing face-to-face contact with children and families. Although in many cases workers did respond in atimely manner, in
25 percent of the applicable cases, face-to-face contact with the alleged child victim was not established in accordance with the
State’ s required time frames. However, responses that did not meet State requirements occurred only when maltreatment reports
were classified aslow or moderate risk, and not when reports were determined to be high risk.

The data reported in the State Data Profile did not meet the national standard for the repeat maltreatment measure. However, the case
reviews did not identify extensive repeat maltreatment as determined by the item in the onsite review instrument. There were 17
cases in which there was at |east one substantiated maltreatment report during the period under review. Of the 17 applicable cases, 4
cases (23%) had another substantiated report during a 6-month period.

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 1 are presented below.

Item 1: Timelinessof initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment
Strength _X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings. The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 20 of the 50 cases. Thirty cases were not applicable because they did
not involve reports of child maltreatment during the period under review. In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determine whether
the response to a maltreatment report occurring during the period under review had been initiated in accordance with the State child
welfare agency requirements. The Utah DCFS requirements with regard to face-to-face contact with the alleged child victim depend
on the priority assigned to the report. The time frames for this contact are the following:
- Priority 1 —1 hour

Priority 1R — 3 hours

Priority 2 — 24 hours

Priority 3 — 3 business days

Priority 4 - 5 business days



The results of the case review assessments were the following:
Item 1 was rated as a Strength in 15 (75%) of the 20 applicable cases (11 of which were foster care cases).
Item 1 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 5 (25%) of the 20 applicable cases (all of which were foster care cases).

Cases were rated as a Strength when face-to-face contact was established with the child within the required State time frames. Cases
were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item when face-to-face contact was not established within the required time
frame. Of the five casesrated as an Area Needing Improvement, one was a priority 2, two were priority 3, and two were priority 4.

Stakeholders' perceptions of the timeliness of responses varied. In one site (Grand/San Juan), stakeholders reported that DCFS
responded to maltreatment reportsin atimely manner. While some stakeholders in Salt Lake and Utah County indicated that
responses were usually within required time frames, others suggested that responses are not always timely due primarily to the large
caseloads carried by caseworkers. Severa stakeholders reported that the timeliness of investigations is facilitated when there is
positive collaboration between the local agency and law enforcement.

Stakeholders in Grand/San Juan Counties noted that the role of the agency is not always clear in responding to maltreatment reports
when they involve Southern Ute children (This band of the Ute Tribe is not one of the five Federally-recognized tribesin Utah. The
Southern Ute Tribe is headquartered in Colorado) who disclose maltreatment to some one at their public school off the reservation but
who actually reside on the Tribe' sreservation. While some stakeholders indicated that the agency does respond to these reports, other
stakeholders indicated that the agency does not follow up on the report and instead tells the reporter to contact the Tribe.
Stakeholdersin this county also reported that the Southern Ute Tribe would like to have assistance from the agency in ng
maltreatment reports that they receive, but that this does not happen. A few stakeholders suggested that there is a need for additional
written agreements and a better understanding of roles. If there was an inter-governmental agreement between the Southern Ute Tribe
and the State, there would be a clearer understanding of the role of each party.

Determination and Discussion: Item 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 25
percent of the applicable cases, the agency had not initiated an investigation of a maltreatment report in accordance with the required
time frames.

Information in the Statewide Assessment indicates that one of the five DCFS regions in Utah is currently piloting an alternative
response program called the Child and Family Assessment (CFA). The purpose of the CFA isto ensure that the child is safe and
determine with the family whether services may be needed. This program uses a family assessment of needs and strengths and a
community-based approach to working with families to help them acquire the services they need. The alternative response will be



used for maltreatment reports that are deemed to be low—risk with respect to child safety. The Statewide Assessment did not specify
whether the State had established time frames for responding to reports that are designated as CFA reports.

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 43 of the 50 cases. Seven cases were not applicable because there was
never a substantiated or indicated child maltreatment report on any of the children in the family. In these cases, either the child
entered foster care asaresult of hisor her behavior (including juvenile justice cases) or the case was opened for serviceson a
voluntary basis. In assessing thisitem, reviewers were to determine whether there had ever been a substantiated report on the family.
Reviewers also were to determine if there was at least one substantiated maltreatment report during the period under review, and if so,
if another substantiated or indicated report occurred within 6 months of that report. The results of the assessment were the following:

Item 2 was rated as a Strength in 39 (91%) of the 43 applicable cases (28 of which were foster care cases).

Item 2 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (9%) of the 43 applicable cases (2 of which were foster care cases).

Item 2 was rated as a Strength under the following circumstances:
There was a substantiated maltreatment report involving the family prior to the period under review but no report during the period
under review (26 cases).
There was a substantiated maltreatment report involving the family during the period under review, but there was no substantiated
report within 6 months of that report (10 cases).
There was a substantiated maltreatment report involving the family during the period under review, and there was another
substantiated report within 6 months, but it did not involve the same perpetrator or circumstances (3 cases).

Four cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement because there were two substantiated maltreatment reports within a 6-month
period, one of which occurred during the period under review (three of these cases were in Utah County). In three cases, the two
reports involved similar circumstances and/or the same perpetrator. 1n one case, there was maltreatment recurrence involving a child
in an out-of-home care facility. One report on this case involved sexual abuse of the child by another child in the facility. The other
report involved physical abuse of the child by afacility staff member.

Although it is not known how many reports were substantiated, the following provides additional information with respect to the
frequency of maltreatment reports for the 43 applicable cases were the following:



In 8 cases, there was only 1 maltreatment report over the life of the case.

In 14 cases, there were between 2 and 5 maltreatment reports over the life of the case.

In 14 cases, there were between 6 and 10 maltreatment reports over the life of the case.

In 7 cases, there were more than 10 maltreatment reports over the life of the case, with one case having 23 reports.

Some stakeholders commenting on the issue of repeat maltreatment expressed the opinion that DCFS conducts thorough risk
assessments and generally makes concerted efforts to engage familiesin services to prevent maltreatment recurrence. However, other
stakeholders expressed the opinion that the agency’ s risk assessments are not sufficiently thorough, which often resultsin children
being at risk for further maltreatment.

Determination and Discussion: Item 2 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although in 91 percent of the
43 applicable cases, thisitem was rated as a Strength, the State's rate of repeat maltreatment for the year 2001 reported in the State
data profile (7.4%) did not meet the national standard of 6.1 percent or less. The criteriaand standards for both indicators must be met
for thisitem to be rated as a Strength.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State’ s maltreatment recurrence rate of 7.4 percent may be the result of a data reporting
issue rather than reflect the actual rate of maltreatment recurrence. In Utah, it isa practice that if a child discloses abuse that happened
at aprior time, the date of the disclosure rather than the date of the maltreatment iswhat is entered into the State’ s information system.
Consequently it is the disclosure date that is reported to the National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS), which isthe
data source for the maltreatment recurrence data. Thisresultsin an appearance of maltreatment events occurring in close proximity
when in reality they may have occurred several years apart. The State is addressing this issue with the NCANDS advisory group and
will attempt to determine the incidence of maltreatment recurrence that may be accounted for by this practice. The 4 casesrated as an
Area Needing Improvement for maltreatment recurrence did not involve disclosure of prior maltreatment.



Safety Outcome 2

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

Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage

Juan/Grand

Substantially Achieved: 17 10 11 38 90.4
Partially Achieved: 0 2 0 2 4.8
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 1 0 2 4.8
Not Applicable: 6 1 1 8

STATUSOF SAFETY OUTCOME 2

Utah achieved substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the outcome was
substantially achieved in 90.4 percent of the cases reviewed, which meets the 90 percent required for arating of substantial
conformity.

In most of the cases reviewed for the CFSR, reviewers determined that the agency made diligent efforts to provide servicesto families
to prevent the removal of children from their homes and to address the risk of harm to children. In some cases, these preventative
services were provided to the family while the children were living with relatives to ensure that the child was safe from potential harm
without being placed in foster care. In other cases, risk of harm was addressed by placing children in foster care and either providing
services to the family to facilitate reunification or seeking termination of parental rights (TPR) to achieve aternative permanency
goals.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 2 are presented and discussed below.

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

__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement



Review Findings. There were 26 cases for which an assessment of item 3 was applicable. Twenty-four cases were excluded from this
assessment because the children entered foster care prior to the period under review and/or there were no substantiated or indicated
maltreatment reports or identified risk of harm to the children in the home during the period under review. For thisitem, reviewers
assessed whether, in responding to a substantiated maltreatment report or risk of harm, the agency made diligent efforts to provide
servicesto familiesto prevent placement of children in foster care while at the same time ensuring their safety. The results of this
assessment were the following:

Item 3 was rated as a Strength in 25 (96%) of the 26 applicable cases (17 of which were foster care cases).

Item 3 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 1 (4%) of the 26 applicable cases (which was not a foster care case).

Cases were rated as a Strength for thisitem based on the following determinations:

- Services were provided to the parents and child to prevent removal (11 cases).
The child was placed with relatives and services were provided to the relatives, parents, and children (5 cases).
The family received post-reunification services to prevent the child s reentry into foster care (3 cases).
The children were appropriately removed from the home due to risk of harm (6 cases).

Services provided to the families included, but were not limited to, family counseling, educational services, kinship services, anger
management, parenting classes, case management, individual and family therapy family preservation services, medical cards, drug and
alcohol treatment, medical services, and financial assistance for relative caretakers.

One case received arating of Area Needing Improvement for this item because reviewers determined that placement in foster care
could have been prevented if services had been provided.

Stakeholders commenting on the issue of service provision to prevent foster care placement noted that there are family preservation
services in the State that are effective in protecting children in the home. These stakeholders indicated that family preservation
services include direct clinical work with families, conflict resolution, case management, and referrals to services. However, as
severa stakeholders reported, these services are not available in all counties and there is a need for more in-home servicesiif the
agency isto be effective in preventing removals.

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 96 percent of the cases, reviewers
determined that DCFS had made diligent efforts to maintain children safely in their own homes and provide services. The key
concern identified was the scarcity of family preservation services. According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah has court-ordered
home-based services, home-based services, and intensive home-based services, but these services are only routinely available in two
regions of the State.

10



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

Review Findings: An assessment of item 4 was applicable for 42 cases. Eight cases were not assessed for thisitem because the reason
for agency involvement was the child's behavior (including juvenile justice cases) and there was no risk of harm to the child in the
home or foster home. In assessing item 4, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts
to reduce the risk of harm to the children involved in each case. The assessment resulted in the following findings:

Item 4 was rated as a Strength in 38 (90%) of the 42 applicable cases (28 of which were foster care cases).

Item 4 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (10%) of the 42 applicable cases (2 of which were foster care cases).

Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:
Therisk of harm to children was appropriately managed by removing the children from home either prior to or during the period
under review and providing services to the parents to reduce risk of harm (25 cases).
Therisk of harm to children was appropriately addressed by removing the children from the home either prior to or during the
period under review and seeking termination of parental rights (TPR) (10 cases).
Therisk of harm to children was appropriately managed by providing services to families to address risk concerns while the
children remain in the home (3 cases).

Thisitem was rated as an Area Needing |mprovement when reviewers determined the following:
There was risk of harm to the child and the services necessary to reduce that risk were not provided (2 cases).
A child in foster care was maltreated twice while in agroup home for developmentally disabled children, once by another child
and once by a staff member (1 case).
Insufficient services were provided after reunification to ensure the child’s continued safety (1 case).
Three of the four cases rated as an Area Needing Improvement for thisitem were in Utah County.

Stakeholders commenting on thisitem identified the following factors as facilitating the agency’ s efforts to reduce risk of harm: (1)

thorough risk assessments, (2) use of safety plans on an ongoing basis, (3) use of multidisciplinary teamsto review cases, and (4)
extensive collaboration with the courts and law enforcement.
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Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 90 percent of the applicable cases
reviewers determined that the agency had appropriately addressed the risk of harm to the children. According to the Statewide
Assessment, every child protective services (CPS) case must include a comprehensive risk assessment tool, an immediate protection
checklist, and information that would be important in starting the Functional Assessment process.
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II. PERMANENCY

Permanency Outcome 1
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degr ee of outcome achievement:
Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage
Juan/Grand
Substantially Achieved: 9 1 10 20 57.1
Partially Achieved: 4 8 1 13 37.1
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 0 0 2 5.7
Not Applicable: 9 5 1 15
Confor mity of Statewide data indicatorswith national standards:
National State’s M eets Does Not M eet
Standard (%) Per centage Standard Standard
Foster care re-entries 8.6 or less 15.2 X
Length of time to achieve reunification 76.2 or more 81.7 X
L ength of time to achieve adoption 32.0 or more 70.8 X
Stability of foster care placements 86.7 or more 80.1 X

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME P1

Utah did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. This determination was based on the following findings:
- The outcome was substantially achieved in 57.1 percent of the cases, which is less than the 90 percent required for an overall
rating of substantial conformity.
The State Data Profile indicates that for Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2001, the State did not meet the national standards for (1) the

rate of foster care re-entry and (2) the percentage of children in foster care for 12 months or less who experienced no more than 2
placement settings.

