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- P o L INTRODUCTION

Th1s document presents a summary of the ﬁndmgs of the Child and Famrly Servrces Rev1ew (CF SR) for the State of Nevada The

. CFSR is the Federal Government’s program for assessing the performance of State child welfare agencies with regard to ach1ev1ng
B p031t1ve outcomes for children and families. The CFSR is authorized by the Social Security Amendments of 1994 requiring that the
‘uUs. ‘Department of Health and Human Services. (HHS) promulgate regulatlons for reviews of State child and family services
programs under titles IV-B and IV-E of the Social Security Act. The CFSR is 1mplemented by the Ch1ldren S Bureau of the
Adm1mstrat10n for Chlldren and ¥ am111es Wlthm HHS.

‘The Nevada CFSR was conducted the week of August 31, 2009 The penod under review for the onsite case review process was from ) "

Aprll 1, 2008, through September 4, .2009. The ﬁndmgs were derived from the- followmg documents and data collection procedures
o~ The Statewide Assessment, prepared by the Nevada Department of Health and Human Serv1ces D1v151on of Clnld and Famlly
~Services (DCFS) - g
o - The State Data Profile, prepared by the Chlldren S Bureau wh1ch provrdes the State s child Welfare data for the l2—month CFSR
data perlod endmg March 31,2008 . . . /

- & Reviews. of 62 cases (40 foster care and 22 1n-home services cases) at three s1tes 18 cases in Carson Clty, 26 cases m Clark

. County, and 18 cases in Washoe County o . L :
o Interviews and focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State level) with stakeholders 1nclud1ng, but not llmlted to,

- children, youth, parents, foster and adoptive parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel collaboratmg agency personnel
service. prov1ders court personnel child advocates Trlbal representatives, and attorneys. - - _ ; ‘ ‘

: Chlld welfare services in Nevada are adm1n1stered by three chrld welfare agencies: Clark County, Washoe County, and the Rural -
Region. The Rural Regionis comprised of four districts. For the onsite CFSR, cases 1dent1ﬁed as hav1ng been reviewed in’ Carson C1ty :
mcluded Rural Reglon cases from the Carson City area and Rural Dlstnct 2. ‘ T t

Background Informatlon

The CF SR assesses State performance VVlﬂ’l regard to its- substantlal confonmty with 'seven child and fam11y outcomes and seven
systemlc factors. For the outcome assessments, each outcome incorporates one or more of the 23 items included in the review, and
each item is rated as a Strength or Area Needing' Improvement based on the results of the case reviews. Anitem is assigned an overall
rating of Strength if 90 percent or more of the applicable cases reviewed were rated as a: Strength The evaluation options for these
outcomes are “‘substantially achieved,” “partially achieved,” ot “not achieved.” For a State to be in substantial conform1ty with a

~ particular-outcome, 95 Zpercent or more of the cases rev1ewed must be rated as havmg substantlally achieved the outcome Two
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outcomes—Safety Outcome 1 and Permanency Outcome l—also are evaluated based on State performance with regard to six national
data indicators. For a State to be in substantial conformity W1th these outcomes, ‘both the national standards for each data indicator and
the case review requirements must be met.- |

There are 22 jtems that are considered in assessmg the State’s. substantlal conform1ty with the seven systemic factors. Each item
‘reflects a key Federal program requirement relevant to the Chlld and Family Services Plan (CFSP) for that systemic factor. An item is
rated as a Strengthor an Area Needing Improvement based on whether State performance on the item meets the Federal program
‘requirements. A determination of the rating is based on information provided in the Statewide Assessment and from interviews with
stakeholders held durmg the omsite CFSR Additional mformat1on may come ﬁ‘om other Federal reports or assessments.

Overal‘l performance on each systemic factor is based on the ratings for the 1nd1v1dual items incorporated in the systemic factor. For
any given systemic factor, a State is rated as being either “in substantral conformlty” with that factor (a score of 3 or 4) or “not in
substantial confomnty ‘with that factor (a score of 1 or 2) Specrfrc requlrements for each rating are shown in the table below.

Ratmg the Systemlc Factor

/ : ‘Not in Substantial Conformity . | In Substantial Conformity
| | R T 200 e . 3.0 S ‘
' Some or all of the CFSP or ‘f',«“All of the CFSP or program ' - All of the CF SP or program

| None of the CFSP or program

‘requirements is in place.

P

- program requirements are in
place, but more than one of the - -
_‘ requ1rements fail to function as
descrlbed in each requlrement

requirements are in-place, and no
‘more than one of the requirements
v‘:falls. to function as _descrlbed n

- leach requirement.

requirements are in place and
- functioning as described in each
| requirement.

A State that is not in substantlal conformity with a part1cular outcome or systemlc factor must develop and 1mplement a Program
JImprovement Plan to address the areas of concern assoc1ated with that outcome Or system1c factor.

Because many changes were made in the CFSR process based on lessons learned durmg the first round and in response to feedback ‘
from the child welfare field, a State’s performance in the second round of the CFSR is not d1rectly comparable to its performance in
the first round. Key changes in the process that make comparing performance difficult across reviews are the following:

e Anincrease in the sample size from 50 to 65 cases. (For the Nevada 2009 CFSR, originally there were 25 in-home services cases.
However, three in-home services cases were determmed to be 1nel1g1b1e for the-CFSR and were eliminated, leav1ng 22 1n-home

services.cases.)

¢ Stratification of the sample to ensure a minimum number of cases in key program areas, resultmg in variations in the number of
‘cases relevant for specific outcomes and items- S \ : :

o Changes in cr1ter1a for specific items to increase consrstency and to ensure an assessment of critical areas such as child welfare
agency efforts to involve noncustodial parents :




The specific findings regarding the State’s performance on safety and permanency outcomes are presented in table 1 at the end of the -
- Executive Summary. Findings regarding well-being outcomes are presented in table 2. Table 3 presents the State’s performance with
regard to the seven systemic factors assessed through the CESR. In the followmg section, key findings are summarized for each

outcome and systemic factor. Information also is provrded about the State’s performance on each outcome and systemrc factor during
the Federal fiscal year (FY) 2004 CFSR. :

Key CFSR Fmdmgs Regardmg Outcomes

HHS acknowledges the hard work and progress of the State of Nevada in maklng positive changes in'its pract1ce and in enhancmg
- services to children and families served by the child welfare system. Desplte the State’s diligent and evident efforts in enhancing
services, the systemic change has not yet resulted in improved outcomes. The following evident changes in practice are noteworthy:
;The use of shelter facilities has decreased resulting in positive impacts in Clark County in part1cular
‘The Differential Response (DR) program was implemented statewide. ‘
- The use of Child and Family Team (CFT) Meetlngs and Famrly Solutions Team Meetlngs has mcreased in some Jurrsdrctrons v
Performance in case reviews in Washoe County was stronger than the State’s performance in many areas including timeliness of
 investigations, provision of services to protect children at home, making diligent efforts to achieve adoption, making diligent
efforts to ensure that children receive appropriate independent living (IL) services, ensuring appropriate visitation between
- children and their families, promoting the relationship of the child with his or her parents ~and ensuring that chrldren receive
“services to meet their physical and mental health needs. - : .
e  Performance in case reviews in Carson City was stronger than the State S performance in preserving connections for chlldren
. Performance in case reviews in Clark County was stronger than the State S performance n preventlng repeat maltreatment :

®

Although each Junsd1ct10n demonstrates distinct strengths, which can serve as partlcularly good models for the State, the State bears
the burden of utilizing communication channels that will allow all jurisdictions to work together effectively and efﬁcrently to improve
outcomes. To move Nevada forward HHS would suggest-a focus on State comrnumcatmn and collaboratlon w1th the jurisdictions to
strengthen the State as a whole and to capitalize on the pockets of excellence :

 The 2009 CFSR 1dent1f1ed the followmg areas of high- performance with regard to the State s achievements in the outcomes and items
assessed during the review: -




‘.‘1

The State is in substantial conformity W1th Well-Being Outcome 2 (Children. recerve services to meet their educational needs).

Items pertaining to foster care reentry, proximity of children’s placements to parents placement with siblings, and the educational
needs of children are rated as Strengths for the State. :

Although the State’s performance on the items pertaining to trmelmess of i mvestrganons, repeat maltreatment and addressing chrldren S

‘physical health.concerns did not reach the 90-percent level requlred for an overall ratlng of Strength at least §0 percent of the cases.
reviewed are rated as a Strength for these items.

The CFSR also identified the following concerns with regard to the State s performance n. achlevrng the des1red outcomes for children
and families: : :

The State is notin substantlal conforrmty with Permanency Outcome 1 (Chlldren have permanency and stablhty in thelr hvrng
situation), with the outcome substantially achieved in only 30.0 percent of applicable cases.

The State is not in substantral conforrmty with Well-Bemg Outcome 1 (Families have enhanced capacrty to prov1de for chrldren s
needs) with the outcome substantially achieved in only 29.0 percent of applicable cases.

The State is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2 (Chrldren are safely mamtamed in their homes when possrble and
approprrate) with the outcome substantially achreved in on]y 51.6 percent of appllcable cases. :

Item 9, pertaining to the timeliness of adoptions, is rated asa Strength inonly 6 percent of apphcable cases.

Item 17, pertarmng to assessing and addressrng the serv1ce needs of the child, parents and foster parents, is rated asa Strength T
only 37 percent of the cases.

Item 16, pertaining to the relatronshrp of the child in care Wlth parents is rated as a Strength n only 39 percent of applicable cases.
Ttem 10, pertammg to ensurrng that chlldren receive approprrate IL serv1ces 1s rated as a Strength in only 43 percent of applrcable
cases. : :

Both of Items 18 and 20, pertaining to child and famrly 1nvolvement n case planmng and caseworker visits Wlth parents are rated

vas a Strength in only 44 percent of applicable cases.

The State did not meet the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to the absence of maltreatment recurrence, the absence of
maltreatment of children in foster care, placement stablhty, the trmehness of adoptlons or permanency for children in foster care for
extended time perrods S

The State’s low performance with regard to these CESR outcomes and natlonal data standards may be attrlbuted in part to the followmg
key factors:

There is concern that the data showing a large number of chlldren experlencmg foster care placements of less than 8 days 1nd1cate
ineffective risk assessments and that the State is not usmg effective strategies to prevent foster care placements.

One general concern pertained to the State’s own quality assutance (QA) ratings for the items as reported in the Statewide
Assessment. For many items, these ratings were srgmﬁcantly higher than the Federal 2009 CFSR case review findings. Although
the 2009 CFSR determined that the State was in substantlal conform1ty with the systemrc factor of QA System there is concern
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regarding the effectiveness of the State’s Quality Improvement Case Review (QICR) system for identifying the strengths and
needs of the service delivery system and the capability of the QA system to accurately evaluate program improvement measures.
e Although the State is conducting an extensive service array assessment .available services are insufficient to meet the needs of

- children and families throughout the State and partrcularly in rural areas:

- e The State does not make concerted efforts to mvolve fathers 1n case pla;nnmg, Vlsltatlon or permanency planning.

There are high caseworker caseloads.

Key‘CFSR' Findings- Regarding Systenic F‘actors

 'With regard to systemic factors, Nevada is in substant1a1 conformlty wrth the systemlc factors pertaining to QA System; Agency
Responsiveness to the Community; and Foster and Adoptwe Parent L1censmg, Recruitment, and Retention. The State is not in
substantial conform1ty with the system1c factors pertaining to Statew1de Information System Case Review System, Staff and Prov1der
Trammg, or Serv1ce Array and Resource Development

L. KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
: Safety Outcome 1: Chlldren are, first and foremost protected from abuse and neglect , -

Safety Outcome 1 incorporates two items. One pertams to the tlmelmess of 1mt1at1ng a response toa Chlld maltreatment report

(1tem 1), and the other relates to the recurrence of substantiated or indicated maltreatment within a 6-month time period (item 2). -
Safety Outcome 1 also incorporates two national data indicators for which national standards have been established: These data
indicators measure the absence of maltreatment recurrence and the absence of maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents
~or fac111ty staff : ' : : -

Nevada is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1. The outcome was substant1ally achieved in 72.4 percent of the cases
reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determmatron of substantial conformity. The outcome was
substantially achieved in 60 percent of applicable Carson City cases, 77 percent of applicable Clark County cases, and 83 percent of
| applicable Washoe County cases. The State did not meet the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to the absence of
maltreatment recurrence W1thln 6 months or the absence of maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents or facility staff

The 2009 CFSR found that, in the majority of cases reviewed (86 percent) the State initiated a response to a maltreatment report
within the timeframes established by State policy and, in the majority of cases reviewed (81 percent), there was an absence of
maltreatment recurrence within a 6-month period. However, concerns were raised regarding the lack of timeliness in investigating
some maltreatment reports and the repeat maltreatment experienced by some children. :




Nevada also was not in substantial conformity wrth this outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was requlred to address the outcome in its
Program Improvement Plan The following concerns were 1dent1f1ed in the 2004 review: :

- o DCFS was not consistent with regard to initiating 1nvest1gatrons of chrld maltreatment reports or establrshrng face-to- face contact
with the child subject of the report in accordance with State-established timeframes.

o The State did not have a uniform policy regarding respondlng to child maltreatment reports.
‘ DCFS was not effectlve in preventrng recurrence of child maltreatment wrthm a 6-month perlod

To-address the 1dent1ﬁed concerns the State 1mplemented the followmg strategles in its Program Improvement Plan:
o Standardized intake and investigation procedures, 1nclud1ng the modification of the statewide information system known as
‘Unified Nevada Information Technology for Youth (UNITY) -

Developed 1mplemented and standardized safety and risk assessment tools 1nclud1ng the Nevada In1t1al Assessment (NIA), Safety
_Assessment, Risk Assessment, and Substantiation policy :

Standardrzed criteria and practice guidelines for substantiation of reports of maltreatment
Developed a mechanism for analysis of a family with multiple reports of maltreatment :
Developed a standardized criteria for case closure | :

Developed a 24-hour, 7-day per week chrld protectlon response system staffed by caseworkers to respond to hotline calls n Clark ‘
County , ‘ . ‘

e

g The State met its goals for thrs outcome by the end of the Program Improvement Plan nnplementatron penod
Safety Outcome 2: Chlldren are safely malntalned in thelr homes when possrble and appropriate :‘

Performance on Safety Outcome 2 is assessed through two 1tems One item (1tem 3) assesses State efforts to prevent chrldren S
removal from their homes by providing the family with services to ensure children’s safety while they remain in their homes. The
other item (item 4) assesses efforts to manage safety and reduce risk of harm to children in their own homes and in therr foster care
placements. : : :

Nevada is not in substantial conformlty wrth Safety Outcome 2. The outcome was substantlally achieved in 51.6 percent of the eases
reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformlty ‘The outcome was substantially achieved in
39 percent of apphcable Carson C1ty cases, 42 percent of apphcable Clark County cases, -and 78 percent of appllcable Washoe County
. cases. . _ ‘

The 2009 CFSR found that in the majority of cases (78 percent), the agency was effective in providing services to the family to-
prevent the child’s removal from the home and, in some cases, in conductrng initial and ongoing risk and safety assessments to ensure
the child’s safety However the 2009 CFSR identified the followrng concerns in many of the cases reviewed:. ‘
e Children rernaining in their own homes contrnued to be at risk either because services were niot prov1ded or the services that were
provided did not target the key safety concerns s :
6




e  There was a lack of initial and ongoing safety and risk assessments. o » ‘
o. There were continued risk concerns in the home that were not addressed and/or monitored by the agency.
Nevada also was not in substantial conformity with this outcome in its 2004"CF,S_R3 and was required to address the outcome in its
-Program Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified in the 2004 review: \ : ‘ ‘
o The agency was inconsistent in providing services to families that would ensure the safety of children remaining in their hoincs.
e There were instances of removing children from the home without conduétirig ‘a-safety assessment to determine whether they
- might be able to remain at home. | R s '
- »  There was a lack of consistent ongoing safety and risk assessments to monitor case progress. :
e There was a lack of a safety and risk assessment at case closure, leaving the children at home still at risk of harm.
-#  There was frequent use of relatives as temporary guardiané 1Witho‘ut providing services to the family or the relatives.

To-address the identiﬁed‘concerns, the State implemented the fdlloWing strategies in its Program Improvement Plan: ,

o Revised the safety and risk assessment criteria and implemented aSSjes,sment tools‘including the NIA, Safety Assessment, Risk .
Assessment, and Substantiation policy ; R ST ik g S

o DeVélvoped» a case management-model that incorporates best practices for assessment, family engagement, and collaborative case
planning - : L L T | :

e Initiated a pilot DR system in Clark County

" The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Prdgram 'Imprc")‘v"emént Pl’an implementation period‘;

Permanency Outcome 1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations - , o ,

Six items are incorporated in the assessment of Permanency Outcome 1, although not all of them are relevant for all of the foster care
cases reviewed. The items pertain to State efforts to prevent foster care reentry (item 5), ensure placement stability for children in’
foster care (item 6), and establish appropriate permanency goals for children in foster care in a timely manner as well as seeking - -
termination of parental rights (TPR) in accordance with the requirements of the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) (item 7).

" Depending-on the child’s permanency goal, the remaining items focus on: an assessment of State efforts to achieve permanency goals
(such as reunification, guardianship, adoption, or permanent placement with relatives) in a timely manner (items 8 and 9), or to ensure
that children who have a case goal of other planned permanent living arrangement (OPPLA) are in stable long-term placements and
are adequately prepared for eventual independent living (item 10). o ' ’ - |

4 Peﬁnanency Outcome 1 also incorporates four national data‘iridicatdrs"for (Whlch national standards have been established. These data
indicators measure the timeliness and permanency of reunification, the timeliness of adoptions, permanency for children in foster care
for extended time periods, and placement stability. o ‘ \ : :

Nevada is not in substantial conformity with Permanency Ou‘;come 1. The outcéme was substantially achieved in 30.0 percent of thé ‘
cases reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determination of substantial conformity. The outcome was -




substantially achieved in 40 percent of Carson C1ty cases; 20 percent of Clark County cases, and 40 percent of Washoe County cases.
In addition to case review findings, Nevada met the national standard for the data indicator pertaining to timeliness and permanency of
reunification. However, the State did not meet the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to timeliness of adoptions, -

‘ permanency for chrldren in foster care for extended time perlods and placement stability. : 7

 The 2009 CFSR found that the State was effectlve in preventmg foster care reentry, and that, in most cases (71 percent), the agency

made concerted efforts to achieve reunification i ina t1mely manner: However the 2009 CFSR identified the followmg concerns in

many of the cases reviewed: :

e Many children experlenced multlple placement settlngs durmg the perrod under review, and some chlldren were in placement
_settings that were not stable. :

« The child’s permanency goal was not appropriate and/or not estabhshed ina timely manner.

o The agency had not sought TPR in accordance with the requlrements of ASFA. :

° There was a lack of concerted effort to achieve the goal of adoption in a timely marner due i in part to delays in the TPR process
and a lack of effort to finalize adoption after TPR was achieved. ‘

. ‘There Was a lack of concerted effort to provide the child with IL serv1ces ‘Where approprlate

xNevada also was not in n substantial conformrty with thrs outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was requrred to address the outcome inits,
Program Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified i in the 2004 review: :

o The agency was not consistent in its efforts to ensure children’s placement stabrhty whrle in foster care.

The agency was not consistent in its efforts to establish appropnate permanency goals in a timely manner.

- The agency was not consistent in its efforts to achleve children’s permanency goals in a timely manner.

The courts and the agency maintained the goal of reumﬁcatlon even when the prognosis for reunification was poor. -
There were agency-related delays in preparing the paperwork necessary for TPR. or for transfer to the adoption unit.

‘There was a reluctance to seek TPR if the child was not in an adoptlve home 4

There was a lack of available services to promote reunification. = - :

There was a lack of understanding of concurrent plannmg by the agency easeworkers courts blolog1cal parents, and foster
" parents. = ~

e @ o o o o o

To address the identified concerns, the State implemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan: ,

e Developed and implemented the standardized Case Management Practice Model, Case Planning Pollcy, and Concurrent Case

‘ Planning Guide to ensure children in foster care experience timely permanency and stability : '

e Developed training on family-centered practice and collaborative planning:

o Strengthened recruitment and training plans for: adoptrve families and developed a standardlzed process for respondmg to adoption
subsidy requests : :

. Developed and implemented a new policy to facﬂltate ongoing collectlon of information for soc1al summaries of chrldren in foster
care to provide an accurate and comprehensive descrlptlon of the child
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o Developed the Youth Plan for Independent Living to standardlze trans1t10nal plans for youth, the Med1ca1d Age-Out of F oster Care
program to provide coverage until age 21, and Youth Advisory Councils and the Youth Advisory Board

o Instituted a standardized IL transition plan for youth 15.5. years old and older to ensure that case plans are 1nd1v1duahzed youth
driven, and meet specialized needs »
Ensured all emergency shelter care facilities operated in accordance with State regula‘tory standards - ‘

.o Implemented placement decision-making strategies to improve the. matchmg of children with out-of-home placement prov1ders to

~ minimize placement moves and maximize stability .
e Standardized foster and adoptive home studies through the 1mplementat10n of the Structured Analys1s Family Evaluatlon

o Strengthened policy and practice on early identification; diligent search efforts; and assessment of parents, noncustodral parents,
‘ relatrves and other placement resources for the purposes of placement adoptlon or OPPLA

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program ImproVement Plan implementation period.
Permanency Outcome 2: The contin-uity of fami‘ly"relations-hip;s» and connections is prEsferved' for children

Permanency Outcome 2 incorporates six items that assess State performance with regard to placing children in foster care near their
parents and close relatives (item 11); placing siblings together (item 12); ensurmg frequent visitation between children and their
parents and siblings in foster care (item 13); preserving connections of children in foster care with extended family, community;
 cultural heritage, religion, and schools (item 14); seeking relatives as potential placement resources (item 15); ‘and promoting

‘ relat1onsh1ps between chlldren and their parents while the children are m foster care (1tem 16). : ‘

Nevada is not in substantial conforrmty with Permanency Outcome 2. The outcome was: substant1ally achleved in 60.0-percent of the
cases reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent requlred for a determination of substantial conformity. The outcome was
substantrally achleved in 80 percent of Carson City cases, 40 percent of Clark County cases, and 80 percent of Washoe County cases

The 2009 CFSR found that the State was effective with regard to placmg chﬂdren in close proximity to the1r patents and placmg

siblings together in foster care, and, in many cases (76 percent), the State made concerted efforts to ensure that the connections of

children in foster care were maintained. However, the 2009 CFSR identified the following concerns in many of the cases reviewed:

e The frequency and quality of visitation between children in foster care and the1r parents (particularly fathers) and srbhngs were
insufficient to meet the needs of the children and families.

o The agency had not made concerted efforts to search for either matemnal or paternal relatives as potentlal placement resources.

o The agency had not made concerted efforts to support the child’s relatlonshlp with the mother or father while the child was in
foster care. .

Nevada also was not in substantial conforrnlty with Permanency Outcome 2 dunng its 2004 CFSR and was required to address thls
outcome in its Program Improvement Plan. The following concerns were 1dent1ﬁed in the 2004 review:

.9




There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to promote freijucnt visitation between children and their parents and

L J
siblings in foster care. - ‘ ‘ S o o
e There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to seek and assess relatives as placement resources..
o There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to preserve children’s connections to their families and heritage.
®

~There was a lack of consistént effort from the agency to support or promote the parent-child relationship..

~To address the identiﬁed concerns, the State impl?éméntcd ﬁhe following 'strategies;in its Program Improvement Plan:
' Developed Visitation Practice Guidelines for the quality and frequency of visits between children, siblings, and parents

Developed training for caseworkers in maintaining connections for youth in foster care‘:‘f ‘

Developed the Diligent Search Process and Placement Decision policy and training for caseworkers

Developed the Kinship Care policy = o e : | ‘

Developed training for caseworkers in permanency service delivery, intake response, and the decision-making process to
encourage the need to assist in maintaining the parent-child relationship during placement -~ ' e :
Developed a statewide diversity committee of internal and vextemal{ stakeholders, including Tribal representatives, that will assist
with preserving connections ' : Sl : S : i

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of the Progfam Improvement Plan implementation period.
Wel*l—Beihg Outcome 1: Families have enhanced capacity tofpr‘o‘vi/d‘le‘ for their childreh,’s- needs

Well-Being Outcome [ incorporates four items. One item pertains to State efforts to ensure that the service needs of children, parents,
and foster parents are assessed and that the necessary services are provided to meet identified needs (item 17). A second item
examines State efforts to involve parents and children actively (when appropriate) in the case planning process (item 18). The two
remaining items examine the frequency and quality of caseworker contacts with the children in their caseloads (item 19) and with the
children’s parents (item 20). -~ - L L .

Nevada is not in substantial conformity with Well-Being Outcome 1. The outcome was substantially achieved in 29.0 percent of cases.
- This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. The outcome was substantially achieved in 22 percent
of Carson City cases, 19 percent of Clark County cases, and 50 percent of Washoe County cases. In addition, the outcome was
substantially achieved in 32.5 percent of the foster care cases and 23 percent of the in-home services cases.
The 2009 CFSR identified the following concerns in many of the cases reviewed: ‘
» The agency did not make concerted efforts to asse$s and address the service needs of children in the in-home services cases.
o The agency did not make concerted efforts to involve children, mothers, and fathers in case planning in both the foster care and in-
~ home services cases, although children in the foster care cases were more likely to be involved than children in the in-home
services cases. ' : : ‘
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o The frequency and quality of caseworker visits with parents and chlldren partrcularly in the in-home services cases, were not -
sufﬁc1ent to ensure the child’s safety and well belng and promote attainment of case goals :

Nevada also was not in substantial conformity w1th Well-Bemg Outcome 1 durmg its 2004 CFSR and was requrred to address the
 outcome in its Program Improvement Plan. The followmg concerns were identified in the 2004 TeViewW:
o The agency was not consistent in its efforts to assess children and families for services and provide necessary serviees.
o The agency was not consistent in its efforts to involve parents and children in the case planning process.
o The agency was not consistent 1n its efforts to establish sufﬁcrent face-to- face contact among agency caseworkers and the children
and parents in their caseloads. : :

To address the 1dent1f1ed concerns, the State 1mp1emented the followmg strategles in its Program Improvement Plan:

. Developed and implemented several assessment tools to aid in appropnately assessing children and family needs, mcludmg the

- Assessment Process Policy and Practice Guidelines, NIA, Safety Assessment, and Risk Assessment

-Implemented training modules with instruction on. family assessment and collaborative case planning

" Developed and imiplemented a standardized policy and practice guideline for caseworker Vvisits and developed the Case Planmng
~ Process and the Caseworker Contact with Children, Parents, and Careg1vers Protocol :

~ Developed tralnlng and pohcy to promote CFT training and facilitation

- Created a consumer satisfaction survey for all foster parents to support retentron

The State miet 1ts goals for this outcome by the end of the Program'fImpr0vement Plan‘iniplementation period.
Well—Beg Outcome 2: Children receive approipriate serviCesf ,to,r meet thei’r edlucati‘onal ne,edis

Only one item is mcorporated under Well-Being Outcome 2.1t pertalns to State efforts to assess and meet the educat1onal needs of
children in foster care and, when relevant children in- the in-home services cases (item 21).

Nevada is in substantlal conforrmty Wlth Well-Being Outcome 2. The outcome was substantrally achieved in 95.1 percent of the
applicable cases. This percentage is greater than the 95 percent requ1red for substantial conformity. The outcome was substantially
achieved in 92 percent of Carson City cases, 95 percent of Clark County cases, and 100 percent of Washoe County cases. Also, the
outcome was substantlally achreved in 97 percent of the apphcable foster care cases and 89 percent of the apphcable 1n—home servrces
cases. ‘

" The 2009 CFSR found that the educatlonal needs of children in foster care were bemg appropriately and adequately assessed and
addressed ‘ ‘ : ,
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Nevada was not in substantial conformity with this outcome i in its 2004 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its Program
Improvement Plan. The key concern identified in the 2004 review was that the agency was not addressing children’ 's education-related
,needs consrstently, even when there was evidence mdrcatmg that some type of 1ntervent10n was warranted.

To address the 1dent1ﬁed concern, the State 1mp1emented the followmg strategles inits Program Improvement Plan
o A statewide pohcy fora comprehenswe assessment process and educatronal records checkhst

o The Program of School Choice for Children in Foster Care - :

s A standardized policy for caseworker visits with the child to ensure that the chrld’s educational needs are met

~ The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of the Profgrm‘Mprovement Plan implementationperi.od-.

Well—Belng Outcome 3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physrcal and mental health needs :
This outcome incorporates two items pertammg to State efforts to assess and meet the physrcal health (item 22) and mental health
(item 23) needs of children in foster care and chrldren in the m—home services cases, 1f relevant.

Nevada is not in substantral conformlty with Well-Being Outcome 3 The outcome was substantlally achleved in 69.5 percent of the
applicable cases. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required fora determination of substantial conformity. The outcome was
substantially achieved in 62.5 percent of Carson City cases, 54 percent of Clark County cases, and 100 percent of Washoe County
cases. In addition, the outcome was substantlally achreved in 72 5 percent of the foster care cases and in 63 percent of the applicable

1n-home SCI'VICCS cases. .
N

The 2009 CFSR found that in the maj orrty of cases (82 percent) the physmal and dental health needs of chlldren were appropriately
assessed and adequately addressed. However, there was concern that for some children, physical, dental, and mental health needs were
not appropriately addressed partlcularly for children in the in-home services cases.

