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Introduction

This document presents the findings of the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for the State of Delaware. The CFSR was

conducted the week of March 5, 2007. The period under review was from 10/1/05 to 3/5/07. The findings were derived from the

following documents and data collection procedures:

e The Statewide Assessment, prepared by the Delaware Division of Family Services (DFS).

e The State Data Profile, prepared by the Children’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, which provides
State child welfare data for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005.

e Reviews of 65 cases at three sites throughout the State; 31 cases in New Castle County, 17 cases in Kent County, and 17 cases in
Sussex County.

e Interviews or focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State-level) with stakeholders including, but not limited to

children, parents, foster parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel, service providers,
court personnel, and attorneys.

All 65 cases were open cases at some time during the period under review. The key characteristics of the 65 cases reviewed are
presented in the table on the following page.

The first section of the report (Section A: Outcomes) presents the CFSR findings relevant to the State’s performance in achieving
specified outcomes for children in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being. For each outcome, there is a table presenting the
data for the case review findings and national indicators (when relevant). The table is followed by a discussion of the State’s status
with regard to substantial conformity with the outcome, 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 described when noteworthy. Variations in outcome
and item ratings as a function of type of case (i.e., foster care or in-home services) also are identified when appropriate. The second
section of the report (Section B: Systemic Factors) provides an assessment and discussion of the systemic factors relevant to the child
welfare agency’s ability to achieve positive outcomes for children.



TABLE OF CASE CHARACTERISTICS

Case Characteristics

Foster Care Cases

In-Home Cases

N =42 N =23

When case was opened/child entered foster care
Open prior to the period under review 31 (74%) 8 (35%)
Open during the period under review 11 (26%) 15 (65%)

Child entered foster care during the period under review 16 (38%) NA

Child’s age at start of period under review NA*

Younger than age 10 23 (55%)
At least 10 but younger than 13 2 (5%)
At least 13 but younger than 16 12 (29%)

16 and older 5 (12 %)

Child’s gender NA*
Male 22 (52%)

Female 20 (48%)

Race/Ethnicity By case**
African American (Non-Hispanic) 19 (45%) 10 (43%)
White (Non-Hispanic) 17 (40%) 12 (52%)
Hispanic (of all races) 1 (2%) 1 (4%)
Two or more races 5 (12%)

Primary Reason for opening case
Neglect (not including medical neglect) 13 (31%) 10 (43)
Physical abuse 8 (19%) 2 (9%)
Sexual abuse 1 (4%)
Medical neglect 1 (2%) 0
Child’s Behavior/Juvenile Justice 2 (5%) 1 (4%)
Substance abuse by parent 3 (7% 1 (4%)
Domestic violence in child’s home 1 (2%) 1 (4%)
Emotional maltreatment 2 (5%) 1 (4%)

Abandonment 1 (2%) 0
Mental physical health of child 1 (2%) 2 (9%)
No one available to care for child (due to death, illness, or incarceration) 5 (12%) 0

Mental/physical health of parent 4(9%) 2 (9%)

Other (“Dependency”™) 1 (2%) 2 (9%)

*Information on these characteristics for in-home services cases is not provided because all children in the family are considered in these cases

**Data are provided by case for a total of 59 children




SECTION A: OUTCOMES

In the Outcomes Section of the report, an overall rating of Strength or Area Needing Improvement is assigned to each of the 23
indicators (items) reviewed. An item may be assigned an overall rating of Strength if 90 percent of the applicable cases reviewed
were rated as a Strength. In addition to the item ratings, States are evaluated with regard to performance on seven outcomes, each of
which incorporates one or more of the individual items. The evaluation options for the outcomes are Substantially Achieved, Partially
Achieved, and Not Achieved. In order for a State to be in substantial conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percent of the cases
reviewed must be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome. A State that is not in substantial conformity with a particular
outcome must develop and implement a Program Improvement Plan (PIP) to address the areas of concern within that outcome.

The Administration for Children and Families has set a very high standard of performance for the CFSR Review. The standards are
based on the belief that because child welfare agencies work with our country’s most vulnerable children and families, only the
highest standards of performance should be acceptable. The focus of the CFSR process is on continuous quality improvement;
standards are set high to ensure ongoing attention to the goal of achieving positive outcomes for children and families with regard to
safety, permanency, and well-being.