The State did meet the national standard for the percentage of children in FFY 2001 who were (1) reunified within 12 months of entry
into foster care and (2) discharged to finalized adoptions within 24 months of entry into foster care.

As noted in the data for permanency outcome 1, there was a considerable difference across counties with regard to achieving
permanency outcome 1. In Grand/San Juan Counties, almost all (91%) of the applicable cases reviewed were determined to have
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substantially achieved this outcome, compared to 60 percent of the 15 applicable casesin Salt Lake County and only 11 percent of the
9 applicable casesin Utah County. The primary area where the counties differ pertains to permanency planning (item 7). In Utah
County, 67% of the nine applicable cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for item 7. Compared to only 9% of the 11
applicable cases in Grand/San Juan Counties and 33% of the 15 applicable casesin Salt Lake County.

In general, case reviews reveal ed inconsistencies with regard to DCFS' efforts to achieve permanency and stability for childrenin
foster care. Although there were many cases in which the children experienced permanency and stability in their living situations,
there also were cases in which children re-entered foster care within 12 months of a prior foster care episode (item 5), experienced
multiple placements during the period under review (item 6), and either had inappropriate permanency goals (item 10) or were not
reunified with parents or relativesin atimely manner (items 7 and 8).

Despite these areas of concern, amost all children with agoal of adoption were found to have achieved or be likely to achieve a
finalized adoption in atimely manner (item 9). Thisis consistent with the Statewide data for FY 2001 indicating that the State’s
percentage of children exiting foster care to adoption within 24 months of entry into foster care (70.8%) far exceeded the national
standard of 32.0 percent or more. Stakeholders commenting on thisissue noted that a key facilitating factor with respect to expedited
adoptions is the placement of children in foster homes that are already licensed as adoptive homes and the ability to count the timein
these foster homes toward the State’ s statutory requirement that children have to be in an adoptive placement for 6 months prior to
finalization. This means that many adoptions can be finalized immediately after termination of parental rights.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Permanency Outcome 1 are presented below.

Item 5. Foster carere-entries

_____ Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Fourteen of the 35 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of foster care re-entries because they
involved children who entered foster care at some time during the period under review. In assessing thisitem, reviewers determined

whether the entry into foster care during the period under review occurred within 12 months of discharge from a prior foster care
episode. The results of this assessment were the following:

Item 5 was rated as a Strength in 10 (71%) of the 14 applicable cases.
Item 5 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (29%) of the 14 applicable cases.
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Cases were rated as a Strength for thisitem when it was determined that the entry into foster care during the period under review did
not take place within 12 months of discharge from a prior episode. Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement if the entry
into foster care during the period under review occurred within 12 months of discharge from a prior foster care episode.

Several stakeholders commenting on thisitem attributed re-entries into foster care to premature reunifications and/or to the lack of
post-reunification services. It was noted that although the Family Preservation Program provides services for up to 90 days following
reunification, these services are not available on a statewide basis, and where they are available, there are long waiting lists.

Determination and Discussion: Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the following:
In 29 percent of the applicable cases, entry into foster care during the period under review occurred within 12 months of discharge
from a prior foster care episode.
Datafrom the State Data Profile indicate that Utah's re-entry rate for FFY 2001 (15.2%) does not meet the national standard of 8.6
percent or less.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the percentage of children in Utah who re-entered foster care within 12 months of discharge
from a prior foster care episode has not changed notably over the past 3 years. Information from the Statewide Assessment suggests
that this rate may be due to the high percentage of children age 14 to 17 who are in the State' sfoster care system. The State reviewed
the re-entry data, identified this age group as having the highest percentage of re-entries, and hypothesized that foster care re-entries
may be due to the behavioral problems exhibited by older youth. However, in the cases reviewed, all of the four cases rated as an
Area Needing Improvement for thisitem involved children who were younger than age 14 during the period under review.

The Statewide Assessment also noted that data from a special study by the Offices of Services Review in March 2002 found that only
half of the children who re-enter foster care within 12 months re-entered from areturn home to their parents. Forty-two percent re-
entered foster care from a kinship or guardianship placement with relatives. Re-entry from a kinship placement usually occurs when
the kin providers feels that they cannot continue to care for the child. Thisinformation would indicate that there is a great need for
kinship provider support.

The Statewide Assessment also reported that approximately 72 percent of children in foster care have had only one removal episode
and 22 percent have had two removal episodes. There are no children in foster care who have been removed more than five times. In
addition, in the Northern Region, it was found that 39 percent of the cases that re-entered foster care were open 10 days or lessin the
first foster care episode.
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Item 6. Stability of foster care placement
Strength __X__ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: All 35 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of Item 6. In assessing thisitem, reviewers were to
determine whether the child experienced multiple placement settings during the period under review and, if so, whether the changesin
placement settings were necessary to achieve the child's permanency goal or meet the child's service needs. The findings of this
assessment were the following:

Item 6 was rated as a Strength in 24 (69%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Item 6 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 11 (31%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Additional findings of the case review were the following:
Childrenin 16 cases experienced only 1 placement during the period under review.
Children in 6 cases experienced 2 placements during the period under review.
Children in 13 cases experienced 3 or more placements during the period under review. In one case there were 8 placement
changes during the period under review.

Cases were assigned arating of Strength for this item when reviewers determined that the child did not experience a placement change
during the period under review (16 cases), or that the placement changes experienced were in the child's best interest (8 cases), such as
moving a child from aresidential facility to afoster home or moving a child to atreatment facility designed to meet his or her needs.

A rating of Area Needing Improvement for this item was assigned when reviewers determined that placement changes resulted from
one or more of the following: (1) an inadequate assessment of the foster parent’s ability to care for alarge sibling group, (2) an
inadequate assessment of a child’s treatment needs (e.g., ajuvenile sex offender placed in afoster home), (3) lack of servicesto
support placements in foster homes when problems were encountered, (4) a scarcity of appropriate placement facilities (e.g., a2 year
old child placed in a shelter facility), (5) lack of resources to support a stable placement (e.g., insurance coverage ending), and (6)
closure of afoster care home.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic noted that almost all children who come into foster care in the State are initialy placed in a

shelter facility to assess their needs. The stakeholders were in general agreement that although placement stability has been a problem
in the past, the use of the shelter placement to conduct comprehensive assessments of children and foster parents has resulted in
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improvements in placement stability. Stakeholders noted that the quality of the foster care home or afoster parent’ s coping ability can
affect placement stability, aswell as a child’ s ungovernable behavior or a change in service needs.

Determination and Discussion: Item 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the following:
In 31 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that children experienced multiple placement changes that did not
promote attainment of their goals or meet their treatment needs.
Data from the State Data Profile for FFY 2001 indicate that the percentage of children experiencing no more than 2 placementsin
their first 12 monthsin foster care (80.1%) does not meet the national standard of 86.7 percent or more.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the percentage of children with no more than 2 placement settings in their first 12 monthsin
foster care was 58.9 in 1999, 74.0in 2000 and 80.1 in 2001. The Statewide Assessment notes that the changes in the data over time
may be attributed in large part to modifications made to Utah’s placement counting procedure as aresult of clarification from the
Children’ s Bureau on the correct way to count placements for the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System
(AFCARS). DCFS anticipates that the data on number of placements will continue to improve as procedures are modified to match
Federal guidelines.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: All 35 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 7. In assessing this item, reviewers were to
determine whether the agency had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in atimely manner. The results of this
assessment were the following:

Item 7 was rated Strength in 23 (66%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Item 7 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 12 (34%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Item 7 was rated as a Strength in 91 percent of applicable cases in Grand/San Juan Counties compared to 67 percent of the casesin
Salt Lake County and only 33 percent of the cases in Utah County. This maybe due in part to the fact that in Grand/San Juan Counties
only 27 percent of the children in the foster care cases were age 13 or older, compared to 67% of the children in the Salt Lake and
Utah Counties.
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The case review found that the children in the 35 foster care cases had the following permanency goals:
9 children had a goal of adoption.
8 children had agoal of “long-term foster care” / eventual emancipation.
13 children had a goal of reunification.
5 children had a goal of (guardianship) permanent placement with relatives (guardianship).

At the time of the on-site review, 13 of the 35 children in the foster care cases had been in foster care for 15 of the most recent 22
months. TPR had been filed and attained in 5 of the 13 cases. A reason for not filing for TPR was noted in only 1 of the 8 cases for
which TPR had not been filed despite the 15-month criterion being met.

Twenty-two cases were assigned arating of Strength for thisitem when reviewers determined that the child's permanency goa was
appropriate and had been established in atimely manner. Cases were assigned arating of Area Needing Improvement when reviewers
determined one or more of the following:
- Therewas confusion as to what the child’s goal was, with the goal in the case record differing from the goal that the caseworker
was trying to achieve (2 cases).
The goal of long-term foster care was in place for several years without any effort to explore alternative goals (4 cases).
The goal is not appropriate to the needs of the child and is not realistic with respect to the potential for achievement (5 cases).
The goal of reunification was maintained for too long a period of time (2 cases).
TPR was not sought in accordance with ASFA timelines (2 cases).

Stakeholders commenting on this item noted that permanency planning has improved throughout the State because of a number of
policies and practices that DCFS has put in place. These policies and practices include the use of Child and Family Team (CFT)
meetings for all cases, the licensing of homes as foster/adopt homes, the adherence to ASFA timeframes, and the practice of holding
casereviews in atimely manner. Despite these efforts, however, stakeholders noted that the lack of subsidized guardianships limits
permanency options, particularly for older children. In Salt Lake County, stakeholders observed that staff turnover and delaysin
transferring cases to appropriate permanency units are barriers to timely permanency planning.

Determination and Discussion: Item 7 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 34
percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that the agency had not established an appropriate goal for the child in atimely
manner. Key concerns pertained to the inappropriateness of permanency goals in some cases and to the practice of maintaining a goal
of long-term foster care without exploring alternatives.
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Item 8. Reunification, Guardianship, or Permanent Placement with Relatives
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Item 8 was applicable for 18 of the 35 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine
whether the agency had achieved the goals of reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives for childrenin a
timely manner or, if the goals had not been achieved, whether the agency had made, or was in the process of making, diligent efforts
to achieve the goals. The results of this assessment were the following:

Item 8 was rated as a Strength in 13 (72%) of the 18 applicable cases.

Item 8 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 5 (28%) of the 18 applicable cases.

The cases assessed for item 8 included 13 with agoal of reunification and 5 with agoal of permanent placement with relatives.
Review findings with respect to these goals were the following:
For the 13 cases with agoal of reunification, the goal was achieved within 12 months from entry into foster care in 5 cases.
For the 5 cases in which the goal was permanent placement with relatives, the goal was not yet achieved. In three cases, the child
had been in foster care for more than 12 months.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that the goal had been achieved in atimely manner. Theitem
was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the case goals and the activities being undertaken by the
agency did not match (3 cases) or when the child and caregivers were not aware of the agency goal and were focused on a different
goal (2 cases).

Stakeholders commenting on this issue were in general agreement that DCFS emphasizes both reunification of children with their
families and guardianship for relative caregivers. In one county (Grand/San Juan), it was noted that the drug court follows families
after reunification and that the court reviews post-reunification cases periodically.

Despite the positive views regarding reunification, stakeholders identified the following barriers to reunification: (1) high caseloads
that impede caseworkers from full engagement with families, (2) areluctance by the courts to reunify families, and (3) alack of
sufficient resources and services to assist families once they are reunified or once a guardianship has been legalized. Other
stakeholders noted that many children are voluntarily placed with relatives or the court gives temporary custody to relatives, and the
issue of permanency is never addressed because the children are not in foster care. One stakeholder referred to this as “kinship care
drift.”
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Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. Although datafrom the
State Data Profile indicate that for FFY 2001, the percentage of reunifications occurring within 12 months of entry into foster care
(81.7%) exceeds the national standard of 76.2 percent or more, case reviewers determined that the agency had not made diligent
efforts to attain the goals of reunification or permanent placement with relativesin atimely manner in 28 percent of the applicable
cases. Itisnecessary for the criteriafor both measures to be met for thisitem to be rated as a Strength.

Although the case review findings are not consistent with data provided in the State Data Profile, the Statewide Assessment notes that
in 2002, 71 percent of the children reunified with their parents or guardians within 12 months of their initial removal date from home.
This percentage is lower than the national standard of 76.2 and lower than the percentage reported in the State Data Profile for FFY
2001.

Item 9: Adoption
__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Nine of the 35 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 9. In assessing this item, reviewers were
to determine whether diligent efforts had been, or were being, made to achieve finalized adoptionsin atimely manner. The results
were the following:

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

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

Of the 9 cases with a goal of adoption, adoption was finalized in 3 cases with all finalizations occurring within 24 months of the
child’s entry into foster care. Of the 6 remaining children, 5 were in adoptive placements.

Thisitem was assigned arating of Strength when reviewers determined that the State had made diligent efforts to achieve finalized
adoptionsin atimely manner. Factors that facilitated timely adoptions included use of placement families that were approved as both
foster care and adoptive homes (“legal risk homes’), timely filing of TPR petitions, and concerted efforts to find appropriate adoptive
resources. No court-related barriers or delays were identified.