Nevada also was not in substantial conformity with Well Being Outcome 3 durrng its 2004 CESR and was required to address the
outcome in its Program Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified in the 2004 review:

o  The agency was not consistently effective in meetlng children’s physical and mental health needs.

. There was a lack of physical and mental health service provrders who were willing to accept Medicaid.

To address the 1dent1ﬁed concerns, the State implemented the followmg strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:

o A policy revision and an instructional Memorandum of Understandmg (MOU) to ensure that physrcal health is assessed for all
" children placed in foster care : '

‘o A standardized policy and protocol for documenting the medical serv1ces received by foster children

¢ An MOU with the Division of Mental Health and Developmental Serv1ces to support children’s mental health needs

- The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of the Program .Improvement.Plan 1mplementatron period.
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II. KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO SYSTEMIC FACTORS
- Statewide Information System |

Substantial conformlty with the systemic factor of Statewrde Information System is determined by whether the State is operating an
information system that can provide accurate and timely 1nformat10n pertalnmg to the status, demographlc characterlstrcs location,
and case goals for the placement of every child in foster care. :

Nevada is not in substantial conformrty w1th the systemlc factor of Statew1de Informatlon System in the 2009 CFSR. The 2009 CFSR
determined that, althiough Nevada is operating a statewide information system called UNITY that contains the required elements,
information from the onsite case reviews and stakeholder interviews indicates that this system does not reflect the current goal,
placement, or legal status for every child in foster care. In addition, information from the Statewide Assessment in item 25 indicates .
that data derived from UNITY regardrng case plans are not rehable due in part to dlfﬁculty ensurmg the accuracy and t1me11ness of
data entry.- : - :

" Nevada was in substantlal conform1ty with this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was not requ1red to address the factor in its Program
Improvement Plan. -

CaSe Revi’ew System

Five 1tems are included in the assessment of State performance for the systemic factor of Case Rev1ew System The 1tems examine the
development of case plans and parent involvement in that process (item 25), the consistency of 6-month case reviews (item 26) and
12-month permanency hearings.(item 27), implementation of procedures to seek TPR in accordance with the timeframes established i in
ASFA (item 28), and notification of foster and pre-adoptive parents and relative caregivers about case reviews and hearings to be held
regardmg the children in their care and about their right to be heard in those proceedmgs (1tem 29).

Nevada is not in substantial conforrmty with the systemic factor of Case Revrew System. The 2009 CESR determined that the State
was holding perlodrc reviews and permanency hearings in a timely manner. However, the 2009 CFSR identified the: followmg
concerns: . . ‘
~o  Although the State prov1des a process to ensure e that each’ child has a written case plan mformatlon from the Statew1de Assessment
- indicates that, based on data from UNITY, only 53 percent of children had case plans: '
o Although the State has a process for TPR proceedings in accordance with the provrsrons of ASFA, information from stakeholder
interviews indicates that TPR petitions are not filed con51stently in a timely manner throughout the State. |
 Although the State provides a process for foster parents and other caregivers to be notified of reviews and hearings, 1nformat10n
" from the Statewide Assessment indicates 1ncons1stenc1es across the State in the degree to which notice is given to foster parents.
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Nevada also was not in substantlal conform1ty with this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was required to address the factor in its Program

- Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified in the 2004 review: - -

o Case plans were not developed jointly and routinely with the child’s parents, were 100 generrc did not address the needs of the
child, and were not completed i in a timely manner. :

o There were excessive delays in filing TPR petitions in 2 accordance with the prov1srons of ASFA.

¢ There was no statewide, consistent process to notify foster or pre- adoptive parents and relative careglvers of review or hearmg
dates-or to afford them an opportunity to be heard at these hearings. ‘

To address these concerns, the State developed and 1mplemented the following strateg1es in its Program Improvement Plan:
The Case Planning Policy

Training in CFT meeting facilitation o

Policies to standardize and reinforce timely filing of TPR petitions

Policies to standardize and reinforce notification of hearings to caregivers.

- Comprehensive standards for child welfare court cases .

Collaborat1ons to 1mprove legal representation for children

The State met its goals for thlS systemic factor by the end of the Program Improvement Plan implementation perrod
Quallty Assurance System :

_ Performance with regard to the system1c factor of QA System is based on Whether the State has developed standards that ensure the
- safety and health of children i in foster care (item 30), and whether the State is operating a statewide QA system that evaluates the
- -quality and effectiveness of services and measures program Strengths and Areas Needmg Improvement (1tem 31).

Nevada is in substantlal conform1ty with the systemic factor of QA System. The 2009; CF SR determined that the State has standards,
protocols, and guidelines in place related to foster home licensing, child visitation, and servrce contracts. In addition, the 2009 CFSR
determined that the State is operating an identifiable QA system. :

Nevada was not in substantial conformity with this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was required to address the factor in its Program

Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified in the 2004 review: ‘ :

‘o The State had not developed and implemented procedures to ensure that children in foster care were prov1ded quahty servrces that
protect the safety and health of the children. ‘

- e The State did not have a comprehensive QA System that measures program Strengths and Areas Needmg lmprovement statewide.

To address these concerns, the State implemented the following strategles in its Program Improvement Plan:
¢ Revised and implemented standards to improve the quality improvement (QI) SUPEIVISOTy review process
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o Implemented a statutory change that granted State licensing authority over all emergency shelters ‘

e Formalized a comprehensive QICR system to evaluate the: qual1ty of services and 1dent1fy and analyze the strengths and needs of -
the service delivery system

e Developed and implemented a case review system

e Convened a QI group to develop and momtor the QI and QA processes

.The State met its goals for thrs systemic factor by the end of the Pro gram Jmprovement Plan implementation period.
Staff and Provider Training

. The systennc factor of Staff and Provider Tra1n1ng 1ncorporates an assessment of the State’s training prov1ded to new caseworkers

‘ (1ten1 32), the ongoing training provided to agency staff (item 33), and both initial and ongoing training provided to foster and
adoptive parents (item 34). This systemic factor does not assess the training of service providers other than child welfare agency staff
unless the service provrders are private agency caseworkers operatmg under a contract with the State, who have full case management ‘
responsibilities.. : : :

- Nevada is not in substantial conformity with the systemic factor of Staff and Provider Training. The 2009 CFSR determined that the
State provides training for current or prospectlve foster parents adoptlve parents and staff of licensed facilities. However, the 2009
CFSR identified the following concerns with regard to training: : : : .
e Although Nevada provides a comprehensrve New Worker Core Tra1n1ng program 1nformat1on from the Statew1de Assessrnent and
the stakeholder interviews indicates that in some areas of the State, this training is not adequate to provide caseworkers with the
skills to support the goals and objectives of the CFSP, 1nclud1ng conductmg 1nvest1gat10ns case-level documentation, and Indian
- Child Welfare Act issues.
e Information from the Statewide Assessment indicates that, although Nevada requlres licensed social workers to complete
- continuing education requirements and maintain licensure, not all caseworkers are licensed social workers. The State does not
have minimal ongoing training requirements for caseworkers who are not licensed social workers. In addition, information from
‘the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that although some ongoing training 1s available to caseworkers in
various parts of the State, not all caseworkers have the opportunrty to access ongomg training. :

Nevada was in substantial conformrty Wrth tlns factor in 1ts 2004 CFSR and was not requlred to address this factor in its Program
Improvement Plan. : :

Service Array and Resource D-evel\opment :

The assessment of the systemic factor of Servrce Array and Resource Development incorporates answers to three questions: Does the
 State have in place an array of services that meet the needs of children and families served by the child welfare agency (item 35)? Are
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the services accessrble to families and children throughout the State (item 36)'? Can services be 1nd1v1duahzed to meet the unique
needs of the chlldren and family served by the chlld welfare agency (1tem 37?7 '
Nevada is not in substantlal conforrmty with the systemlc factor of Serv1ce Array and Resource Development The 2009 CFSR
determined that the State has an adequate array of key services to meet the basic needs of children and fam111es However, the 2009
CFSR identified the following concerns: - EURAREE : :
¢ Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder 1nterv1ews indicates that many key services are not accessrble to
 families-and children in all areas of the State due to gaps in services in some parts of the State and impacted by limited
transportation resources, especrally for families 11v1ng in rural areas. Key areas in which services were noted to be insufficient to
‘meet the needs in some parts of the State were the following: 1n—home Services, substance abuse treatment mental health
treatment; domestic violence treatment, foster homes, “and post—adoptron services.
e  Although Nevada has the assessment and planning tools to identify individualized service needs to meet the unique needs of
) children and families, mformatron from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State does not have
the capacity to provide these services on a consistent basrs to all or most famrhes statew1de due to the lack of accessibility of many
of the key services in some parts of the State. E
Nevada also was not in substantral conform1ty with l:hlS factor in its 2004 CF SR and was requrred to address th1s factor in its Program
Improvement Plan. The following concerns were identified in the 2004 review: ‘
e The State did not have in place a sufficient array of services that would enable children to remain safely with their parents when
~ reasonable or would help. children in foster and adoptive placements achieve permanency. Critical gaps in the service array were
bilingual services (particularly: Spamsh services), mental health services, substance abuse services, and health and dental services
(because many providers did not accept Medlcald)
e Many services were not avarlable at all in rural areas of the State. :
e The State did not have a sufficient service array to ensure that caseworkers were able to 1nd1v1duahze services, for chlldren and
fam111es served by the agency.

To address these concerns, the State implemented the followrng strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:

- o A service array assessment in all three regions to'identify potential areas for service enhancement

The Case Planmng Policy and the Concurrent Planning Policy to enhance the individualization of services to children and fam111es
Improvements in a collaborative relationship with community partners in Clark County to address gaps in services

Identlﬁed strateg1es for funding family preservatron and fam1ly support services’

‘The State met its goals for this systemic factor by the end of theProgram Improver_nent Plan implementation period.
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Agency Responsiveness to the Community

Performance with regard to the systemic factor of Agency Responsiveness to the Community incorporates an assessment of the State s
consultation with external stakeholders in developing the CFSP* and producing annual reports (items 38 and 39), and the extent to
which the State coordlnates child welfare services with services or benefits of other Federal or Federally-a551sted programs servmg the
same populatron (1tem 40). : :

Nevada is in substantial conformrty with the systemic factor of Agency Responsrveness to the Commumty The 2009 CFSR

determined the following: - :

‘o Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State engages in ongomg consultation
with key stakeholders i in the development of the goals and Sbjectives of the CFSP. :

o The State develops the Annual Progress and Services Report based on ongoing consultatlon with key stakeholders through
consortia, advrsory boards, committees, workgroups, and commumty boards

'However ‘the 2009 CFSR identified concerns regardrng 1nformat10n sharmg and coord1nat10n of services among State departments

operatlng Federal or Federally assrsted programs serving the same populatlons 1nc1ud1ng programs operated by the Tribes.:

‘ Nevada also was in substantial conformity with' thls factor in 1ts 2004 CFSR and. was not requlred to address the factor 1 in its Program
Improvement Plan. : : :

Foster and Ad’optiVe Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention
The assessment of this systemic factor focuses on the State’s standards for foster homes and child care institutions (items 41 and 42),
the State’s comphance ‘with Federal requirements for criminal background checks for foster and adoptive parents (item 43), the State’s

efforts to recruit foster and adoptive parents that reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of foster children (item 44), and the State’s
activities with regard to’ usmg CI'OSS-JUI‘ISdlCthIlal resources to facilitate permanent placements for wartrng chlldren (1tem 45).

Nevada is in substant1a1 conformity with the systemlc factor of Foster and Adoptlve Parent Llcensmg, Recrultment and Retentlon
The 2009 CFSR determined the following: : T :
o The State has standards for foster family homes and child care institutions that are momtored regularly through licensing
| procedures that have been established in each of the State’s three child welfare agencies.
e - The State’s standards for foster family homes and child care 1nst1tut10ns are apphed equally to all entities rece1v1ng title IV—B or
- IV-E funds, including licensed relative foster family homes. .~ - ' ‘
e The State completes criminal background records checks for adults in foster homes, relative caregivers, and staff of chrld care
 institutions before placing children in a home.
e The State uses a variety of CI‘OSS-_]UIISdlCthl’lal resources to facilitate timely adoptive and permanent placements for wa1t1ng
~ children, including national media, adoption exchanges, photo listings, and the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children.
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However, the 2009 CFSR 1dent1ﬁed concern that, although one local jurisdiction continuously assesses the demographic data of their
resource families, the State does not have a process for the diligent recruitment of potential foster and adoptive famlhes who reﬂect
the ethnic and rac1al diversity of children for whom foster and adoptlve homes are needed.

Nevada also was in substantial conformlty with this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was not requ1red to address this factor in its Prog‘ram'
Improvement Plan. o
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Table 1. Nevada 2009 CFSR Ratings for Safety and Permanency Outcomes and Items

Outcome Ratin s

Outcomes and Indicafors

o . In: . Percent
Substantial Substantially
. Conformity? Achieved*

Met.
- National
Standards?

. ‘Safety Outcome 1: Children are, first and foremost,
protected from abuse and neglect
Item 1. Timeliness of investigations

4 ‘Met 0 of2

Item Ratings

Stren:

Percent

th

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment.

| Safety Outcome 2: Children are safely maintained in their

homes when possible and appropriate "
Item 3. Services to protect children in home

Item 4. Risk of harm.
| Permanency Outcome 1: Chlldren have permanency and
 stability in their living situations

Item 5. Foster care reentry:

Met 1 of 4

Item 6. Stability of foster care placements

Item 7. Permanency goal for child

Item 8. Reunification, guardlanshrp, and placement w1th
relatives

Item 9. Adoptlon

Item 10. Other planned hvrng arrangement
Permanency Outcome 2: The continuity of family
| relationships and connections is preserved
Item 11. Proximity of placement -

Item 12. Placement with siblings

‘Ttem 13. Visiting with parents and siblings in foster care
Item 14. Preserving connections :

Item 15. Relative placement

Item 16. Relationship of child in care with parents

* 95 percent of the apphcable cases reviewed must be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome for the State to be
outcome..

** Items may be rated as Strengths or as Areas Needmg Improvement (ANI) For an overall ratmg of Strength 90 percent of the cases muist be rated as a

Strength.
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_ Table 2. Nevada 2009 CFSR Ratings for Child and Family Well-Being Outcomes énd Item‘s;

Outcomes and Indicators - Outcome Ratings ' ~_Item Ratings
: o Im Percent o '
Substantial | Substantially |  Percent
, . Conformity? Achieved -| Rating** | Strength
- Well-Being Outcome 1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide | . ) i |
for children’s needs ‘ _ ' : | “No |- 290
_Item 17. Needs/services of child, parents, and foster parents O ANE ) 37
Item 18. Child/family involvement in case planhing . ANI 44
Item 19. Caseworker visits with child © ‘ ‘ . - ANI 55
Item 20. Caseworker visits with parents - : , - ANI - 44

Well-Being Outcome 2: Children receive services to meet their E— N
’ ‘ Yes | 951

" educational needs : o :
-Item 21. Educational needs of child .-~ Col : . Strength | . 95
| Well-Being Outcome 3: Children receive services to meet their SRR SN
physical and mental health needs - S} . No | 695
Item 22. Physical health of child - - : - O GANL - f s 82
Item 23. Mental/behavioral health of child ‘ ] ANI : 66

* 95 percent of the applicable cases reviewed must be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome for the State to be in substantial éonformity with the ‘
outcome: o o o ‘ ; . ' ' . ,

** Jtems may be rated as Strengths or as ANIs. For an overall rating of Strength, 90 percent of the cases reviewed for the item (with the exception of item 21) -
must be rated as a Strength. Because item 21 is the only item for Well-Being Outcome 2, the requirement of a 95-percent Strength rating applies.

>
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Table 3. Nevada 2009 CFSR Ratmgs for Systemlc Factors .and Items

’ Substantial - Item
Systemlc Factors and’ Items ' ’ Conformity? Rating**
Statew1de Information System ‘ R : v No ‘
Ttem 24. The State is operating a statewide 1nformat1on system that, at a minimum, can read1ly
identify the status; demographic characteristics, location, and goals for the placement of every
_child who is (or, within the 1mmed1ately preceding 12. months has been) in foster care
Case Review System
Item 25. The State provides a process that ensures that each child has a wriften case plan to be :
developed jointly with the child’s parent(s) that includes the required provisions
Item 26. The State provides a process for the periodic review of the status of each child, no less ’
~ frequently than once every 6 months, either by a court.or by administrative review -
Item 27. The State provides a process that ensures that each child in foster care under the -
supervision of the State has a permanency hearing in a qualified court or administrative body no
- later than 12 months from the date the ch1ld entered foster care and no less frequently than every
‘12 months thereafter. :
.. Item 28. The State provrdes a process-for termmatmn of parental rlghts proceedmgs -
__accordance with the provisions of the Adoption and Safe Families Act
Item 29. The State provides a process for foster parents, pre-adoptive ] parents, and relatlve
caregivers of children in foster care to be notified of, and have an opportumty to be heard 1, any
review or hearing held with respect to the child

Quallty Assurance System : e
 Item 30. The State has developed and 1mplemented standards to ensure that ch1ldren in foster
care are provided quality services that protect the safety and health of the children
Item 31. The State is operating an identifiable quality assurance system that is in place in the
jurisdictions where the services included in'the Child and F arnily Services Plan (CFSP) are
~ provided; evaluates the quality of services, identifies strengths and needs of the service delivery
system, provides relevant reports, and evaluates program 1mprovement measures 1mp1emented
Staff and Provider Training
Item 32. The State is operating a staff development and training program that supports the goals
and objectives in the CFSP, addresses services provided under titles IV-B and IV-E, and
provides initial training for all staff who deliver these services. .
Ttem 33. The State provides for ongoing training for staff that addresses: the skills and knowl-
edge base needed to carry out their duties with regard to the services included in the CESP
- Item 34. The State provides training for current or prospective foster parents ~adoptive parents,
and staff of State licensed or approved facilities that care for children receiving foster care or
adoption assistance under title IV-E that addresses the skills and knowledge base needed to carry
out their duties with regard to foster and adopted children : ‘ v _
*Scores range from 1 to:4. A scoré of I or 2 means that the factor is not in substantlal conform1ty A score of 3 or 4 means that the factor is in substant1al
conformlty ** Itemis may be rated as Strengths or as ANIs ‘
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 Substantial
Systemic Factors and Items o ' ‘ | Conformity?

| Servrce Array and Resource Development ' ‘ No’
Item 35. The State has in place an array of services that assess the strengths and needs of
children and families and determine other service needs, address the needs of families in
addition to individual children in order to create a safe home environment, enable children to
remain safely with their parents when reasonable and help children in foster and adoptlve 8
placements achieve permanency ‘
Item 36. The services in item 35 are accessible to families and children in all pohtlcal
jurisdictions covered in the State’s CFSP -
Item 37. The services in item 35 can be individualized to meet the unlque needs of children and
families served by the agency - :
' Agency Responsiveness to the Community :
| Item 38. In implementing the provisions of the CFSP, the State engages in ongoing
consultation with Tribal representatrves consumers, service providers, foster care prov1ders
~ the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and family-serving agencies and includes
the major concerns of these representatives in the goals and objectives of the CFSP
Ttem 39. The agency develops, in consultation with these representatlves ‘Annual Progress and
Services Reports delivered pursuant to the CFSP
Ttem 40. The State’s services under the CFSP are coordinated with services or beneﬁts of other
- Federal or Federally-assisted programs serving the same population
| Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention
Item 41. The State has implemented standards for foster family homes and ch11d care
institutions. that are reasonably in accord with recommended national standards
~ Item 42. The standards are applied to all licensed or- approved foster family. homes or chlld care
institutions receiving title IV-E or IV-B funds ‘
Item 43. The State complies with Federal requirements for criminal background clearances as
related to licensing or approving, foster care and adoptive placements and has in place a case
planning process that includes provrslons for addressing the safety of foster care and adoptive
placements for children
TItem 44. The State has in place a process for ensuring the diligent recrultrnent of potent1a1
foster and adoptlve familjes that reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the State
for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed ' : : : .
Itemn45. The State has in place a process for the effective use of cross-Jurlsdrctlonal resources.”
to facilitate timely adoptive or permanent placements for waiting children
* Scores range from 1 to 4. A score of 1 or 2 means that the factor is not in substantial conformity. A score of 3. or 4 means that the factor
conformrty ** Ttems may be rated as Strengths or as ANIs.
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INTRODUCTION

- This document presents the findings of the Chrld and Family Services Revrew (CF SR) for the State of Nevada. The CFSR i is the
Federal Government’s program for assessmg the performance of State child welfare agencies with regard to achieving positive
outcomes for children and families. It is authorized by the Social Secur1ty Amendments of 1994 requiring the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) to promulgate regulat1ons for reviews of State child and fam1ly services programs under titles IV-B and
IV-E of the Social Security Act The CFSR s 1rnplemented by the Children’s Bureau of the Admmlstratlon for Chlldren and Families
within I—H—IS ‘

The Nevada CFSR was conducted the week of August 31, 2009. The period under review for the onsite case review process was from
April 1, 2008, through September 4, 2009. The findings were derived from the following documents and data collection procedures:
o The Statewide Assessment, prepared by the Nevada Department of Health and Human SerV1ces Dlvrsron of Ch_lld and Farmly
- Services(DCFS) ,

o The State Data Profile, prepared by the Chrldren S Bureau whrch prov1des the State S Chlld welfare data for the l2—month CF SR

~ data period ending March 31, 2008 :

o Reviews of 62 cases (40 foster care and 22 1n-home serv1ces cases) at three s1tes 18 cases in Carson Crty, 26 cases 1n Clark
 County, and 18 cases in Washoe County

e Interviews and focus groups (conducted at. all three sites and at the State level) with stakeholders 1nclud1ng, but not l1m1ted to,

children, youth, parents, foster and adoptive parents all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel
- service prov1ders court personnel ch1ld advocates, Tribal representatwes and attomeys L

* Child Welfare services in Nevada are adm1n1stered by three child welfare agencies: Clark County, Washoe County, and the Rural
Region: The Rural Reg1on is comprised of four districts. For the onsite CFSR cases identified as having been rev1ewed in Carson City
1ncluded Rural Regmn cases from the Carson C1ty area and Rural District 2.. : ‘ :

ALL62 cases were open child welfare agency cases at some t1me during the perrod under review. The key characteristlcs of the
children in the cases reviewed are presented in the table at the end of this section. For this table and for other tables in the report
ﬁgures dlsplayed may not total 100 percent due to roundmg AR :

The first sectron of the report (Sectron A Outcomes) presents the CFSR ﬁndmgs relevant to the State s perforrnance in ach1ev1ng
specified outcomes for children in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being. The second section of the report (Sect1on B:
Systemic F actors) provides an assessment and d1scuss1on of the systemrc factors relevant to the child welfare agency’s ability to
achieve posrtlve outcomes for children.



Key Characteristics of Cases Reviewed

Case Characteristics'

Foster Care . |

In-Home Services

| Total Number of Cases 40 22%
- Date case was opened
- Open prior to the period under review 30 (75%) 8 (36%).
- Open during the perlod under review: 10 25%) 14(64%)
——To :

- Child entered foster care during the period under review

- Child’s age at start of perlod under review, .-

- Younger than 10 (55%
At least 10 but younger than 13 6 (15%) *k

" At least 13 but younger than 16 4 (10%) ok
16 and older" : : 8 (20%)

Race/Ethnicity : ‘ ‘

- American Indlan/Alaskan Natlve Non—Hlspamc
Asian Non-Hispanic - - : 3 :

" Black Non-Hispanic = 10 (25%) *

- - Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Non—Hlspamc 0 il

- Hispanic (of any race) 6 (15%) *%

- White. Non-Hispanic L 20 (50%): - wE

. Two or More Races Non-Hlspamc : 3 (7.5%) *h

Primary reason for openmg case » /
Physical abuse : " 3(7.5%) 2(9%)

Sexual abuse 2 (5%) 1 (5%)
Emotional maltreatment 0 1 (5%)
Neglect (not including medlcal neglect) - 18 (45%) 10 (45%)
Medical neglect ‘ 1(2.5%) 2 (9%)
Abandonment 4 (10%) 0
'Mental/physical health of parent 0 2'(9%)
Mental/physical health of child . 1(25%) 1 (5%)

- Substance abuse by parent 9 (22.5%) . 1(5%)

- Child’s behavior , - 12.5%) 1 (5%)

_Substance abuse by child ~ 1(2.5%). 0
Domestic violence in child’s home ‘ 0 1 (5%)
Child in juvenile justice systemn 0 0

* For the Nevada 2009 CFSR, originally there were 25 in- home services cases. However three in-home services cases were determined to be. ineligible and were

" eliminated; leavmg 22 in-home services cases. -

**Information on-in-homé serv1ces cases is not. available for these characterlstlcs

(%]

N




SECTION A: OUTCOMES
In the Outcomes Sectron of the CFSR Flnal Report, an overall rating of Strength or Area Ncedlng Improvement 1 1s assigned to each of
the 23 items reviewed. An item is ass1gned an overall rating of Strength if 90 percent or more of the apphcable cases reviewed were
rated as a Strength. The item ratings are used to determine the performance of a State on the seven outcomes, each of which:
mcorporates one or more of the individual items. The evaluation options for these outcomes are “substantrally achieved,” “partially
achieved,” and “not achieved.” For a State to be in substantial conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percent or more of the
applicable cases reviewed must be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome. Two outcomes—Safety ‘Outcome 1 and
Permanency Outcome 1—also are evaluated based on State performance with regard to six national data indicators. For a State to be
in substantial confonmty with these outcomes, both the national standards for each data indicator and the case review requirements
must be met. A State that is not in substantial conformity with a particular outcome must develop and 1mplement a Program
Improvement Plan to address the areas of concern 1dent1f1ed for that outcome. :

The Children’s Bureau has estabhshed very hrgh standards of performance for the CFSR. The standards are based on the behef that

. because child welfare agencies work with our nation’s most vulnerable children and families, only the highest standards of -
performance should be considered acceptable. The standards are set high to ensure ongoing attentlon to achieving positive outcomes -
for children and families with regard to safety, permanency, and well-being. This approach is con51stent with the goal of the CFSR to
promote continuous 1mprovement in performance on these outcomes. ) '

It should be noted’ however that States are not required to. attain the 95 -percent standard established for the CFSR Onsite Review or
the national standards for the six data indicators by the end of their Program Improvement Plan nnplementatlons The Children’s
Bureau recognizes that the kinds of systemic and practice changes necessary to bring about improvement in particular outcome areas
often take time to Jmplement Also, improvements are likely to be incremental rather than dramatic. Instead, States work with the
Children’s Bureau to establish a specified amount of improvement or to determine specified activities for their Program I_mprovement
Plans. That is; for each’ outcome that is not in substantial conformity or item that is rated as an Area Needing Improvement, each State
(Workmg in conjunction with the Chrldren s Bureau) specifies the following: (1) how much improvement the State will demonstrate
‘and/or the activities that it will implement to address the Areas Needing Improvement and (2) the procedures for demonstrating the

_ achievement of these goals. Both the improvements specified and the procedures for demonstrating improvement vary across States.

- Therefore, a State can meet the requirements of its Program Improvement Plan and still not perform at the 95-percent (for outcomes) -
or the 90-percent (for 1tems) levels estabhshed for the CFSR. : ’

The second round of the CFSRs assesses a State S current level of performance by once more applymg the high standards and a

- consistent, comprehensive, case review methodology The results of this effort are intended to serve as the basis for continued

Program Improvement Plans addressing areas in which a State still needs to improve, even though prior Program Improvement Plan

~ goals may have been achieved. The purpose is to ensure that pro gram improvement is an ongomg process and does not end with the .
completron of a Program Improvement Plan. »



The followmg sections prov1de mformatlon on how Nevada performed on each outcome in the frrst round of the CFSR as well as the
current CFSR. If the outcome was not substantially achieved during the first round, the key concerns observed at that time and the
strategies implemented in the Program Improvement Plan to address those concerns are discussed.

Because: many changes were made in theCFSR process baSed on lessons learned during the ﬁrst round and in response to feedback
from the child welfare field, a State’s performance in the second round of the CFSR is not directly comparable to its performance in
the first round, particularly with regard to comparisons of data indicators or percentages regarding Strength and Area Needing
Improvement ratmgs Key changes in the CFSR case rev1ew process that make it d1ff1cult to compare performance across reviews
~ include, but are not limited to, the following: : '
e Anincrease in the sample size from 50 to 65 cases (see footnote page 3) ,
. Stratlﬁcatlon of the sample t0 ensure a minimum number of cases in key program areas, resultmg in Varlatlons in the number of
“cases relevant for specific outcomes and items - ‘
. Changes in criteria for spec1ﬁc items to enhance consistency and ensure an assessment of cr1t1cal areas such as child welfare
agency efforts 10 1nvolve noncustodlal parents n planmng for their children ‘ :
For each outcome there isa table presentmg the data for the case. review fmdmgs and national indicators (when relevant) The table is
- followed by a discussion of Nevada’s status with regard to substantial conformlty with the outcome at the time of the State’s first
- CFSR, which was held in fiscal year (FY) 2004, the State’s status relevant to the current review, and a presentation and discussion of
‘each item (indicator) assessed under the outcome. Differences in findings across the sites included in the Onsite Review are presented
in the tables. Variations 1 in outcome’ and item ratmgs asa funct1on of type of case (i.e., foster care or in-home servrces) also are’
1dent1f1ed when appropnate

L SAFETY

Safety Outcome 1

- Outcome S1 :. Children are, first and foremost, profected from abuse and neglect
" | Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achlevement : : :
Degree of Outcome Achlevement ' .| Carson City | Clark County | - Washoe County - Total .- Percent.