It should be noted, however, that States are not required to achieve these standards through their PIP. ACF recognizes that the kinds
of systemic and practice changes necessary to improve outcomes are complex to implement and are not likely to have immediate
results. Instead, States establish their own goals for their PIP. That is, for each outcome or item that is an area needing improvement,
each State specifies how much improvement they will demonstrate and/or the activities that it will implement to address the areas
needing improvement,, and determines the procedures for demonstrating the achievement of these goals. Both the extent of
improvement specified and the procedures for establishing improvement vary across States. Therefore, a State can meet the
requirements of their PIP and still not meet the 95 or 90 percent requirements of the onsite CFSR.

The second round of the CFSR is intended to address the issue of State’s current level of functioning with regard to child outcomes by
once more applying the high standards and consistent, comprehensive, case review methodology. This is intended to serve as a basis
for continued Program Improvement Plans addressing areas where the State still needs to improve, even though specific Program
Improvement Plan requirements may have been achieved. The goal is to ensure that program improvement is an ongoing process and
does not end with the closing of the PIP.

In the following sections, for each Outcome assessed, there is a discussion of how the State performed on that Outcome in the first
round. If a State was not in substantial conformity with an outcome for its first CFSR, the key concerns relevant to the outcome are
noted in this report as well as the key strategies implemented in the State’s PIP to address those issues. The focus of the assessment
will be on whether the same issues that emerged as concerns in the first CFSR, still remain as concerns, or whether those particular
concerns were resolved, but others have emerged as salient.



Because many changes have been made in the onsite CFSR 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 their
performance in the first round, particularly with regard to comparisons of percentages. Key changes in the CFSR process that make it
difficult to compare performance across reviews are the following:

An increase in the sample size from 50 to 65 cases.

Stratification of the sample to ensure a minimum number of cases in key program areas, resulting in variations in the
number of cases relevant for specific outcomes and items.

Changes in criteria for specific items to increase consistency and to ensure an assessment of critical areas, such as child
welfare agency efforts to involve non-custodial parents.

The issue of sample size is particularly relevant to Delaware, because in Delaware’s first CFSR in 2001, only 39 cases were reviewed,
compared to 65 cases in the 2007 review.

. SAFETY

Safety Outcome 1

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

New Castle Kent Sussex Total Number | Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 6 7 21 65.6
Partially Achieved: 2 1 2 5 15.6
Not Achieved or Addressed: 5 1 0 6 18.8
Not Applicable: 16 9 8 33
Conformity of Statewide data indicators with national standards:

National Standard (%) | State’s Percentage Meets Standard

Absence of maltreatment recurrence 94.6 97.1 YES
Absence of maltreatment of children in foster
care by foster parents or facility staff 99.68 99.88 YES

STATUS OF SAFETY OUTCOME 1

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1. This determination was based on the finding that the

outcome was substantially achieved in 65.6 percent of the applicable cases, which is less than the 95 percent or higher required for a




rating of substantial conformity. However, Delaware did meet the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to the absence
of maltreatment recurrence and the absence of maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents or facility staff.

Performance on Safety Outcome 1 varied across sites. The outcome was determined to be substantially achieved in 87.5 percent of
applicable Sussex County Cases, compared to 75 percent of Kent County cases, and 53 percent of New Castle County cases.

Key concerns from the 2001 CFSR

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with this outcome during the first CFSR conducted in Federal fiscal year 2001. During that
review, item 1 pertaining to timeliness of initiating investigations was rated as a Strength and, therefore, was not addressed in the State’s PIP.
Item 2, which pertains to repeat maltreatment, was rated as an Area Needing Improvement and was addressed in the State’s PIP. The
following concerns were identified relevant to this item:

e Incidents of new child abuse or neglect allegations on open cases were not consistently treated as new reports.

e There was a lack of documentation that multiple reports were appropriately processed per State policy.