One case was rated as an Area Needing |mprovement because reviewers determined that the State had not made diligent efforts to
achieve afinalized adoption in atimely manner, and the child had been in foster care for 31 months. Although the initial adoptive
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placement disrupted because of the child’s specia needs, reviewers determined that the agency had not made concerted efforts to find
another adoptive home in atimely manner.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic were in general agreement that the agency makes concerted efforts to expedite adoptions by
focusing on timely filings for TPR and adherence to ASFA timeframes for reviews. Other factors noted by stakeholders as
facilitating timely adoptions were the following:

The agency’ s close collaborations with the courts and the legal community.

The practice of placing children in foster/adopt homes while implementing concurrent planning efforts.

The array of services and resources available to support the adoption, such as adoption subsidies and post-adoption supports.

Despite the generally positive perceptions of the agency’s efforts to achieve timely adoptions, stakeholders aso voiced the following
concerns:
The agency does not make as much of an effort to attain adoptions for older children as it does for younger children.
There can be significant differences with the Tribes with respect to filing for TPR. For example, the Ute Tribe does not alow
TPR, therefore adoption is not a permanency option for these children. The Navajo Tribe does not object to adoption and will
consider its appropriateness on a case-by-case basis.

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the following:
In 89 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that DCFS had made diligent efforts to achieve adoptionsin atimely
manner.
Data from the State Data Profile indicate that the State's percentage of finalized adoptionsin FFY 2001 that occurred within 24
months of removal from home (70.8%) exceeds the national standard of 32.0 percent or more.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, one of the leading factors in achieving adoptions in atimely manner is the State statute that
requires a permanency hearing for children within 12 months of the State receiving custody. In addition, the SAFE system (the
agency’ sinformation system) tracks and notifies workers of the progress on each case while concurrent planning makesit possible for
Child and Family Teamsto immediately shift to the alternative permanency plan if reunification is not succeeding. Finally, children
are placed in “legal risk” homes, which are homes that are willing to adopt children should they not be able to return home. If achild
becomes free for adoption and the foster family they are placed with wishes to adopt, the 6-month time requirement for finalization of
adoption is deemed to have been met while the child was in the foster care home and the adoption can immediately be finalized if all
parties are willing.
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Item 10. Permanency goal of other planned per manent living arrangement
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Eight of the foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 10. In assessing these cases, reviewers
were to determine if the agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to assist children in attaining their goals related to other
planned permanent living arrangements. The results were the following:

Item 10 was rated as a Strength in 6 (75%) of the 8 applicable cases.

Item 10 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 2 (25%) of the 8 applicable cases.

Item 10 was rated as a Strength in five cases when reviewers determined that the child was receiving the necessary services and
supports to promote a successful transition from foster care to independent living once the child reaches the age of emancipation. In
one case, the item was rated as a Strength because the child, who is devel opmentally disabled, will be transitioned to a supervised
living arrangement at the age of 21 or 22. Thisitem was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the
goal was never appropriate. Stakeholders commenting on thisitem noted that independent living services for youth are limited,
particularly in rural areas, and the demand is high. According to stakeholders in Grand/San Juan and Salt L ake County, more than 50
percent of the children in foster care are 13 or older. Asaresult, many youth who need independent living services are not receiving
them. Although caseworkers and foster parents assist youth in gaining needed services to prepare them for independence,

stakehol ders emphasized that more resources are necessary to meet the demand.

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 25 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that the goal of other planned living arrangement was not appropriate for the child' s needs.
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Permanency Outcome 2

Outcome P2: The continuity of family relationships and connectionsis preserved for children.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degree of outcome achievement:

Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage

Juan/Grand

Substantially Achieved: 13 5 9 27 77.1
Partially Achieved: 2 4 2 8 229
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0 0 0 0
Not Applicable: 9 5 1 15

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME 2

Utah did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 77.1 percent of the cases, which isless than the 90 percent required for substantial
conformity.

Similar to permanency outcome 1, there was a considerabl e difference between Utah County and the other counties with regard to the
achievement of permanency outcome 2. Fifty-five percent of the cases in Utah County were determined to have substantially
achieved this outcome, compared to 87 percent of the casesin Salt Lake County and 82 percent in Grand/San Juan Counties. The
primary areas where these differences were found involved the items pertaining to preserving connections and seeking relative
placements.

In general, the CFSR findings indicate that the Utah DCFS makes concerted efforts to place children in close proximity to their
families, to promote and maintain parent-child relationships, and to ensure frequent visitation between children and their parents and
siblingsin foster care. Reviewers determined that DCFS was inconsistent in its efforts to preserve children’ s connections to their
families and to their racial and religious heritage.

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Permanency Outcome 2 are presented and discussed below.
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Item 11. Proximity of foster care placement
__X_ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Of the 35 foster care cases, 32 were applicable for an assessment of item 11. Cases determined to be not applicable
were those in which (1) TPR had been attained prior to the period under review, (2) contact with parents was not considered to bein
the child's best interest, and/or (3) parents were deceased or whereabouts were unknown. In ng item 11, reviewers were to
determine whether the child's most current foster care setting was in close proximity to the child's parents or close relatives. This
assessment resulted in the following:

Item 11 was rated as a Strength in 29 (91%) of the 32 applicable cases.

Item 11 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement for 3 (9%) of the 32 applicable cases.

The cases were rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the child was placed in the same community or county as parents
or relatives (15 cases). Out-of-county placements were rated as a Strength when the placement was determined to be necessary to
meet the child’s needs (13 cases). Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the distance
between the child’s family and the foster care placement was a barrier to reunification efforts. All three cases rated as an Area
Needing Improvement for thisitem were located in Grand/San Juan Counties. Because of the rural nature of these Counties, there was
alack of placement resources, particularly for older children.

Stakeholdersin Salt Lake County expressed generally favorable opinions regarding the agency’ s ability to place children in close
proximity to their families. They noted that the agency has alarge pool of foster homes and facilities to draw from and therefore
children can be placed within an hour’ s distance from their homes. However, stakeholdersin rural areas and on Tribal lands,
particularly in Grand/San Juan Counties, expressed concern about the scarcity of local foster homes, which they believe negatively
affects the agency’ s ability to place children within the community. Thus, children are often placed at great distances from their birth
parents and communities of origin making it difficult to sustain sufficient contact to promote reunification. Stakeholders noted that
youth offenderstypically are placed outside of their community of origin because of the lack of appropriate placements in many
communities.
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Determination and Discussion: Item 11 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 87.5 percent of the cases, reviewers
determined that DCFS had made diligent efforts to ensure that children were placed in foster care placements that were in close
proximity to their parents or relatives, or were necessary to meet special needs.

According to the Statewide Assessment, it is more difficult to identify foster families residing in close proximity to the birth families
in rural areas of the State such as the Eastern Region of Utah. Therefore, when a child from that community needs afoster care
placement, it is a challenge to keep the child in the same community. Thiswas confirmed by the findings of the case reviewsin
Grand/San Juan Counties and by the stakeholdersin that county.

Item 12. Placement with siblings
__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Fourteen of the 35 foster care cases involved a child who had siblingsin foster care. In assessing item 12,
reviewers were to determine whether siblings were, or had been, placed together and, if not, whether the separation was necessary to
meet the needs (service or safety needs) of one or more of the children. This assessment resulted in the following findings:

Item 12 was rated as a Strength in 12 (86%) of the 14 applicable cases.

Item 12 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 2 (14%) of the 14 applicable cases.

In 4 of the 14 applicable cases, the child was in a placement with at least one other sibling, and in 2 of these cases, the child wasin a
placement with all siblings. In the other cases rated as a Strength for this item, siblings were separated due to special needs (4 cases)
or the agency determined that placement with siblings was not in the child’' s best interest (4 cases) (e.g., to protect a child from a
sibling’s sexually reactive behavior). Inthe two cases rated as Area Needing |mprovement, reviewers determined that the agency
could not find placements willing to accept large sibling groups (5 and 7 children).

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that DCFS generally does a good job placing siblings together. They
noted that when a child’ s treatment needs require separating siblings, the agency usually places the children as close as possible and
provides resources to facilitate sibling visitation. Stakeholders reported that placement of large siblings groups is difficult, asthere are
not enough foster homes that can accommodate them.

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overal rating of Strength based on the finding that in 86 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that DCFS placed siblings in foster care unless separation was necessary to meet the child’'s
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special needs. According to the Statewide Assessment, placing siblings in the same setting is one of the top priorities of the agency,
unless thisis contraindicated.

Item 13. Visiting with parentsand siblingsin foster care
__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 13 was applicable for 34 of the 35 foster care cases. One case was not applicable for an
assessment of thisitem because TPR had been established prior to the period under review and parents were no longer involved in the
children’slives and the child had no siblingsin foster care. In assessing thisitem, reviewers were to determine (1) whether the agency
had made, or was making, diligent efforts to facilitate visitation between children in foster care and their parents and siblingsin foster
care and (2) whether these visits occurred with sufficient frequency to meet the needs of children and families. The findings of this
assessment were the following:

Item 13 was rated as a Strength in 29 (85%) of the 34 applicable cases.

Item 13 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 5 (15%) of the 34 applicable cases.

Visitation with mothers was not applicable for assessment in 4 of the 34 cases because TPR had been attained and the mother was no
longer involved in the children’slives. Typical visitation between children and their mothers for the 30 cases for which this
assessment was applicable was the following:

Weekly visits - 13 cases.

Twice amonth visits - 4 cases.

Monthly visits— 7 cases.

Less than monthly visits - 4 cases.
- Novisits— 2 cases.
In the six cases in which visits with mother occurred less frequently than once a month, reviewers determined that the agency had
made concerted efforts to promote more frequent visitation.

Visitation with fathers was not applicable for assessment in 14 of the 34 cases due to a variety of reasonsincluding prior TPR,
deceased, identity unknown, whereabouts unknown (despite diligent search efforts), or visits between children and fathers were
deemed to be not in the child’ s best interest. Typical visitation between children and their fathers for the 20 cases for which this
assessment was applicable was the following:

Weekly visits— 5 cases.

Twice amonth visits - 3 cases.
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Monthly visits — 3 cases.

Less than monthly visits—5 cases.

No visits— 4 cases.
In three of the nine cases in which visits with father occurred less frequently than once a month, reviewers determined that the agency
had made concerted efforts to promote more frequent visitation.

Visitation between siblings was applicable in 13 cases in which siblings were not placed together in foster care. Typical visitation
between siblings was the following:
- Weekly — 7 cases.

Twice amonth visits— 0 cases.

Monthly visits - 1 case.

Less than monthly visits - 2 cases.
- Novisits— 2 cases.
In two of the four casesin which sibling visits occurred less frequently than once a month, reviewers determined that the agency had
made efforts to promote more frequent visitation.

Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the frequency of visitation met the needs of the child, or that, when
visitation was less frequent than needed, the agency had made diligent efforts to promote more frequent visitation and provided
alternative forms of contact, such as telephone and e-mail.

Five cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item when reviewers identified one or more of the following:
Lack of effort to arrange sibling visitation (1 case).
Lack of effort to contact the father to involve him in visitation (2 cases).
Absence of avisitation plan (1 case).
Denial of visits between child and parents by aresidential treatment facility that used visitation as a privilege to be earned
(contrary to State policy) (1 case).

Most stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that DCFS makes concerted efforts to support visitation between
children in foster care and their parents and siblings, although visits tend to occur less frequently in rural counties than in urban
counties because of the distance between the child’s family and the foster care placement. Stakeholders noted that while most visits
are well-coordinated and supervised by DCFS staff, there was some concern that kinship care cases often lack formal visitation plans
and may result in unsupervised visits with biological parents which may present some safety risksto children
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Determination and Discussion: Item 13 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 85 percent of the applicable cases,
reviewers determined that the agency had made concerted efforts to ensure that visitation was of sufficient frequency to meet the
needs of the family.

Item 14. Preserving connections
Strength __X__ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Item 14 was applicable for assessment in all 35 foster care cases. In assessing item 14, reviewers were to determine
whether the agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to preserve the child's connections to neighborhood, community,
heritage, family, faith, and friends while the child wasin foster care. The assessment resulted in the following findings:

Item 14 was rated as a Strength in 28 (80%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Item 14 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 7 (20%) of the 35 applicable cases.

Ratings for thisitem varied across sites. In Utah County, 56 percent of the cases were rated as a Strength for this item, compared to
91 percent of casesin Grand/San Juan Counties and 87 percent of casesin Salt Lake County.

Reviewers indicated that in 25 of the 35 cases, children's primary connections had been “significantly” preserved while they werein
foster care; in 6 of the 35 cases, children’s primary connections had been “partially” preserved; and in 4 of the 35 cases children’s
primary connections were “not at all” preserved.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that primary connections were significantly preserved with (1)
extended family members and friends (e.g., through phone contact and visits), (2) the child’ s religious or cultural heritage (e.g.,
placement with Native American, Hispanic, or Vietnamese families), and (3) the child’ s school and community (e.g. selecting
placements that do not require a change of school).

Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item when reviewers determined the following:
Multiple changesin foster placements and/or the location of the placements made it difficult to maintain primary connections (2
Cases).
The placement did not facilitate the child’ s ability to maintain connectionsto hisracia heritage (1 case), tribal heritage (1 case),
culture (1 case), or religious beliefs (1 case).
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Theresidential treatment facility denied the child’' s participation in family visits and church attendance as these were considered to
be privileges that the child must earn (1 case).