- Substantially Achieved : o 6 v 10 5 21 | 72.4
| Partially Achieved o ‘ 2 3. 1 ’

| Not Achieved . =~~~ =~ = | v . 2 T S 0

| Total Applicable Cases B . 1w 13 6

. Not Applicable Cases ‘ R : "8 13 " 12

| Total Cases ‘ : T ' 18 5 26 - 18

Substantially Achieved by Site ‘ b 60% | 7% | 83%
« O R ‘ P ‘



- Conformlty of Statewide Data Indicators With Natlonal Standards ‘ :
| National Data Indicators : . National Standard (%) State’s Percentage Meets Standards?
" Absence of maltreatment recurrence ' 94.6 + . . 93.6 U - No
- | Absence of maltreatment of children in foster care. | _ S ‘ ’
| by foster parents or facility staff : 99.68 + : 99.60 . No

- Status of Safety Outcome 1

Nevada is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1. The outcome was substantially achieved in 72.4 percent of the cases

- reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determination of substantial conformity. In addition to case review
ﬁndmgs Nevada did not meet the national standards for the national data indicators pertaining to absence of maltreatment recurrence
or absence of maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents or facility staff. Nevada also was not in substantial conforrmty
‘w1th thrs outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was requrred to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan. =

Key 'Cfoncern's: From the 2004 CF SR

- The followmg concems were 1dent1ﬁed in the 2004 review: - :

¢ DCFS was not consistent with regard to initiating investigations of child maltreatment reports or estabhshmg face-to-face contact
with the child subject of the report in accordance with State-established timeframes.

o The State did not have a uniform policy regarding responding to child maltreatment reports.

e DCFS was not effee’tiVe in preventing recurrence of child- ‘maItreatment within a 6-month period.-

, ‘To address the identified concerns the State 1mp1emented the followmg strategies in its Program Improvement Plan: “

. Standard1zed intake and investigation procedures, including the mod1ﬁcat1on of the State s automated information system Unlﬁed

‘Nevada Information Technology for Youth (UNITY)- ’ »

Developed implemented, and standardized safety and rrsk assessment tools 1nclud1ng the Nevada Initial Assessment (NIA), Safety
Assessment, Risk Assessment, and the Substantiation policy : - , -
Standardlzed criteria and practice gurdehnes for substantiation of reports of maltreatment
“Developed a mechanism for ana1y51s of a family with multrple reports of maltreatment
Developed a standardlzed criteria for case closure ‘
In Clark County, developed a 24-hour, 7-day per week Chlld protectlon response system staffed by caseworkers to respond to
hotline calls : :

[ 2%

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan implementation period.



Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

o The findings pertaining to the speciﬁc items assessed under Safety Outcome 1 are presented and discussed below.
Item 1. Ti?meliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment
S'trength ' __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Case Rev1ew Flndlngs ‘

~ The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 29 (47 percent) of the 62 cases. Cases were not applicable when there were no child
»maltreatment reports during the period under review. In assessmg item 1, reviewers were to determine whether the response to a

maltreatment report occumng durrng the penod under review had been 1n1t1ated in accordance with the State ch1ld welfare agency

policy requlrements - - :

State pohcy regardmg the 1nvest1gatlons of reports of abuse or neglect is the followmg

. Prronty 1: Present Danger. The child welfare agency must initiate face-to-face contact within 3 hours of the time the report is
assrgned (or within 6 hours in rural areas when the location of the fam1ly is more than 50 miles from the nearest agency office).

.. Priority 2: Impending Danger The child welfare agency must initiate face-to-face contact within 24 hours of the time the report is

. assigned. ‘

e Priority 3: Maltreatment Indlcated ‘but to safety threats identified. The child Welfare agency must 1n1t1ate face-to-face contact
Wrthm 72 hours of the time the report 18 ass1gned ‘ :

The results of the assessment of itern 1 are presented in the table below

| Item 1 Ratings Carrson‘ City - Clark County #| - Washoe County Total Percent
‘Strength. ‘ : ‘ 8 1 U 6 : 25 86
| Area Needing Improvement 2 2 0 . .4 14
- Total Applicable Cases 10~ 13. 6. 29
| Not Applicable: 8 13 12 33
| Total Cases’ 18 26 18 62 -
| Strengt-h{ by Site 80% 85% 100%

X ‘Item 1 was rated asa Strength in 25 cases when the 1nvest1gat10n was 1n1t1ated and face-to-face contact was made within the
tlmeframes required by State polrcy It was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in four cases when the investigation was not
initiated within the required timeframes. Of these four cases, one involved a report assrgned pr10r1ty 1, one involved a report ass1gned
priority 2, and two involved reports. assigned priotity 3



Ratmg Determination ’ '

~ Ttem 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 86 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers ‘determined that
the agency had initiated an investigation of a maltreatment report in accordance with required timeframes. This percentage is less than
the ‘90 percent required for a rating of Strength.‘ Item 1 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statew1de Assessment Informatlon ‘ : ’

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State has standardized the intake procedures and 1nvest1gat10ns staterde through the use
of a structured intake information colleetion process and a standardized intake assessment of family strengths and safety risk. The
Statewide Assessment notes that all child welfare agencies in the State have an emergency response system in place including “on

- call” response capability 24 hours per day, 7 days per week through a collaboration among the agency, law enforcement, and other

~ entities such as the Crisis Call Center. The Statewide Assessment also notes that supervisors must review reports received by the child
Welfare agency regardless of the screening recommendatlon made by the intake caseworker to ensure proper response to reports.

The Statew1de Assessment mdrcates that Nevada Admmlstratrve Code permlts 1nvest1gat10ns to be con51dered to be t1me1y if they are
initiated by telephone or a review of a case record; however, if case 1n1t1at1on occurs in that manner, a face-to face meeting with the
chrld and famlly must be attempted on the next business day

The Statew1de Assessment notes that the leferentlal Response (DR) program was 1mplemented statewide in 2008-2009 to provide an
alternatrve to an investigation. Referrals to DR are limited to Priority 3 reports in the following categorles educational neglect,
‘environmental neglect, phys1cal neglect medical neglect, and improper supervision. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that
in Clark County, if it is determmed that the level of risk of an allegation does not rise to the level required for mvestrgatlon and the
famlly Would beneﬁt from an assessment rather than an 1nvest1gat10n the famlly is offered an assessment as an option.

 The Statew1de Assessment reports that Quality Improvement Case Reviews (QICR) based on the Federal CFSR model were
conducted in 2006, 2007, and 2008. In the 2008 QICR, item 1 was rated as a Strength in 83.4 percent of 47 apphcable cases reviewed.
The Statewide Assessment notes, however that UNITY currently does not have the capablhty to track the timeliness of i 1nvest1gat10ns

‘ The Statewrde Assessment acknowledges that itisa challenge to conduct 1nvest1gat10ns of reports in rural areas of the State within the
required timeframes. In addltlon, the Statewide Assessment notes that in some cases, the timeliness of i investigations is affected by an
1nab111ty to locate a bilingual 1nvest1gat1ve caseworker or interpreter.

Stakeholder Interv1ew Informatlon s '

The key issues addressed by stakeholders commentlng on this item durmg the onsite CFSR were the ava11ab111ty of hotlines for the
* reporting of child abuse and neglect, the timeliness of the agenc1es responses to accepted reports of abuse and neglect, and ‘
coordination between ch11d welfare agencies and law enforcement agencies with regard to respondlng to accepted reports of abuse and

neglect. : : »



With regard to the availability of hotlines for the reportlng of child abuse and neglect stakeholders expressed the opirion that the
hotline is available, or calls are forwarded to on-call responders, 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, in all areas of the State. Some
Carson City stakeholders indicated that the hotline sometimes d1d not accept reports for investigation approprrately, rejecting some
reports that should have been referred for mvestrgatlon

“With regard to the effectiveness with which agencies respond in a timely manner to accepted reports of abuse and neglect,
stakeholders expressed the opinion that the agency generally responds in a timely manner.-

With regard to the coordmatron between child welfare agencies and law enforcement agencies, some Washoe County stakeholders
indicated that there is a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between' the child welfare agency and the law enforcement agency
d1ctat1ng protocols for reportmg, 1nvest1gat1on substantiation, and removal : :

Item 2. Repeat altreatment-

" Strength X Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings R :
The assessment of item 2 was apphcable for 21 (34 percent) of the 62 cases. Cases were not appl1cable for this 1tem if there was no

~substantiated or indicated maltreatment report during the perrod under review. For all applicable cases, reviewers were to determine if
there had been a substantiated or indicated maltreatment report on the family during the period under review, and, if so, whether

" another substantiated or indicated report involving similar circumstances had occurred within a 6- month period before or after that
1dent1f1ed report. The results of the assessment of item 2 are presented in the table below. =

Total

Item 2 was rated as a Strength in 17 cases when. there was only one substantrated or 1nd1cated maltreatment report on the family w1th1n

| Item 2 Ratings “Carson City Clark County . Washoe County Percent
Strength - 1 T 11 ‘ 5 L7 81
Area Needing Improvement - 2 1 I 4 19
 Total Applicable Cases 3 12 6 21

| Not Applicable 15 14 12 41
Total Cases 18 26 18 62

_Strength by Site 33% 92% 83%

a 6-month period. Item 2 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement n four cases when there were at least two substantrated
maltreatment reports on the family within a 6-menth period: : :




In addition to the recurrence of substantiated maltreatment reports, reviewers reported the following findings with regard to the
number of maltreatment reports on the family during the life of the case (“life of the case” refers to the time from the date of the first
“allegation of abuse or neglect to the time of the Onsite Review): - ‘
o In 12 cases, there was only one report.
" In 4l cases, there were betweern two and nine reports.
In fseven- cases, there were between 10 and 19 reports.
In two cases, there were 20 or more maltreatment reports.

Ratmg Determination : ‘ ,
‘Ttem 2 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 81 percent of the apphcable cases, there was no recurrence of
substantiated or indicated maltreatment within a 6-month period. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of
”Strength Item 2 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada s 2004 CFSR.

‘Statew1de Assessment Informatlon
i Accordmg to the Statewide Assessment, the State prevents the recurrence of child maltreatment through the followmg strategies: -
‘e The NIA. This tool is an investigative process to identify the negative factors or condltlons that are known to contribute to the
- likelihood of maltreatment and to determine the strengths and/or protective capacities that can help mitigate risk and safety threats.
(The Statewide Assessment notes that the effectiveness of the NIA was reviewed in 2008 and that the tool is currently under
Tevision.) ‘ : :
o The Risk Assessment This tool 1dent1ﬁes the level of future risk of maltreatment and is used at the completron of the 1nvest1gat10n
“ to guide the decision to close an 1nvest1gat10n or provide ongoing services to the family. : :
-+ The DR Program. This program is available by referral to families assessed at intake as Prlcrrty 3 and is designed to prov1de
_services to families to prevent maltreatment.
o The Paired Teams approach. This practice was 1mt1ated in Washoe County in August 2008 to. 1mprove the contmu1ty of services
* for children and families by estabhshmg a unit in which investigative caseworkers and permanency caseworkers are paired and
-+ work under the same supervisor who maintains oversight throughout the case. :
‘o Intensive Family Services (IFS), Family Support Services, Wraparound in Nevada (WIN) and Nevada Early Interventlon
_Servrces These services are all offered in the Rural Region to support famrhes and prevent maltreatment

The Statewrde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 2 was rated as a Strength in 87.5 percent of 41 apphcable cases
‘ revrewed The Statewide Assessment notes that UNITY does not have an efficient process for documenting multiple reports that are
made on the same family durrng an open 1nvest1gat10n ‘

Stakeholder Interview Information ‘ ‘
‘Some Clark County stakeholders commenting on thls item during the onsite CFSR indicated that maltreatment reports regardmg open
child welfare cases are referred to Child Prctectlve Services (CPS) for investigation, to the assigned caseworker, and to 11censmg
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caseworkers in foster care cases. Some Clark County stakeholders also indicated that there are cases in which multiple referrals are

made but no 1nvest1gatron is conducted or no services are offered to the family to prevent maltreatment

Safety Outcome 2
, Outcome S2 ‘Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate -
| Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement = 3
| Degree of Outcome Achievement  Carson City | Clark County | Washoe County | Total Percent
Substantially Achieved T | © 11 ' 14 32 ' 51.6
| Partially Achieved 5 5 3 13 . 23.0
- | Not Achieved 6 10. 1 17 27.4
‘Total Cases 18- 26 18 62.
Substantially Achieved by Site 39% 42% 78%

S'tatus of -Safety ’O‘utcome 2

‘ Nevada 1s not in substantral conformrty with Safety Outcome 2. The outcome was determmed to be substantlally achievedin = -

51.6 percent of the cases reviewed. This percentage is Iess than the 95 percent required fora determination of substantial conform1ty.‘

: Nevada also was not in substantial conforrmty with thls outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was requlred to address the outcome in its
Program Improvement Plan.. ‘ : :

«Key Concerns From the 2004 CFSR

‘ The followrng concerns were identified in the 2004 review: :
e The agency was inconsistent in providing services to fam111es that would ensure the safety of children remaining in their homes.
- There were instances of removing children from the home without conducting a safety assessment to determme whether they
mlght be able to remain at home. : : |
o _There was a lack of con51stent ongomg safety and risk assessments to monitor case progress. L
¢ There was a lack of a safety and risk assessment at case closure, leaving children at home still at risk of harm.
o There was frequent use of relatrves as temporary guardrans without providing services to the famlly or the relatives.

To address the 1dent1f1ed concerns, the State implemented the followmg strategres in its Program Improvement Plan:
e Revised the safety and risk assessment criteria and 1mplemented assessment tools including the NIA Safety Assessment RlSk
Assessment and the Substantlatron policy 4 : :
o Developed a case management model that 1ncorporates best practices for assessment famlly engagement and collaborative case
planning - _ . .
. In1t1ated a pilot DR system in Clark County ‘ G )
: 11



The State met its goals tOr this outcome by the end of its Program Improye'ment Plan implementation period:
Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

The ﬁndings pertaining to the 'speciﬁc' items assessed under Safety O-utcome 2 are presented and .di'scussed below.
Item 3. Services to famrly to protect chlld(ren) in the home and prevent removal or reentry into foster care

Strength X Area Needmg“Imp‘rovement

Case RevreW Findings :
_ An assessment of item 3 was applicable in 41 (66 percent) of the 62 cases. Cases were excluded if the children entered foster care

~ prior to the period under review and there were no other children in the home, or if there was no substantiated or indicated
maltreatment report or identified risk of harm to the children in the home during the period under review. For apphcable cases,
’ ’rev1ewers assessed whether, in responding to a substantiated maltreatment’ report or risk of harm, the agency made diligent efforts to
prov1de services to families that would prevent placement of children in foster care and at the same tlrne ensure their safety. The

results of the assessment of item 3 are presented in the table below

i

Item 3 was s rated as a Strength when reviewers determmed the following:

| Item 3 Raﬁngs Cars_oni City Clark County “Washoe County Total Percent
- Stréngth 10 ‘ 9 13 32 78

-} Area Needing Improvement 3o 6 0 9 22
["Total Applicable Cases 13 15 13 T
- NotApplicable. - 8 5 11 - 5 21
| Total Cases 18 26 18 62
Strength} byaSi"te . ,7’Z%- . 60% 100% -

e Although no services were prov1ded when the child was removed from the home the removal was necessary to ensure the safety

of the child (nine cases).

Services were provided to the family to ensure the safety of the child and prevent removal (15 cases)
®  Services were: prov1ded to the family to ensure the safety of the child and prevent reentry into foster care (four cases)
o Services were provided to the family to ensure the safety of the ch1ld and prevent removal although the child was subsequently
‘ rernoved to ensure safety (four cases).

Casereview information indicates that a range of services was offered or provided to families. This included (but was not limited to) |
the following: IFS, counseling, parenting, substance abuse assessment and treatment, mental health assessment and treatment,
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financial assistance, WIN, domestic violence treatment, early intervention services, educational services, vocational rehabilitation, and

anger management services. ' ‘ :

Item 3 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

*  Services were not provided to the family, and the children remained at risk-in the home (two cases).

e Services were provided, but they did not target the key safety concern in the family, leaving the children at risk in the home (five

cases). . T - . ‘ | e SN ®

*  No services were provided to prevent the children’s removal from the home, although the removal was not immediately necessary

- to ensure the children’s safety (one case). o ] e ‘ :

, e No services were provided at the time of reunification, and the children were at risk in the home (one case).

Ratiﬁg])etermi:nation |

Item 3 was assigned an overall rating of Ar;eaf Needing ImproY-emént. In 78 percent of the applicable cases, brevie‘wers determined that
the agency had made concerted efforts to mairtain children safely in their own homes. This percentage is less than the 90 percent

required for a rating of Strength. Item 3 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

: Statewide‘ Assessment Information - IR L ‘ X :
. According to the Statewide Assessment, when a child welfare agency determines that a child needs protection but is not in imminent
'dé'ng;er,:thé‘ agency must make reasonable efforts to keep the child safely in the home and commit its resources to preserve the family.
‘The Statewide Assessment notes that the State uses the following strategies to maintain children safely in their own homes:

o Caseworkers conduct a comprehensive safety and risk assessment to guide the services provided to families.

. ‘Casew‘orkers.bfferf the parents a plian: for services, including a safety plan. _ ‘ S ‘

o . Statewide services provided include DR services, F amily Preservation Services, and IFS for at-risk children and families to
strengthen the family and reduce the risk of child abuse and neglect. ‘ ‘
- The DCFS Rural Region has a Placement Prevention Fund through title X to provide financial assistance to families for whom
- removal from the home can be avoided. ‘ R , , ’ e S
e Washoe County provides ongoing voluntary case management services to families in order to prevent removal.

- The Statewide Assessment notes that DR services are offered to families when it appears that the family is likely to benefit from early
intervention through an assessment for appropriate services. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that all cases open for service
must have a written collaborative case plan which defines the overall goals of the case and the step-by-step proposed actions for all
parties to take to reach the goals within a specified time period. | : ' ‘ ‘ ‘

The StateWidé Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 3 was rated é§ a Strength in 93.2 percent of 63 appli‘éable cases ‘
reviewed. In addition, the Statewide Assessment reports the following findings from 805 stakeholders surveyed from February 2009
through April 200.9. Stakeholders surveyed included caseworkers, supervisors, caregivers, youth, Judicial personnel, child advocates,

13
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- Tribal representatwes school district representatlves family resource centers, and service providers. Stakeholders identified the
following as the most important services to ensure that children remain safely in their homes: substance abuse treatment for parents,
mental health treatment for parents, anger management for parents, mental health treatment for children, behavioral services, domestic
violence prevention, parenting, medical care, educational services for children with learning and related disabilities, Medicaid
providers, substance abuse treatment for children, famrly preservation, child care assrstance developmental services, low income
housing, and dental services. :

Stakeholder Interv1ew Informatlon
- Stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR addressed the effectlveness of the DR program and the 1 1ssue of

children returning home after brief stays in foster care.

With regard to the effectiveness of the DR program, most stakeholders expressed the opinion that the 1mplementatlon of DR programs
~ throughout the State has improved the ability of the agency to prevent foster care placement and coordmate services to support
famrlles at home.

With regar‘d to the issue of children returning home after brief stays in foster care, some State-level and Clark County stakeholders

expressed concern about the high number of children who are returned home after brief stays in foster care mdlcatmg that the children

were either removed from home without the provision of appropriate services or returned home without approprlate support services

to prevent reentry. Various Clark County stakeholders expressed the following opinions:

e Itiscommon for the agency to take custody of unsuperv1sed chrldren and then release them to thelr parents within a short time
period. , ‘
Children are returned home after brief stays in foster care e and services are not widely avallable to support reunification..

o There are cases in which children are removed from home for brief periods of t1me because services are not available to minimize
risk in the home. - : : . :

o There are cases in which multlple referrals are made but no mvestlgatlon conducted Or services. offered to the family to prevent
maltreatment SN : .

Item 4. Ri-s’k as-sesSment and safety management
Strength X Area Needing'llrrrprovement
Case Review Findings :
An assessmerit of item 4 was applicable for all 62 cases. In assessing item 4, reviewers were. to determine whether the agency had

made, or was making, diligent efforts to address the risk of harm to the chrldren involved in each case. The results of the assessment of
‘item 4 are presented in the table below.



b

| Item 4 Ratings Carson City Clark County | Washoe County Total Percent
“Strength 7 13 " 14 34 ~ 55

- Area Needing Improvement | T 11 13 4 45

| Total Cases ‘ 18 26 18 -

Strength by Site - 39% 50% 78%

7 Ttem 4 was rated as a Strength in 34 cases when reviewers determined that the rrsk of harm to children was appropriately addressed by
- the agency through the following: conducting initial and ongomg assessments of risk and safety either in the children’s home or in the
chlldren S foster home and addressmg a11 safety-related concerns 1dent1f1ed through the assessment ’ :

Item 4 was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement in 28 cases when revrewers determined one or more of the followmg
o There was no initial safety or risk assessment (two cases). '
e There was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the child’s home durmg the period under review (12 cases)

e There was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the foster home during the period under review (12 cases).

e There were continued risk concerns in the home that were not addressed and/or monitored by the agency, and the chrldren were at
" risk inthe home (12 cases). :
- The case was closed without any safety and r1sk assessment (five cases)
. ,‘Safety and risk were not assessed for all chlldren in the home (three cases).

' Ratmg Determlnatlon :

Ttem 4 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement In 55 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the agency.
had made diligent efforts to assess and address the risk of harm to the child. This percentage is less than the 90- percent required for a
ratlng of Strength. Item 4 also was rated as an Area Needrng Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR

_Statew1de Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, a Safety Assessment is required to be completed upon the 1n1t1a1 face-to face contact with the
~alleged chrld V1ct1m to determme whether a child is likely to be in immediate or imminent danger of serious physieal or other type- of
harm that may require a protectlve intervention. The Statewide Assessment reports that the NIA is used by caseworkers durlng the
1nvest1gat10n ‘

The Statewrde Assessment notes that if safety concerns are identified, a safety plan must be developed to ensure the 1mmed1ate
protection of the child while the threats to the child’s safety are belng addressed. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that risk
assessments identify the level of risk for future maltreatment and that ongoing assessments of risk must be made at appropriate case
milestones. The Statewide Assessment also notes that in Clark County, if an: 1nvest1gat10n remalns open beyond 45 days, the assrgned
CPS caseworker must see the child once every 14 days until the 1nvest1gat10n is closed.
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The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 4 was rated asa Strength in 79.7 percent of 62 apphcable cases
reviewed. Stakeholders responding to the 2009 survey indicated the following information:
e 50.5 percent of stakeholders agreed that in the majority of cases, caseworkers use the NIA.
84.9 percent of stakeholders agreed that in the maj ority of cases, caseworkers use the Safety Assessment.
_64.7 percent of stakeholders agreed that in the majority of cases, caseworkers use the Risk Assessment.
86.7 percent of Judges 1nd1cated that they use the results of the Safety Assessment for their determination i in removing the child.
30.7 percent of caseworkers indicated that they had cases where the child felt unsafe while in foster care. :

‘ The Statevmde Assessment acknowledges that the agency does not have the ab111ty to conduct effectwe risk assessment on a consistent

' basis due to staffing shortages and high caseworker caseloads. In addition, the Statewide Assessment acknowledges that, due to a lack
of sufficient resources, a number of cases are unsubstantiated and closed without service prov131on even when the famrly has
s1gn1ﬁcant nsk factors that had not been addressed or resolved. :

Stakeholder Interv1ew Infor-atlon : ‘ '

Most stakeholders commentmg on.this item durmg the on51te CFSR expressed the- oplmon that the NIA is completed toassess the
vsafety and risk of children in the home and to 1dent1fy services needed to prevent placement into foster care. Some stakeholders

- indicated that risk and safety are assessed initially and periodically at significant milestones during the life of the case. However, some
Clark County and Washoe County stakeholders noted that the NIA is not used consistently. Some Carson City and Clark County

~ stakeholders indicated that because of the very hlgh level of risk that is required for children to be removed from their homes,; the-

B agency sometlmes will leave children in thelr homes even when there are serious safety concerns.

H. PERMANENCY I Rk EO

Permanency Outcome 1

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations
Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement ‘ ' '
| Degree of Outcome Achievement _ Carson City Clark County Washoe County . Total - Percent

Substantially Achieved oo - -4 Y R T 4 12 30.0
- Partially Achieved : 5000 15 - 1 6 | . 26 ‘ 65.0
|'Not Achieved - R | oo 1 0 B 2 5.0
- Total Foster Care Cases _ = 10 200 . | 10
Substantially Achieved by Site - o 0% 20% - . | 40%
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" Conformity of Statewide Data Indicators With National Standards _ .
! L - ‘ " National Standard | State Score | Meets Standards? |
National Data Indicators ; ' B (Scaled Score) (Scaled Score) - | - ‘
| Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification : . 122.6+ . L 152.8 - i Yes
| Composite 2+ Timeliness 'of adoptions » : ‘ a 1064+ - o 83l . Ne -
| Composite 3: Permanency for chlldren n foster care for extended time | ‘ - : - o
' periods s . ‘ L ‘ 1217+ | 120.0° | No
L Compos1te 4: Placement stab111ty : ‘ : 105+ : &6 . » No

~

.Status of Permanency O? omell ‘

Nevada is not in substantral«conformrty Wrth Permanency Outcome 1. The outcome was substantlally ach1eved in 30 O-percent of the
cases revrewed This percentage is less than the 95 percent requ1red for an overall rating of substantial conformity. In addition to case
review ﬁndmgs although Nevada met the national standard for the data indicator pertaining to timeliness and permanency of
‘reumﬁcatron the State did not meet the national standards for the data 1nd1cators pertaining to tlmellness of adoptlons permanency for
“ chrldren n foster care for extended time perrods or placement stabrlrty :

Nevada also was not in substant1al conforrnlty W1th this outcome 1n its 2004 CF‘SR and was- requrred to address the outcome in its
Program Improvement Plan :

i Key Concerns From the 2004 CFSR

The followmg concerns Were 1dent1ﬁed in the 2004 revrew
o The agency was not cons1stent in its efforts fo ensure children’s placement stability whlle n foster care.
The agency was not consistent in its efforts to establish appropriate permanency goals in a timely manner.
" The agency. was not consrstent in its efforts to achieve children’s permanency goals inf a timely manner.
"The courts and the agency ma1nta1ned the goal of reunification e even when the prognosis for reunrﬁcatlon was poor
There were agency-related delays in preparmg the paperwork necessary for termination of parental rights (TPR) or for transfer to
the adoptron unit. - :
There was a reluctance to seek TPR 1f the: child was not n an adoptlve home
. vThere was a lack of available services to promote reunification. : ‘
e There was a lack of understanding of concurrent plannmg by the agency caseworkers courts, b1olog1cal parents and foster
‘ .parents C




To address the identified concerns, the State 1mplemented the followmg strategres in its Program Improvement Plan:
o Developed and implemented the standardized Case Management Practice Model, Case Planning Policy, and Concurrent Case
Planning Guide to ensure children'in foster care experience timely permanency and stability
e Developed training on famlly—centered pract1ce and collaborative planning - S
e  Strengthened recruitment and tralnmg plans for adoptlve fam111es and developed a standardlzed process for respondmg to adoptlon
subsidy requests :
. Developed and implemented a new pollcy to facﬂltate ongoing collection of 1nformat10n for soc1al summaries of children in foster
. care to provide an accurate and comprehensive description of the child
. ‘Developed the Youth Plan for Independent Living to standardize transitional plans for youth the Medlcald Age -Out of Foster Care
~program fo prov1de coverage until age 21, and Youth Advisory Councils and the Youth Advisory Board
o Instituted a standardized independent living (IL) transition plan for youth 15 5 years old and older to ensure that case plans are.
g 1nd1v1duahzed youth driven, and meet specialized needs ‘
. Ensured all emergency shelter care facilities operated in accordance with State regulatory standards
. Implemented placement de01s1on-mak1ng strategies to improve the match_rng of children with out-of-home placement prov1ders to
minimize placement moves and maximize stability
o -Standardlzed foster and adoptive home studies through the 1mplementat10n of the Structured Analysrs Family Evaluat1on (SAFE)
. : Strengthened policy and practice on early identification,  diligent search efforts and assessment of parents, noncustodial parents, .

relatives, and other placement resources for the purposes of placement adoptron or other planned permanent living arrangement
(OPPLA)

o
The State. met its goals for this outcome by the end of 1ts Program Improvement Plan unplementatlon perrod

Key Fmdmgs of the 2009 CFSR

The ﬁndrngs pertarnrng to the 1tems assessed under Permanency Outcome 1 are presented and dlscussed below

Item 5 Foster care reentrles

.l

X Strength | _____Area Needi‘ng; Improvement -

Case Rev1ew Findings ~

An assessment of item 5 was apphcable for 13 (32 5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable if the child did not
enter foster care during the period under review. In assessing this item, reviewers determined whether the entry into foster care during
the period under review occurred within 12 months of dlscharge from a pr10r foster care eplsode The results of the assessment of i item
Sare presented in the table below. :
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Jtem 5 Ratings ‘ __Carson City | Clark County Washoe County Total -~ Percent
| Strength ' ' 4 5 I 3 12 ‘ 92
| Area Needing Improvement o 0 0 | 1 | 1 o 8
| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases - 4 ‘ 5 - 4 ' 13
| Not Applicable Foster Care Cases . 6 ‘ 15 6 27
' Total Foster Care Cases = =~ 10 aa 20 10 | 40
' Strengt-h by Site . _ - 100% I8 100% I : 75% :

Iter 5 was rated as a Strength in 12 cases when the child’s entry into foster care during the per1od under review did not take place

within 12 months of discharge from a prior episode or there was evidence that concerted efforts were made to- prevent reentry. Ttem 5

was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement in one case when the child’s entry into foster care occurred within 12 months of the date
of d1scharge from a prlor foster care placement eplsode

Rating Determmatlon : ' :
Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of Strength: The item was rated as a Strength in 92 percent of the applicable cases. This
percentage 1S greater than the 90 percent requlred for arating of Strength Item 5 also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

' Performance on the Composite 1 Measure Relevant to the Permanency of Reumficatlon

The data below are presented to provide additional information about foster care reentry. There is no natlonal standard for the measure -
of foster care reentry. National standards with regard to permanency have been established only for the scaled composite scores.
The measure of foster.care reentry is part of Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunlﬁcatlon The State’s performance on

: Compos1te 11is shown in the table for Perrnanency Outcome 1.