To address these concerns, Delaware implemented the following strategies in its PIP:
e The Quality Assurance (QA) instrument was revised to capture information on the receipt of new reports of child abuse and
neglect.
e The New Worker Training implemented during the PIP period included elements on the identification of new reports of
maltreatment in open cases and intervention strategies in these situations and included training on use of historical information in
decision-making. Training also was provided to supervisors on integrating historical information into case decisions.

The State met its target goals for this outcome.

Key findings of the 2007 CFSR

Although it was rated as a Strength in the 2001 CFSR, in the 2007 CFSR, item 1 - timeliness of initiating investigations was rated as an Area
Needing Improvement because an investigation of a maltreatment report was initiated in accordance with State policy in only 69 percent of
the cases. Performance with regard to timeliness of investigations was higher in Sussex County than in the other two counties.

In addition, despite the efforts implemented during the PIP, the 2007 CFSR continued to find a lack of consistency with regard to conducting
formal investigations of maltreatment allegations received on open cases or during ongoing investigation. In the 2007 CFSR, however, item 2
was rated as a Strength because this issue is no longer considered in the rating of item 2. Instead, this item addresses only repeat incidents of
substantiated or indicated maltreatment. The issue of whether a maltreatment incident is sufficiently addressed is considered under items 3
and 4.



Although it is not considered in the rating for item 2, the issue of agency response to allegations on open cases remains a concern because it
raises questions about the State’s data pertaining to the national measure of maltreatment recurrence. Delaware’s policy (as reported in their
State Policy Submission) is clear regarding allegations of maltreatment involving families that are already either under investigation or being
served by the agency. The policy states that the “...following situations are to be processed as new reports regardless of case activity in the
Division, i.e., family unknown to the system, family was previously opened, or the family currently has a case opened in Investigation or
Treatment.” The policy also is clear that a “new incident of abuse and neglect includes any incident that is different from what was previously
investigated or currently being investigated,” even if the incidents were of the same type.

Although policy is clear on these situations, the onsite review found that in three cases, additional maltreatment reports on the family were not
handled in accordance with policy. In these cases, however, the CFSR case reviewers were told by the caseworkers on the case that the
actions they took were in accordance with agency policy. The following are descriptions of these case situations:

e Inone case, (Sussex County) there was only one investigation, and therefore only one substantiation, of three separate
hotline reports occurring over a 2-month period that were for three different incidents. Instead, when each new report
came in, it was “rolled up” into the existing investigation, because that investigation was still ongoing.

e In another case, (Sussex County) there was a hotline report accepted by DFS, but when the case was transferred to the
county, the investigation was “abridged” (i.e., referred to the ongoing treatment worker rather than for a new investigation)
because there was already an ongoing treatment worker assigned to the case. (Note that the term “abridged” was provided
by State staff as the term used in these situations.)

e In another case (Wilmington), there were three reports made to the hotline, two of which were investigated. The third
report (which was the last one) concerned a newborn, with the mother testing positive for drugs. Since there was already
an open case on this family, this report was “abridged” and the individual report on the newborn child was never
investigated.

These cases indicate that there are maltreatment reports in the State that are not being formally investigated.

Despite the case review findings regarding timeliness of initiating investigations, most stakeholders commenting on this item
expressed the opinion that the agency is effective in responding to maltreatment reports in a timely manner. Stakeholders’ opinions
were more varied with regard to agency effectiveness in preventing maltreatment recurrence.

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

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment

Strength _X_ Area Needing Improvement



Case Review Information
Review Findings: The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 32 (49 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were not applicable when there
were no reports of child maltreatment during the period under review. In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determine whether the
response to a maltreatment report occurring during the period under review had been initiated in accordance with the State child
welfare agency requirements. Delaware’s policies with regard to initiating investigations are the following:
e For all cases assigned an “urgent” response time, the caseworker will make face-to-face contact with the primary victim(s)
and at least one parent/caretaker within 24 hours.
e For all cases assigned a “routine” response time, the caseworker will make face-to-face contact with the primary victim(s)
and at least one parent/caretaker within 10 calendar days.

Information regarding the ratings for this item is provided below.

Item 1 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 8 6 8 22 69
Area Needing Improvement 7 2 1 10 31
Not applicable 16 9 8 33

Total 31 17 17 65

As shown in the table, performance on this measure varied across sites. The item was rated as a Strength in 88 percent of applicable
Sussex County cases and 75 percent of applicable Kent County, compared to only 53 percent of applicable New Castle County cases.