Stakeholders expressed different opinions regarding whether caseworkers were consistent in identifying Native American children and
notifying the Tribes when their children are in State custody. Stakeholdersin Salt Lake and Utah County were more likely to identify
this as a problem than were stakeholders in Grand/San Juan Counties. There was general agreement among stakeholders, however,
that thereisalack of Native American foster homes to ensure placements consistent with the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA). Asa
result, Native American children are not remaining as connected to their culture as they could be because they are placed in non-
Native homes.

In Grand/San Juan Counties which incorporates two major tribes, the Navajo and the Southern Ute, if a child lives off the reservation
and comes into foster care, the agency contacts the tribe and provides notice per ICWA. However, other stakeholders expressed the
opinion that notification is not always made in atimely manner. Although, the Tribes have the option to intervene and take
jurisdiction after notification stakeholders indicated that the Tribe rarely intervenes at this point unless they can adequately serve the
child on the reservation. Often, the children require more services than the Tribe can provide, so they leave the children in the care of
the State agency.

A key concern noted by stakeholdersis that Native American children placed with the child welfare agency generally are placed in
non-Native homes unless they are with relatives. Thisis due to the scarcity of Native American foster homes available for placement.
Stakeholders suggested that this often results in these children losing the connection to their Tribes, their culture, and their customs.
The agency usually leavesit up to the foster parents to decide whether they will make the effort to keep the child connected rather than
making it arequirement and having aformal processin place for foster parentsto follow.

Determination and Discussion: Item 14 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 20 percent of the
cases, reviewers determined that the State had not made diligent efforts to preserve children's connections.

Item 15. Relative placement

Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: Thirty of the 35 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 15. Five cases were not assessed for
this item because the child was either court-ordered to a treatment facility or entered foster care in order to receive treatment. In
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assessing thisitem, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had made diligent efforts to locate and assess relatives (both
maternal and paternal relatives) as potential placement resources for children in foster care. The results of this assessment were the
following:

Item 15 was rated as a Strength in 24 (80%) of the 30 applicable cases.

Item 15 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 6 (20%) of the 30 applicable cases.

Cases were rated as a Strength for this item when reviewers determined that children were placed with relatives (5 cases) or the
agency had made diligent efforts to search for both maternal and paternal relatives (19 cases). In these latter cases, children were not
placed with relatives for a variety of reasonsincluding the relative’ s inability or unwillingness to care for the children, their physical
distance from the family, and/or their criminal records or history of substantiated child maltreatment.

Cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item when reviewers determined that the agency had not made diligent
efforts to search for relatives (both maternal and paternal) as placement resources and reasons for not seeking relatives were not noted
in the case file nor identified during case-related interviews. In one case, relative placements were not sought for the first 12 months
of achild s stay in foster care, although there were relatives who indicated awillingness to take the child at the time of the child’'s
removal from the home.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that the agency generally makes concerted efforts to seek relatives as
potential placement resources. They noted that kinship searches are conducted early in the case and both maternal and paternal
relatives are considered. However, stakeholders expressed concern that financial and socio-emotional supports for relative caregivers
are not always available. Also, children who are placed with relatives who do not enter foster care receive much fewer services and
supports than do children who enter foster care.

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 20 percent of the
cases, reviewers determined that DCFS had not made diligent efforts to |ocate and assess relatives as potential placement resources.
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Item 16. Relationship of child in carewith parents
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 16 was applicable for 30 of the 35 foster care cases. A case was considered not applicable
for an assessment of thisitem if parental rights had been terminated and parents were no longer involved with the child or if a
relationship with the parents was considered to be not in the child’ s best interests. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine
whether the agency had made diligent efforts to support or maintain the bond between children in foster care and their mothers and
fathers. The results of this assessment were the following:

Item 16 was rated as a Strength in 26 (87%) of the 30 applicable cases.

Item 16 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 4 (13%) of the 30 applicable cases.

This item was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that (1) there was a strong bond between the parent and the child that the
agency supported, or (2) there was not a strong bond between the parent and the child, but the agency made concerted efforts to
promote bonding. Examples of DCFS efforts to promote bonding included the following:

Facilitating contact between parents and child through visits,

Encouraging parents to attend their child’s medical appointments,

Inviting parents to participate in Child and Family Team meetings and court hearings,

Paying for the transportation costs involved in visitation, and

Facilitating visits to incarcerated parents.

The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the agency did not promote parental
involvement with the child to strengthen the parent-child relationship. 1n one of the four cases rated as an Area Needing
Improvement, reviewers determined that the agency did not help to support the parent-child relationship in a case in which an adopted
child sexually abused his adopted brother. The parents were rgjecting of the child who committed the abuse, and the agency did not
work with the parents to address that issue. In the other three cases, reviewers determined that the agency had not made sufficient
efforts to promote the father-child relationship (1 case) or did not make an adequate search for the father (2 cases). In thelatter two
cases, reviewers determined that the father’ s whereabouts were known to the family but the caseworker did not ask for this
information.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that the agency makes efforts to promote parent-child relationships and

that workers make concerted efforts to maintain these bonds. Stakeholders noted that parents are routinely notified and invited to
participate in medical and mental health appointments and are encouraged to participate in school activities.

31



Determination and Discussion: Item 16 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because reviewers determined that in 87 percent of
applicable cases, the agency had made concerted efforts to support the parent-child relationships of children in foster care.

[11.  CHILD AND FAMILY WELL-BEING

Well Being Outcome 1

Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to providefor their children’s needs.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degree of outcome achievement:
Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage

Juan/Grand
Substantially Achieved: 16 8 9 33 66.0
Partialy Achieved: 2 3 3 8 16.0
Not Achieved or Addressed: 6 3 0 9 18.0
Not Applicable: 0 0 0

STATUSOF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 1

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

The case reviews resulted in ratings of Area Needing Improvement for all of the indicators of child well-being outcome 1. Reviewers
determined that DCFS was not consistent in assessing and addressing the service needs of children and their parents, in involving
parents and children in the case planning process, and in establishing sufficient face-to-face contact with children and parents. In
general, DCFS was more consistent in achieving these objectives when the children were in foster care than when the children
remained in their homes or in the home of arelative. Some of the key concerns identified pertained to inadequate assessments of the
family’ s needs and lack of effort to address father’ s needs, involve fathers in case planning, and establish contact with fathers.
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Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Well-Being Outcome 1 are presented and discussed below.

Item 17. Needsand servicesof child, parents, foster parents
Strength __X__ AreaNeeding Improvement

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

Item 17 was rated as a Strength in 33 (66%) of the 50 applicable cases (25 of which were foster care cases).

Item 17 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 17 (34%) of the 50 applicable cases (10 of which were foster care cases).

Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the needs of children, parents, and foster parents had been
adequately assessed and that identified service needs had been met. Services included, but were not limited to, the following: anger
management classes, behavioral therapy, chemical dependency treatment, individual and family counseling and therapy, domestic
violence treatment, financial support, independent living skills, legal services, medical services, reunification services, transportation
vouchers, sexual offender treatment, and a support network for pre-adoptive parents.

A rating of Area Needing Improvement was assigned when reviewers determined the following:
There was inadequate assessment of the family resulting in unmet needs for services (4 in-home cases and 7 foster care cases).
Needs were assessed but services were not provided to address identified needs (3 foster care cases, 2 in-home cases).
Safety plans for other children in the home were not provided (1 in-home case).

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that DCFS is effective in assessing the service needs of families,
particularly through use of the CFTs and the Functional Assessment process. Stakeholders generally agreed that children, parents, and
foster parents usually have multiple services available to meet their needs. These stakeholders noted, however, that kinship care cases
do not receive the services and resources needed by both the children and the caregivers. These families often have to locate their own
supports and services.

Determination and Discussion: Item 17 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 34 percent of the

cases, reviewers determined that the State had not adequately assessed and/or addressed the service needs of children and parents. Ten
(29%) of the 35 foster care cases were rated as an Area Needing Improvement for this item, compared to 7 (47%) of the 15 in-home
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services cases. According to the Statewide Assessment, services to families are based on an individualized service plan, using a
family team approach that incorporates a comprehensive assessment of the child’s and family’ s strengths and needs.

Item 18. Child and family involvement in case planning
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 18 was applicable for 49 of the 50 cases. A case was considered not applicable for
assessment of thisitem if TPR had been obtained on the parents prior to the period under review, there were no pre-adoptive parents
or permanent caregivers, and/or the child was too young or had cognitive delays or other conditions that were barriersto their
participation in case planning. In ng this item, reviewers were to determine whether parents (including pre-adoptive parents or
permanent caregivers) and children (if age-appropriate) had been involved in the case planning process, and if not, whether their
involvement was contrary to the child's best interest. A determination of involvement in case planning required that a parent or child
had actively participated in identifying the services and goalsincluded in the case plan. This assessment produced the following
findings:

Item 18 was rated as a Strength in 36 (73%) of the 49 applicable cases (26 of which were foster care cases).

Item 18 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 13 (27%) of the 49 applicable cases (8 of which were foster care cases).

In assessing this item, reviewers made the following determinations:
Mothers were appropriately involved in the case planning processin 39 cases. In 7 cases, the mother was not involved but should
have been. There were 4 cases in which the mother was not available to participate or mother’ s participation was contrary to the
child’s best interest.
Fathers were appropriately involved in the case planning process in 20 cases. In 8 cases the father was not involved but should
have been. There were 20 cases in which the father was not available to participate or the father's participation was considered to
be contrary to the child's best interest. In 2 cases, reviewers could not determine if the father was involved in case planning.
Children were appropriately involved in the case planning processin 34 cases. I1n 6 cases, children were not involved, although
reviewers determined that they were old enough to have been involved. There were 10 cases in which reviewers determined that
the children were not old enough or were unable to participate in the case planning process due to cognitive delays or other
concerns,



Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that all appropriate parties had actively participated in the case planning
process. Theitem was only dlightly more likely to be rated as a Strength in the foster care cases (76% rated as a Strength) than in the
in-home services cases (66% rated as a Strength).

The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:
No attempts were made to locate fathers or to involve fathers in the case planning process (8 cases).
Mothers were not involved in case planning and areason for their lack of involvement was not provided in the case file (7 cases).
Children who were deemed old enough to have been involved were not involved (6 cases).

Several stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that the use of the CFT meetings promotes parent and child
involvement in case planning. They also noted that the introduction of the family-centered Practice Model has resulted in an
improvement in the agency’ s success in achieving parental and child involvement in case planning. However, several stakeholders
acknowledged that additional improvements are needed.

Determination and Discussion: Item 18 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in
27 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that DCFS had not made diligent efforts to involve parents and/or children in the case
planning process.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah’s Practice Model requires that families be actively involved in all aspects of their case,
including participating in developing the case plan. The Practice Model seeks to involve families in identifying both their strengths
and the underlying needs that must be met to ensure a healthy and nurturing environment for family members. It asks family members
to help identify formal and informal supports that can help them achieve thisgoal. CFT meetings are to be held when and where the
family desires, with guidance from the caseworker so that most of the individuals from whom input or support is needed are able to
attend.

Item 19. Worker visitswith child
Strength __X__ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings. All 50 cases were applicable for an assessment of item 19. In conducting this assessment, reviewers were to
determine whether the frequency of visits between the caseworkers and children was sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of the
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child's safety and well-being and whether visits focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment.
The results of the assessment were the following:

Item 19 was rated as a Strength in 36 (72%) of the 50 applicable cases (26 of which were foster care cases).

Item 19 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 14 (28%) of the 50 applicable cases (9 of which were foster care cases).

Reviewers noted the following with respect to frequency of visits for the 35 foster care cases:
In 4 cases, visitstypically occurred once a week.
In 10 cases, visits typically occurred twice a month.
In 14 cases, visits typically occurred once a month.
In 7 cases, visits typically occurred less than monthly.

Reviewers noted the following with respect to frequency of visits for the 15 in-home services cases:
In 2 cases, visits occurred once a week.
In 4 cases, visits typically occurred twice a month.
In 7 cases, visits typically occurred once a month.
In 1 case, visits typically occurred less frequently than once a month.
In 1 case, no visits were made.

Item 19 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the frequency and quality of visits between caseworkers and children
was sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of the child's safety and well-being and promote attainment of case goals.

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

- Thefreguency of caseworker visits was not sufficient to meet the needs of the child and the visits did not focus on issues pertinent
to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment (4 cases).
The frequency of caseworker visits with children was not sufficient to meet the needs of the child, although when visits did occur,
they were substantive (8 cases).
The frequency of caseworker visits was sufficient, but the visits did not focus on issues pertinent to case planning, service
delivery, and goal attainment (2 cases).

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that caseworkers did have contact with children on aregular basis.

However, they also identified barriers to frequent contact such as high casel oads and the distance that a caseworker may have to
travel, particularly in rural areas.
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Determination and Discussion: Item 19 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement based on the finding that in 28
percent of the cases, reviewers determined that caseworker visits with children were not of sufficient frequency and/or quality. Foster
care cases were slightly more likely to be rated as a Strength for thisitem (74%) than were in-home services cases (67%).