Nevada’s performance on the individual measure of foster care reentry (measure C1 4) included in Comp051te 1: Timeliness and

g permanency of reunification was as follows: In the 12 months prior to the CF SR 12-month target period for the data indicators,

8.7 percent of chlldren exiting foster care to reunification reentered foster care in less than 12 months from the time of discharge.
This percentage is less than the natlonal 25th percentile of 9.9 percent. (For th1s measure, a lower percentage reflects a hlgher level of -

- performance.) ' R : - ‘ o

Statewide Assessment Information ‘
According to the Statewide Assessment, the three child welfare agencies in Nevada have adopted a practice of maintaining legal
custody of a child for up to 6. months after the child has been physically reunified to ensure that parents are continuing to utilize the
available post—reun1ﬁcat1on services when problems arise. These services 1nclude intensive family preservation services and.
wraparound services for senously emotlonally disturbed children.
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The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR itern 5 was rated as a Strength in 100 percent of 28 applrcable cases
revrewed

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that the practlce of mamtarmng legal custody of the child for up to 6 months after the child
has been physrcally reunified has led to cases be1ng kept open for extended periods of time and has added to the large caseworker
caseloads : :

Stakeholder Interview Informatlon ‘ ‘
Some State-level and Clark County stakeholders expressed concern that, although many children are reunified quickly, the lack of
transrtlon services and post-reunification services results in some of the children experiencing reentry into foster care.

Ttem 6. Stability of foster care pl‘a-c-eme:nti .
! fStrength X Area Nee‘d‘ih:g’ Improvement

Case Revrew Findings ‘

A1 40 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of i 1tem 6. In assessrng this item, reviewers were to determlne whether the
child experlenced multiple placement settings during the period under review and, if so, whether the changes in placement settings
‘were necessary to achieve the child’s permanency goal or meet the child’s service needs. Reviewers also assessed the stability of the
chrld’s most recent placement setting. The results of the assessment of 1tem 6 are presented in the table below.

i Item 6 Ratin.gs

Percent

Item 6 was rated asa Strength when reviewers determined the followmg
. The child’s current placement was stable and the child did not experlence a placement change durmg the perlod under review

(22 cases).

Carson City | Clark C'ou‘ntyf . Washoe County Total
Strength 5 b 140 2 7 - 26"
‘| Area Needing Improvement 5 6 3. 14
- Total Fester Care Cases 10 20 10 40
' Strength by Site 50% _70% 70%

e The child’s current placement was stable and the placement changes experienced were in the child’s best interests (1 e., they were
“intended to further achievement of the child’s permanency goal or to prov1de spec1alrzed services for the child) (four cases):

Ttem 6 was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement 1n14 cases when revrewers determined one or both of the following:
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e The child was in multiple placement settings durrng the period under review, and at least one placement change was not planned
by the agency to attain the child’s permanency goal (10 cases). :
e The child’s placement setting at the time of the onsite CFSR was not stable (six cases)

Additional findings of the case review were the following:

‘e Children in 24 cases experienced only one placement during the period under review.

e Children in seven cases experienced two placements during the period under review.

e Children in nine cases experienced between three and five placements during the period under review.

Rating Determination :

Item 6 was assigned an overall rating. of Area Needlng Improvement In 65 percent of the eases, reviewers determined that ch11dren :

_ experienced placement stability. This percentage is less than the 90 percent requrred for a rating of Strength Item 6 also was rated as
an Area Needrng Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. ‘

Performance on the Individual Measures Included in Comp051te 4: Placement stablllty

‘The data below are presented to provide additional information about placement stabllrty There are no natlonal standards for
,perforrnance on these measures individually. National standards have been established only for the scaled composite score. The
State’s performance on Composne 4is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1. ‘ , :

- For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data 1nd1cators Nevada s performance on the individual measures 1ncluded
in Composite 4: Placement stability was as follows: : :
e (C4.1: 78.4 percent of the children in foster care for at least 8 days but less than 12 months experlenced two or fewer placement
' settings. This percentage is less than the national median of 83.3 percent.
e (C4.2:51.4 percent of the children in foster care for at least 12 months but less than 24 months experlenced two or fewer placement
settings. This percentage is less than the national median of 59.9 percent. ’
o (4.3:23.8 percent of the children in foster care for at least 24 months experienced two or fewer placement settrngs Thrs
percentage is less than the national median of 33.9 percent

Statewide Assessment Information ‘

© According to the Statewide Assessment, Nevada Admmlstratrve Code supports the placement stability of children in foster care by

 requiring child welfare agencies to assess the individual needs of the child and to place that child in the least restrictive environment |
that is consistent with the identified needs. The Statewide Assessment notes that relatives are the first placement option. The Statewide -

Assessment indicates that DCFS supports placement stabllrty with the following strategies: : :

‘e DCFS child welfare agencies are required to share appropriate information with the foster care provider on an ongomg basis about
* the child’s family, medical, and behavioral history to ensure that the child’s needs are contmually addressed with appropriate

services. :
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‘ DCFS Chlld welfare agencies are requlred to complete a ease plan for each child and family addressmg goals, objectives, and

SGI'VICCS

. Caseworkers are required to visit children in foster care once every month. :
'Adoption and foster care recruiters must assist in the early identification of stable and appropriate placement resources.
‘ In Washoe County, cases are referred to-the Foster Care Stabrllty Group when there are signs of instability or potential disruption

ina foster home.

The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR item 6 was rated as a Strength in- 92.2 percent of 33 apphcable cases

reviewed. In addition, Nevada’s Solutions for Online Activity Reporting (SOAR) data show that there was placement stability for

76.96 percent of cases rev1ewed As opposed to QICR, SOAR data do not capture whether or not placement moves are In the best
interests of the youth

» (,The Statewrde Assessment acknowledges that barriers to placement stab111ty include the following:

Inadequate number and array of foster homes
" High caseworker caseloads and caseload growth ‘
Inadequate tramrng for foster families to manage the behav1ors of chrldren who have suffered trauma

'Stakeholder Interv1ew Information |

Various stakeholders commentmg on this item durrng the onsite CFSR. expressed the followmg opinions:

The placement reV1ew‘ team meetings help stabilize placements for chrldren in foster care (Carson C1ty and Clark County

©stakeholders).

The Child and Famlly Team (CFT) process helps stabilize placernents for children in foster care (Washoe County stakeholders)
Children who need therapeutic foster care placements do not always have stable placements; sometimes they are placed in.

‘nontherapeutrc foster homes die to a lack of therapeutic foster homes (Carson City and Clark County stakeholders).
~There is a lack of transition planmng for children when their placements change contributing to instability because there is
" insufficient preparatlon for the new placement (Washoe County stakeholders).

Children sometimes have needs that the foster fam1ly is not equ1pped to address (Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County ‘
stakeholders) : )

Item 7. Permanenc_y goal for child

Strength X Area Needing lmp-rovement

Case Rev1ew Flndmgs '
All 40 foster care cases were applrcable for an assessment of item 7. In assessmg this item, reV1ewers were to determlne whether the
agency had established a permanency goal for the-child in a timely manner and whether the most current permanency goal was
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~ appropriate. Reviewers also were to determine whether the agency had sought TPR in accordance with the requirements of the

Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASF A) The results of the assessment of item 7 are presented in the table below.

Ttem 7 Ratmgs : _Carson Clty -Clark County Washoe County | Total Percent
| Strength ‘ 8 i : 6 : 25 62.5
| Area Needing Improvement 2 9 4 15 375
' | Total Foster Care Cases 10 20 10
i Strength by Site 80% 55% 60%

\Item 7 was rated as Strength in 25 cases when reviewers determined that the child’s permanency goal was appropnate had been
festabhshed in a t1me1y manner, and, if relevant, that the agency had ﬁled for TPR in accordance with the requirements of ASFA.

Ttem 7 was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement in 15 cases when rev1ewers determrned one or more of the followrng

d The child’s permanency goal at the time of the onsrte CFSR was not appropriate g1ven the case situation and the needs of the child

- (four cases):

* The child’s penhanency goal was not esta‘ohshed ina tlmely manner (12 cases)

A

;o' " The agency had not sought TPR in accordance with the requlrements of ASFA (four cases).

o ASFA requrrements 'with regard to ﬁhng for TPR were met in 21 (84 percent) of 25 apphcable cases.

: The followmg case goals were 1dent1ﬁed for the 40- foster care cases: Lot
_ Adoptron only (15 cases)
Reunification only (including reumﬁcatron with relatives) (12 cases)
_ Guardlanshrp only (two cases)
OPPLA only (four cases) (Nevada refers to this goal as another planned permanent living arrangement [APPLA])
Concurrent goals of adoption and reunification (three cases)
_‘Concurrent goals of reunification and OPPLA (two cases)
Concurrent goals of guardianship and OPPLA (one case) -
Concurrent goals of guardianship and reunification with relatives (one case) -

e e e & e e o @

Rating Determination

Ttem 7 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needlng Improvement. In 62. 5 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the
agency had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timely manner and had met ASFA requirements when
relevant. This percentage is less than the 90 percent requrred for a rat1ng of Strength Item 7 also was rated as an Area Needing

Improvement n Nevada 52004 CFSR.
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Performance on the Individual Measures Included in Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for extended
time periods . a o . : . '
The data below are presented to provide addifional information about permanency for children in foster care for extended time
periods. There are no national standards for performance on these measures individually. National standards were established only for
the scaled composite score. The State’s performance on Composite 3 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1. '
p - : o

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Nevada’s performance on the individual measures included
in Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for extended time periods was the following: . | ;
e (C3.1: 30.6 percent of the children in foster care for 24 months or longer at the start of the 12-month CFSR target period were

~discharged from foster care to a permanent home (adoption, reunification with parents or other relatives, or guardianship) by the

end of the target period. This percentage is greater than the national 75th percentile of 29.1 percent.

‘e (3.2: 95.1 percent of the children exiting foster care during the target period who were legally free for adoption at the time of exit
were discharged to a permanent home. This percentage is less than the national median for 96.8 percent.. ’ :

o (33 48.2 percent of the children who were discharged from foster care during the 12-month target period with a discharge reason

~ of emancipation had been in foster care for 3 years or longer at the time of discharge. This percentage is greater than the national .~ -
median of 47.8 percent. (For this measure, a lower percentage reflects a higher level of performance. )

‘Statewide Assessment Information } o v L

According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS child welfare agencies are required to adopt a plan for permanency that is in

~accordance with ASFA timeframes and based on an assessment of the child’s safety‘needs, child and family strengths, and risk factors.

The Statewide’'Assessment reports that permanency goals are, in ascending order of preference: reunification with removal caregiver
or noncustodial parent, adoption by a relative, adoption by a non-relative, legal guardi;anship by arelative, legal guardianship by a -

" non-relative, permanent placement with a fit and willing relative, and APPLA. The Statewide Assessment notes that the court must

approve the permanency goal and review its continued appropriateness at the periodic and permanency review hearings. The

Statewide Assessment indicates that when a youth has a permanency goal of APPLA, caseworkers continuously review this

permanency goal and work with the youth in identifying other options such as adoption or guardianship. . |

The Statewide Assessment indicates that child welfare agencies use the following strategies to-develop goals and achieve permanency

for children: - - AR o E BT , '

e Caseworkers use the NIA, the Risk Assessment, and the Safety Assessment to guide the determination of an appropriate case plan .
goal and the services needed to support that goal. ‘ , L 0 ,

e Caseworkers follow the Case Planning Policy and the Assessment Process Policy and Practice Guidelines to identify the
appropriate permanency goal. . } ; - : ‘ ' :

¢ The Rural Region uses the monthly meeting of the Supervisory Review Committee to discuss children in care and track all case .

*information quarterly until permanency has been achieved.

b}
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The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 7 was rated asa Strength in 94.6 percent of 34 apphcable cases
" reviewed. Stakeholders responding to the 2009 survey indicated the following information:
& 100 -percent of judges surveyed said that they are aware of child welfare policy requlrements e gardrng permanency
e 60 percent of judges surveyed said that they frequently agree with the child welfare agency’s recommendat1ons regarding case
- goal de01s1ons - :

The Statewide Assessment identified the following concerhs with regard to achieving timely permanency:
o High-caseworker caseloads SR :
‘Lack of services in the community. to meet the identified needs of children and famlhes
Lack of understandmg of concurrent planning by caseworkers
The reluctance of some courts to consider TPR unless the child is in an adoptive placement
The fact that some parents require lengthy treatment for substance. abuse which makes it difficult to file for TPR within the
i t1meframes estabhshed by ASFA ’ ‘

, Stakeholder Interv1ew Information :
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR primarily addressed the 1ssue of concurrent plannmg While some
“ Clark County stakeholders noted that caseworkers follow agency guidelines for concurrent planning, other stakeholders expressed the
opinion that 1 many caseworkers tend to establish concurrent goals, but then pursue them sequentlally rather than 51multaneously

:Item 8. Reumficatwn, guardlanshlp, or permanent placement w1th relatives
| ~_ Strength ' X Area Need’ing ‘Im‘pro‘vement

Case Rev1ew Fmdmgs v :

Ttem 8 was applicable for 21 (52.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determme whether
the agency had achieved the permanency goals of reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives in a timely
manner or, if the goals had not been achieved, whether the agency had made, or was in the process of makmg, diligent efforts to
achreve the goals The results of the assessment of item 8 are presented in the table below

;Item 8 Ratings o | Carson City Clark County | Washoe County‘ Total _ Percent

 Strength: B ‘ s A 5 5 , 5 15 § 71
Area Needing Improvement ‘ 1 .5 0 | 6 29
_Total Applicable Foster Care Cases. 6 10 .5 0

Not Applicable Foster Care Cases ‘ ‘ 4 b 10 5

' Total Foster Care Cases ‘ L 10 3 20 _ 10

Strength by Site ’ o '  83% _ 50% - 100%
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Ttem 8 was rated as a Strength in 15 cases when reviewers determined that the goal had been achieved in a timely manner or that the
agency had made concerted efforts to achieve the goal in a timely manner. Item 8 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in six
cases when reviewers determined that the agency had not made concerted efforts to achieve reumﬁcatlon or guardianship in a tnnely
manner.

(

Rating Determination :

Item 8 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needlng Improvement In 71 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that

the agency had made diligent efforts to attain the goals of reunification, permanent placement with relatives, or guardianship in a

timely manner. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a ratlng of Strength. Item 8 also was rated as an Area Needing -

Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Performance on the Ind1v1dual Measures Pertammg to Tlnelmess Included in Compcsrte 1: Tlmelmess and permanency

of reunification

The data below are presented to provrde additional 1nformat10n about the timeliness of reumﬁcatlon There are no national standards

for performance on these measures 1nd1v1dually Natlonal standards have been established only for the scaled composite score. The

State’s performance on Composite 1 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1. :

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Nevada’s performance on the individual measures 1ncluded

in Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification is presented below for the measures pertaining to timeliness:

e Cl1.1: 88.0 percent of the reunifications occurred in more than 8 days but less than 12 months of the child’s entry into foster care.

‘ This percentage is greater than the national 75th percentile of 75.2 percent.

e (1.2: The median length of stay in foster care for children discharged to reumﬁcatlon after belng in foster care for at least 8 days
was 1.7 months. This length of stay is less than the national 25th percentile of 5.4 months. (For this measure, a lower number of
months reflects a higher level of performance ) o »

e C1.3:37.1 percent of children entering foster care in the 6 months prior to the 12-month target penod were discharged from foster

~ care to reunification in more than 7 days but less than 12 months of entry into foster care. This percentage is less than the nat10na1
median of 39. 4 percent :

‘ Statew1de Assessment Informatlon o :
According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS chrld welfare agencies are required to make reasonable efforts to ensure that children
who have been removed from home can return safely. The Statewide Assessment notes that case plans include a projected date by
which the agency expects to achieve the goal specified. The Statew1de Assessment indicates that the following strategies facilitate the
achievement of the goals of reunification and guardianship:
o The NIA, the Safety Assessment, and the Risk Assessment gulde the desrgn of services needed to support the achlevement of the

' goal of reunification. :
e The Diligent Search Process and Placement Dec151ons Pohcy direct the search for relatives.
e DCFS child welfare agencies are required to ensure equal efforts are made to locate noncustodial parents.
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To promote reumﬁcatlon and guardianship, the Rural Reglon offers IFS, Famrly Support Worker Services, WIN Clmrcal
Resource Services, and the Supervisory Review Committee.
Washoe County offers Family Preservation Services, Human Services Support Specialists, and the Family Drug Court.

The Statew1de Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 8 was rated as a Strength in 97.1 percent of 31 apphcable cases
revrewed ;

In addltlon the Statevwde Assessment acknowledges that reunlﬁcatlon plans often do not take into account the recovery stages
,1ncludmg relapse for families receiving substance abuse treatment. The Statewide Assessment notes that there can be a reduction of
avarlable services post-reumﬁcatron espec1ally if the famlly doesnot. quahfy for Medicaid.

" The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that hlgh caseworker caseloads and a lack of services can affect achrevmg the goal of
reumﬁcatlon ina trmely manner. : : :

Stakeholder Interv1ew Tnformation : ’

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the oprmon that the child Welfare agen01es generally

support the goal of reunification with services and through maintaining court supervision. However, a few stakeholders noted that the
-~ child welfare agencies and/or the courts continue reunification efforts for long periods of time without consideration of other '
R permanency optlons In addition, some State-level and Clark County stakeholders expressed concern about the high number of
| ch11dren who are returned home after brief stays in foster care without the prov1sron of services.

ltem 9. Ad'option
Strength _ X__ Area Needing Imprvement
Case Rev1ew Fmdmgs o ‘ ‘
.. Item 9 was apphcable for 18 (45 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessing th1s itemn, rev1ewers were to determme whether

dlllgent efforts had been, or were being, made to achieve a fmahzed adoptlon ina tlmely manner. The results of the assessment of
1tem 9 are presented in the table below ‘ : : ‘

| Ttem 9 Ratings - Carson City Clark County | Washoe County | Total Percent
Strength \ 0 . 1 J 0 N 1 6
| Area Needing Improvement : ] 4 . - 9 ‘ 4 17 . 94
* |'Total Applicable Foster Care Cases S 4 10 o4 | 18
| Not Applicable Foster Care Cases C6 T 10 ' 6 22
' Total Foster Care Cases ' o 10 - 20 ' - 10 ‘ 40
Strength by Site ’ : 0 10% 0 '
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Item 9 was rated as a Strength in one case when reviewers determined that the State had made diligent efforts to achieve finalized
’ adoptlons in a timely manner. Item 9 was rated as an Area Needlng Improvement when reviewers identified one or more of the
following:.
e Delaysin ﬁhng for TPR (one case) ‘
o Delays in the TPR process after filing (seven cases)
" e Delays in completing or approving home studies (six cases)

. A laCk of effort to finalize adOption after TPR was achieved (nine cases)

,Addltlonal findings rélevant to this 1tem were the followmg
~» Of the 18 children with a goal of adoption, 3 achieved the goal during the penod under review.
o Ofthe three chﬂdren who had a ﬁnahzed adoptlon durmg the period under review, all had been in foster care for longer than
24 months.
- & Ofthe 15 children wnh a goal of adoptlon who were not adopted durmg the penod under review, 9 had been in foster care for
Ionger than 24 months : :

B Ratlng Determlnatlon : . '

- Item 9 was ass1gned an overall ratlng of Area Needing Improvement In6 percent of the apphcable cases, reviewers determmed that .
, the agency had made concerted efforts to achieve a finalized adoption in a timely manner. This-percentage is less than the 90 percent -
: ‘requlred for a ratmg of Strength Item 9 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CF SR.

' Performance on the Ind1v1dual Measures Included in Comp0s1te 2: Tlmelmess of adoptlons
The data below are presented to provide additional information about the timeliness of adoptions. There are no natlonal standards for :
performance on these measures individually; National standards have been established only for the sealed comp051te score. The
State’s performance on Compos1te 2 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

| "For the target 12-month CFSR period estabhshed for the data 1ndlcators Nevada’s performance on the 1nd1v1dua1 measures included

in Comp051te 2: Timeliness of adoptions was the following: g

e C2.1: 20.9 percent of the children exiting to adoption were dlscharged in less than 24 months from the tlme of entry into foster

. care. This percentage is less than the national median of 26.8 percent.

e (C2.2: The median length of stay in foster care for children adopted was 36.4 months. This median length of stay is greater than
the national median of 32.4 months. (For this measure, a lower number of months reflects a h_tgher level of performance.)

o (2.3:21.2 percent of children who were in foster eare for 17 months or longer on the first day of the year were discharged toa -
final adoption by the last day of the year. This percentage is greater than the natlonal median of 20.2 percent but less than the
national 75th percentlle of 22.7 percent. S ‘

28 - - \ )



o (C24:116 percent of chlldren who were in foster care for 17 months or longer on.the first day of the year became legally free for

‘adoption (i.e., there was a TPR for both mother and father) within the ﬁrst 6 months of the year. This percentage 1s greater than the
75th percent11e of 10.9 percent.

. €2.5: 36.6 percent of children who yvere legally free for adoption were adopted within 12 months of becoming legally free. This

percentage 1s less than the national median of 45.8 pereent.

Statew1de Assessment Information ‘

Accord1ng to the Statewide Assessment, State policy presumes that TPR for the purpose of adoption is in the best interests of a Chlld
who has been in out-of-home care for 14 of the last 20 consecutive months and requires that the agency file for TPR by the time the
child has been out of the home for 14 of the last 20 consecutive months The Statewide Assessment 1dent1ﬁes the followmg strategies

- as assisting in the ach1evement of the goal of adoptron
o TheD l1hgent Search Process and Placement Decisions Policy direct agencies to begin search act1v1t1es and the identification. of

family members during the initial contact with the family.

e TPR policy. requires the agency to make and finalize permanency plans no later than 12 months after the ch11d’s removal and to

finalize adoption proceedings within 24 months. ~
o Adual licensure home study is used to allow resource fam1l1es to be approved for both foster care and adoption. -
e . Adoption recruitment and training plans support both targeted and general recruitment activities.
¢ The Rural Reg1on uses the monthly meeting of the Superv1sory Revrew Comm1ttee to discuss children in care on a quarterly basis
~until permanency has been achleved : ‘

| ~ The Statew1de Assessment reports that inthe 2008 QICR item 9 was rated as a Strength in 100 percent of seven cases rev1ewed The
: Statemde Assessment reports that UNITY data show that from February 1, 2007, through November 30,.2008, it appears that Washoe
: County successfully completed TPR on both parents in 50 percent of all appl1cable cases within 25 months; Clark County successlhlly

completed TPR on both parents within 24 months; and the Rural Regron successfully completed TPR on both parents in
approx1mately 35 percent of applicable cases within 30 months. :

& -
.

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges the followmg barriers to achieving timely adoptions:

o Difficulties in recruitment of fam1l1es ‘willing and able to commit to adopting children with special needs
Insufficient post- -adoption:services beyond the adopt1on subs1dy

High caseloads for permanency caseworkers '

Delays in filing for TPR - :

In the Rural Reglon the TPR appeal process delaymg the ﬁnahzatlon of a child’s permanency goal
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Stakeholder Interview Information :
Most stakeholders commenting on thisitem during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the child welfare agencies are not
~ effective in ﬁnallzrngadoptrons in a timely manner. Various stakeholders identified the followrng barriers to timeliness in finalizing
adoptrons - : ¢
e There are delays in completing adoption paperwork including docurnentatlon of cr1m1nal hrstorles and home studies (State-level,
' Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County stakeholders). ‘ :
" o Despite the fast track of 180 days 1mplemented at the Supreme Court, there are delays in ﬁnahzmg adoptrons due to TPR appeals
' (State-level, Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County stakeholders).
“e  Court continuances and docketrng concerns delay finalizing TPR and adoption (Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County
: stakeholders)
e There are delays in finalizing adoptlons due to the practice 1 of transferring the case from a perma:nency caseworker to'an adoptlon«
v caseworker only after TPR has been achreved (Clark County and Washoe County stakeholders) ‘

‘ I.tem lO-. Other planned perma-nent l-1v1ng, arrangement

] ,Strength ' - _X__ Area Needing Impro.vement
Case Rev1ew Findings ‘ :
Item 10 was applicable for 7 (17.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine if the
agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to assist children I in attaining their goals related to OPPLA The results of the
: assessment of 1tem 10 are presented in the table below :

<
N

Item 10 Ratings ’ B _ Carson Clty ‘ ‘Clark County | Washoe County Total . Percent

' Strength L ' : ; ¥ I T 1 i 3 43
" Area Needing Improvement v T 3 0 : 57
 Total Applicable Foster Care Cases : J 2 L4 . 1 ‘ '
- Not Applicable Foster Care Cases e 8 : 16 9
 Total Foster Care Cases ‘ 10 20 ‘ 10

Strength by Slte - | 50% - 25% - ‘ 100%

Item 10 was rated as'a Strength in three cases when reviewers determined that the agency had made concerted efforts to ensure a long-
term placement for the child and/or to provide the necessary service to prepare the child for independent living. Item 10 was rated as
an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the followrng

e Concerted efforts were not made to pr0V1de the child with IL services (three cases).

e Concerted efforts were not made to ensure that the child was placed ina permanent lrvrng arrangement (one case).

'\
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The following provides information abeut the age of the child at the time the goal.of ‘OPPLA was established.

- Age of Child When AR ‘ Number
| OPPLA Was Established - ' ' of Children
Ages0-120 . ' g 1
| Ages 13-15 R - 4
- Ages 16:and older v E 2
f T‘otal? ‘ B L 7

Rating Determlnatlon

Item 10 was assigned an overall ratlng of Area Needlng Improvement In 43 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determmed that
the goal of OPPLA was being addressed in an appropriate way. This percentage is less than the 90 percent requrred for a rating of

E -Strength Item 10 also was- rated as an Area Needing Irnprovement 1n Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statew1de Assessment Informatlon . ‘

According to the Statewide Assessment, Nevada statute and policy require that the Youth Plan for Independent L1v1ng must be
developed for children with a permanency goal of APPLA. The goal of the plan is to. prepare youth age 15.5 years and older who are .

* likely to remain in foster care until their 18th birthdays to make successful transitions to independence. The: Statewide Assessment
reports that to assist youth in the trans1t10n process the State extends Medicald benefits to youth who have aged out of foster care until
they are age 21 :

The Statevwde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR item 10 was rated as a Strength in 100 percent of three applicable cases
reviewed. The stakeholder survey- conducted in 2009 indicated that 83.3 percent of judges and 64.9 percent of child advocates
surveyed sa1d that the agencies provide adequate documentation of compelhng reasons for choosmg APPLA asa permanency goal.

The Statew1de Assessment acknowledges that provrdmg IL services to youth in isolated areas in the Rural Reglon presents a
con51derable challenge. ‘

Stakeholder Interview Informatlon ‘

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that IL services are provided for children.
over the-age of 15 and include assessments, financial management training; educational counseling and assistance, job training, and
housing assistance. However, some stakeholders indicated that, although services are available to children up to the age of 21,

‘ information regarding these benefits is not provided to children making the transition from fOSter care to independence consistently '

| - Some Carson C1ty stakeholders noted that IL services are provrded by family resource centers but that lack of transportat1on canbea -
barrier to prov1d1ng services to youth in rural areas. Some Clark County stakeholders noted that IL services are provrded by youth
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support caseworkers but that the lack of stable housing and the transient nature of the youth populatlon are barriers to providing hrgh-

quality IL services to youth. Some Washoe' County stakeholders noted that the Children’s Cabinet and IL specialists provrde IL

services.