Item 1 was rated as a Strength when face-to-face contact was established with the child within the time frames required by State policy
or law. It was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when face-to-face contact was not established within the required time frames.

Stakeholder Interview Information

The majority of stakeholders commenting on this item in the CFSR review expressed the opinion that the agency is effective in
responding to maltreatment reports in a timely manner. They suggested that DFS and law enforcement work well together in
responding to allegations that may require the intervention of police.

Rating Determination

Item 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 69 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had initiated an investigation of a maltreatment report in accordance with the required time frames. This percent is less
than the 90 percent required for an overall item rating of Strength. For the State’s first CFSR, conducted in 2001, this item was rated
as a Strength.



Statewide Assessment Information

Information provided in the Statewide Assessment is not consistent with the CFSR onsite case review findings. For example, the
Statewide Assessment reports that in State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2006, a total of 5,568 reports were accepted for investigation and 5,364
(96.34 percent) of the initial contacts were made on time. In SFY 2005, a total of 5,449 reports were accepted for investigation and
5,281 (96.92 percent) of the initial contacts were made on time. These statistics include both urgent and routine reports. In addition,
the Statewide Assessment reports that nearly all participants in the focus groups convened by the State indicated that the agency
responds to maltreatment allegations in a timely manner.

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment

__X__ Strength __Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 21 (32 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were not applicable for this item if there was no
substantiated or indicated maltreatment report during the period under review. For all applicable cases, reviewers were to determine
whether 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 identified report. Information regarding the ratings is provided below.

Item 2 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 8 7 5 20 95
Area Needing Improvement 0 0 1 1 5
Not applicable 23 10 11 44

Total 31 17 17 65

Item 2 was rated as a Strength in 20 cases when there was no indication of two or more substantiated or indicated maltreatment reports
on the family within a 6-month period, or when there were two or more substantiated reports, but they did not involve the same
perpetrator or circumstances or the time separation between them was greater than 6 months.

Item 2 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in only 1 case when it was determined that there were two substantiated
maltreatment reports within a 6-month period that involved the same general circumstances.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Many stakeholders commenting on this item expressed the opinion that the agency is effective in prevention maltreatment recurrence.
This was attributed to agency policy and practices designed to prevent recurrence, specifically the agency’s requirements for the
frequency and quality of family and child contact. However, other stakeholders voiced concern that maltreatment recurrence is a

9



fairly frequent problem. Most of the stakeholders who expressed concern about maltreatment recurrence attributed the problem to
parental substance-abuse relapse or to families not being receptive to services. They noted that children are experiencing
maltreatment recurrence because the initial problems that brought the family to the attention of DFS still exist.

A few stakeholders expressed concern that often there are multiple reports of maltreatment involving a family before there is sufficient
evidence for a substantiation of the allegation.

Rating Determination

Item 2 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. In 95 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that there was no recurrence of
maltreatment. This percent exceeds the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, this item was rated as
an Area Needing Improvement and the State was required to address it in a Program Improvement Plan. The Statewide Assessment
notes that concerted efforts were made to increase the contact between caseworkers and children and parents to address child safety.
In the State Fiscal Year 2006, for example, it was noted that DFS invoked legislative authority to add two case managers. This was
done to maintain the caseload standards and support frequent caseworker contacts with children and families.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, stakeholders queried about the incidence of maltreatment for the Statewide Assessment
expressed mixed opinions. The Statewide Assessment notes that some DFS workers and supervisors said that DFS does not do
enough to prevent the recurrence of maltreatment, while others said that DFS is doing “a good job in this area.” The Statewide
Assessment also notes that participants from the Review Bodies focus group, the Adoptive Parents focus group, and the Foster Parents
focus group all felt that DFS did a good job of reducing the recurrence of maltreatment. Many focus group participants suggested that
the reason for maltreatment recurrence is that many of the families with whom DFS works have chronic, multigenerational abuse and
neglect histories.