Thisfinding is not consistent with information in the Statewide A ssessment indicating that the policy for in-home cases requires one
home visit per month with the child and family. Out-of-home policy currently requires two visits per month with the child. One of
the visits must include a private conversation with the child. A conversation with the provider aso is required but may be conducted
by phone. The Statewide Assessment noted that in order to provide more flexibility and individualization for each case, a new policy
will be implemented for foster care and kinship care cases that will require one home visit per month with the child in care by the
caseworker and an additional visit by the caseworker or someone on the Child and Family Team. One home visit per month with the
out-of-home caregiver also will be required. These changes were made following a study conducted by the Office of Services Review
that found that there was a critical difference in outcomes for children and families when the worker made at least one visit to the child
and family per month but found no significant increase in the attainment of positive outcomes when more than one visit from the
worker was made.

Item 20. Worker visitswith parents
Strength __X_ AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 20 was applicable for 48 of the 50 cases. There were two foster care cases that were not
applicable for this assessment because TPR had been attained for the parents and parents were no longer involved in the lives of the
children. Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworker’ s face-to-face contact with the children’s mothers and fathers was of
sufficient frequency and quality to promote attainment of case goals and/or ensure the children's safety and well being. The results of
this assessment were the following:

Item 20 was rated as a Strength in 28 (58%) of the 48 cases (18 of which were foster care cases).

Item 20 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 20 (42%) of the 48 cases (15 of which were foster care cases).

Typical patterns of caseworker visits with mothers were the following (45 applicable cases):
Weekly visits - 3 cases.
Twice amonth visits - 5 cases.
Monthly visits - 15 cases.
Less than monthly visits - 22 cases.
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Typical patterns of caseworker visits with fathers were the following (34 applicable cases):
- Weekly visits - O cases.

Twice amonth visits - 3 cases.

Monthly visits - 10 cases.

Less than monthly visits - 14 cases.

No visits— 7 cases.

This item was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that visits occurred with sufficient frequency to meet the needs of
parents and children and that visits focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment. In contrast to
other items, thisitem was rated as a Strength in 67 percent of the applicable in-home services cases compared to 55 percent of the
foster care cases.

The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that visits were not sufficiently frequent to meet the
needs of parents and children (16 cases) or that visits were of sufficient frequency, but did not focus on substantive issues pertaining to
the case (9 cases).

Determination and Discussion: Thisitem was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement because in 42 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that the frequency and/or quality of caseworker visits with parents were not sufficient to
monitor the safety and well-being of the child or promote attainment of case goals.

According to the Statewide Assessment, caseworker contact with parentsis to occur at least monthly, but may range from one visit per
month for those cases for which the worker monitors or brokers contracted services, to severa visitsaweek if the family isin crisis.
The Statewide Assessment notes that workers are expected to be flexible in setting the times for worker/family contacts and are not to
restrict those contacts to only the usual business hours.
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Weéll-Being Outcome 2

Outcome WB2: Children receive appropriate servicesto meet their educational needs.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degree of outcome achievement:
Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage
Juan/Grand
Substantialy Achieved: 21 11 11 43 100.0
Partialy Achieved: 0 0 0 0
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0 0 0
Not Applicable: 3 3 1 7

STATUSOF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 2

Utah achieved substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 2 based on the finding that 100 percent of the cases reviewed were
found to have substantially achieved this outcome, which meets the 90 percent required for substantial conformity.

The CFSR found that in all applicable cases reviewed, DCFS was effective in assessing children's educational needs and providing
appropriate services to meet those needs.

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

Item 21. Educational needs of the child
__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 21 was applicable for 43 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable for
assessment included cases in which the children were not of school age or did not have needs pertaining to education-related issues.
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether children's educational needs were appropriately assessed and whether
services were provided to meet those needs. The results of this assessment were that item 21 was rated as a Strength in 43 (100%) of
the 43 applicable cases (34 of which were foster care cases).
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Stakeholders commenting on this topic generally agreed that DCFS, foster parents, and school personnel collaborate to ensure that
children's educational needs are met. Because of this collaboration, the agencies have developed policies that enhance their capacity
to meet children’s educational needs. For example, teachers are allowed to take time to attend CFT meetings, efforts are made to keep
the children in the same school when they are in shelter care.  In Grand/San Juan Counties, stakeholders noted that the court-initiated
Education Enhancement Program (an after school tutoring program) has been extremely beneficia to children in foster care.

Determination and Discussion: Item 21 was assigned an overall rating of Strength because in 100 percent of the applicable cases,
reviewers determined that DCFS had made diligent efforts to meet the educational needs of children.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah law and DCFS out-of-home services policy require that the State assess, plan, and meet
the educational needs of children in State custody. Workers are trained to involve teachersin the CFT and, if the child has an
Individual Education Plan (IEP), out-of-home caregivers are required to attend |EP meetings. Out-of-home caregivers are required to
attend the child’ s parent-teacher conference and keep educational records in the child’s Home-to-Home book. Although there are no
education requirements for in-home services cases that are written into policy or law to assess, workers are trained to assess the child’s
needs, including educationa needs, and to encourage the child’ s parents to involve the child’ s teacher(s) in the CFT.

Weéll-Being Outcome 3

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicesto meet their physical and mental health needs.
Number of casesreviewed by the team accor ding to degr ee of outcome achievement:

Salt Lake Utah San Total Per centage

Juan/Grand

Substantially Achieved: 18 11 11 40 81.6
Partially Achieved: 3 3 1 7 14.3
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 0 0 2 4.1
Not Applicable: 1 0 0 1

STATUSOF WELL-BEING OUTCOME 3

Utah did not achieve substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 3. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 81.6 percent of the applicable cases, which is less than the 90 percent required for a

determination of substantial conformity.
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Although Utah did not reach the 90 percent substantially achieved required for substantial conformity with this outcome, the CFSR
case reviews identified many strengths in the agency’ s efforts to meet children’s physical and mental health needs. For the most part,
the agency has been highly successful in providing physical health and dental services to children and in assessing and meeting their
mental health needs. A key concern identified with respect to mental health needsis that children were receiving appropriate
assessments, but services to address the needs identified through the assessments were not consistently provided.

In addition, while stakeholdersin the rural county were more likely than stakeholders in the urban county to identify meeting
children’s mental health needs as somewhat problematic, 100 percent of the cases in Grand/San Juan Counties were rated as a
Strength for thisitem compared to 79 percent of the casesin Utah county and 75 percent of the casesin Salt Lake County.

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

Item 22. Physical health of the child
__X__ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement

Review Findings: An assessment of item 22 was applicable for 48 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable for this
assessment were in-home services cases in which physical health concerns were not an issue. 1n assessing thisitem, reviewers were to
determine whether (1) children's physical health needs had been appropriately assessed, and (2) the services designed to meet those
needs had been, or were being, provided. The findings of this assessment were the following:

Item 22 was rated as a Strength in 45 (94%) of the 48 applicable cases (33 of which were foster care cases).

Item 22 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 3 (6%) of the 48 applicable cases (2 of which were foster care cases).

Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that children's health needs were routinely assessed and services
provided as needed. All but one child entering foster care received health screenings. Similarly, al but one child in foster care had
regular physical and dental check-ups.

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

Although the child had physical and dental screenings, the foster parents received only partial medical records, which led to the
child receiving all immunizations for a second time (1 foster care case).
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There was no ongoing assessment of the child’' s health and dental needs and the child did not receive care for anumber of years (1
in-home case).

A child did not receive initial health and dental screenings and had unmet needs while placed in aresidential treatment center
(RTC) (1 foster care case).

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that the agency is effective in meeting the physical health and dental
needs of children and that children in foster care routinely receive mandatory screenings and medical services. Through the Fostering
Healthy Children program, in partnership with the Department of Health, nurses monitor and track the health care needs of childrenin
foster care and facilitate access to needed services. In Grand/San Juan Counties, stakeholders reported that access to dental servicesis
difficult asthere is no provider in one community and the waiting list for the Medicaid dental provider in the other community is three
months long.

Determination and Discussion: Item 22 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 94 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that the agency was adequately addressing the health needs of children in foster care and in-
home services cases. In the cases reviewed, medical and dental services were accessible and services were provided.

According to the Statewide Assessment, all children have access to health, dental and mental health providers when they enter foster
care. If they are not Medicaid eligible, such as an undocumented child, other funds are used. These funds are also used when a child
isin need of services not provided by Medicaid.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that an initial medical assessment of the child is required within 5 days of their removal from
their home. Medical, dental and mental health exams or assessments are required within the first 30 days that the child isin custody.
These exams are then conducted annually while the child isin custody. When the child is removed, the CPS worker gathers as much
medical, psychosocial, mental health and educational information as possible. Policy requires that this information be collected and
given to the provider before the placement is made. It isalso given to the health care team. The health care team member worksin
collaboration with the caseworker and the foster parent to resolve any confusion on required medical assessments or care and to assure
that all needs are met in atimely manner.

[tem 23. Mental health of the child

__X_ Strength AreaNeeding Improvement
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Review Findings: An assessment of item 23 was applicable for 48 of the 50 cases reviewed. Cases that were not applicable were
foster care cases in which the child was too young for an assessment of mental health needs. In assessing thisitem, reviewers wereto
determine whether (1) mental health needs had been appropriately assessed and (2) appropriate services to address those needs had
been offered or provided. The findings of this assessment were the following:

Item 23 was rated as a Strength in 41 (85%) of the 48 applicable cases (32 of which were foster care cases).

Item 23 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 7 (15%) of the 48 applicable cases (1 of which was afoster care case).

For the 48 applicable cases, reviewers noted that children's mental health needs were "significantly assessed” in 46 cases and “partially
assessed” in 2 cases. Reviewers also reported that mental health service needs were “significantly met” in 41 cases, “partially met” in
5 cases, and “not applicable’ in 2 cases.

Thisitem was rated as a Strength when reviewers noted that children’s mental health needs were "significantly" assessed and the
identified mental health needs were "significantly” met. The item was rated as a Strength in 97 percent of the applicable foster care
cases compared to 60 percent of the applicable in-home services cases.

The item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that assessments and services were only partially
provided:

Needs were not assessed (1 case).
Needs were assessed but not appropriately addressed (5 cases).
Services were provided but they were not culturally-appropriate (1 case).

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that DCFS is usually effective in meeting children’s mental health needs
and reported that there isamix of public and private providers. Several stakeholders, however, identified the following as barriers to
effective mental health service delivery to children in the child welfare system:

Turnover among therapists.

A lack of servicesto children in kinship care because they are not Medicaid eligible.

Capitated services (in one county), which results in waiting lists for services and services that are of questionable quality.

In rural counties, difficulties in engaging families in family therapy because children are often placed at a great distance from their
families of origin.

Determination and Discussion: Item 23 was assigned an overall rating of Strength based on the finding that in 85 percent of the
applicable cases, reviewers determined that DCFS had made concerted efforts to address the mental health needs of children.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, each child entering care is required to have a 30-day mental health assessment. The
information from this assessment is a so included in the Functional Assessment with emphasis on the recommended therapy and/or
medication. Theinformation isthen incorporated in the Child and Family Plan (CFP) with follow-up and evaluation of the
appropriateness of the treatment and the ability to address the child’ s needs as with any other service, through the ongoing Functional
Assessment and CFP adaptation. An annual mental health assessment is then required for aslong as the child isin custody. The
health care team monitors each child to assure that any recommended therapy is provided. The health care team aso monitors and

records medication management by entering information from the Health Visit Report that is turned in by the foster parent after each
medical/therapy visit into the SAFE system case record for that child.



SECTION 2: SYSTEMIC FACTORS

l. STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUSOF STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Utah isin substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Statewide Information System. Findings for the item assessed for this
factor are presented below.

Item 24. Stateis operating a statewide information system that, at a minimum, can readily identify the status, demographic
characteristics, location, and goalsfor the placement of every child who is (or within theimmediately preceding 12
months, has been) in foster care.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 24 israted as a Strength because the SAFE system can readily identify the status, demographic characteristics, location, and
goalsfor the placement of every child who isin foster care. SAFE provides caseworkers with near real time accessto child welfare
information. SAFE also allows caseworkers and managers to use online access to case information statewide.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah’s SAFE was fully operational in September 2001. SAFE collects demographic, referral,
assessment, case management, legal status, location, case goals, and payment information. Work is currently underway to implement
changes required by the newly adopted Practice Model. The first magjor update will include the Functional Assessment as part of
SAFE. Thiswill beimplemented in August 2003.
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The Statewide Assessment also reports a change in attitude among DCFS workers and supervisors regarding SAFE. Although several
years ago frontline staff complained about the SAFE system, participants in focus groups held as part of the Statewide A ssessment
acknowledged that “ SAFE isworking great and it is a great benefit” and that SAFE helps them to get their paper work done on time.
Most focus group participants agreed that SAFE is much more user-friendly than it was. Suggestions for improvement offered by
caseworkers and supervisors included Functional Assessments and Child and Family Service Plans that are Practice Model
compatible.