‘Permanency Outcome 2

| Outcome P2: The continuity of famlly relatlonshlps and connections is preserved for chlldren
Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team Accordlng to Degree of Outcome Achlevement
Degree of Outcome Achievement Carson City | Clark County Washoe County r ~Total Percent
- Substantially Achieved 8 | 8 8 24 60.0¢
Partially Achieved 2 12 1 15 37.5
Not Achieved = 0 0 I ‘ 2.
Total Foster Care Cases : 10 20 10
Substanﬁally Achievedf by Site | 80% 40% 80%

Status of Permanency Outcome 2

Nevada is not in substantial conformlty Wlth Permanency Outcome 2. The outcome was substantrally achieved in 60 0.percent of the -
cases. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. Nevada also was not in substantial conformity
- with this outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan. :

Keyv Concerns From the 2004 CFSR

The followmg concerns were 1dent1f1ed n the 2004 review: :
o There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to promote frequent v151tat1on between chlldren and their parents and
~ siblings in foster care. , :
e There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to seek and assess relatives as placement resources.
e There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to preserve children’s connections to their families and heritage.
o There was a lack of consistent effort from the agency to support or promote the parent-child relationship.

To address the identified concerns, the State implemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:

' Developed Visitation Practice Guidelines for the quality and frequency of visits between chlldren siblings, and parents
Developed training for caseworkers in maintaining connections for youth in foster care

Developed the Drhgent Search Process and Placement Decision policy and tralmng for caseworkers

Developed the Kinship Care policy » : '

Developed training for caseworkers in permanency service delrvery, intake response and the decision- making process to
encourage the need to assist in maintaining the parent-child relationship during placement
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o Developed a diversity committee of internal and external stakeholders 1nclud1ng Trrbal representat1ves that will assist with
preserving connections : ‘ . '

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan implementation period.
Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR
‘The ﬁndings_ pertaining to the items assessed under Permanency Outcome 2 are pr-esented and discussed below.
: I?_temz 11. Proximity of foster care placement
. S Strength ~ Area Needing Imap:r()ve]nent‘
Case. Rev1ew Findings ' - TR | | ~
Item 11 was applicable for 28 (70 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases v were not appl1cable if TPR was attained prior to the
period under review, contact with parents was not considered to be in the child’s best interests, and/or parents were deceased or their

‘whereabouts were unknown. In assessing item 11, reviewers were to determme whether the child’s most current foster care settlng
was near the chlld’s parents or close relatives. The results of the assessment of item 11 are presented in the table below

Item 11 Ratmgs ‘ _Carson City‘ _Clark County | Washoe County | Total | Percent
 Strength ' - | 6. - f o 16 ‘ 6 : 28 - 100
| Area Needing Improvement ' L 0 - 0 _ o A 0 - 0
 Total Applicable Foster Care Cases : ; 6 16 | 6 - , 28
Not Applicable Foster Care Cases. 1 = 4 g 4 4 ; 12
- Total Foster Care Cases: - : 10 . 20 0. | 40
‘ Strength by Site : - 100% - | 100% - 100%

Item 11 was rated as a Strength in all 28 applicable cases when reviewers determined the following:
e The child was placed i in the same community as the parents or in close proximity (26 cases). »
. e ‘Even though the child was placed out of his or her community, the placement was necessary to meet the needs of the child and/or
support attamment of the permanency goal (two cases)

‘ Ratlng Determmatlon

Item 11 was assigned an overall rating of Strength In 100 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that the agency placed
children in locations close to their parents or relatives when appropriate. This percentage is greater than the 90 percent required for a
rating of Strength. Item 11 also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR ' -
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Statew1de Assessment Information ' S

According to the Statewide Assessment, Nevada. Admmrstratwe Code requires that if the chrld’s goal is reunification with his or her
family, consideration must be given to a placement that is in close proximity to the child’s parents The Statewide Assessment
indicates that if a child is placed at a substantial distance from the fam1ly, thére must be clear documentation for the reasons such a -
placement is in the child’s best interests.

: Desprte these requirements, the Statew1de Assessment acknowledges that when a relative placement is considered the best option for
~ the child, the child may be placed far away from parents in other communities or States. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes
that there is a lack of licensed foster homes, particularly for youth, in the rural areas of the State Wthh makes it dlfﬁcult to place
chlldren in close prox1m1ty to the1r parents :

The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item ll was rated asa Strength in 100 percent of 35 apphcable cases
rev1ewed ' , : , . -

_ Stakeholder Intervnew Information
A few stakeholders commenting on this item durlng the onsite CFSR expressed the opmlon that the challenges to placing children in
“close proxnmty to their famllles include l1m1ted placement resources -particularly therapeutlc placement resources, and limited

‘ resources in rural areas.

¢

Item 12. Placement w1th s1blmgs
X Strength- o Area Needmg Improvenent

Case Review Flndmgs : ‘

Item 12 was applicable for 27 (67.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases ‘were not appllcable if the child did not have a sibling in.
> foster care at any time durrng the period under review. In assessing. 1tem 12, reviewers were to determine whether siblings were

" currently, or had been, placed together and if separated whether the separation was necessary to meet the service or safety needs of
one or motre of the chrldren The results of the assessment of item 12 are presented in the table below.

Ttem 12 Ratings L ‘ ] I Carson City Clark County  Washoe County | Total - Percent

| Strength - - : 5 ? 15 | T 27 , 100
- Area Needmg Improvement ‘ A o 0 : (| 0 ki B AR R
- .| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases ' ‘ 5 : 15 | . -
{ Not Applicable Foster Care Cases , o 5 ' 5 . 3 ‘ 13
' | Total Foster Care Cases - ‘ | 10 D20 : 10 ‘ 40

| Strength by Site ‘ O 100% | 100% o 100%
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Item 12 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:

e The child was placed with siblings (19 cases). '

o The separation of siblings was necessary because one of the siblings had special placement needs or because placement with
~ siblings was not in the child’s best interests (eight cases). :

-~ Rating Determmatlon ~ :
Item 12 was a551gned an overall ratmg of Strength. In 100 percent of the appllcable cases, reviewers determined that the agency placed
siblings together in foster care whenever appropriate. This percentage is greater than the 90 percent requlred fora rat1ng of Strength
Item 12 also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. -

Statew1de Assessment Information : :

' Accordlng to the Statewide Assessment ‘State pohcy requires that s1bhngs must be placed together in foster care unless there is
justification for not do1ng 50 based on the best interests of the child. The Statewide Assessment notes that in Clark County, if only one -
sibling requlres a foster home with a higher level of care, all siblings can be placed together n that foster home and receive the higher

~ level of services.

 The Statewrde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, 1tem 12 Was rated as a Strength in 100 percent of 15 apphcable cases
reviewed. ,

The Statewrde Assessment acknowledges that siblings sometlmes are not placed together because there are not enough foster homes
W1111ng to take sibling groups, particularly if there are five or more siblings. In addition, some foster families cannot take a sibling -
‘group due to the foster family’s hcensmg restrictions with regard to the number and/or age of the chrldren that can be placed inthe
home -

Stakeholder Interview Informatlon "
vSome Carson City and Washoe County stakeholders commentlng on this item durrng the onsite CFSR noted that the child welfare
agencies work diligently to keep siblings placed together. Some Clark County stakeholders noted that a targeted recruitment effort to
identify foster care providers for sibling groups was successful A few stakeholders indicated that it can be a challenge to place
srbhngs together in foster care due to a lack of sufficient . placement TESOUrces.

Item 13. Visiting w.ith ‘parents and siblings in foster care

\-_'S"—trength | " _X_ Area Needing I:mprovement



Case Review Findings . ‘

Item 13 was applicable for 27 (67.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable for an assessment of this item if the
child had no siblings in foster care and if one of the following conditions was met with regard to the parents: TPR was established
prior to the period under review and parents were no longer involved in the child’s life or were deceased, or visitation with a parent
was not considered in the best interests of the child. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had made,
or was making, diligent efforts to facilitate visitation between children in foster care and their parents and between children in foster
care and their siblings also in foster care, and whether the visits occurred with sufficient frequency to meet the needs of children and
families. The results of the assessment of item 13 are presented in the table below. ‘ -

Item 13 Ratings v i B | Carson City | Clark County | Washoe County Total . Percent

| Strength o 3. 7 6 16 59
| Area Needing Improvement .~~~ .~ 2 9 ‘ 0 3 11 41
| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases . ' 7 5 ; 16 6 27
| Not Applicable Foster Care Cases - : - 5 . 4. i 4. 13

Total Foster Care Cases - 10 20 4 10 0
 Strength by Site ‘ ' k ' - 60% 44% ‘ 100% .

Ttem 13 was rated as a Strength in'16 cases when reviewers determined that the frequehcy and quality of visitation with pa.rénts. and

siblings met the needs of the children. Item 13 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 11 cases when reviewers determined

one or more of the following: | | | |
o The agency did not make concerted efforts to promote visitation with the mother (five cases). -

& Theagency did not make coneerted efforts to promote visitation with the father (eight cases).
-+ The agency did not make concerted efforts to promote visitation with siblings in foster care (one case).

Additional information about visitation frequency is pfovided in the table below.

- Typical Frequency of Child’s Visits - ‘ 1 ‘ | With Siblings in
During the Period Under Review - ' With Mother | With Father Foster Care

| Visits occurred at least once a week o 14 (61%) | 6 (43%) 4 (57%)
Visits occurred less frequently than onee a week ‘ : ' ' . b "

 but at least twice a month . - ‘ ! 2 (9%) . 0o 1 (14%)

| Visits occurred less frequently than twice amonth . " o C '

but at least once a month ' 1 (4%) < 0 o 1(14%)

' Visits oceurred less frequently than once a month . 3(13%) .0 N 1 (14%)

" There were 110 visits during the period under review - . C3(13%) o 8(57%) B 0

' Total Applicable Cases ; T 23 14 R 7

36



7 The data indicate that children visited at least once per month Wrth their mothers in 74 percent of the applicabl'e cases, with their _
fathers in 43 percent of the applicable cases, and with their siblings in foster care in 86 percent of the applicable cases.

Ratmg Determmatlon

Item 13 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needrng Improvement. In 59 percent of the apphcable cases, reviewers determined
that the agency made concerted efforts to ensure that visitation was of sufficient frequency to meet the needs of the family. This
percentage is less than the 90 percent requlred fora rating of Strength Item 13 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in

‘ Nevada s 2004 CFSR. ' : ‘

Statewide Assessment Information

-Accordmg to the Statewide Assessment, State policy provides that a parent of a child i in foster care retains the right to reasonable
‘visitation with the child unléss the court has restricted this right. The Statewide Assessment notes that visitation must be regular,
frequent, and purposeful to facilitate reumﬁcatron efforts and promote the relationship of the children and parents. In addition, State
policy requires that a visitation plan must be developed for siblings placed separately inte foster care placements The Statewide
Assessment indicates that visitation schedules range from two to five weekly visits lasting at least 60 minutes to at least one visit per -
-week lasting at least 60 minutes. However, the Statewide Assessment also notes that due to high caseworker caseloads, it is d1fﬁcu1t
for caseworkers to facilitate sufﬁc1ent v1s1tat10n between children and their parents and 51bhngs :

}The Statewrde Assessment 1dent1ﬁes the followmg prom1srng practlces in the area of fam11y visitation:
o Statewide trarmng is provided to-caseworkers regardlng visitation. -
e Clark County has a Family Visitation Center to ensure that parents and children can visit in a safe and comfortable env1ronment
' Washoe County has a Visitation Workgroup that reviews and makes recommendatlons to improve visitation between chrldren and
their families. : :
e Washoe County has a Famlly Peace Center, an ongoing visitation program provided in collaboratron W1th the State’s Court
- Improvement Project (CIP)

The Statevwde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 13 was rated as a Strength in 87.8 percent of 28 apphcable cases
rev1ewed

,Stakeholder Interview Informatmn
Some Carson City and State-level stakeholders comment1ng on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that there are
challenges to providing chlldren in foster care with sufficient opportunities for visitation with their parents and siblings due in part to-a
lack of transportation resources, particularly in the Rural Region. However, some Clark County stakeholders noted that the Family
Visitation Center in that county 1ncreases opportunities for v151tat10n

“
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Item 14. Preserving connections
Strengt, X ‘Are‘a Needing Improvement

Case Rev1ew Findings = = ' ' f B :

. Ttem 14 was ‘applicable for 38 (95 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessmg item 14 ‘reviewers were to determine whether the

agency had made, or was making, d111gent efforts to preserve the child’s connections to nerghborhood commumty, heritage, extended

family, faith, and friends while the child was in foster care. This item is not rated on the basis of visits or contacts with parents or
siblings i in foster care. The results of the assessment of i 1tem 14 are presented in the table below.

[Ttem 14 Ratmgs : Carson City . | Clark County Washoe County | Total | Percent

Strength e I | 9 | 12 § | 20 | 176
|-Area Needing Improvement .- R ‘ 0 ﬁ -7 2] 9 24
| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases ‘ ST I 19 ‘ 10 " 38
| Not Applicable Foster Care Cases - .. - ; AR 1 b 0 2
| Total Foster Care Cases - , 10 20 i 10 40

[ Strength by Sife . - . 100% | 63% | 80%

Item 14 was rated asa Strength in 29 cases when reviewers determined that the agency made concerted efforts to preserve the chlld’ S
,connectlons with extended famlly members rehglous or cultural heritage, schools, communlty, and friends.

 Ttem 14 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in nine cases when reviewers determined ¢ ‘one or more of the following:

e The agency did not make concerted efforts to maintain the child’s connections to extended family (eight cases).

o The agency did not make concerted efforts to ma1nta1n the child’s connectlons to his-or her rehglous or cultural herltage

. (twocases). : v

o The agency did not make concerted efforts to maintain the child’s connectlons to hlS or her school (one case)

e The agency did not make concerted efforts to maintain the child’s connections to his or her commumty and friends (four cases).

Ratmg Determmatlon : »

Item 14 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement In 76 percent of the apphcable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made concerted efforts to maintain the child’s connections with extended family, culture, rehglon community, and
'school. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength Item 14 also was rated as an Area Needing
Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR
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Statewide Assessment Information :

According to the Statewrde Assessment, the followmg prom1s1ng practrces promote the preservatlon of connections for chlldren in

_ foster care:

¢ The Program of School Choice for Children in Foster Care permits foster children to enroll in a public school that is other than the
school the child is zoned to attend to allow the child to maintain connections with his or her original community.

- Caseworker training includes information regardlng the need to maintain connections for youth.

e Clark County involves parents in the placement selection process whenever possible to ensure that information is collected with
regard to the child’s religious affiliation and language preference. .

o  DCFS policy requires caseworkers to complete a diligent search for any poss1ble adult family member w1th1n ‘the th1rd degree of

' consangurmty to the child.

‘The Statewrde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 14 was rated asa Strength in 97.3 percent of 33 appl1cable cases
g :rev1ewed Stakeholders responding to the 2009 survey indicated the following information:
o 235 percent of stakeholders agreed that in a majority of cases children tend to go to the same school.
e 463 percent of stakeholders agreed that in a majority of cases ch1ldren are involved in culturally relevant activities.
o 87 1 percent of stakeholders agreed that connections w1th extended family members are maintained Whlle the child is in foster
care. : :

The Statewrde Assessment notes that State policy comphes with the Ind1an Ch11d Welfare Act ICWA) in prrorltlzmg the recognition
of a child as being an Indlan child and assures that the chlld’s Tribe i is contacted immediately when an Indlan child is taken into
»custody :

_ The Statewrde Assessment acknowledges that there are barrrers to mamtalmng connectlons for children in foster care When a ch1ld is
unable to remain in his or her community due toa lack of foster homes or serviee resources: within the commumty

Stakeholder Interv1ew Informatlon
There were 1nsufﬁcrent substantlve comments from stakeholders regardlng this item durmg the onsite CFSR

o Item 15. Relative placenient'
_Strength X _ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings

* Ttem 15 was applicable for 36 (90 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable if relatrve placement was not an
option during the period under review because the child was in an adoptive placement at the start of the time period, or the Cl’llld
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entered foster care needing specialized services that could not be provided in a relative placement. In assessing this item, reviewers.
were to determine whether the agency made diligent efforts to locate and assess both maternal and paternal relatives as potential
placement resources for children in foster care. The results of the assessment of item 15 are presented in the table below.

Item 15 Ratings ’ - Carson City‘ Clark County Was-hoe County Total - | Percent
| Strength- . S ‘ ' 7 9 ; 7 ] 23 )

- Area Needing Improvement - ‘ ' o2 8 | 3 13 36
' Total Applicable Foster Care Cases - ' / 9 S f: .10 . 36

' Not Applicable Foster Care Case - : - 1 | 3 I o 4

' Total Foster Care Cases = R | 10 | 20 10 40

 Strength by Site ~ : 78% ‘ 53% 70%

Ttem 15 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:

¢ The child was placed with relatives (12 cases). B R o : _

o The child was not placed with relatives, but the agency made diligent efforts to search for both maternal and paternal relatives
when applicable (11 cases). ‘ ’ ' | B ‘ | |

© Item 15 was rated as an Area Needing Iniprqvement in 13 gases when reviewérs determined one or both of the foHOwing:
o - The agency had not made efforts to search for maternal relatives (13 cases). | '
e The agency had not made efforts to search for paternal relatives (11 cases).

Raﬁhg, Determination ' o L i S ‘ o . _
Item 15 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 64 percent of applicable cases, reviewers determined that the
- agency had made diligent efforts to locate and assess relatives as potential placement resources. This percentage is less than the 90 "

percent required fora rating of Strength. Item 15 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information ‘ - IR ' -
“According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS policy requires caseworkers to complete a diligent search for any possible adult family
member within the third degree of consanguinity to the child and also requires that priority must be given to family members as
potential placement resources for children who are removed from their homes. The Statewide Assessment notes that the agency has
both a Diligent Search Process and a Relative Placement Decisions Protocol, and both of these docum-entsﬂ_focus. on the identification,
location, and contact of relatives regarding their interest in providing a temporary or permanent placement for a child prior to or when -
the child is placed in substitute care. The Statewide Assessment indicates: thét the State provided training for caseworkers on the -
‘importance of relative placement and searching for relatives. Sth : | ‘
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In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that identified family members are assessed for appropriateness in much the same manner
as regular family foster care providers using SAFE. \

The Statewide Assessment reports that Jata for State FY 2008 showed that 25.81 percent of children in foster care were in relative

placements. The Statewide Assessment also reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 15 was rated as a Strength in 91.5 percent of 29

-applicable cases reviewed. Stakeholders responding to the 2009 survey provided the following responses: < :

e 87.9 percent of caseworkers and supervisors surveyed said that ina majority of cases caseworkers gave preference to relative
caregivers, when appropriate. ' : ‘ ‘ = . ‘

' 61 percent of caseworkers and supervisors surveyed said that in a majority of cases diligent searches for the absent birth parent are

‘conducted.

Stakeholder Interview Information ' : | ‘ |

~ Although some stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR in Clark County and Washoe County indicated that

" caseworkers routinely collect information about relatives, these stakeholders noted that relative searches do not continue consistently
- throughout the life of the case. o S A

~ Item 16. ReIatiohship of child in care with parents

___ " ‘Strength X _Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings - | ’ ‘ o . .
Ttem 16 was applicable for 23 (57.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable if parental rights had been
" terminated before the period under review and parents were no Jonger involved with the child, a relationship with the parents was not
~ considered in the child’s best interests throughout the period under review, or both parents were deceased. 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 through efforts other than arranging visitation. The results of the assessment of item 16 are '
presented in the table below. | | ’ o

- | Strength by Site
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 Item 16 Ratings = ‘ S | Carson City | Clark County | Washoe County | Total Percént
' Strength o 1 3 5 ' f 9 39
| Area Needing Improvement 3 11 0 14 61
| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases 4 14 5 23
| Not Applicable Foster Care Cases’ 6 6 5 17 -
' Total Foster Care Cases 10 20 10 40

25% - 21% 100%




- Ttem 16 was rated as a Strength in nine cases when reviewers determined that the agency had made concerted efforts to support and/or -
strengthen the bond between parents and children through various activities. Item 16 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in
14 cases when reviewers determined one or both of the following: ' ‘

. The}gcnqy did not make concerted efforts to support the relationship with the mother (10 casé‘s)v.
e The agency did not make concerted efforts to support the relationship with the father (nine cases).

- Specific 'ﬁndings pertaining to this item are shown in the table below.

- Efforts Made oo ' 2 o  With Mother | - With Father
| Encouraging the parent’s participation in school or after-school activities . ] a
| and attendance at medical appointments and special events ‘ L 0 T1461%)y 0 0 | 5(33%)
| Providing transportation so that parents can participate in these events, R 1 ’ ‘ -
| “activities, ‘or appointments e ' R |  9.(39%) a 4(27%)
| Providing opportunities for family therapeutic situations " 8 (35%) " 2(13%)
| Encouraging foster parents to mentor biological parents and serve as ' ‘ ] ' e ‘ \
parenting role models for them . : B I 5(22%) - - 3(20%)
Encouraging and facilitating contact with incarcerated parents (when appropriate) , T S '
| or with parents living far away from the child (. 1 (4%): : 0
| Total Applicable Cases LT ¢ \ ’ 23 15

‘Rating ljéterminaﬁoh» ‘ TR “ o . ‘ .
 Ttem 16 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 39 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made concerted efforts to support the parent-child relationships of children in foster care. This percentage is less than

the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 16 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information o o ‘ - : :

" According to the Statewide A-s_,ses‘sment, although the State does not have a specific statute that addresses the parent-child relationship,
several practices support the importance of maintaining and strengthening the parent-child relationship. These practices include the
following: - ‘ - ' ‘ ’ ' ‘

‘e State policy requiies-diligent searches for noncustodial parents. ‘ , : ‘

o Caseworker training includes a component on encouraging and promoting the parent-child relationship while the child is in foster .

- care. : : ' " : ‘ ‘
e Washoe County has practices that encourage parental involvement in all children’s medical, dental, mental health, and educational
appointments. S ‘ o ‘
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The Statewide Assessment repoﬁs that in the 2008 QICR, item 16 was rated as a Strength in91.2 percent of 32 applicable cases

reviewed. Further, the Statewide Assessment states that parents may not be able to participate in many of the child’s medical, school,
or therapeutic activities due to a lack of transportation.

S‘takehold‘er Interview Information |
The number of ‘stakeholder comments on this item during the onsite CFSR was not sufficient to include.
II. CHILDAND FAMILY WELL-BEING

Well-Being O’?I'J;t‘comer, 1

N

" Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs:
“Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement e ‘ ‘ ‘
.| Degree of Outcome Achievement 1 Carson City ' | Clark County | Washoe County Total : Percent
| Substantially Achieved . = : 8 4 e 5 9 3 8 29.0
Partially Achieved - : b 7 12 6 : 25 | 40.3
| Not Achieved =~ 7 9 3 | - 30.6
- Total Cases ‘ : v 18 _ 26 18
| Substantially Achieved by Site 22% | 19% | 50%

Status of ‘Well-Being Outcome 1

Nevada is not in substantial conformity with-Well-Being Outcome 1. The outcome was deterniined to be substantially achieved in
29.0 percent of the cases reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determination of substantial conformity.
The outcome was substantially achieved in 13 (32.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases and 15 (3 percent) of the 22 in-home services
cases. ' : S e ' ‘ |

Nevada also was not in substantial conformity with this outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its
Program Improvement Plan. ' o ‘

Key Concerns From the 2004 CFSR
Th'e‘ following concerns were ‘identiﬁe,d in the 2004 revieW:.

e The agency was not consistent in its efforts to assess children and families for services and provide necessary services.
_ e The agency was not consistent in its efforts to involve parents and children in the case planning process.
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i

o  The agency was not consistent in its efforts to establish sufficient face-to-face contact between agency caseworkers and the
ch1ldren and parents in their caseloads -

To address the identified concerns, the State 1mplemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:

e Developed and implemented several assessment tools to aid in assessing children and family needs appropriately, 1 ncludlng the
Assessment Process Polrcy and Practice Guidelines, NIA, Safety Assessment, and Risk Assessment ‘

Implemented training modules with instruction on family assessment and collaborative case planmng

" Developed and implemented a  standardized policy and practice gu1del1nes for caseworker visits and developed the Case Planmng
Process and the Caseworker Contact with Children, Parents, and Caregivers Protocol :

Developed tra1n1ng and policy te promote CFT tralmng and facilitation = ’

Created a consumer sat1sfact1on survey for all foster parents to: support retention

" The State met its goals for thlS outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan nnplementatron perrod

Key Fmdlngs of the 2009 CFSR

: The ﬁndmgs pertarnlng to the items assessed under Well- Be1ng Outcome 1 are presented and d1scussed below.

4

: Ite'm 17 Need-s- and. s_erylces of chlld, parents, and foster parents

'Stnengtl'i, X Area Nee(lig Improvement.

Case Review Flndlngs : :
Ttem 17 was apphcable for all 62 cases. In assessmg this item, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had adequately -
 assessed the needs of children, parents, and foster parents and provided the services necessary to meet those needs. This item excludes
'the assessment of children’s (but not parents’) needs pertaining to education, physical health, and mental health. These areas are,

addressed in later items. The results of the assessment of item 17 are presented in the table below.
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.{ Item 17 Ratings’; _ Ca-rson City | Clark County Washoe County . Total | Percent

- Strength 7 ' T 9 ' 23 37
Area Needing Improvement 11 19 9 39 63

Total Cases ¢ 18 .26 18 62

| Strength by Site - 39% T 27% 50%




Ttem 17 was rated as a Strength in 15 (37.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases and 8 (36 percent) of the 22 in-home services cases.
Item 17 was rated as a Strength in 23 cases when reviewers determined that the needs of children, parents and foster parents had
been adequately assessed and that identified service needs had been met.

Item ‘17 was rated as an Area Needrng Improvement in 39 cases when reviewers determlned one or.more of the followmg
There was an inadequate assessment of children’s needs (19 cases). .

There was an inadequate assessment of mothers” needs (12 cases). o '

There was an inadequate assessment of fathers’ needs (14 cases).

There was an inadequate assessment of foster parents’ needs (11 cases) .

The ageney did not provide approprrate services to address children’s needs (18 cases).’

The agency did not provide approprlate services to address mothers’ needs (18 cases).

The agency did not provide appropriate services to address fathers’ needs (15 cases). -

The agency did not provide appropriate serV1ces to address foster parents’ needs (11 cases)

Additional case review ﬁndings pertaining to needs assessments and service prOvrsion are shown in the table below.

- Target Person for Needs Assessment ‘ | - Foster Care Cases - In-Home Services Cases

and Services " S Yes ‘ Applicable o Yes | Applicable
.1 Child’s needs ass_essed andmet - - . | 29 (72.5%) : 40 | 13 (59%) o 22
Mother’s needs assessed and met; o 16 (62%) | 26 ﬁ 13(62%) - | ¢ 2¥
Father’s needs assessed and met = o 10.(56%) - - 18 O 9(56%) . | 16
' Foster parents’ needs assessed‘ and met - 25 (68%) i 37 . | NA ] - NA

Ratmg Determmatlon _ ' ‘

Item 17 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 37 percent of the cases, reviewers determlned that the State
had adequately assessed and addressed the service needs of children, parents, and foster parents. This percentage is less than the

90 percent required for a rating of Strength Ttem 17 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’ s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, all cases open for services must have a written collaboratrve case plan, based on the needs
identified in the Safety and Risk Assessments, that defines the overall goals of the case and the proposed step-by-step actions for all
parties to take to reach the goals within a specified time period The Statewide Assessment notes that caseworkers use the NIA, Safety |
Assessment, Risk Assessment, Case Planning Policy, and DR policy to conduct assessments of the strengths and needs of families in.
the child welfare system. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that caseworkers use the CFT to develop case plans for families
that are based on strengths and focus on solutions. :
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The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR item 17 was rated as a Strength in 85.3 percent of 57 applicable cases
reviewed. ' o | r

Stakeholder Interview Information
A few Washoe County stakeholders commenting on this item durmg the onsite CFSR expressed the oprmon that services are 1ncluded

in case plans based on the results of needs assessments conducted by caseworkers.

. Carson C1ty stakeholders expressed dlfferent opinions with regard to whether the needs of foster parents are assessed and met. Some
“Carson City stakeholders suggested that the child welfare agency conducts an assessment of the needs of foster parents; however
, others said that the agency did not do th.lS routinely. v :

" Item 18. Chlﬁld and family mvolavement m case planning

Strengtli X " Area N‘eeding;lmpro:vement‘

~

 Case Rev1ew Fmdmgs =
Item: 18 was apphcable for 57 (92 percent) of the 62 cases. A case was not applicable if parental rrghts had been termmated prior- to the

-period under review, parents were not involved with the child in any way, and/or the child was too young or had cognitive delays or

" other conditions that were barriers to partrc1pat10n in case planning. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether

’ ,parents and children (when appropriate) had been involved in the case planning process, and if not, whether their involvement was

~+.contrary to the child’s best interests. A determination of involvement in case planning requlred that a parent or child actively -

participated in 1dent1fy1ng the services. and goals included in the case plan. The results of the assessment of i 1tem 18 are presented in

- the table below '
] Item 18 Ratlngs - Carson City Clark County = | Washoe County | Total Percent
| Strength 6 7 ' 12 25 . 44
| Area Needing Improvement. 11 17 4 =32 56
‘Total Applicable Cases 17 24 16 . 57
| Not Applicable Cases 1 2. 2 -5
| Total Cases - 18 26 18 62
Strength by Site 35% 29% 75%. -

Item 18 was rated as a Strength in 18 (51 percent) of the 35 apphcable foster care cases and 7 (32 percent) of the 22 in-home services
cases. :

Item 18 was rated as a Strength in 25 cases when reviewers determined that all approprlate parties had partrcrpated actively in the case
plannlng process or that the agency had made concerted efforts to involve them in the case planning process The item was rated as an
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) mother father, and/or child (when age approprrate) n the case planmng process.