Safety Outcome 2

Safety 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:

New Castle Kent Sussex Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 21 14 16 51 78.5
Partially Achieved: 6 3 1 10 154
Not Achieved or Addressed: 4 0 0 4 6.1
Not Applicable: 0 0 0 0
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STATUS OF SAFETY OUTCOME 2

Delaware was not found to be in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was substantially achieved in 78.5 percent of the cases reviewed, which is less than the 95 percent or higher required for a
rating of substantial conformity. Performance with regard to this outcome varied across counties. The outcome was determined to be
substantially achieved in 94 percent of Sussex County cases, compared to 82 percent of Kent County cases, and 68 percent of New
Castle County cases.

Key concerns from the 2001 CFSR

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with this outcome during its first CFSR conducted in Federal fiscal year 2001. This first
CFSR resulted in a rating of Strength for item 3—Services to Prevent Removal, but a rating of Area Needing Improvement for item 4—Risk
of harm to children. The key concerns identified with regard to item 4 were the following:

Some cases were closed prematurely — that is, before risk factors were adequately resolved.
Domestic violence issues were not appropriately addressed in some cases.

The assessments conducted of risk of harm were not always adequate.

There was insufficient monitoring of out-of-State placements.

Delaware implemented the following PIP strategies to address these concerns:

Domestic violence liaisons were hired to work with DFS caseworkers to assist families with support, referral and information. A
domestic violence training plan was developed and all staff completed core training. Domestic violence risk factors were included
in new worker and refresher training. The QA instrument was modified to address domestic violence issues.

A treatment Case Review questionnaire was developed and implemented. The safety assessment and safety plan process were
modified with additional decision-making points and integrated into treatment case management. Comprehensive safety model
training was provided to all direct service staff. DFS replaced its risk management tool with the Family Assessment Form (FAF),
developed by the Children’s Bureau of Southern California (CBSC). A new outcome-based Family Service Plan (FSP) process
was implemented; FAF scores determine which items must be addressed in the FSP.

Delaware’s supervisory process—Directed Case Conferencing (DCC)—uwhich focuses supervision on ongoing safety and the
quality of caseworker process with the family, was modified to improve clinical intervention with uncooperative parents and cases
involving domestic violence.

DFS initiated legislation to allow the Family Court to be petitioned to compel a family to cooperate with services without removal
of the child. This initiative was not successful, however, and a new approach was developed using existing statutes with the
Family Court.
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e The State redesigned the Office of Prevention and Early Intervention (OPEI) to develop a “more effective bridge” between
mandatory CPS services and voluntary services.

e The State implemented a YRS Critical Incident Protocol to address critical incident reporting and response for children in
specialized out-of-state placements. Training on this protocol was provided to all YRS and contract staff.

The State’s PIP goals with regard to these issues were achieved.
Key Findings of the 2007 CFSR

Similar to the 2001 CFSR, in the 2007 CFSR item 3—Services to prevent removal—was found to be a Strength for the State. Also, similar to
the 2001 CFSR, item 4 was found to be an Area Needing Improvement. However, the concerns relevant to this item that emerged during the
first CFSR were not found for the 2007 CFSR. In the 2007 CFSR, there were no concerns relevant to domestic violence and no concerns
relevant to monitoring YRS out-of-State placements. In addition, the problems of premature case closure and inadequate documentation were
each found in only one of the cases reviewed. Despite the success in addressing these concerns, item 4 continued to be rated as an Area
Needing Improvement because of a finding that the agency was not consistent in providing services to address the safety and risk factors
identified in the safety and risk assessments.

Stakeholder interview information obtained during the 2007 CFSR indicates that many stakeholders perceive DFS as effective with regard to
conducting safety and risk assessments, both initially and on an ongoing basis. However, stakeholders had some concerns about the
effectiveness of risk and safety assessments in the foster homes, and about the availability of services to address the safety needs of children
while they remain in their own homes.