Stakeholders commenting on thisitem during the CFSR indicated that SAFE is used consistently across the State and is accessible to
al staff and to some key providers. They noted that the system can identify the key characteristics and location of all childrenin
foster care. Several stakeholders reported that the system can generate management reports on awide variety of topics to meet the
needs of the managers. Stakeholders also expressed the opinion that the system’ s ability to track children and to remind workers of
significant events through its tickler system has been a considerable asset to workers and supervisors. However, there was general
agreement among stakeholders that the system needs to be updated to conform to the Practice Model.

. CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Confor mity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2X 3 4

STATUSOF CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Utah is not in substantial conformity with the factor of the Case Review System. Findings for each specific item assessed for this
factor are presented below.

Item 25. Providesa processthat ensuresthat each child hasa written case plan to be developed jointly with the child’s
parent(s) that includestherequired provisions.

Strength X AreaNeeding Improvement
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Item 25 israted as an Area Needing Improvement because although the Practice Model approach is making progress in engaging
parents in the case planning process, there remain inconsistencies in the degree to which thisis occurring in present case work
practice.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the new approach to child and family services adopted by DCFS provides for a more family-
centered approach to child welfare. The approach incorporates the CFT, which is designed to assess the strengths and needs of the
child and family on an ongoing basis and compile assessment information into the Functional Assessment report. The Functional
Assessment is intended to reflect the CFT’ s understanding of the family at any given point in time.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, members of the CFT may include the child, parents, family members, friends, caseworker,
foster parents, mental health providers, medical and health care representatives, religious leaders, teachers or other educational
representatives, law enforcement personnel, the child's Guardians ad Litem, and/or the Assistant Attorney General. The CFT creates
aninitial Child and Family Plan (CFP) to identify resources and services that will enable the family to meet their goals within 45 days
of achild sremoval from the home or placement in DCFS custody, whichever occursfirst.

The Statewide Assessment indicates that the child and family plan includes permanency options and concurrent goals to provide the
child with a permanent home within 12 months of the date of the removal (or eight monthsif a child is under the age of 36 months). If
the goa is reunification, the plan specifies a projected return home date. Also included in the plan, as needed, are a safety agreement,
aplan for crisis, aplan for the next age-appropriate transition, a plan for transition to independent living if achild is 16 years or older,
visitation plans, provisions for medical, dental, mental health, educational, recreational or other specialized services and resources, and
methods by which the child’ s significant relationships can be maintained regardless of the permanency goals. Copies of the plan are
sent to the Juvenile Court, Assistant Attorney General, and the Guardian ad Litem assigned to the child, legal counsel for the parents,
parents, and out-of-home caregiver.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that children in foster care have case plans and many relevant parties such as parents,
children, foster parents, and service providers participate in CFT meetings. However, severa stakeholders reported that there is
uneven use of the CFT process across caseworkers and the involvement of relevant parties such as parents and children is still a*“work
in progress.” This stakeholder perception is supported by the finding that of the 50 cases reviewed for the CFSR, only 36 (72%) were
determined to have involved parents and children in the case planning process. In addition, stakeholders in one region noted that case
reviews in that region found that only about 65 percent of the cases involved parents in the case planning process. Stakeholders were
in general agreement, however, that the new DCFS policies and practices are clearly family-centered and focus on involving families.
Stakeholders suggested that there will be continued improvement in this area as supervisors and workers become more skilled in the
Practice Model process and it becomes integrated into day-to-day casework practice.
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Item 26. Providesa processfor the periodic review of the status of each child, no lessfrequently than once every 6 months,
either by a court or by administrativereview.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement
Item 26 is rated as a Strength because periodic reviews of children in foster care are occurring no less frequently than every 6 months.

Information in the Statewide Assessment indicates that Utah complies with the Federal requirement that foster care cases be reviewed
at least every 6 months; often reviews are held more frequently. In Utah, the 6-month review is held by the court. The Statewide
Assessment reported that data from the SAFE system showed that of the 1,909 cases that were due for case review at the time of the
study only five had not yet had that review.

Stakeholders commenting on thisitem were in general agreement that the 6-month Court reviews occur regularly and in atimely
manner. Infact, most stakeholders noted that court reviews often are held every 90 days rather than every 6 months, and that it is
extremely rare that a 6-month hearing is rescheduled for alater date or that continuances are granted. However, afew stakeholders
expressed concern that the reviews were only “paper reviews;” that is, the court only looks at the reports and does not hear from the
caseworker, child, foster parents, biological parents, or other key parties.

Stakeholders also noted that reviews are conducted by a Foster Care Review Board, but that these are not recognized by the court as
valid 6-month reviews. Many stakeholders expressed the opinion that the Review Board reviews are a “waste of time and money”
and do not help children achieve permanency. A few stakeholders expressed concern that there are too many reviews and they are not
coordinated — reviews by the Courts, the foster care review board, and the permanency reviews duplicate one another and increase the
burden to the worker and the family.

Item 27. Providesa processthat ensuresthat each child in foster care under the supervision of the State has a per manency
hearing in a qualified court or administrative body no later than 12 months from the date the child entered foster
care and no lessfrequently than every 12 monthsther eafter.

X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement
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Item 27 was rated as a Strength because the State uses multiple tracking and quality assurance systems to ensure that permanency
hearings are occurring for children 12 months after entry into foster care and every 12 months thereafter.

According to the Statewide Assessment, when reunification services are ordered, a permanency hearing is held within 12 months of
the removal of the child or within 8 months of the removal if the child isless than 36 months of age at the time of theremoval. As
required by Utah Code, if the Court does not order reunification services, a permanency hearing is to be held within 30 days of the
Dispositional Hearing. The SAFE system alerts the DCFS worker that a permanency hearing is due for each child in care to ensure
that hearings are held within the time frame required. The aert isautomatically generated at the eighth month mark (or at the sixth
month mark if the child is under 36 months of age) from the date that the child was initially removed from the home. When the
worker receives notification, contact is made with the Assistant Attorney General and a request is made that a permanency hearing be
scheduled.

Most stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that 12-month permanency hearings occur in atimely manner.
Stakeholders noted that the Court, as well as the agency, tracks timeframes. However, in one county, stakeholders noted that
permanency hearings may be delayed if the child is a Native American and the Tribe is not moving on the case. Stakeholderswerein
genera agreement that the 12-month hearings are effective in moving children toward permanency and that extensions or
continuances are rarely granted.

Item 28. Providesa processfor termination of parental rights proceedingsin accordance with the provisions of the Adoption
and Safe Families Act.

Strength X___AreaNeeding Improvement

Item 28 was rated as an area needing improvement because the review of cases in the CFSR foster care sample reveaed that there are
barriers to pursuing termination of parental rights for some children.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the caseworker must use a section in the progress summary to designate if a child has beenin
out-of-home care for 15 of the last 22 months. If the worker indicates the child has been in care for that long, they are prompted to
either enter a TPR date or a compelling reason why TPR has not been filed. In addition, DCFS explores with legal counsel the
possibility of TPR prior to 15 monthsif, at the permanency hearing, it is determined that reunification with parentsis not in the best
interest of the child and voluntary relingquishment and compelling reasons not to terminate are not an option. The Statewide
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Assessment notes that Utah will soon be able to better track those children for whom TPR has been filed and those for whom they
have not, and the reason why.

Stakeholders commenting on this areawere in general agreement that the agency addresses TPR in the proper timeframes.
Stakeholders in two counties reported that the court has a mediation program to help move families toward TPR. Although
stakeholders expressed the opinion that the ASFA timelines for TPR have made the agency and the courts more responsive, this was
not supported by findings in the case reviews. Of the 13 casesinvolving a child who had been in foster care for 15 of the most recent
22 months, TPR had been filed in only 5 cases. A reason for not filing was entered in only one of the case files for the 8 remaining
Cases.

Item 29. Providesa processfor foster parents, pre-adoptive parents, and relative caregiversof children in foster careto be
notified of, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respect to the child.

_ X_ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 29 israted as a Strength because DCFS staff and the Foster Care Citizens Review Board regularly provide notice of reviewsto
foster parents and many of the courts provide a means for including foster parents’ input into the reviews and hearings with respect to
children in foster care. Thereisno consistent process of notification from the courts, however, stakeholder discussions with foster
parents from different parts of Utah revealed that they do have opportunities to be heard in administrative reviews and court hearings.

According to the Statewide Assessment, formal notice of court reviewsisonly given if the caregiver establishes legal standing.
Kinship care providers are usually given notice as a courtesy. Foster parents are usually notified by the DCFS caseworker. The
opportunity for a caregiver to provide input during a court hearing varies by courtroom. Some judges allow the caregiversto give an
oral report. However, the courts are not required to allow non-parties to address the court. Caregiver's comments and opinions may
also be included in a court report prepared by DCFS workers and distributed to the court and all parties prior to the hearing. The
Statewide Assessment indicates that the Court Improvement Project evaluation (completed at the end of 2002) found that foster
parents were recorded as being present in 35 (33%) of the 106 review hearings. These data do not indicate whether foster parents that
did not attend were invited and chose not to attend, nor does it indicate whether foster parents were allowed to address the court.

The Statewide Assessment notes that foster parents, pre-adoptive parents and kinship care providers are routinely invited to attend the

FCCRB review and are notified of the date, time, and place of the review. They also may participate via conference call or written
report. Children placed with unlicensed relative caregivers are not reviewed by FCCRB. During a FCCRB review, each child,
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parent, or caregiver is provided with the opportunity to present his or her perspective on the status of the child’s safety, well-being,
and opportunities for permanence.

Stakeholders interviewed during the on-site phase of the CFSR were in general agreement that foster parents receive notification of
reviews held by FCCRB. However, stakeholders reported that foster parent notification of court hearingsis the responsibility of
caseworkers, and they are not always consistent in this practice. Stakeholders also noted that foster parents’ input during court
hearings and reviews varies depending on the judge. In one county, stakeholders said that if foster parents attend the court hearing,
the judge asks them to report on the child’s progress. However, stakeholders in this county also said that foster parents are not
consistently notified about the court hearings. In general, stakeholders noted that foster parents were more likely to participate in the
reviews conducted by the Foster Care Citizens Review Board than they were to participate in court hearings or reviews. Stakeholders
also were in agreement that there is aformal processin place for notifying foster parents about the Review Board reviews but not for
notifying foster parents about court hearings.

1. QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUSOF QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

Utah isin compliance with the systemic factor of Quality Assurance System. Findings with regard to the specific items assessed for
this factor are presented below.

Item 30. The State has developed and implemented standardsto ensurethat children in foster care are provided quality
servicesthat protect the safety and health of the children.

X ___ Strength Area Needing Improvement
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Item 30 israted as a Strength because Utah has devel oped and implemented standards for quality through the development of the
Performance Milestone Plan in 1999 and the Outcome Measures Reports in subsequent years. The focus of these standards is safety
for children in the DCFS foster care system.

According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS has a contract with the Department of Health to provide the Fostering Healthy
Children Program. This program provides for RNs and health program representatives to be co-located with foster care workers across
the State to track and manage the physical, dental and mental health needs of al children entering foster care. Required medical
examsinclude and initial medical assessment, awell-child exam, dental exam and mental health assessment within 30 days of entry
into care and then exams annually thereafter. The RNs also oversee the follow-up care for those children requiring it.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic during the CFSR noted that there are licensing standards in place, there are quality review
procedures in place, and there are policies in place that require frequent contact between the caseworkers and children, to ensure the
child s safety and health.

Item 31. The Stateisoperating an identifiable quality assurance system that isin placein thejurisdictions wherethe services
included in the CFSP are provided, evaluates the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service
delivery system, providesrelevant reports, and evaluates program improvement measur esimplemented.

X ___ Strength ____AreaNeeding Improvement

Item 31 israted as a Strength because Utah has an identifiable quality assurance system that functions on a statewide basis.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State of Utah has been conducting statewide quality assurance reviews for eight yearsin
connection with the David C. vs. Leavitt lawsuit and the settlement agreement and Performance Milestone Plan that resulted from that
case. For the past 4 years, the reviews include both a CPR that is policy compliance oriented and a QCR that is outcomes based. The
reviews are conducted jointly by the Office of Services Review, which isa part of the Department of Human Services, and the Child
Welfare Policy and Practice Group (CWPPG). The reviews are each conducted on an annual basis across the State. Both the CPR
and QCR address ASFA requirements. The outcomes measured in the QCR include safety, permanency and well-being. Likewise,
the CPR examines compliance with policy addressing these outcomes.
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Stakeholders commenting on this topic generally noted that the agency uses several methods of assuring quality services for children
including management reports from SAFE, supervisory case review, Quality Improvement (QI) team meetings, utilization reviews,
court reviews, CPR, and QCR.

V. TRAINING
Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity
Rating 1 2 3 4X

STATUSOF TRAINING

Utah isin substantial conformity with the systemic factor of training. Findings with regard to the specific items assessed for this
factor are presented below.