' and other mterested people 1dentified by the famlly ‘ : ‘ e e

. Policy requires that a CFT must be convened, and an initial permanency case plan must be ﬁnahzed and 51gned by the parents o

Accordmg to the Statewide Assessment, State statute encourages the partlcrpatlon of parents in the case plannmg process and requrres
the engagement of the child’s family throughout the planning process. The Statewide Assessment reports that usually the case planis

- Policy requires that a youth must be actively involved in his or her IL planning. -

Area Needing Improvement in 32 cases when reviewers determined that the agency had not made concerted efforts to. mvolve the .

Speclﬁc mformatlon about 1nvolv1ng mothers fathers, and chlldren in case plannmg is shown in the. table below

Person Involved ' Fos.ter Care Cases o . In—Home Serv1ces Cases
| in Case Planning L - Yes Applicable Cases | = “Yes .. | - Applicable Cases
' Mother involved in case planning? | 17 (63%) 27 , 13(62%) - . |- o 21 :
Father involved in case planning? | 11 (58%) . 19 - -9 (56%) 16

Children involved in case planning? | 15 (68%) ] 2 8 (42%) R e A9

Ratmg Determlnatlon ' R : :
Item 18 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 44 percent of the apphcable cases rev1ewers determmed the
agency had made diligent efforts to involve parents and/or children in the case planning process: This percentage is less than the 90
percent required for a ratmg of Strength. Item 18 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada s 2004 ESR., ol

Statew1de Assessment Informatlon l

'developed by the CFT, which is a team comprised of family members friends, foster parents, legal custod1ans commumty spec1al1s

The Statew1de Assessment identifies the followmg practices as promoting the 1nvolvement of parents and chlldren 1 case planmng

within 45 days after a child’s removal from the home.

o The Diligent Search Policy requires caseworkers to identify noncustodial parents in addltlon to maternal and paternal relatlves so
that they can be involved in case planning. ‘ i - S

o Washoe County uses Family Solutions Team meetmgs held within 72 hours of an initial ch11d protectlon 1nvest1gat10n to: develop
a safe plan collaboratively with the family. = T ‘

o The Rural Reglon uses video and telephone conferencing to fac1htate family mvolvement m case plannmg

The Statewide Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 18 was rated as a Strength in 81 6 percent of 55 apphcable cases

reviewed. Stakeholders respondrng to the 2009 survey indicated the following information: = -

e 77.8 percent of caseworker and supervisor respondents indicated that in the majority of cases they develop the case plan jointly
* with parents, and 45.4 percent agreed that the ch11d 15 mcluded when age- appropriate. ' ‘
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e 87.5 percent of youth,respondenfs indicated that they participated in developing their IL plan.
e 80 percent of youth respondents said that they had a voice in determining their permanency goal.

The Statewide Assessment acknowledg‘e'sl that it is a challenge to schedule the CFT and that caseworkers’ skill levels vary invengaging
families in case planning activities, particularly when families are resistant. - ' . :

Stakeholder Interview Information ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ - ,

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that DCFS caseworkers generally are
effective in engaging parents and youth in case planning. Several stakeholders indicated that the CFT process facilitates the
engagement of families in case planning but that it is not held consistently. In addition, a few stakeholders indicated that older youth
~ generally are not involved in case planning. S ' o ' L

- Additional information on stakeholder perceptions of the involvement of parents in the case planning process is provided under item
25 in the Systemic Factors section of this report. ' ’ o : ‘ ' ‘

Item 19. Caseworker visits with child

___ Strength - X Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Findings - : SN R ‘

Item 19 was applicable for all 62 cases. In assessing this.item,‘revicwers'were‘ to determine whether the frequency of visits between
‘the caseworkers and children was sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of the 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 of item 19 are -
presented in the table below. o ‘ ‘ : -

Total . Percent

Item 19 Ratings | Carsen City . Clark County | Washoe County |
. Strength: B [ 6 16 oo 120 ' 34 . 55
Area Needing Improvement 12 10 6 28" 45
' Total Cases 18 26 18 62 '
' Strength by Site 33% 62% 67%

Item 19 was rated as a Strength in 26 (65 percent) of the 40 foster care cases and 8.(36 percent) of the 22 in-home services cases.
The item was rated as a Strength in 34 cases when reviewers determined that the frequency and quality of visits between the
“caseworkers and children were sufficient to ensure adequate monitoring of the child’s well-being and promote attainment of case
goals. Item 19 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:
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& The frequency of caseworker visits was not sufficient to meet the needs of the child and they did not focus on issues pertment to
‘ case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment (16 cases). :
o The frequency of caseworker visits with children was not sufficient to meet the needs of the child, although when visits d1d occur,
they focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and goal attainment (four cases) : ,
e The frequency of caseworker visits was sufficient, but the visits did not focus on issues pertlnent to case plannrng, servrce
: del1very, and goal attainment (eight cases) :

(

' Speciﬁc information regardmg the frequency of yis_itation is provided in the table below.

| Typical Frequency of Caseworker V1s1ts : PR -~ Foster Care Cases | In-Home Services Cases.
With Child During the Period Under Review L ~ " (Number and Percent) . - (Number and Percent)
- Visits occurred at least once a week ‘ 5 C ' 3(7.5%) . 1 4(18%)
- | Visits occurred less frequently than once a week e = Col L
| but-at least twice a month . ‘ R - 7(17.5%) 5 2(9%)
-4 Visits occurred less frequently than twice a month : I , o o R
| but at least once amonth S 3 21 (52.5%) b 523%)
Visits occurred less frequently than once a month ‘ R 9(22.5%) e 11 (50%)
- There were no V1s1ts during the perlod under rev1ew 3 . : 0] o 0
 Total Cases : ‘ e f ‘ 40 ' 22

The data indicate that caseworkers visited W1th chlldren at least once per month in 77. 5 percent of the foster care cases-and 50 percent
of the m-home services cases. ‘ ~ ‘
Ratlng Determmatlon ' -
Item 19 was assrgned an overall ratmg of Area Needing: Improvement In 55 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that
: caseworker visits with children were of sufﬁcrent frequency and quality. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a
, ratmg of Strength Item 19 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR :

Statewrde Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, State pohcy requlres that caseworkers visit with ch11dren in foster care and with children in
in-home services cases every calendar month. The Statewide Assessment reports that caseworkers must spend at least a portion of
each visit alone with the child and that for cases in which the ¢hild is in a foster care placement, the contact must take place in the
child’s residence at least 51 percent of the time. The Statewide Assessment notes that caseworker visits with children are captured in
UNITY and monitored monthly in the Caseworker Contact Report. The Statewide Assessment indicates that Clark County requlres
- caseworkers to have contact with children on a blweekly basis for in-home cases and that Washoe County Drug Court requlres
caseworkers to have contact with children at least twice per month. ‘
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The Statewrde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR, item 19 was rated as a Strength in 81.9 percent of 58 apphcable cases
" reviewed. In addition, the Statewide Assessment’ reports that the Statewide Monthly Caseworker Contact Report shows that -
caseworkers met the monthly contact goal in 67 percent of the cases in May 2007 and in 80. 93 percent of the cases in May 2009.

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that the requirement pertaining to frequency of visitation is not always met due to high
_'caseload s1ze h1gh turnover of caseworkers in Clark County, and the long d1stances caseworkers must travel in the Rural Reglon

Stakeholder Intervrew Informatlon
‘ Stakeholders commentmg on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed different opinions regardmg the frequency of caseworker

',V151ts w1th chrldren State-level and Clark County stakeholders suggested that caseworkers visit with- chrldren at least once per month
_ in some-cases, but less frequently in other cases. Carson City and Washoe County stakeholders 1ndrcated that n those sites,
S caseworkers V1srt monthly with chlldren : : : E

L Item 20 Caseworker v1srts Wlth parent(s)
Strength i X Area Needing Improvement

Case Rev1ew Fmdlngs , S : ‘
‘Ttem 20 was applicable for 50 (81 percent) of the 62 cases. Cases were not applicable for this assessment if parental rights had been
_terminated prior to the period under review and parents were no longer involved in the lives of their children. All cases that were not
‘ apphcable are foster care cases. Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworker’s face-to- face contact with the children’s mothers
~“and fathers was- of sufficient frequency and quallty to promote attainment of case goals and ensure the chlldren s-safety and well-
being. The results of the assessment of item 20 are presented in the table below. : :

. Total

| Ttem 20 Ratings ' Carson City Clark County Washoe Couinty | Percent
 Strength . : 7 6 L9 22 . 44
| Area Needlng Improvement ‘ 7 16 5 28 56
| Total Applicable Cases 14 22 14 50
"} 'Not Applicable Cases 4 4 4 12
| Total Cases 18 260 18 .62
| Strength by Site -.50% 27% 64%

Ttem 20 was rated as a Strength in 50 percent. (14 cases) of the 28 apphcable foster care cases and 36 percent (8 cases) of the 22
n- home services cases. The item was rated as a Strength in 22 cases when reviewers deterrmned that visits occurred with sufficient

o
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frequency to meet the needs of pa‘f'ents and children and that visits focused on issues pertinent to case planning, service delivery, and.
goal attainment. Item 20 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:
Visits with the mother were not of sufficient frequency (18 cases)

L ]
‘e Visits with the mother were not of sufficient quality (13 cases).
' Visits with the father were not of sufficient frequency (18-cases).
Visits with the father were not of sufficient quality (seven cases).

Additional information from the case reviews is provided in the table below.

- Typical Frequency of Caseworker Visits : 8 ol _Foster Care Cases ‘ In-Home Services
With Parents During the Period Under Review o Mother Father - Mother ; Father
"t Visits occurred at least once a week R L , : 0 6%y 4(19%) 2 (12.5%)
| Visits occurred less frequently than once a week" R 3. A & | )
| but at least twiceamonth -~ ‘ 6(22%) | 4(22%) . C4(19%) | 1 (6%)
| Visits occurred less frequently than twice a month ‘ A : o AR ’ R
~ { but at least once a month Cpae i L 11 41%) C422%) L 4(09%) 3 (19%)
Visits occurred less frequently thanonce amonth = - , - 7(26%) 2(11%). | 6Q29%) |  T(44%)
" There were no visits during the period under review 1T 3@a1%) | 7039%) | 3(14%) . | 3(19%)
e : 1 27 18 21 16

| Total Applicable Cases

~ The data indicate that caseworkers Vi‘s»itcddt least once per month with mothers in 63 percent of the applicable foster care cases and 57
- percent of the applicable in-home services cases; caseworkers visited at least once per month with fathers in 50 percent of the
" applicable foster care cases and 37.5 percent of the applicable in-home services cases.: ' L -

- Rating Determination - T | o . v

Item 20 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 44 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the frequency and quality of caseworker visits with parents were sufficient to monitor the safety and well-being of the child or
promote attainment of case goals. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rafing of Strength. Item 20 also was rated
‘as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. - '

Statewide Assessment Information ’ ‘ . : ‘
According to the Statewide Assessment, State policy requires that caseworker visits with parents in foster care and in-home serviees

~ cases must focus on case planning, service delivery, safety, family strengths, needs of the child and family, family progress, and

identification of resources and services the family needs in order to achieve case plan goals. The Statewide Assessment reports that

caseworkers must spend at least a portion of each visit alone with the parent. The Statewide Assessment notes that Clark County

requires more frequent face-to-face contact with parents. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that Washoe County Drug Court

requires that caseworkers have at least two face-to-face contacts with parents per month. |
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The Statew1de Assessment reports that i in the 2008 QICR item 20 was rated as a Strength in 79. 7 percent of 50 apphcable cases
reviewed. : . : _

_ The Statewide Assessment acknowledges the following barrlers to sufficient caseworker visitation with parents
e Caseworker caseloads are high across the State, and there is a high rate of turnover in the caseworker position.
" In the Rural Region it is a challenge to meet visitation requirements due to the long distances caseworkers must travel.

Who are noncomphant

| ,Stakeholder Interv1eW Information
e There were msufﬁcrent substantive comments from stakeholders regardmg thrs 1tem during the onsrte CFSR.

' 6 In Clark County it is a challenge to engage noncomphant parents in case plannlng and conduct lugh-quahty contacts with parents

Stfatus of W’elil‘-BTeing Outcome 2

_ Nevada is in substantial conformlty with Well -Being Outcome 2. The outcome was substantially achieved in 95.1 percent of the cases.
‘This percentage is greater than the 95 percent requlred for substantial conformity. The outcome was substant1ally achieved in
97 percent (31 cases).of the 32 apphcable foster care cases and 89 percent (8 cases) of the 9 appllcable in-home services cases. .

Nevada was not in substantlal conformlty with tlns outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was requ1red to address the outcome in its Program |
Improvement Plan. : |

Key C’onicern‘s From the 2004 CFSR

even when there was evidence 1ndlcat1ng that some type of intervention was warranted
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' Well-Betlg Outcome 2
~ Outcome WB2 Chrldren receive approprlate sérvices to meet their educational needs

| Number of Cases Reviewed by the Te eam Aeccording to Degree of Outcome Achlevement : , ‘
' Degree of Qutcome Achievement Carson City | Clark County Washoe County | Total Percent
Substantially Achieved 12 18 9 g 39 95.1
' Not Achieved I 1. 0 4.9.
Total Applicable Cases. 13 19 - 9
- Not Applicable Cases L5 7 9

. i Total Cases . . _ 18 26 18

', Substannally Achleved by Slte 92% 95% - 100%

| The key concern 1dent1ﬁed in the 2004 review was that the . ageney was not con51stent1y addressmg chrldren S educatlon-related needs
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To address the identified concern, the State implemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:
. Implemented statewide policy and developed a comprehensive assessment process and educational records checklrst

“ Developed the Program of School Choice for Children in Foster Care
. Implemented standardlzed policy for caseworker visits with the child to ensure that the child’s educatronal needs are met

'The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan unplementatlon penod

i Key Fmdlngs of the 2009 CFSR

v “Frndlngs pertalmng to the srngle item assessed under Well-Berng Outcome 2 are presented and d1scussed below

| _ Item 21.‘ Ed;ucatrofnalr needs of the child |

_X_ ‘smh'gth. |

Case Rev1ew Findings

Area Needing Improvement

Item 21 was applicable for 41 (66 percent) of the 62 cases revrewed Cases were not appl1cable if elther of the followrng apphed
‘Children were not of school age, o1 children in the in- “home services cases did not have service needs. pertalnrng to education-related
issues. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether children’s educational needs were appropriately assessed and
whether servrces were prov1ded to meet those needs. The results of the assessment of item 21 are presented in the table below.

Item 21 Ratings

'C‘arson City - Clark County ' Washoe County | Total Percent
Strength 12 18 9 39 95
| Area Needing Improvement 1 1 0 2 5
_Total Applicable Cases 13 19 9 41
- Not Applicable. 5 7. 9 21
| Total Cases 18 26 18 '
. Strength‘by Site 92% 95% 100% -

Ttem 21 was rated as a Strength in 39 cases when reviewers determlned that the child’s educat1onal needs. were approprlately assessed '

and services were prov1ded if necessary. Item 21 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or both

of the follovwng

o Thechild’s educatlonal needs were not assessed (two cases) ‘
o The child had identified educational needs that were not addressed (one case).
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Ratmg Determination - :

Item 21 was assigned an overall rating of Strength In 95 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that the agency had
‘made diligent efforts to meet the educational needs of children. This percentage is equal to the 95 percent required for a rating of
Strength. A 95-percent standard is estabhshed for this item because it is the only item assessed for th1s outcome. Item 21 was rated as
an Area Needmg Improvement in Nevada s 2004 CFSR.. | : : :

Statew1de Assessment Informatlon , ‘ '
According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute and pollcy require that a report must be made in writing by the ch11d welfare
agency concermng the child’s record in school and that the agency must address the educational needs of children in custody. The
~ Statewide Assessmient reports that the Program of School Choice for Children in Foster Care permits children in foster care to enroll
ina pubhc school other than the school the child is zoned to attend to allow the child to maintain connections with his or her original-
: commumty and school. The Statewide Assessment notes that the case plan for foster care and in-home cases must include information
regardmg the child’s school and achievement level and that the NIA includes an assessment of educational needs. The Statewide -
- Assessment indicates that Washoe County has an interagency protocol with the Sehool Superintendent’s Office to jointly provide
trarmng to school and agency staff members on meeting the educational needs of children in foster care and to fund an educational
halson who works with the Famlly Court school district, foster parents and agency staff when issues arise.

The Statemde Assessment reports that in the 2008 QICR item 21 was rated as a Strength in 85.3 percent of 33 apphcable cases
rev1ewed ' . ‘ ,

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that throughout the State there is a lack of resources and qualiﬁe’d professionals to assess the

* children’s educational needs, which results in long waiting lists for obtalnlng educational assessments. In addition, the Statewide

Assessment indicates that 1t is a challenge to collect educational records from the school dlstrrct foster parents, and biological parents |

Stakeholder Intervrew Informatmn :
Clark and Washoe County stakeholders commenting on this item dur1ng the onsrte CFSR noted that children in foster care have an
educatlonal liaison who manages educatlonal issues vnth the school..

-However various stakeholders 1dent1ﬁed the following barriers to the agencies’ ability to meet the educatronal needs of children in
foster care: : :

. Many children do not have the opportunity to continue to attend the same school when they are removed from home due in part to
a lack of transportation, said State-level, Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County stakeholders.

o For: chlldren in foster care, the graduation rate is low, the dropout rate is high, and chlldren fall behind in school, sa1d State-level
~ Carson City, and Clark County stakeholders. ‘

e Although some Washoe County stakeholders noted that tutormg 1S prov1ded to children in foster care, some State-level
stakeholders noted that tutormg is not provided routmely » »
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Well-Being Outcome 3

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs
" | Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement
" | Degree of Qutcome Achlevement - Carson City - Clark County . Washoe County . Total Percent
- Substantially Achieved 10 14 ' 17 - 41 69.5
| Partially Achieved 1 7 3 8 13.6
' Not Achieved- 50 5. 0 L0 16.9
- | Total Applicable Cases 16 26 17
' Not Apphcable Cases 2. 0- |
Total Cases 18 26 18
' Substantlally Achieved by Slte 625% 54% 100%

_ Status of Well-Bemg Outcome 3

o Nevada is pot in substant1a1 conformlty with Well- Belng Outcome 3 The outcome was substantlally achieved in 69.5 percent of the

apphcable cases. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. The outcome was. substantially

achreved in 29 (72 5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases and 12 (63 percent) of the 19 apphcable in-home services cases.

Nevada also was not in substant1a1 conforrmty with thlS outcome in its 2004 CFSR and was: requlred to address the outcome inits -

Program Improvement Plan:

_Ke'y ‘Concerns From the 21004. CFSR ‘

The followmg concerns were 1dent1f1ed in‘the 2004 review:
- The agency was not consistently effective in meeting children’s phy51ca1 and mental health needs.

. There ‘was a lack of phy51cal and mental health service prov1ders w1111ng to accept Med1ca1d

- kTo address the 1dent1ﬁed concerns the State 1mplemented the following strategies in 1ts Program Improvement Plan:

e Revised policy and issued an instructional MOU to ensure that physical health is assessed for-all children placed i in foster care -

o - Developed a standardized policy and protocol for documenting the medical services received by foster children

o . Developed an MOU w1th the Division of Mental Health and Developmental Serv1ces (MHDS) to support children’s mental health
' needs ‘ .

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan 'implementation‘ period.
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Key Fmdmgs of the 2009 CFSR

Flndmgs pertalmng to the items assessed under Well- Being Outcome 3 are presented and discussed below.

Item 22. Physncal health of the child
' Strength X Area Needmg Improvement

Case Rev1ew Findings ‘
Item 22 was applicable for 51 (82 percent) of the 62 cases reviewed. Cases that were not apphcable were in-home services cases in

which physical health concerns were not an issue. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether children’s physical
- health needs (mcludlng dental needs) had been appropriately assessed, and the services de51gned to meet those needs had been, or

- ~ were be1ng, provided. The ﬁndmgs of the assessment of item 22 are presented in the table below.

| Ttem 22 ' Carson Cl’ty Clark County | Washoe-Cou:-nty? ‘ Total Percent
Strength 8 18 16 ‘v 42 82
| Area Needing Improvement 4 5 0 9 18
' Total Applicable Cases 12 23 - 16~ 51
- Not Applicable Cases 6 3 2 11
- | Total Cases. 18 26 18 62
‘ Strength by Site 67% 78%: 100%

Item 2 Was rated asa Strength in 34 (85 percent) of the 40 foster care cases and 8(73 percent) of 11 apphcable in-home serviees
cases. : . :

Item 22 was rated as a Strength in 42 cases when reviewers determined- that ch11dren s medical and dental needs were routinely

_ assessed and necessary services were prov1ded Item 22 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in nine cases when reviewers

: determmed one or both of the following: »

~The child’s physical health needs were not adequately assessed or addressed (six cases).

e The chrld’s dental health needs were not adequately assessed or addressed (five cases)

Rating Determination

- Item 22 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement In 82 percent of the apphcable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency was effective in assessing and meeting children’s physical health needs. This percentage is less than the 90 ‘percent.
'requlred for a rating of Strength Item 22 also was rated as an Area Needlng Improvement in Nevada s 2004 CFSR
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Statew1de Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requlres that the case plan must 1nclude plans for the coordination and provision
of services to address children’s physical health. Service needs are to be identified using the Early Periodic Screening Diagnosis and
‘ }Treatment protocols The Statewide Assessment notes that State policy requires that all children under the age of 3. who are involved

ina substantlated case of abuse or neglect must be referred to an Early Interventlon Program for an assessment of developmental

ISSUCS

- -The Statewide Assessment 1dent1ﬁes the followmg factors as fac1l1tat1ng the ability of DCFS to prov1de phy51cal and dental health

) serviees to children:

e e e

;DCFS hasa collaboratlvc relatlonshlp w1th Medlcald to improve access to services for children i 1n the child welfare system and
"merease the number of participating dentists. - :

The Clark County Medical Case Management Unit creates a Medical Passport packet for each Chlld entering a neW placement.
) Clark County DCFS provides & full-time medical clinic for children in the child welfare System.

Washoe County DCFS employs a full-tlme pediatrician and nurse to conduct assessments momtor mcd1cal care, and part101pate in

"~ case plannmg activities.

The Statew1de Assessment reports that 1n the 2008 QICR, item 22 was rated as a Strength in 78.9 percent of 35 appllcable cases

: rev1ewed

f The Statew1de Assessment acknowledges that there are not enough medical professionals, part1cularly spec1a11sts such as pedlatrlc
_neurologrsts oncology speclahsts -and endocrmologlsts who are willing. to accept Med1ca1d ' '

N

Stakeholder Interv1ew Informatlon

‘Most stakeholders commentmg on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that med1cal and dental assessments and

services are prov1ded to children appropriately. However, some State-level and Clark County stakeholders 1ndlcated that there are

“delays in the provision of medical and dental services due to the lack ofa sufﬁc1ent number of doctors and dentists in the State who

will accept Medicaid.

‘Iteme 23. Mental/behavio-ral health of the child

‘ “Strength‘ - __X Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Fmdlngs
Item 23 was. applicable for 47 (76 percent) of the 62 cases reviewed. Cases were not applicable if the child was too young for an
assessment of mental health needs or if there were no mental health concerns. In assessmg th1s 1tem reviewers were to determine
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whether mental health needs had been approprrately assessed and appropriate services to address those needs had been offered or
provided. The results of the assessment of item 23 are presented in the table below. :

Total

Washoe County |

Item» 23 Ratings ;C'arson City | Clark County Percent
[ Strength _ | 3 12 11 31 66
- Area Needing Improvement . 6 10 0 16 34
| Total Applicable Cases 14 22 11 47
- Not Applicable Cases 4 4 7 15
- Total Cases. } 18 26 18 62
v Strength by Site ‘ o 257 % 55% 100%

Item 23 was rated as a Strength in 22 (71 percent) of the 31 apphcable foster care cases and 9 (56 percent) of the 16 applicable in-

" home services cases. The item was rated as a Strength in 31 cases when reviewers determined that children’s mental health needs were
appropriately assessed and the identified mental health needs were addressed. Ttem 23 ‘was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement
when reviewers, determined the followmg ‘ ‘ »

o Mental health needs were not assessed nor addressed (15 cases).

. Mental health needs were assessed but services were not provided to address 1dent1ﬁed needs (one case)

‘Ratmg Determmatlon . :

Item 23 was assigned an overall ratlng of Area Needmg Improvement In 66 percent of the apphcable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made concerted efforts to address the mental health needs of children. This percentage is less than the 90 percent

. requlred for a rating of Strength This item also was. rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada s 2004 CFSR. ‘

Statewide Assessment Information ‘
According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires that the case plan must include plans for the coordmatlon and provision

- of services to chrldren  including services to support their mental and behavioral health. The Statewide Assessment identifies the

followmg factors as fac111tat1ng the ability of DCFS to provide mental and behavioral health services to children:
o DCFS has a collaboration with Medicaid to improve access to and quality of mental and behavioral health services.
e A Mental Health Consortium was established in Clark County, Washoe County, and the Rural Region to-determine how well the
 current system is meeting mental health needs and to develop an annual plan on how needs can be better met.
e MHDS provides services to severely emotionally disabled children and adolescents in rural areas through a network of clinics.
¢ A community-based clinic in Clark County and Washoe County provrdes early chlldhood services, outpatient services, case
management, day treatment, residential treatment, and crisis residential services.

The Statewide Assessment reports | that in the 2008 QICR item 23 was rated as a Strength in 84.8 percent of 27 applicable cases
-revrewed : ‘ ‘
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The Statewide Assessment acknowledges the following barriers to meeting the mental and behavioral health needs of children:

o The number of clinical professionals who are willing to accept Medicaid is insufficient to meet the State’s needs.

" o There are insufficient resources to meet mental health needs including a lack of community-based services beyond hospitalizations
and outpatient care, long waiting hsts for residential treatment centers and intensive outpatient care, and a lack of inpatient
substance abuse treatment. : :

e In Clark County, there is a waltlng list for the assessment of mental or behav1ora1 health—care needs for chrldren under 6 years of
age from DCFS Early Childhood Mental Health Services.

e Rural Region clinical services are not available throughout the region.

e There is a lack of continuity and cominunication among entities (service providers, DCFS, re31dent1al treatment centers) and
unclear guidelines as to which ent1ty is responsible for a child’s treatment.

Stakeholder Interview Informatlon , ‘
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the oplmon that the agency is not consistent in ensuring
that children in the child welfare system receive the mental health assessments and services they need. Some stakeholders expressed
the opinion that insufficient services and waiting lists for services exist statew1de in the following areas: mental health assessment and
treatment, counseling, inpatient and outpatient substance abuse treatment, domestic vrolence treatment, psychiatric treatment for
children, and placements for children who need resrdentlal treatment
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SECTION B: SYSTEMIC FACTORS

This section of the CFSR Final Report provides information regarding the State’s substantial conformity with thé seven systemic
factors examined during the CFSR. Information on the items included under each systemic factor comes from the Statewide
Assessment and from interviews with stakeholders held during the onsite CFSR. Additional information may come from other Federal -
reports or assessments. = R ‘ ‘ | R '

Each item included in a systemic factor reflects a key Federal program requirement relevant to the Child and Family Services Plan
/(CFSP) for that systemic factor. The overall rating for each systemic factor is based on the ratings for the individual items
incorporated in the systemic factor. For any given systemic factor, a State is rated as being either “in substantial conformity” with that
' factor (a score of 3 or 4) or “not in substantial conformity” with that factor (a score of 1 or 2). Specific requirements for each rating

 are shown in the table below. - - C - : g L '

Rating the Systemic Factor

( Not in Substantial Conformity | o In Substantial Conformity
| 1o | 2 3 - 4
_ El,iI‘T.Qn,-‘? of the CFSP or program “Some or all of t/he‘CF‘SP' or ' - All of the CFSP or program . | All of the CFSP or program
|- requirements is in place: ‘ program requirements are in requirements are in place, and no . | requirements are in place and
¥ » R A ' place, but more than one of the | more than one of the requirements | functioning as described in each |
| requirements fail to function as- | fails to function as described in . | requirement. -~ '
' described in each requirement. - each requirement. '

It “sh‘oul‘d‘ be noted that ratings for the items included in each sYstémic factor are not based on single comments from an individual
stakeholder; however, these comments are included in the report when they provide important insights or clarification on the State’s
performance on a particular systemic factor. S |

If a State is not in substantial conformity with a particular systemic factor, then that factor must be addressed in the State’s Program
Improvement Plan. For each systemic factor, information is provided about the State’s performance in its first CFSR as well as in the
current CFSR. If the systemic factor was part of the State’s Program Improvement Plan, the key issues addressed in the Program
Improvement Plan and the strategies for assessing those concerns are noted. o ‘ '
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I. STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM

| Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantial Conformity ’ ‘In Substantial Conformity

" | Rating . : i 1 ; 2X 3 4

Status of Statewide Information System

Nevada\is not in substai_ltial' sonformity with the systemic factor of Statewide Information System. Nevada was in substantidl
- conformity with-this factor in its 2004 CFSR ,and‘? ‘was not required to address the factor in its Program Improvement Plan. -

* Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR
_The findings pertaining to the item assessed under Statewide Information System are presented and discussed below.