Item 32. The State isoperating a staff development and training program that supportsthe goals and objectivesin the CFSP,
addresses services provided under titles1V-B and 1V-E, and providesinitial training for all staff who deliver these
Ser vices.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 32 israted as a Strength because Utah provides a staff development and training program for new workers. The Practice Model
Training consists of 5 modules of four days totaling approximately 120 hours and includes over 40 hours of classroom training
designed to teach new employees about how the Division does its daily business. The CORE training consists of 5-6 modules each of
which takes 3 to 5 days to complete. The CORE training is offered separate from the Practice Model Training. After classroom
training, there is an on-the-job mentoring program. Taken together, DCFS has a 9-week pre-service training program for new
workers.
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According to the Statewide Assessment, requirements for training of DCFS caseworkers are set in Utah statute. State statute requires
classroom training and a 3-month mentoring period for each new employee and creates a training coordinator position to develop and
maintain a statewide training program. There is a strong tradition of mentoring and transmission of information that is based on the
collective training and experience of staff. It isarequirement of the Performance Milestone Plan, and each region has a current plan
for how they will develop and maintain mentoring for their staff.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that although there is a common understanding about delivery of training based on
communication among region directors, regional trainers and the State office, procedures are not available in writing to offer a
systematic picture of the way in which training is occurring. A single source of information on training policy and proceduresisin
progress with much of the information needed for that guide being generated through the experience of developing a comprehensive
statewide training system.

A State training plan exists for the areas in which training has and will be developed. This plan is the responsibility of the State
training coordinator and is developed with input from State office staff, regional administration, steering committees for program
service areas and community partners. It is updated as new information or needs are identified or new requirements are created. The
current evaluative instrument for all training is the QCR.

The State training plan, like the procedures, is not written comprehensively in one document and is still in the process of being worked
out. Parts of the plan have been written as proposals for new employee training and mentoring and other parts come from the
Performance Milestone Plan and from statute. Agreements exist with State specialists and SAFE staff to create training initiatives that
combine policy, SAFE and program procedures to provide the program service areatraining. A proposal is needed for supervisory
training, for program areatraining initiatives and for substantive areatraining initiatives (domestic violence, substance abuse, etc.). A
comprehensive document is needed.

Stakeholders who commented on this issue generally praised the new pre-service training offered by the agency noting that it is better
than before. In particular stakeholders praised the mentoring program. In Salt Lake County, some stakeholders also commented that
training provided for new workers includes training about how to plan and prepare children and their families for transitions.
However, stakeholders reported the need for additional training in areas such as policy, court procedure, CPS, mental health treatment,
and Family Team Meetings. In Salt Lake County, stakeholders noted a particular need for more cross training on other systems and
procedures. Stakeholdersin that county also reported that initial training is overwhelming for workers, especially those who also
carry acaseload, and they need practical hands-on training regarding case management skills.



Stakeholders in Utah and Grand/San Juan Counties indicated that new workers in that county complete the Practice Model Training,
which involves 5 modules, with 4 days for each module.

Item 33. The State providesfor ongoing training for staff that addresses the skillsand knowledge base needed to carry out
their dutieswith regard to the servicesincluded in the CFSP.

X___ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 33 was rated as a Strength because a vast array of specialized trainings are available to employees covering specific issues and
concerns.

According to the Statewide Assessment, ongoing training for staff has been a major emphasis for Child and Family Services for the
last several years. Asaresult of the settlement agreement developed in response to the David C. vs. Leavitt lawsuit, thereisa
requirement that caseworkers receive at least 40 hours of ongoing training each year. Requirements also are set by the Department of
Health for delivery of Targeted Case Management (TCM) training.

The Statewide Assessment notes that there is a need for specialized training in particular areas. Training needs to be developed for
supervisors to help them develop supervisory skills and ensure that they understand proper practices and are able to mentor
caseworkers. In addition, training for specific positions such as CPS workers and adoption workersis needed and isin the
developmental stage.

Stakeholder comments on this topic varied across the sites included in the CFSR.  Stakeholders in one county reported that there are
many ongoing training opportunities, while stakeholders in another county identified lack of funding as akey barrier to accessing
ongoing training. In another county, stakeholders noted that there is cross-training with law enforcement and wrap-around training
with mental health providers. Stakeholdersidentified several areas where training is needed including legal issues, mental health,
AFSA guidelines, adoption, and domestic violence. Some stakeholders reported a particular need for training for supervisors.
Stakeholders also noted that it is difficult for workers to find a balance between training and carrying a casel oad.

Item 34. The State providestraining for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of State licensed or
approved facilitiesthat carefor children receiving foster care or adoption assistance under title I V-E that addresses
the skillsand knowledge base needed to carry out their dutieswith regard to foster and adopted children.

X___ Strength Area Needing Improvement
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Item 34 was rated as a Strength because training for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents and staff of State licensed
facilitiesis conducted by the Utah Foster Care Foundation and is perceived as being of high quality.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah has contracted with the Utah Foster Care Foundation (UFCF), a public non-profit
organization, to provide recruitment and training for foster and adoptive familiesin the State. UFCF uses a two-stage training that
begins with a pre-service training to prepare families to make an informed decision about their ability to become caregivers and to
meet the needs of children in Child and Family Services custody. The second stage of foster and adoptive family training uses the
Comprehensive, Competency-Based In-Service Training (CCBIT) developed by the Institute for Human Services (IHS).

Pre-service training is provided in eight 4-hour sections, for atotal of 32 hours. The training includes Orientation/Teambuilding;
Child and Family Services Policy & Procedure/ Licensing/Medical; Abuse & Neglect/Child Sexual Abuse; Impacts of Abuse on Child
Development; Attachment/Separation Grief & Loss; Discipline/Effects of Care giving on the Family; Cultural |ssues/Primary
Families; and Adoption Issues. The UFCF pre-service training curriculum from IHS is aformal, planned sequence of learning
activities specifically designed to achieve goals and objectives.

The UFCF trainers also provide in-service trainings for the agency through the foster and adoptive parent “clusters’ (i.e., groups of
foster, adoptive or kinship caregivers formed to support one another throughout their care giving experience). Each cluster facilitator
makes several requests for the types of trainings that the familiesin their clusters have identified as aneed. In addition, twelve hours
of in-service training are required for re-licensure each year in Utah.

Most stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that both the initial training and the ongoing foster parent training
are comprehensive and effective. Some stakeholders noted that foster parents also may access the Practice Model Training and that
those that have believe that it has helped them understand how best to work with biological parents and the agency. Stakeholdersin
Salt Lake County reported that foster parent training in this county may be tailored for Latino and Native American Families.
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V. SERVICE ARRAY

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2 3X 4

STATUS OF SERVICE ARRAY

Utah isin substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Service Array. Findings with regard to the specific items assessed for this
factor are presented below.

Item 35. The State hasin place an array of servicesthat assessthe strengths and needs of children and families and deter mine
other service needs, address the needs of familiesin addition to individual children in order to create a safe home
environment, enable children to remain safely with their parents when reasonable, and help children in foster and
adoptive placements achieve per manency.

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 35 israted as a Strength because the Division has developed an array of services to address the needs of children and families
statewide. Thus, there are appropriate services available throughout the State to match the assessed needs of most families. However,
not all of the services are consistently available in all jurisdictions of the State. The issue of the equitable distribution of servicesis
discussed in greater detail in the next item related to service array.

According to the Statewide Assessment, thereisawide array of servicesin the State. These services include parenting education,
mental health treatment, substance abuse treatment, domestic violence treatment, linkages with other Federal subsistence programs
(e.0., TANF, food stamps, day care, Medicaid), home maker services, employment and/or vocational training, housing, and
transportation.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that Utah uses Federal funds from the Promoting Safe and Stable Families program to provide

all five regions with family preservation services. Funds from this program also are used to provide Community-Based family
resource and support services in connection with [the Utah] Federal Community-Based Family Resource and Support (CBFRS) grant
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and the Children’s Trust Account, to fund 11 Family Support Centers statewide. This network of community-based family resource
and support services reaches almost every community in the State and is most often consistent with the language and culture of the
families being serviced.

However, as noted in the Statewide Assessment, thereis alack of dental providersthat are willing to accept Medicaid, especialy in
rural areas. For al services, if achild or family ison Medicaid it can take several weeks or months before an appointment is available.
This can cause problems for families trying to meet the time-limited reunification requirements because they are not able to access the
treatment services they need. Several rural communities across the State of Utah also struggle to provide services such as public
transportation, parenting classes, crisis respite, and domestic violence treatment. In order to obtain these services, families must travel
some distance from their homes.

According to comments from Stakeholders, services are available in some areas of the State, but not others, as noted in item 36 below.
Item 36. Theservicesin item 35 are accessibleto familiesand children in all political jurisdictions covered in the State’s
CFSP.

Strength __X__ AreaNeeding Improvement
Item 36 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement because not all services are available in all jurisdictions, consistently.
According to the Statewide Assessment, not all servicesin item 35 are accessible or available to families and children in all of Utah's
counties. There are gaps in the accessibility of servicesin both urban and rural areas of Utah, but there are more gaps in the service
array in rural areas of the State. In urban areas, thereis alack of specialized services and services such as housing and bilingual
(Spanish/English) services. In rura areas, thereis alack of basic services such as counseling and parenting classes.
The Statewide Assessment also notes that in the Northern Region of the State, there is aneed for resources that provide for Spanish
speaking clients. In the Southwest and Eastern Regions, there is a need for more mental health services, peer parenting services, and
substance abuse treatment. Asindicated in the Statewide Assessment, child welfare caseworkers have reported a need to know what

services are available in their areas and how to access them.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic reported significant gapsin services. In Salt Lake County, although stakeholders noted that
there are many services available for children and families, the families experience waiting lists for services such as mental health and
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substance abuse treatment. 1n another site, stakeholders expressed positive opinions about the availability of the Drug Court, peer
parenting for foster parents, medical services, intensive outpatient substance abuse treatment, and substance abuse treatment provided
by the Navgjo Tribe. However, service gaps in that county included inpatient substance abuse treatment, independent living services,
mental health services, and alack of foster family homes. In the third site, the identified service gaps include housing, services for
children 8-10 years old, mental health services for children with disabilities, domestic violence services, foster homes for adolescents,
and substance abuse treatment for youth.

Stakeholdersin all counties were in agreement that in kinship care families, neither the children nor the caregivers receive sufficient
services from the agency. Also, if afamily isnot Medicaid eligible (as many kinship care families are not), it is very difficult to
obtain needed services from community providers.

Item 37. Theservicesin item 35 can beindividualized to meet the unique needs of children and families served by the agency.
X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 37 israted as a Strength because there are indicators that the State is providing funding options to allow caseworkers to provide
and arrange for services that match the assessed needs of children and families who are served by DCFS. Stakeholders provided
severa examples of efforts by the agency to more closely connect presenting problems and needs with appropriate services.

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, the purpose of the CFT isto ensure the individualization of services for children and families.
The Statewide Assessment also reports that the QCR system measures “ effective results’ by examining whether a child and family are
receiving the planned education, therapies, services, and supports that would result in improved functioning and achievement of
desired outcomes for the child and family enabling the child to live in an enduring home without agency oversight. Over the past 3
years, the statewide scores in this area have improved from 58.0 percent in FY 2000 to 70.8 percent in FY 2002.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic suggested that DCFS is able to individualize services for families. Some stakeholders
indicated that the family preservation and family reunification services are effective in individualizing the approach to families and
meeting their unique needs. There also was evidence of individualization of servicesin the cases reviewed. In one case, the agency
was found to make extensive efforts to meet the individualized needs of three deaf children; in another case, the agency was able to
access immediate dental services when necessary; and in another case, insulin testing kits were provided to everyone who was likely
to be in contact with a child who was diabetic. Stakeholders noted that there is funding available to address the unique needs of many
children and families.
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VI. AGENCY RESPONSIVENESSTO THE COMMUNITY

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2 3X 4

STATUS OF AGENCY RESPONSIVENESSTO THE COMMUNITY

Utah isin substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Agency Responsiveness to the Community. Findings with regard to the
specific items assessed for this factor are presented below.

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

Strength X__AreaNeeding Improvement

Item 38 israted as an Area Needing Improvement. According to the Statewide Assessment, the agency uses the Child and Family
Services Plan process, regional and State-level Quality Improvement (QI) Committees, and annual stakeholder interviewsto involve
community and State stakeholders. The Statewide Assessment notes that the process that the agency has used for involving
community and State stakeholders in development of the Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP) and in agency operationsis not yet
optimal in meeting the goals of the Practice Model toward inclusion of stakeholders. In existence for three years, some QI committees
have become very effective in gathering information and making recommendations for improvement of the child welfare system,
while other regions have had a difficult time keeping participants interested enough to consistently attend meetings.

Although Utah does make efforts to involve many local stakeholdersin its planning processes, there appears to be a lack of
representation of all the appropriate stakeholders.
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The Performance Milestone Plan also includes annual stakeholder interviews with stakeholders selected from regional lists.
Information from the stakeholder interviews is compiled and relayed to the regions and to the State administration team. This
information is used to help make improvements in the child welfare system.

Stakeholdersincluded in the CSFR process were in general agreement that the agency collaborates with external stakeholders.
However, in Salt Lake County, stakeholders noted that although the agency regularly consults and collaborates with some external
stakeholders, other stakeholders are not routinely included.

In Grand/San Juan Counties, stakeholders noted that agency collaboration with Native American Tribes varies by Tribe. The State has
an intergovernmental written agreement with the Navajo Tribe that addresses jurisdictional issues as well as other concerns. In
addition, the Tribe and local DCFS office meet monthly to go over issues, cases, and concerns. The State does not have aformal,
written intergovernmental agreement with the (Southern) Ute Tribe, although there is an informal, verbal agreement. However, over
the years, the key personnel involved at both the State and the Tribal levels have changed so that the people who made the verbal
agreement are no longer there. In addition, there are no regularly scheduled meetings between the State and representatives from the
(Southern) Ute Tribe.

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

X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement
Item 39 israted as a Strength because community and State stakeholders are involved in the CFSP devel opment process.

According to the Statewide Assessment, a variety of community and State stakeholders participate in the CFSP joint planning process
each year, including representatives from each of the major tribesin the State, the court improvement project, the FCCRB, Foster Care
Assaciation, UFCF, county youth services, Attorney General’s office, Guardian ad Litem’ s office, community advocacy groups, tribal
representatives, education, mental health, health, private adoption resources and higher education. However, no formal process has
been established for continual assessment of major stakeholder participation in the consultation process. The agency a so has not
evaluated barriers to participation. Informally, an assessment is conducted annually of persons invited to participate in the prior year’s
joint planning meeting and who actually attended. Then the agency makes a determination of whom to include for the following year.
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Stakeholders commenting on this topic reported that external stakeholders are both formally and informally involved in contributing to
annual reports of progress and services delivered.

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

X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 40 israted as a Strength because the Division has coordinated services between Federal and federally assisted programs, such as
the Community-Based Family Resource Programs, as well as coordinated interagency involvement with state agencies.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Utah has been effective in teaming with others to provide a coordinated response for
providing servicesto children and families. In most communities, there are successful partnerships. In the past 10 years, the State of
Utah has made great strides in coordinating between agencies and involving the family in decision-making. The State of Utah
established through law an initiative entitled FACT (Families, Agencies, Communities, Together). Thiswas started as an interagency
initiative involving the Department of Health, Department of Human Services, State Office of Education, Administrative Office of the
Courts and the Department of Workforce Services. The intention of FACT was to bring about system change in the way in which
services were delivered to families with co-occurring needs through coordination and collaboration. Two levels of collaboration were
established through FACT: school-based interagency teams composed of line workers from the partner agencies, and local interagency
councils (L1C) that were established along county lines (or multi-county linesin rural areas) throughout the state. The LIC swere
often used as a next step when families needed more assistance than was available in the school-based teams. Although the funding for
FACT has been cut, the positive coordination of services has remained to some extent.

Stakeholders commented that the agency coordinates services with other programs and agencies such as health department and the

Courts to implement better services. Some stakeholders noted that CFTs have aided service coordination. Stakeholders also reported
that the loss of funding for FACT has had a negative impact on the coordination of services.
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VIlI. FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PARENT LICENSING, RECRUITMENT, AND RETENTION

Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Confor mity
Not in Substantial Conformity Substantial Confor mity

Rating 1 2 3X 4

Status of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention

Utah isin substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention.
Findings with regard to the specific items assessed for this factor are presented below.

Item 41. The State hasimplemented standardsfor foster family homes and child car e institutions which are reasonably in
accord with recommended national standards.

X __ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 41 israted as a Strength because standards for foster family homes and child care ingtitutions are in accord with recommended
national standards.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State of Utah has established and maintained standards for foster family homes, adoptive
homes and child care ingtitutions. The DCFS Office of Licensing was created to ensure proper regulation of the standards.

The Statewide Assessment notes that the standards for foster family homes, adoptive homes, and child care ingtitutions are reviewed
every five years and any changes, additions or deletions of standards are submitted to the Legislative Rules Committee. Mgjor areas
for licensure of afoster family home include a Resource Family Assessment (home study), health and safety check of the home,
verification of income, medicals for providers, three letters of reference, verification of training required by Child and Family
Services, criminal background and child abuse and neglect clearances. Additionally, signatures are required on confidentiality forms
and on certification forms stating applicants have read, understand and are willing to abide by Foster Care Rules and the Department
Provider Code of Conduct.
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As noted in the Statewide Assessment, challenges to the agency include the difference between the minimum standards of foster care
licensing used by the Office of Licensing and the higher standards used by the adoption committees. Some families have complained
that the process required to re-license is cumbersome, requiring too much time and effort. On occasion, alicensor approves afamily
for foster care, but Child and Family Services does not find them qualified at alevel to take one of the available children, creating
frustration on the part of the family.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue expressed the opinion that the State has appropriate standards for foster family homes,
adoptive homes, and child care institutions. Concern was expressed, however, about the lack of standards for kinship placements
when the caregiver is not alicensed foster care provider.

Item 42. Thestandardsareapplied to all licensed or approved foster family homesor child care institutionsreceiving title 1'V-
E or IV-B funds.

X___ Strength Area Needing Improvement
Item 42 was assigned arating of Strength because the licensing of foster and adoptive homesis uniform and conducted annually.

According to the Statewide Assessment, both individuals and facilities must apply annually for licensure and meet awide range of
standards. The process for the licensing of foster and adoptive homes is the same for both relative and non-relative care providers, as
long as the relative care providers are to be licensed foster parents. If the court determines that custody and guardianship should be
given to arelative, foster care payments are not made to the family and only a criminal background check and safety inspection are
completed and reported to the court. The court then makes the decision to award custody and guardianship to therelative. Training
requirements are not applicable in this instance but providers are welcome to attend any provider training available.

Stakeholders commenting on this area reported that foster homes are re-evaluated annually and that a relative caregiver who becomes
alicensed foster family must meet the same standards as a non-relative caregiver. However, it was noted that a child can be placed in
arelative’' s home when a background check has occurred and the short-form home study completed, rather than having to wait until
the full licensing process is completed.



Item 43. The State complieswith Federal requirementsfor criminal background clearances asrelated to licensing or
approving foster care and adoptive placements and hasin place a case planning processthat includes provisions for
addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive placementsfor children.

X___ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 43 israted as a Strength because criminal background checks are required by State statute for employees of child placing
agencies and all foster and adoptive families. Additionally, arecent review of the State’ s licensing standards and processes revealed
that there is consistent application of the processes required for foster and adoptive home placements that are supported by Title IV-B
and Title IV-E funding.

According to the Statewide Assessment, the Office of Licensing, which is a part of the Department of Human Services, conducts
criminal background screenings for Child and Family Services. Crimina background checks are required in both State statute and
licensing rules for employees of child placing agencies and all foster and adoptive families. According to statute and rule, convictions
including felonies, misdemeanors and infractions involving crimes against a person (assault, battery, etc.), crimes against the family
and sexual crimes would be cause for denial of the background screening application. Nearly 80 percent of all approved background
screening applications are completed within two weeks of submission. Also included in the background screening is a check of the
State’ s child abuse database. Incidents of severe physical abuse, severe neglect and sexual abuse disqualify individuals for licensure
or employment. Utah statute requires a national (FBI) background check for an individual who has not lived in the state consistently
for the past five consecutive years and a check of the Utah criminal history aswell. Background checks are completed bi-annually for
all employees and foster parents. These checks are also required for all parents adopting through private agencies or attorneys and for
kinship placements.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic agreed that criminal background checks are conducted annually. Stakeholders in one county

noted that in-State background checks are improving, but may take a month to complete. However, for out-of-State background
checks, stakeholders reported that completion of background checks may take 2 or 4 months.

Item 44. The State hasin place a processfor ensuring the diligent recruitment of potential foster and adoptive familiesthat
reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the State for whom foster and adoptive homes ar e needed.

Strength X AreaNeeding Improvement
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Item 44 israted as an Area Needing Improvement because of the Division’s difficulty in recruiting potential foster and adoptive
families that reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in foster care. A process for ensuring diligent recruitment is needed.

According to the Statewide Assessment, “targeted” recruitment was recently implemented to ensure that the appropriate types of
families are recruited in the locations that are most needed. The Utah Foster Care Foundation (UFCF) recruitment team coordinates
with regional Child and Family Services staff to conduct a thorough assessment of the current placement needs of each Child and
Family Services Region. Assessments include the number of children in care, ages, cultural backgrounds, ethnicity, permanency goals
and sibling status. Regional recruitment goals are devel oped based upon these needs assessments. Regional recruitment plans
strategies are developed and implemented to meet the specific recruitment goals of each geographic area. Plans include specific goals
for the number of families needed and where they are needed, as well as the type of care, ethnic background and ability to care for
sibling groups. The UFCF recruitment team consistently tracks the most effective recruitment referral sources and further develops
these strategies.

Strategies include mass media campaigns through television Public Service Announcements and outdoor billboards as well aslocal
grass roots community outreach including school flyers, partnerships with businesses and churches and local community |leaders.

It was noted that there are currently 2,000 children in foster care and 1,100 licensed resource families statewide. In calendar year
2001, UFCF exceeded recruitment goals established by Child and Family Services by 25 percent. The agency is currently at 124
percent of our goalsfor this year.

In the Statewide Assessment, lack of Spanish speaking staff was noted as a barrier to recruiting foster/adoptive parents. Many bi-
lingual families complete UFCF Spanish pre-service training, but they do not receive the assistance they need to compl ete the
licensing paperwork or communicate with State employees. These families often give up and leave the system.

Stakeholders commenting on this topic at the State level and some at the local level reported that the agency has improved efforts at
diligent recruitment of Hispanic and Native American foster families. Stakeholders are in general agreement that the Foster Care
Foundation, through the Division, is making diligent efforts to recruit Spanish speaking, Hispanic, and African-American homes.
However, several local level stakeholders commented that there are not enough Hispanic or Native American foster homes. Some
stakeholders in two of the counties also noted a lack of African American foster homes.
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Item 45. The State hasin place a processfor the effective use of cross-jurisdictional resour cesto facilitate timely adoptive or
permanent placementsfor waiting children.

X ___ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 45 israted as a Strength because the State has in place a process for the effective use of cross-jurisdictional resources which
facilitates timely adoptive or permanent placement for waiting children.

According to the Statewide Assessment, Child and Family Services contracts with the UFCF and the Adoption Exchange to recruit
adoptive homes. These agencies have been excellent partners with Child and Family Services, coordinating efforts monthly in a
partners meeting which includes the Foster and Adoptive Parent Association, UFCF, Child and Family Services, the Office of
Licensing and the Adoption Exchange.

The UFCF does general resource family recruitment, which includes both foster and adoptive families. They target all areas of the
State and all population groups. They recently targeted special recruitments to the Hispanic community after a need was identified.

The Adoption Exchange does very specific child recruitment through the listing of children in books, on our electronic exchange and
through three adoption-matching events ayear. The Adoption Exchange also showcases children weekly on “Wednesday’ s Child,”

list studied families on their Web site when requested by the family, promotes billboards, posters at numerous sites and does a
number of auctions, golf tournaments and other events promoting interest in the adoption of special needs children and available
resources. |If children are not able to find afamily through these means, they can be linked to the other Adoption Exchange sites or the
AdoptUSkids Web site.

It is also noted in the Statewide Assessment that the State of Utah is committed to the | CPC process when placing children outside of
Utah State boundaries. 1n working with placements out of the country, ICPC begins the process by contacting and coordinating with
Catholic Social Services or International Social Services.

Stakeholders commenting on this issue noted that cross-jurisdictional placements occur. In two counties, stakeholders reported that
children are placed out of jurisdiction and/or State. In one of those counties it was noted that placement out of State has worked well
in someinstances. In Salt Lake County, some stakeholders reported use of the Adoption Exchange and |CPC for adoption
placements. Some stakeholders noted, however, that the State does not like to send children out of State and wants children to stay in
the community and State.
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Xl.  DETERMINATION OF SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMITY

For each outcome and systemic factor listed below, mark “Y” where the State is determined to be in substantial conformity and “N”
where the State is determined not to be in substantial conformity. For each outcome or systemic factor marked “ N,” place a check
beside the performance indicator, listed by item number in this form, that has been determined to be an area needing improvement.

Outcomes

|. Safety

N Outcome S1
X ltem1
X ltem?2

Y  Outcome S2
Item 3
Item 4

1. Permanency

N _ OutcomeP1
[tem5
Item 6
Item7
[tem 8

[tem9
X [tem 10

X

_X_

_X_
X

N Outcome P2
[tem 11
I[tem 12
Item 13
_ X Item14

X Item 15
[tem 16

V.

N
X

X
X
X

Y
Item 21

_N___

Outcome WB1
[tem 17
[tem 18
[tem 19
Item 20

Outcome WB?2

Outcome WB3
Item 22

[tem 23

Systemic Factors

[11. Child and Family Well-Being

Item 24

<

N CaseReview System

X

Item 25

X

Item 26
Item 27
Item 28

Item 29

Y __ Statewide I nformation System
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VI. Y___ Quality Assurance System
Item 30
Item 31

VII. Y Training
Item 32
Item 33
Item 34

VI, _Y Service Array
ltem 35
Item 36
ltem 37

IX. Y ____ Agency Responsiveness
to the Community

Item 38

Item 39

Item 40

X. Y Foster and Adoptive Parent
Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention
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Item 42
Item 43
Item 44
Item 45