~ Item 24. The State is Operating a statewide information system that, at a minimum, caii: readily idenﬁfy the status,

(Iémegraphic_chﬁracteristiés-, lIocation, and goals for the placement of every child who is (or, within the immediately preceding
12 months, has b.eén)' in foster care. ‘ SR '

‘ Strength - - X__Area Need;ihg Improvement o

—~

Tter 24 is rated as an Area Needing Irnpro:vemé_nt.‘ Althoﬁg'h; Nevada is opérating'UNITY‘," a statewide information system that
contains the required elements, information from stakeholder interviews indicates that this system does ot reflect the current goal,

-placement, or le galstatus for every child in foster care. In addition, information from the Statewide Assessment in item 25 indicates

“that data derived from UNITY regarding case plans are not reliable due in part-to difficulty ensuring the accuracy and timeliness of
data entry. This item was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. o :
_ Inv addiﬁon, during the onsite CFSR, reviewers determined that in a few cases id’entiﬁedthrough UNITY as in-home services cases;
_children were actually in foster care placements. As a result, there is concern that the State does not have the ability to identify the
goals and legal status for every child in foster care because some children are not identified accurately in UNITY as being in foster
care. - o : : o P :

Statewide Assessment Information 7 , R ; . N : ' :
Ac‘cfordif‘l‘g‘ to the Statewide Assessment, UNITY, the Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System, includes up-to-date
information on basic demographics, placement, goals, location, legal status, and title IV-E eligibility for children in foster care and in-
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home cases. The Statewrde Assessment notes that UNITY allows staff to record detailed case and child-specific information for both
foster care and in-home cases from intake through the investigation process, the process of opening a case for services, “and to the
point of case closure. The Statewide Assessment indicates that UNITY is available to State staff members, agency staff members in
the three regions, the DR unit, and the Attorney General’s Ofﬁce :

The Staterde Assessment notes that UNITY generates reports for intake, management, e11g1b111ty, case and resource management
 the courts, financial management, and administration. The Statewide Assessment also notes that child welfare agencies use UNITY
reports for planmng, superv151on and to monitor conformity with Federal and State pohcy and outcome measures

Stakeholder Interview Information

Several State-level, Carson City, and Clark County stakeholders commentrng on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the
v _oplmon that information on permanency goals placement and Jegal status of children, particularly in ‘adoption cases, is not entered
into UNITY accurately or in a fimely manner. These stakeholders also noted that because UNITY 1s 50 dlfﬁcult to nav1gate 1t is
difficult to. correct data that have been entered 1ncorrectly

Desplte these concerns, some stakeholders suggested that UNITY can be used to generate reports on the status demographlc
- characterrstlcs locatron and goals for children in foster care, as well as other types of management reports.

‘ II CASE REVIEW SYSTEM

Ratmg of Review Team Regardmg Substantlal Conformlty

Not in Substantial Conformlty ‘ R In: Substantial Conformity

| Rating | TR T 2x | T

Status of Case Review System

Nevada is not in substantral conformity with the systemlc factor of Case Review System. Nevada also was not in substantial
‘ conforrnlty with this systemlc factor in its 2004 CFSR and was requlred to address the factor in-its Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns From the 2‘004 CFSR

The following concems were identified in the 2004 review:
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e Case plans were not routinely developed jointly with the child’s parents, were too generic, did not address the needs of the child,
. and were not completed in a timely manner. : -
o  There Were excessive delays in filing TPR petitions in accordance with the provisions. of ASFA
e There was no statewide, consistent process to notify foster or pre-adoptive parents and relative caregrvers of review or hearrng
“dates or to afford them an opportumty to be heard at these hearings.

To address these concerns, the State developed and unplemented the followmg strategles in its Program Improvement Plan
¢ The Case Planning Policy

Training in CFT meeting facilitation

Policies to standardize and reinforce timely filing of TPR petltlons
~ Policies to standardize and reinforce notification of hearings to caregivers

Comprehensrve standards for child welfare court cases

Collaboratrons to improve legal representation for children

The State met its goals for this systemlc factor by the end of its Program Improvement Plan 1mplementat10n per1od

 Key Fmdmgs of the 2009 CFSR
'The ﬁndings pertaining to the items assessed under Case Review'System are pres’ented and discussed below.

( Item 25. The State provndes a process that ensures that each chlld has a written case plan to be developed jointly with the
- child’s parent(s) that mcludes the requlred pr0v1s1ons

Str-ength' ‘7 __X__Area Needing Improvement

Item 25 1S rated as an Area Needing Improvement Although the State provides a process to ensure that each chrld has a written case
plan, information from the Statewide Assessment indicates that, based on data from UNITY, only 53 percent of children had case
plans. In addition; during the onsite CFSR, reviewers determined that the agency had made diligent efforts to involve mothers in case
planning in. 62.5 percent of the applicable cases and fathers in case planning in 57 percent of the applicable cases. This item also was
rated as an Area Needlng Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statew1de Assessment Information ‘

According to the Statewide Assessment, State policy requires that each child must have a wrltten case plan, 1nc1ud1ng children in cases
opened for services; that is developed through a process of engaging the family and that parents must sign the case plan. The
Statewide Assessment reports that parents must be encouraged to participate in the development of a written agreement for services
and enigage in a set of processes for receiving services. The Statewide Assessment reports that parent engagement occurs during the
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CFT meeting and process. During the CFT meeting, participants make decisions about desired outcomes and determine what activities
‘should be performed by whom, how, and when. The Statewide Assessment indicates that if a parent is not available or refuses to
- participate in case planning, the CFT still must be formed, and every effort must be made to continue to involve the parents in case.
: planmng The Statewide Assessment also notes that the DCFS Rural Region uses video or telephone conferencing to facilitate the
‘ part1c1pat1on of absent parents in case planmng and that caseworkers schedule CFT meetings around parents’ schedules to ensure the
 participation of parents. In addition, the Statewide Assessment indicates that the CFT reviews the case plan every 90 days or when a
s1gmﬁcant event has occurred that requires mod1ﬁcatron to the plan. :

The Statevwde Assessment acknowledges that the most challengmg aspect of engaging fam1l1es and chﬂdren in case planning is the
d1fﬁeulty of gettmg all CFT members together qulckly, glven participants’ busy schedules. :

The Statewide Assessment notes that a compilation of UNITY reports shows that as of June 2008, approximately 53 percent of
children had case plans The Statewide Assessment indicates that this percentage is not reliable and that a survey of stakeholders
~conducted in 2009 found that 86.7 percent of Judges and 78.7 percent of caseworkers and superv1sors reported that case plans are
subm1tted wrthm 60 days of removal

Stakeholder Intervnew Informatlon 3 ' ‘ o
- Most. stakeholders commenting on “this item durmg the onsite CF SR expressed the opinion that a case plan 1s developed for each child.
Most stakeholders also indicated that the child welfare agencies generally are effective in engaging parents in case planning, primarily
through the use of the CFT and, in Washoe County, the Family Solutions Team meetings. However, a few stakeholders reported that
the CFT is not held consrstently and that parents are not 1nvolved in case plannmg consistently. :

‘Item 26. The State pn0v1des a process for the periodic review of the status of each chlld no less frequently than once every
_ 6 months, elther by a court or by admmlstratlve review -

X Strength e Area- Needing Improvemen-t

”Item 26 is rated as a Strength Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State prov1des
a process for the periodic review by a court of the status of each child in foster care every 6 months, and often more frequently This
1tem also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR

StateWIde Assessment Information :
 According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires the court to conduct a hearing at least/sem1annually (and within 90 days
after a request by a party to any of the prior hearings) to evaluate and assess progress in carrying.out case plan requirements and
- achieving case plan goals for the child in foster care. The Statewide Assessment notes that most courts schedule the semiannual
review at the dispositional hearing to ensure that it occurs within 6 months and often within 3 months, The Statewide Assessment
notes that the process for tracking hear1ngs differs across localities. '
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The Statewide Assessment reports that Washoe County has a Model Court Program to address Ways to improve court hearings,

troubleshoot problems and develop local rules. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that Washoe County has an agreement
with the court that, in lieu of a court hearing, the agency is to conduct a formal case plan review meetmg w1th1n 90 to 120 days from

" the date of the chlld’s removal from the home. -

L

Stakeholder Interview Information
Most stakeholders commenting on this item dur1ng the onsite CFSR expressed the oplmon that periodic hearings are held in court to
review the status of children in foster care at least every 6 months and often more frequently. Some stakeholders indicated that

" although continuances occur, they are rare and usually delay the hearing for not more than 2 weeks. Some stakeholders also indicated
that the periodic review hearings address issues pertalnlng to progress n ach1ev1ng case goals

| Item 27. The State prov1des a process that ensures that each Chlld in foster care under the supervision of the State has a

permalency hearing in a quallfied court or admmlstratlve body no later than 12 months from the date the child entered foster

' care and no less frequently than every 12 months thereafter

X : Strength; ' Area Needing Improv.ement

.Item 27 israted as a Strength Informat1on from the Statew1de Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State provrdes
a process to ensure that each child in foster care has a permanency hearlng in court no later than 12 months after the child’s removal

from home and that permanency hearings are held i in a timely manner and address$ the permanent plan for the child. This item also was

B rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

: StateWIde Assessment Informatlon

According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute mandates that the court shall hold a hearmg concerning the permanent placement

‘of a child no later than 12 months after the initial removal of the child from his or her home and annually thereafter, or within 30 days

of a ﬁndmg that the child Welfare agency is not requ1red to make reasonable efforts toward reunification. The Statewide Assessment
reports that State policy requires agencies to finalize permanency plans no later than 12 months after the date of the child’s removal

from the home. The Statewide Assessment notes that most courts schedule the permaneney review hearing at the 6-month periodic
review to ensure that it occurs within 12 months and that compliance with the requirement to provide permanency hearings is tracked
using Adopt1on and Foster Care Analy51s and Reportmg System reports.

Stakeholder Interv1ew Information

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that permanency heanngs are held in &
timely manner and that these hearings address the permanent plan for the child. Several stakeholders noted that permanency hearings
are held as frequently as every 3 months (every 6 months in rural areas) and that permanency issues are addressed at periodic hearings
as well as permanency hearings. Some Carson City and Clark County stakeholders expressed concern that permanency hearings are
not effectwe at mov1ng children toward permanency
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Item 28. The State prov1des a precess for termlnatlon of parental rights proceedmgs in accordance with the provrslons of the
Adoptlon and Safe Families Act :

Strength X Area Needing ‘Iimprovement

Item 28 is rated as an. Area Needmg Improvement Although the State has a process for TPR proceedmgs in accordance with the
lprov131ons of ASFA, information from stakeholder interviews indicates that TPR petitions are not filed consistently in a timely manner

' throughout the State. In addition, during the onsite CFSR, case reviewers determined that ASFA requ1rements with regard to filing for

TPR were met in 84 percent of appllcable cases. This item also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada s 2004 CFSR.

Statew1de Assessment Information
- According to the Statewide Assessment, State pohcy indicates that if the ch11d has been placed outsrde of his or her home for

14 months of any 20 consecutive months the best interests of the ¢hild must be presumed to be served by TPR. In addition, the
. Statewide Assessment reports that the State has developed a report to identify children who have been in out-of-home care for 14 of
, the last 21 months. - ‘ :

The Statewide Assessment also reports that compelhng reasons for not filing for TPR must be detalled in the case plan and reported to
‘the court and that within 60 days of the court’s determination that reasonable efforts are not required, the agency must file for TPR,
“unless there are ‘compelling reasons not to file TPR. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that referral to TPR is initiated when
adoptlon is 1dent1ﬁed as the permanency goal for the Chlld :

- The Statew1de Assessment 1nd1cates that the State s CIP has conducted training for Judges and attorneys about ASFA regulatlons

Stakeholder Intervrew Information

Various Carson City and Clark County stakeholders commenting on th1s item durmg the on51te CFSR 1dent1ﬁed the following reasons

for delays in the timely ﬁhng of pet1t10ns for TPR:

o  Abacklogin the District Attorney’s office resulting in delays in filing for TPR (Clark County stakeholders)

e A reluctance to file TPR before the court has ordered a goal of adoptlon and ordered the agency to file for TPR (Carson City
stakeholders)

- Despite these concerns most Washoe County stakeholders commentmg on th15 1tem during the ons1te CFSR expressed the opmlon
" that TPR petitions in that region are filed ina tlmely manner. : :

" Most stakeholders expressed the opinion that compellmg reasons not to file TPR generally are documented in the case file and
~ presénted to the court during the permanency hearing. Stakeholders 1ndrcated that the extension of reunification efforts when parents
. are pursuing case plan requirements is cons1dered a compelhng reason not to pursue TPR.
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Item 29. The State provides a p‘rocess for foster parents, .p,re#ad‘-optiVeb parents, and relative car{eg'-iver‘s of children in foster care
to be notified of, and have an opportunity to be heard in, any review or hearing held with respect to the child -

Strength _ X Area Needing Improvement

Ttem 29 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Although the State provides a process for foster parenfs and other caregivers to be
notified of reviews and hearings, information from the Statewide Assessment indicates inconsistencies across the State in the degree to
- which niotice is provided to foster parents. This item also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information ‘ L , e -
According to the Statewide Assessment, the DCFS court notification policy is to ensure that foster parents and other caregivers are
given the right to be heard in r,eview hearings with respect to chilfd’ren’in their care and to offer information about the services received
by the child and family. The Statewide Assessment reports that, although internal policies and procedures regarding court notification
requirements and protocols may differ among the State’s three child welfare agencies, formal written notification to the caregivers
must be supplied. The Statewide Assessment notes that the Nevada Bench Book for Child Abuse and Neglect Cases and Related -

- Matters includes instructions for providing notice to caregivers: “At the time of a preliminary protective hearing and all subsequent
_hearings, a notice of time and place of hearing must be given to a parent or other persons responsible for the child’s welfare by
personal service of a written notice, orally, or by posting a written notice on the door of the parent’s residence.” In addition, the

Statewide Assessment notes that it is the responsibility of the caseworker to prc_)videi notice to foster parents of hearings. -

Despite these policies, the Statewide. Assessment acknowledges that State review data indicate inconsistencies across the State in the
degree to which notice is provided to foster parents. In addition, the Statewide Assessment reports that, in a survey of 226 foster
parent respondents conducted between May 2005 and January 2006, 49.2 percent of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the
court system and the child welfare agéncy inform the caregiver about court dates for foster children in plenty of time. ‘

In addition to sufvey findings, the St’atew_ide- Assessment also notes that caseworkers do not post information routiriely Qﬁ notification
in UNITY. The Statewide Assessment notes that obstacles remain in promoting the actual participation of foster parents and other
caregivers in the court hearing process. : ‘ ‘ :

)

Stakeholder Interview Informati:on _ , , : , :
Some Carson City and Washoe_County stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR indicated that notice sometimes
is received too late to allow the caregiver to attend the hearing. ' o :

Despité these cv‘omments,‘ some stakeholders expressed the opinion that foster parents receive notice of hearings consistently via
certified mail from the agency and that they have the opportunity to be heard. ’



1L QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

Ratlng of Review Team Regardlng Substantial Conformity

Not in Substantral Conformity ‘ In Su~bstantial‘ Confbrmity

Rating B S T > x : 4

' Status of Quahty Assurance System

2 ‘Nevada isin substant1al conformlty with the systemlc factor of Quality Assurance (QA) System Nevada was not in substantial
conformrty Wrth this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was requrred to address the factor in its Program Improvement Plan.

“'Key Concerns From the 2004 CFSR

- The followrng concerns were identified in the 2004 review: : ,
e The State had not developed and implemented procedures to ensure that chrldren in foster care were provrded quality services that
- protect the safety and health of the children. . ‘ : '
The State d1d not have a comprehens1ve QA system that measures program Strengths and Areas Needmg Improvement

- To address these concerns, the State 1mplemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan
. Revised and implemented standards to improve the quality improvement (QI) supervisory review process
Implemented a statutory change that granted State licensing authorlty over all emergency shelters :
¢ Formalized a comprehensive QICR system to evaluate the quality of servrces and 1dent1fy and analyze the strengths and needs of
‘ the service delivery system - : ‘ : :
‘ . Developed and implemented a case review system _
o Convened a QI group to develop and monitor the QI and QA processes

: " The State met its goals for this system1c factor by the end of its Program Improvement Plan 1mplementat1on period.
Key vFi\n«di:ngs of the 2009 CFSR

The -ﬁndings pertaim’ng»to the ‘sp’eciﬁc items assessed under QA System are presented and discussed below.
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Item 30._The State has developed and implemented standards to ensure that children in foster éaré are provided quality
services that protect the safety and health of the children - : '

X __Strength | 'Area Needing Improvement

* Ttem 30 is rated as a Strength. Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews in‘fdicates that the State has
standards, protocols, and guidelines in place related to foster home licensing, child visitation, and: servic_e contracts. This-item was
rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. ‘ ’ S

Statewide Assessment Iiﬁforniaﬁon .

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State has implemented standards for service providers and services in child proteCtiOh,

foster care, and foster care licensure of homes and residential facilities. The Statewide Assessment indicates that the followingfactors
ensure that children are provided quality services to protect their safety and health: : s
o' SAFE provides for child and family assessment to determine family needs.

. The case pIanning,‘p‘oli’cy provi-deS guidelines for service assessment and delivery, includihg concurrj‘ent planning. -

o Staff members of child welfare agencies and child care facilities must meet personnel requirements for appropriate licensure and
training, including supervision and regular evaluation of work and performance. B

. T,o‘ promote the safety and health of the child, limitations are imposed on the authority of foster pa_rehts’ to administer appropriate
discipline and supervision. o : ‘ , S . ‘

o ‘Caseworkers monitor foster homes during monthly visitation and work with licensing agencies to 'crbss-report any activity that
may affect the safety or health of the child in placement. : L

o Regulations outline the number of children that may be placed in a foster-care or group home and‘thfe physical requirements for the
home:or facility. TR » » _ : ; R
e A child welfare specialist from the Legislative Counsel Bureau has the authority to visit any child placement facility to review and
~ assess operations and case records, and to-conduct interviews with children and staff as needed. . = '
o  The Grants Management Unit monitors contract performance of service providers.

The Statewide Assessme‘n:t‘reports ‘that‘the Clark County Child Haven facility is l_icensed'és a child carei institution and monitored for
compliance with State standards. o ' '

Stakeholder Interview Information ‘ S

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the safe't,_y of children in foster care is
_protected by standards, protocols, and guidelines for foster home licensing, child visitation, service contracts, and casework practice.
Some Clark County stakeholders indicated that new policies recently implemented are designed to improve service quality and the
standards of service provision. | '
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In addrtlon State-level and Washoe County stakeholders indicated that an element of child fatality reviews is to-ensure the
effectrveness of safety protocols.

Although some Washoe County stakeholders indicated that services are of a high quality, some Clark County and State-level

stakeholders indicated that the services available are not consistently of high quality. State-level stakeholders noted that there are

" procedures in place for evaluatmg contracts in relation to compliance with performance standards and withdrawing contracts with
service prov1ders that do not provide high-quality services. :

' ‘Item 31 The State is operatlng an 1dent1ﬁable quahty assurance system that is in place in the ]lll‘lSdlCthﬂS where the services
included in the Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP) are provided, evaluates the quality of services, identifies strengths and
needs of the service dehvery system, prov1des relevant reports, and evaluates program 1mprovement measures 1mplenented

X Strength Area Needmg Improvement ,

' Item 31is rated asa Strength Nevada is operating an 1dent1ﬁable QA system based on the CFSR tool and methodology and results in
an Agency Improvement Plan (AIP) for each child Welfare agency that is monitored by the Decision Makmg Group (DMG) at the
State level Th1s 1tem was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement irl Nevada’s 2004 CF SR.

Although the State is operatmg an identifiable QA system the findmgs of the 2009 CFSR raise questions regarding the State s QA
process. Specifically, the State’s ratings for many individual items were considerably higher than the ratings of the Federal 2009
CFSR case review findings. As a result, there is a concern that the State’s QICR system may not be effective in identifying the
strengths and needs of the service dellvery system and therefore may not result in an accurate evaluatlon of the effectiveness of
program unprovement measures. : :
~ Statewide Assessment Information g : :

Accordmg to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires aud1t teams to evaluate and determme whether all child welfare serviees
provided throughout the State are in compliance with Federal and State statute, regulations, and policies and to develop correctrve
actions plans. The Statewide Assessment reports that the State has developed a QICR, which is based on the CFSR tool and
methodology and is conducted by the Farmly Programs Office. The QICR is conducted quarterly, ensuring that each county is
reviewed at least Once per year. ‘ ‘ ‘

, The Statevnde Assessment also reports that the QICR results in the development of an AIP for each child welfare agency that is
monitored by the DMG at the State level. The Statewide Assessment notes that the State’s three child welfare agencies have QI staff
dedicated to the QI process, and that these 11 members are part of the QI Committee, which meets quarterly to evaluate program
performance and measures. In addition, the Statewide Assessment reports that the QI Supervisory Rev1ew Tool and protocol require.

; the continuous review of a sample case from each caseworker s caseload on:are gular basrs
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The Statewide Assessment notes that UNITY produces monthly online reports for program areas 1nclud1ng adoptions, foster care,
CPS, eligibility, juvenile justice, and hcensmg These monthly reports monitor caseload size, adoption subsidies, Chlld fatalities, open
CPS investigations, and other issues. :

Stakeholder Interview Information '
Varlous stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR reported the following QI act1v1t1es

o The State conducts annual reviews in each jurisdiction that are modeled on the Federal CFSR.

o The State-level reviews result in an AIP developed by each child Welfare agency that is reviewed monthly by the State level
L DMG.

e Superv1sory case reviews are conducted at the local level to monitor casework practice.

‘ Management reports from UNITY are revrewed regularly to momtor key case contacts and m1lestones

| Some State- level stakeholders mdlcated that the Children’s Just1ce Act (CJA) task force and the Cltrzen ReV1ew Panel (CRP) conduct
QI rev1ews of spe01ﬁc elements of the Chlld welfare system statewide. : ‘

Desprte these posrtrve comments, several stakeholders 1nd1cated that UNITY and other data reports are not useful in tracklng and ‘
improving the quality of services. Some State-level stakeholders indicated that the ﬁndmgs of QI activities do not result in changes to
the caseworker training curriculum. In addition, some Carson City, Clark County, and Washoe County stakeholders indicated that,
although the results of superv1sory case reviews and other data are shared with State-level pol1cymakers no feedback is provided to
the locahtles on how these reviews are used to inform policy or monitor 1mpr0vement T

IV STAF F AN D PROVIDER TRAINING '

‘ Ratmg of Revrew Team Regardrng Substantlal Conformity

Not in Substantlal Conformlty j ‘In Substantial Conformity

Rating | I R 2X N 3 N 4

' Status of Staff and Provider Training

Nevada 'is not in substantial conformity with the systerniclfactor, of Staff and Provider Training. Nevada was in substantial conformity
with this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was not required to address this factor in its Program Improvement Plan. -
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Key Fmdmgs of the 2009 CFSR |

The ﬁndmgs pertammg to the specific items assessed under Staff and Provider Training are presented and d1scussed below

Item 32. The St‘ate is operating‘ a staff developmentand training program that supports the goals and objectives in the CFSP,
addresses services provided under titles IV-B and IV-E, and provides initial training for all staff who deliver these services

_ Strength X Area Needing Improvement

Item 32 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Although Nevada provides a comprehensive New Worker Core Training program,
information from the stakeholder interviews indicates that in some areas of the State, this training is not adequate to provide
caseworkers with the skills to support the goals and objectives of the CFSP, including conducting 1nvest1gat10ns case- level
documentation, and ICWA issues. This 1tem was rated asa Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR

Statewrde Assessment Informatlon

According to the Statewide Assessment, the State provides a new, full—staff development and training program that 1ncludes a .
‘minimum of 40 hours of training related to the principles and practices of child welfare services. The Statewide Assessment notes that
the New Worker Core Training curriculum has been in operation since January 2009 and that a minimum of eight sessions of the 10--
week training curriculum are offered per year. The Statewide Assessment also notes that the training program, which is provided by
the Nevada Partnership for Training, consists of classroom instruction, individual assignments, and on-the-job training. The Statewide
Assessment indicates that evaluation components have been established throughout the process to assess not only the competency
development of each 1nd1v1dual staff member but also the effectiveness of the cumculum asa whole in preparing caseworkers

The Statewide Assessment notes that the Rural Reglon requlres all caseworkers to be licensed by the Board of Examlners for Social
Work prior to employment but that, although Washoe County gives preference to B.S.W. and M. S W candldates it. does not requ1re
caseworkers to possess a Nevada Seocial Worker Llcense :

The Statew1de Assessment acknowledges that, although State policy requires the provrsron of training for caseworkers priorto
ass1gn1ng a caseload Clark County is the only agency to maintain thls sta:ndard :

Stakeholder Interview Information : - :
Among the questions asked by stakeholders commentmg on this 1tem durrng the onsite CFSR were whether initial tra1n1ng is prov1ded
for new caseworkers and new supervisors and whether that training prepares new caseworkers for the job.

With regard to whether initial training is -provided for new caseworkers,: stakeholders expressed the opinion that New Worker Core
Training is provided to all new caseworkers on a timely basis. In addition, stakeholders indicated that training attendance is tracked
and monitored at the agency level. Although Washoe County and Clark County stakeholders indicated that caseworkers are assigned



" to a training unit ihitially and must complete training prior to recéifving a caseload, Carson City stakeholders indicated that
caseworkers in the Rural Region sometimes are assigned cases prior to the completion of training when there is an office with only
one caseworker or when the new caseworker is experienced. B : : - '

With regard to supervisory training, some Carson City and Washoe County stakeholders indicated that management training is
‘provided for new supervisors. ' ; , }

With regard to whether initial training prepares new caseworkers for the job, stakeholders expressed different opinions. Some
stakeholders expressed the opinion that training prepares caseworkers for thc job. However, others disagreed and suggested that more
training was required in critical areas such as conducting investigations; sub.Stantiating child abuse and neglect allegations; case-level
documentation; docurnentat"ion:for the court, the law, and court process; and ICWA issues. In addition, some stakeholders indicated
that training provided is not of a high quality and does not prepare caseworkers to provide services. - S

Ttem 33. The State pi‘ovides‘fbrudhgbing_ tii;ain‘ipg for staff '-that dddres’ses the skills and knbwlfedgé base needed to carry but
their duties with regard to the services included in the CFSP | L ‘

‘ S~fr¢hg1h” ‘ _X__ Area Needing Improvement

Item 33 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Information from the Statewide Assessment indicates that, although Nevada
requires licensed social workers to complete continuing education requirements and maintain licensure, not all caseworkers are.
licensed social workers. The State does not have minimal ongoing training requirements for caseworkers who are not licensed social
~ workers. In addition, information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that although some ongoing
training is available to caseworkers in various parts of the State, not all caseworkers have the opportunity to access ongoing training.
This item also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide AsSessme_nt Information |

| According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires employees to be responsible for their basic professional training needs.
Licensing regulations require licensed social workers to complete a minimum of 30 hours of continuing education every 2 years‘;;
however, not all caseworkers are licensed social workers. The Statewide Assessment reports that training needs are identified

“currently through the Training Management Team. The Statewide Assessment notes that DCFS is in the process of implementing
significant changes to the training system and developing a training plan to include agency-specific and caseworker-specific
components. The Statewide Assessment indicates the following ongoing training activities: ( '

e Clark County caseworkcré are assigned to specialized units that are trained accordingly in hotline, intake; CPS invesﬁgations, DR,
permanency, and adoptions. : . , : R
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e Clark. County supervisors instituted monthly supervisor learning labs.
e Washoe County provides superv1sor training focused primarily on providing supervision regarding the interface between the
Safety Assessment and the NIA ’ :

, The Statew1de Assessment acknowledges that barriers to the provision of ongoing tra1mng include a lack of fundlng untll State FY
2008. The Statewide Assessment also acknowledges that, although the State offers tra1n1ng via Vldeoconferencmg, caseworkers in
’rural ofﬁces have dlfﬁculty accessing sufficient training due to the long travel distances.

Stakeholder Intemew Informatlon

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR reported that child welfare agencies do not require ongorng
tralmng, although caseworkers who are licensed social workers are required to complete 30 hours of continuing education every

2 yearsto maintain their licenses with the licensing board. Some stakeholders indicated that although all Carson C1ty caseworkers are
llcensed 5001a1 workers, not all Washoe County or Clark County caseworkers are licensed social workers

Some stakeholders indicated that specialty training is available to caseworkers but that caseload concerns reduce the ability of
caseworkers o access ongoing training opportunities. In addition, Carson City and Clark County stakeholders indicated that
.caseworkers must arrange for and pay for cont1nu1ng education. :

- Some stakeholders reported that there is no requirement for supervisory trannng, but Carson Clty and Washoe County stakeholders ‘

noted that superv1sors have organized ¢ palred’ teams of supervisors across units to promote continuous learmng
' Item 34 The State prov1des training for current or prospective foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of State llcensed or
approved facilities that care for children receiving foster care or adoption assistance under title IV-E that addresses the skllls
and knowledge base needed to carry out their duties with regard to foster and adopted chlldren

X Strength. ' Area Needing Improvement

Item 34 is rated as a Strength. Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that State licensing
regulations require both initial and ongoing training for foster parents, relative caregivers, adoptive parents, and staff of child care

- facilities and that training must be completed prior to the placement of a‘child in the home. This item also was rated as a Strength in
“Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. :

Statew1de Assessment Information.

Accordlng to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires potential foster parents and child care facility employees to participate
in mandatory training and ongoing annual training. The Statewide Assessment reports that the State’s three child welfare agencies use
the Parent Resources for Information, Development, and Education (PRIDE) training curriculum.
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" The Statewide Assessment notes the following: _ o _

e Statute requires that family foster care providers, including kinship and adoptive homes, must receive a minimum of 8 hours of
'~ initial training and 4 hours annually thereafter. ' o o o

o Regulation requires that foster homes must receive 20 hours of training prior to placement and 20 hours after placement.

¢ Regulation requires that treatment foster care providers must receive 40 hours of initial training and 20 hours annually.

e Regulation requires that foster group home employees must be provided training within 30 days of employment and 30 hours

annually. o R o . .
- ‘e Regulation requires that child care facility employees must receive 9 hours of training within 90 days of hire, plus 3 hours in child
development and 3 hours in child care within 12 months of hire, followed by 15 hours annually.

‘The Statewide A-ss"e‘ss‘men‘tv also notes that Clark County works with the Clark Couhty Foster and Adoptive Parent Association to
~ provide advanced training opportunities for foster parents. Washoe County and the Rural Region work with the Sierra Association of
Foster Families to provide support to foster parents through peer mentors, advanced training, and foster parent support groups.

‘The Statewide Assessment reports that 79.3 percent of 388 foster parent training participants surveyed in 2008 and the first quarter of
2009 reported that the training program was clear and understandable and 87.1 percent found the materials to be useful to them in their
role as a caregiver. The Statewide Assessment also reports that a stakeholder survey conducted in 2009 shows that 86.7 percent of
foster parents believed that the PRIDE training was excellent and 95.7 percent believe the information presented in the PRIDE training
" gave them the tools to be an effective foster parent or special needs adoptive parent. ‘ : : ‘

* Stakeholder Interview Information N : : , _

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that there is a requirement for initial and
‘ongoing training for foster parents, adoptive parents, and staff of child care facilities. Several stakeholders indicated that the agency
provides initial training and foster parent associations provide ongoing training statewide. Some State-level stakeholders indicated that
training is provided for foster parents and caseworkers to attend jointly. Some Carson City stakeholders noted that the PRIDE training
_is complete and prepares foster parents for the challenges of parenting children in foster care. Some Clark County stakeholders noted
that in that county a new training protocol was being implemented: Partnering for Safety and Permanency-Model Approach to
-Partnerships in Parenting (PS-MAPP). Some Carson City stakeholders noted that in rural areas the agency offers flexible and

condensed training to facilitate the completion of training where transportation is limited.
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V. SERVICE ARR‘AY AND‘RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

Ratmg of Rev1ew Team Regarding Substantlal Conformity ' 4 '
Not i in Substantial Conformlty [ In Substantial Conformity

Rating N R TR 12X 3 4

, ‘Stat-us of Service Array and Resource Dev‘elopmentv

Nevada is notin substantlal conforrmty with the systemic factor of Service ‘Array and Resource Development. Nevada also was not in
, ,substantlal conforrmty w1th this factor in its 2004 CFSR and was requrred to address this factor in its Program Improvement Plan:

‘ fKey Concerns From the 2004 CFSR

: The followmg concerns were identified in the 2004 review: :
- The State did not have in place a sufficient array of services that would enable children to remain safely with their parents when
reasonable or that would help children in foster and adoptlve placements achieve permanency. Critical gaps in the service array
‘were bilingual services (partlcularly Spamsh services), mental health services, substance abuse services, and health and dental
- services (because many providers did not accept Medicaid). :
- “0~ Many services were not-available at all in rural areas.
- The State did not have a sufficient servrce array to ensure that workers were able to 1nd1v1dua112e serv1ces for chlldren and fam111es
served by the agency : -

To address these concerns, the State implemented the followmg strategres in its Program Improvement Plan:

o Developed a service array assessment in all three regions to identify areas for ‘service enhancement :

¢ Developed the Case Planning Policy and the Concurrent Planmng Policy to enhance the 1nd1v1duallzat10n of services to children
' and families . » :

Focused on improving a collaboratlve relatlonshlp with community partners in Clark County to. address gaps in services
Identrﬁed strategres for fundlng famlly preservation and family support services

The State met 1ts goals for this systemrc factor by the end of its Program Improvement Plan 1mp1ementat10n period.
Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR
The fmding—s pertaining to the items assessed‘ under Service Array and Resource DeVel‘opment are presented and discussed below.
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Item 35. The State has in place an array of services that assess the strengths and needs of children and families and determine
other service needs, address the needs of families in addition to individual children in order to create a safe home environment,
enable children to remain safely with their parents when reasonable, and help children in foster and adoptive placements
achleve permanency

X Strength - _ Area Needmg Improvement

Item 35 is rated asa Strength Although-concerns were 1dent1f1ed dur1ng the onsite CFSR about the accessibility of services (as
indicated in item 36) and about caseworker practice with regard to assessing and meeting the service needs of children and families (as
» indicated in item 17), information in the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that Nevada has an ‘adequate array

of key services in the State to meet the needs of children and families and has embarked upon an extens1ve service array assessment.
ThlS 1tem was rated as an Area Needmg Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

- Statewnde Assessment Information :
Accordmg to the Statewide Assessment, Clark County completed a Serv1ce Array Assessment and developed an extens1ve child and .
family data profile that resulted in findings that there are gaps in the avallablllty of family preservatlon and family support services.
The Statewide Assessment notes that the results of the assessment are tracked in an action plan through quarterly progress reports. In
2008, Washoe County initiated the service array assessment process to create and 1mplement a resource and capacity development
plan focused primarily on the three well-being outcomes of the Federal CFSR. The Statew1de Assessment notes that the Rural Reg1on
~will begln to assess the service array when Washoe County has completed its assessment. ‘

‘The Statewide Assessment identifies the followmg promlsmg practlces throughout the State :

o WIN is an intensive case management mode] to provide support to youth and families with complex needs

o CFT meetlngs prov1de famlhes and caseworkers with an opportunity for the cooperative development and momtormg of case

plans. . . :

- The DR program allows families to obtain needed lmkages to services to enable children to remain home safely.

- Four chapters of Foster and Adopted Youth Together were initiated in Clark County. :
The Educational Voucher Program provides funds to. youth to attend secondary educational or vocat1onal training programs.
_The Regional Treatment Grant expanded methamphetamme abuse treatment optlons for mothers involved with the child welfare

- system.

¢  Four rural Famﬂy Resource Centers provide IL services to youth

'S-takeholz’d:er Interview Information o - '
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that there is an adequate array of services
available to address the needs of children and families that includes prevention, placement, reunification, adoption, mental health, and

¢
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- treatment services. Some Washoe County stakeholders noted that the county has conducted a service array assessment to identify

effective services (such as in-home family preservation services, Drug Court, and PI‘OJ ect Wraparound) and to identify opportunities to
develop addltlonal services.

Item 36. The services in item 35 ’are accessible to families and children in all political jurisdi’ctions“ covered in the State’s CFSP
Strength X Area Needing Improvement

Item 36is rated as an Area Needmg Irnprovement Informatlon from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews 1nd1cates
~that many key services are not accessible to families and children in all areas due to gaps in services and in transportat1on resources in
* some parts of the State, especially in rural areas. Key services noted to. be insufficient to meet needs were in-home services, substance
abuse treatment, mental health freatment, domestic violence treatment, foster homes, and post-adoptlon services. This item also was
rated as an Area Needmg Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR ‘ :

Statew1de Assessment Informatlon

According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS revised the allocat1on formula to align more closely with populatlon distribution: 70
percent of resources are allocated to Clark County, 20 percent to Washoe County, and 10 percent to the Rural Region. The Statewide
Assessment reports that the Clark County Service Array Assessment noted that stakeholders rated all of the top 10 services as hav1ng
- an access1b111ty rating of 70 percent or hlgher including the following: case management services (94 percent), health-care services
for children (93 percent), dental care services (89 petcent), transportation assistance (83 percent) educat1onal servrces (82 percent)
emergency or case ass1stance (76 percent), and food assistance (70 percent)

, The Statew1de Assessment indicates that although the State is required to ensure that chlldren and families receive the care and
‘treatment services that they need, there is a lack of availability of a full range of services in the community to-meet the 1dent1ﬁed
needs of children and families. The Statewide Assessment reports that the followmg are 1nsufﬁc1ent to meet needs and often result
“either in long waiting hsts for services or in children and families not receiving any services:
Preventlve in-home services for children at imminent I'lSk of removal
- Timely investigations of maltreatment reports in rural areas
Comprehensive risk assessments
Substance abuse treatment services
Mental health assessment and treatment services
Post- adoptlon support services

The Statew1de Assessment also reports the following ﬁndmgs of the reg1onal service array needs assessment: -
o Clark County identified a need for services in family preservation, homemaker services, substance abuse assessment and
 treatment, mental health assessment, domestlc violence response, and home studies and social summaries.
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. Washoe County identified a need for services in family counseling. and substance abuse treatment.
e The Rural Region 1dent1ﬁed a need for services in mental health assessments and treatment -and 1n-home family preservation
services.

In addition to service needs the Statewide Assessment identified the following challenges with regard to ensunng that there are

sufficient services to meet the needs of children and families:

o There are ongoing challenges i in 1dent1fy1ng, recruiting, and retaining ‘qualified service prov1ders in rural counties.

e Service resources in Clark County have not kept pace with the county’s rapid populatlon growth. ‘

¢ Staffing shortages and high caseloads make it difficult for caseworkers to conduct effective assessments and ensure adequate
© ‘access to-services. ‘ ' '

, Stakeholder Interview Inftrmatlon
Most stakeholders commenting on tlns item durlng the onsite CEFSR expressed the opinion that the State generally does not have the -
capacity to prov1de services to meet the needs of children and families throughout the State. In addition, many stakeholders raised
“concerns about the lack of service prov1ders willing to accept Medicaid and the general lack of transportation resources to assist ‘
children and families in accessing services, particularly in the Rural Region. In addition, various stakeholders identified the following
services as 1nsufﬁc1ent to meet the needs of the children and families served by child welfare agencies:
- Residential treatment for ehildren
Post-adoption support services:
Health services
Mental health assessment and treatment services, including psychiatrie services for children
In-patient and out-patient substance abuse treatment services '
Placement prevention and in-home family support services
Domestic violence services -
Foster homes - ’
Housing

.’Q..'.Q.Q“Q

Item 37. The ser‘yices in item 35 can be individualized to meet the uniqgue needs of children and families served by the agency
Strength o __ X _ Area Needing Improvement

Item 37 is rated as an Area Needmg Improvement ‘Although Nevada-has the assessment and planning tools to identify individualized
' service needs to meet the unique needs of children and families, information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder
‘interviews indicates that the State does not have the capacity to provide these services consistently to all or most families statewide
due to the lack of accessibility of many of the key services in some parts of the State. This 1tem also was rated as an Area Needing
Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.
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Statewide Assessment Information : : :

According to the Statewide Assessment, the Case Planning Policy and the Concurrent Planning Policy both enhance the
individualization of services to children and families. The Statewide Assessment notes that the CF'T meeting allows for the .

individualization of services because it encourages families to be involved in decision-making about desired outcomes and service

needs. '

With regard to the capacity to individualize services for non-English speaking 'fammes, the Statewide Assessment reports that the
Rural Region provides translation services through the use of the Language Line and Clark County provides an Interpreter’s Office for
translation services. ' : ' ’

' Stakehld"er Interview Information - | o _ :
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State’s three child welfare agencies

generally have the assessment and planning tools to individualize service plans to meet the unique needs of families. These

stakeholders noted that families participate in the design of service plans through the CFT and that these service plans are

individualized. Some Carson City and Washoe County stakeholders noted that individualization of services is enhanced in those areas

due to the use of Spanish-speaking service providers, but there are not enough Spanish-speaking service providers to meet the needs of

the population. In addition, some Washoe County stakeholders noted that in that county, individualization of services is enhanced by
the use of flexible funding. : ‘ ' : B

H‘owe‘ve‘ri,‘ so‘fh.e, Clark Co'unty- stakeholders indicated fhat budgetary restrictions result in case plans that are built based on the services
‘available rather than the needs of the family. A few Clark and Washoe County stakeholders indicated that, although service plans can

be tailored to meet the needs of families, case plans reflect similar sets of services provided to all families.

VI. AGENCY RESPONSIVENESS TO THE COMMUNITY

' Rating of Review Team Regarding Substantial Conformity , o , ‘ .
‘ ' S R Not in Substantial Conformity "~ In Substantial Conformity
Rating | R 1 2 8 X 4
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Status of Agency Responsiveness to the Community

Nevada is in substantial conformity Witbh‘ the systemic factor of Agency ReSpohsiveness to the Cémmunjty. Nevada also was in -
substantialconformity with this systemic factor in its 2004 CFSR and was not required to address the factor in its Program
Improvement Plan. ' .

‘Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

The findings pertaining to the items assessed under Agency Responsiveness to the Community are presented and discussed below. i
Item 38. Inf-implenyl’entiligi the provisions of the CFSP, the Stafe engages in ongoing cOnsultatioh w1t v{Tribjal“ repxesentatives, :
_consumers, service providers, foster care providers, the juvenile court, and other public and private child- and family-serving
agencies and includes the major concerns of these representatives in the goals and objectives of the CFSP ' S

_X _Strengfh Area Needing Improvement :

Item 38 is rated as a Strength. Information from the Statéwide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State engages
" in ongoing consultation with key stakeholders in the development of the goals and objectives of the CFSP. This item also was rated as
a Strength in NeVad'a’s’k20‘04? CFSR. 2 L : s ‘ ‘ '

Statewide Assessment Information o ‘ : ‘

According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS collaborates with a variety of entities in the process of developing the 5-year CFSP.
External stakeholders provide information about program functioning, policy, practice, and protocol development through /
~workgroups, focus groups, meetings, public presentations, and survejrs and share resources that are used in program development and
- planning through these partnering relationships. The Statewide Assessment also notes that the DCFS website facilitates both the
 dissemination of the CFSP and coordination of stakeholder feedback regarding the CFSP. The Statewide Assessment reports that

DCEFS consults with organizations and representatives in the following fields: research, drug and alcohol abuse, health, mental health,
* education, domestic violence, juvenile courts, youth, foster family associations, Tribal interests, citizen review panels, and training.
The Statewide Assessment notes that the Indian Child Welfare Steering Committee provides Tribal consultation on [CWA and child
welfare concerns regarding Indian children. There are 27 Federally-recognized Tribes, bands, and colonies within the State of Nevada.
'Stakeholder Interview Information R ~ » | _ ‘
Some stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR noted that they participate in the development of the CFSP
through consortia, committees, and community boards and that DCFS policy-making is a transparent process. Vaarious stakeholders
identified the following key. stakeholder groups that are represented in the DCFS planning process: CIP, CASA and the court, CRP,
CJA, foster parents, Tribes, caseworkers, local agencies, community service providers, and educational institutions.
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- Item 39. The agéncy develops, in consultation with these representatives, Annual Progress and Services Reports pursuant to
- the CFSP ‘ ' g ‘ : ‘

X -"S_tren.gth. Areé Needing Improvement |

Ite‘-m‘ 39'1':isfr‘ated as a Strength. The State develops thé APSR bésed on ongoing consultation with key étakehdld‘ers through consortia;
“advisory boards, committees, workgroups, and community boards. This item also was rated as a Strength in Nvevada"s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information E S B :
According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS is responsive to input from the community received on an ongoing basis in developing -
: APSRS., The Statewide Assessment identifies the following advisory boards, committees, and workgroups that provide feedback to

- DCFS with regard to the goals and objectives of the CFSP and the APSR: B -

. AdministratiVe Team to Review the Death of Children
o CJA Task Force S ,
¢ Clark ‘Cbunt‘éy Department of Family Services.
¢ Clark County Foster and Adoptive Parent Association
e Executive Committee to Review the Death of Children
o ICWA Steering Committee = R :
¢ Inter-Tribal Council of Nevada e ,
¢ Nevada Division of Child and Family Services—Rural Region
o Nevada Partnership for Training |
"o Substance Abuse Preventijojn and Treatment Act
o Sierra Association of Foster Families
‘o ‘Washoe County Department of Social Services
e Youth Advisory Board
Stakeholder Interview Information ) ‘

Stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed different opinions regarding the State’s effectiveness in
engaging in annual consultation in developing the APSR. Most stakeholders noted that they participate in the development of the
APSR through standing consortia, committees, and community boards and that DCFS policy-making is a transparent process.
However, some stakeholders indicated that DCFS does not solicit input into the development of the APSR. ' :
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Ttem 40. The State’s servlces under the CFSP are coordinated vvith services or benefits of other Federal or Federally-assisted
prOgramsi serving the same population ' ' '

Strength X ' Area Needing Improvement

Item 40 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Information from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates

that there are concerns at the State level regarding 1nformatron sharing and coordination of services among State departments
operating Federal or Federally-assisted programs serving. the same populations, including programs-operated by the Tribes. Thls item
was rated as-a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. :

o

’ Statew1de Assessment Informatron :

“ Accordrng to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS is respons1ble for chrldren S mental health, youth correctrons and child welfare

“services. The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that there are global coordmat1on concerns with regard to-information sharing
among large departments and stakeholders across the State. - :

Stakeholder Intervrew Informatlon S : : : K

Most stakeholders commenting on this item durrng the onsite CF SR expressed the opinion ‘that the State generally is-effective in

, coordrnatrng child welfare services with services supported by other Federal programs. Some State-level, Carson City, and Washoe -
- County stakeholders noted that DCFS and the local child welfare agencies work with the following programs: Medicaid, juvenile -
justice, behavioral health, mental health, Tribal programs, and education. However other State-level and Clark County stakeholders
*indicated that services are not coordrnated w1th services prov1ded by other programs, 1nclud1ng Tribal programs that serve the same
population.

(

V. FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PARENT LICENSING RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

Ratlng of Review Team Regardlng Substantial Conformlty

Not in Substantlal Conformity ﬁ In- Substantial Conformity

Rating | | 1 2 x| 4

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

: Nevada isin substant1al conforrnrty with this systemic factor. Nevada also was in substantial conformity with this factor in its 2004
CFSR and was not required to address this factor i its Program Improvement Plan.
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Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR ‘ | : . v -

The»ﬁnd‘ings pértaining to the items assessed under Status of Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment, and Retention are
presented and discussed below. ' | ‘ |

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

= X ‘Strength _ _ Area Needing Iﬁmprovemenf
Ttem 41 is rated as a Strength. Information from the Statewide A‘ssessmént and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State has
standards for foster family homes and child care institutions that are monitored re gularly through licensing procedures that have been

established in each of the State’s three child welfare agencies. This item also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

-‘St'ia:téﬁ‘fid‘e Assessment Information R . ‘ . | - : -
According to the Statewide Assessment, standards for foster homes, adoptive homes, and child care institutions include requirements

- ‘ felaté& to training, staff qualiﬁcations, maintenance of records, fire safety, space, health, food preparation, grounds; nutrition, and

- other safety factors. As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, there are different entities and procedures pertaining to monitoring the
standards for child care institutions and family foster homes. The Statewide Assessment reports that the Bureau of Services for Child
Care, a State-level office, is responsible for monitoring child care institutions. State regulations require the Bureau’s Licensing
~ Surveyors to complete quarterly, semiannual, and annual inspections of facilities to ensure that child care institutions are in -
" compliance with regulations. R ' ‘ ' ‘ | | ‘

With regard to foster family homes, the Statewide Assessment reports that the State’s three child welfare agencies are responsible for
licensing, monitoring, and conducting inspections of foster and adoptive homes to ensure compliance with State regulations. The

- Statewide Assessment also reports that the SAFE instrument is used as a standardized licensing home study tool by these three child:
welfare agencies. AR | | ' ‘ o

= Stakeholder Interview Information _ _ : » :
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the standards in place for foster family
homes and child care institutions include background checks, home studies, safety checks, licensing, and oversight by caseworkers
and licensing staff. Most stakeholders also noted that licenses for foster homes and institutions are renewed annually.

Item 42. The standards are éppli’ed to all licensed or app»‘roved‘\ foster faimily homes or child care institutions receiving title
IV:E or IV-B funds . s v _

X _ Strength Area Needing Improvement
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Ttem 42 is rated as a Strength. Although the State did not provide analysis or evaluation:in the Statewide Assessment, 'm‘formation '
from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State’s standards for foster family homes and child care

institutions are applied equally to all éntities receiving
addition, the title IV-E Eligibility Review held in June

title IV-B or IV-E funds, including licensed relative foster family homes. In
2008 found that cases reviewed were in compliance with all licensing

requirements. This item also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment

According to the Statewide Assessment, all foster homes and child care institutions receiving title IV-E or title IV-B funds must meet
the same licensure requirements. No distinction is made between relative and non-relative applicants. The Statewide Assessment
reports that any complaints or concerns relating to the operation of family foster homes require prompt investigation. Family foster
homes that do not comply with initial licensing requirements or do not maintain compliance as verified by annual inspections and
license renewals will not receive title IV-E or title IV-B funds. ‘ |

The Statewide Assessment notes that relative caregivers who wish to become licensed foster families must complete a minimum of

9 hours of PRIDE fraining priox to placement, m Washoe County and the Rural Region, and 12 hours in Cla:rk County.

" The Statewide Assessment reports that 486 waivers were granted to 1,155 foster and group homes licensed during the 3.year period

from 2006 to 2008. State regulations do not permit approvals to waive the criminal violations stipulated in ASFA. The Statewide

- Assessment describes the procedures used by the three

child welfare agencies to grant waivers as follows:

. The Clark County Administrator may approve a waiver on a case-by-case basis for a specific requirement of the Nevada

regulations with regard to backg;jound check result

S.

e In Washoe County only the director of the agency may approve a waiver to license an individual with a criminal history if it is
- demonstrated that the placement is‘in the child’s best interests. , ' SR R ERes :

o Inthe Rural Region, approvals to waive negative results from criminal background checks are signed by the lieensing supervisor
~ 'with final approval by the social services manager prior fo licensing a home. ‘

The Statewide Assessmeht’ acknowledges that in the Rural Region, caseworkers have limited access to FeSOUIces to conduct criminal

~ background checks on relatives.

Stakeholder Interview Information
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the

onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that standards for foster homes and child

care institutions are applied to all licensed placements throughout the State. Stakeholders noted that‘ relative caregivers who choose to
become licensed foster parents must meet the same standards as nonrelative foster families; however, relative caregivers may

- complete an abbreviated training program and may rec

requirement. In addition, some stakeholders noted that

eive a waiver of a nonsafety reqjugirement such as the square footage
prior to the placement of any child in the home of a relative, caseworkers must
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conduct an emergency criminal background check and home safety inspection. Some stakeholders indicated that children are never
placed in nonrelative, nonlicensed homes. ' e :

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

X _Strength ___ Area Needing Improvement

Item 43 is rated as a Strength. Although the State did not provide analysis or evaluation in the Statewide Assessment, information
from the Statewide Assessment and stakeholder interviews indicates that the State completes criminal background records checks for.
adults in foster homes, relative caregivers, and staff of child care institutions before placing children ina home. In addition, the title
1V-E Eligibility Review held in June 2008 found that criminal background clearances were completed for all licensed foster homes.

~ This item also was rated as a Strength in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. ' : ‘

Statewide Assessment Information " E : o :

* According to the Statewide Assessment, potential foster parents and their family members are evaluated using the Nevada Central
Registry on Child Abuse and Neglect Clearance, sworn statements pertaining fo criminal convictions, a criminal history record check,

“and fingerprinting. Service providers must pass a criminal background and Child Abuse and Neglect Central Registry check and
submit to fingerprinting, as required by State statute. The Statewide Assessment notes that fingerprinting and background checks are

" mandatory in the State in order to work with children. The Statewide Assessment also notes that the State complies with the '

requirements of the Adam Walsh Act and responds to requests from other States for information within 24 hours. =

. The“S'tateAwide 'Asseésmen_t i,ndicates that the State corhpletes criminal recbrd‘s checks before pIacing children in a foster or adoptive
" home. The Statewide Assessment also indicates that if a background check reveals a criminal history, licensing standards are waived
in special circumstances. State regulations do not permit approvals to waive the criminal violations stipulated in ASFA. ’

The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that in the Rural Region there are deléys' in conducting criminal backgrotmd checks on
relatives due to limited resources. In addition, the Statewide Assessment acknowledges that it can take up to 90 days to receive the
National Crime Information Database results, which can lead to delays in the:placement of children. ’

Stakeholder Inteﬁiew ‘In'format»ion‘ ‘ | ‘ . :
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that criminal background checks, child
abuse and neglect registry checks, and fingerprinting are conducted routinely for all adults in foster homes, relative caregivers, and

staff of child care institutions. | :
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Item 44. The State has in pléce a process for ensuring the diligentreéruitment of potential foSfer and adoptive families who

. I

reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of children in the State for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed
. Strength 5 X _ Area Needing Improvement

Ttem 44 is rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Information from the Statewide Assessment indicates that, although one local
- jurisdiction continuously assesses the demographic data of its resource families, the State does not have a process for the diligent
recruitment of potential foster and adoptive families that reflects the ethnic and racial diversity of childrcﬁ f()r whom foster and
adoptive homes are needed. This item also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Nevada’s 2004 CFSR. ’ ‘

Stat-eWide Assessment Information

‘According to the Statewide Assessment, DCFS coordinates with each of the State’s three child welfare agencies to recruit, train, and

license providers of family foster care. The Statewide Assessment indicates that child welfare agencies conduct generaI, targeted, and.
child-specific recruitment activities. LR ~ ' '

- The "S‘f‘_tatew‘ide Assessment reports that Nevada ililusti‘ates an upward trend in the of number of foster care licenses, increasing 12

* percent from April 2007 to April 2008. The Statewide Assessment reports that Clark County has seen an increase in foster parents by
9.97 percent as of June 15, 2008. The Statewide Assessment also reports that Washoe County has continuously assessed the - '

demographic data of its resource families and children and has demonstrated a close correlation between the ethnic and cultural -

diversity of foster children and that of foster families. ‘ S o o S

The ‘StateWide \‘Asse‘ss'ment 'acknbwledges that the 2.9 percent population increase in the State of also has increased the diversity of the
population. As a result of the ever-changing demographics in the State, there is a lack of available placement resources and a lack of
available language-specific training resources, especially in the Rural Region where there are no Spanish-speaking trainers.

S:ta:keh-oildéjl‘: Interview Information o ) B . o

- Most stakeholders commenting on this item and at the State level during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the there is no
récruitment strategy or recmitment planning at the State level and that any recruitment efforts are initiated by local child welfare
‘agencies. For example, Clark County stakeholders indicated that there was a significant and successful effort to increase the number of

foster care placements in that county. In addition, some stakeholders indicated that child welfare agencies hold recruitment events

using media outlets and campaigns. However, none of the efforts focus on the ’dil‘ig‘ent recruitment of a diverse pool of foster and
adoptive homes that reflect the demographic characteristics of children in foster care. ‘ :

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

!

X Strength Area Needing Improvement

Item 45 is rated as a Strerigth. The State uses a vari-éty of cross-jurisdictional resources to facilitate timely adoptive and permanent
placements for waiting children, including national media, adoption exchanges, photo listings, and the Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children (ICPC). This item also was rated as a Strength in: Nevada’s 2004 CFSR.

| Statewide Assessment Infbrmation\ . o ' : . 7 ‘
According to the Statewide Assessment, the State uses the Heart Gallery, Rocky Mountain Adoption Exchange, AdoptUsKids,

Adoption Parties, Wednesday’s Child, Dave Thomas Foundation’s Wendy’s Wonderful Kids program, and various photo listing
services to identify permanent placements for waiting children. v ; E RIS .

The S}fatewidc Assessment indicates ‘that‘ a statewide committee ‘fneets- weekly to review and make r,ecommendations for any possible
out-of-State treatment facility placement. The Statewide Assessment acknowledges that there are delays inherent in the ICPC
- procedures related to the lack of timeliness in other States for providing information and reports to Nevada.

The Statewide Assess‘ment repotts that Nevzida met time réquirements to conduct a home study within 60 days in responding to all
535 ICPC requests from other States from February 2009 through June 2009. S : 4

Stakeholder Interview Information ‘ : ,

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State’s three child welfare agencies
use adoption exchanges, photo listings, and AdoptUsKids to facilitate timely adoptive placements for waiting children. Some
stakeholders indicated that the State has instituted and adheres to strict timelines and procedures for response to ICPC requests from
other States, including the electronic transmission of information. A few stakeholders noted that there are delays from other States in
responding to ICPC requests from Nevada. ’ o ) : :
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