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 2 are presented below.
Item 3. Services to family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal
_ X___ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

An assessment of item 3 was applicable in 39 (60 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were excluded from this assessment if the children
entered foster care prior to the period under review and there were no other children in the home (24 cases) 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 (2
cases). For this item, reviewers assessed whether, in responding to a substantiated maltreatment report or risk of harm, the agency
made diligent efforts to provide services to families to prevent placement of children in foster care while at the same time ensuring
their safety. The results of this assessment are shown in the table below.
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Item 3 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 14 11 11 36 92
Area Needing Improvement 2 1 0 3 8
Not applicable 15 5 6 26

Total Cases 31 17 27 65

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

e Services were provided to the parents and child to prevent removal (21 cases).

e The child was placed with relatives and services were provided to the relatives, parents, and children (5 cases).

e The children were appropriately removed from the home because the removal was necessary to ensure the child’s safety (10
cases).

Case review information indicates that a wide range of services was offered or provided to families. These included (but were not
limited to) the following: parent aide services, individual counseling for the children and parents, family counseling, parenting classes,
substance abuse assessment and counseling, referrals for financial aid, referrals for parenting support groups, referrals for day care and
housing assistance, assistance with budgeting and employment, economic services through TANF and WIC, food baskets, Head Start,
domestic violence-related services, mental health services, and the Strong Families Program.

Item 3 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:
e The child’s placement in foster care may have been prevented if services had been provided (1 case).
e Services were provided but they did not adequately address the safety issues in the family (2 cases).

Stakeholder Interview Information

The majority of stakeholders commenting on this item during the CFSR onsite review expressed the opinion that DFS is effective in
providing services to children and families in the home to prevent placement of children in foster care. Many stakeholders, in
particular, praised the availability of the Domestic Violence and Substance Abuse Liaisons that assess and provide services to DFS
cases in which these issues may be a concern. However, a few stakeholders expressed concern that there often were multiple referrals
for child maltreatment before a case is opened for services. As a result, cases sometimes are not opened until the family reaches the
point where removal is necessary.

Stakeholders also expressed concern about the limited availability of some of the services necessary to address the safety needs of
children while they remain in their own homes.
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Rating Determination

Item 3 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. In 92 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that DFS had made concerted
efforts to maintain children safely in their own homes. This percent exceeds the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. In the
State’s 2001 CFSR, this item was rated as a Strength.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to information in the Statewide Assessment, focus group participants expressed different opinions regarding DFS’
effectiveness in providing services to prevent children’s removal from the home. The family and youth focus group participants said
that DFS removes children from the home too quickly and without sufficient prevention efforts. However, as noted in the Statewide
Assessment, when the same question was posed to focus groups comprised of review bodies, educators, and foster parents, “most felt
that DFS consistently made reasonable efforts to prevent placement.”

The Statewide Assessment also notes that the majority of participants in focus groups comprising DFS social workers said that DFS is
very effective in providing services to prevent removal from the home. However, these focus group participants also suggested that
different supervisors within DFS have different thresholds as to when DFS should remove a child from the home. They said that some
units will do everything possible to prevent removing a child from the home, while others feel it is too risky to leave a child in the
home if there are any safety concerns.

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, DFS workers have access to an Emergency Placement Prevention fund to provide specific
basic necessities for children or families to prevent children’s removal, including furniture; basic appliances; household necessities;
clothing; security deposits; one time rent payments; or heat, water, electric, or gas services. However, the Statewide Assessment
reports that “this fund must be used as a last resort and the caseworker must plan with the family to prevent the problem from
occurring in the future.” In addition, there is a fund available to DFS workers to provide families with emergency food supplies,
prescription medications, necessary over-the-counter medications, diapers, formula and baby food. It is noted in the Statewide
Assessment that both avenues of special funding were created to ensure the safety and well-being of children, to prevent the need to
remove children from the home, or to facilitate reunification.
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Item 4. Risk of harm to child

_____ Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

An assessment of item 4 was applicable for 64 (98 percent) of the 65 cases. The one case that was not applicable for this item
involved an Office of Prevention and Early Intervention case in which there were no risks of harm to the child in the home. 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 children involved in each case. The results of this assessment are shown in the table below.

Item 4 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 22 15 16 53 83
Area Needing Improvement 9 1 1 11 17
Not applicable 0 1 0 1

Total Cases 31 17 17 65

As shown in the table, performance on this item differed across sites. The item was rated as a Strength in 94.1 percent of Sussex
County cases and 94 percent of Kent County cases, compared to only 71 percent of New Castle County cases.

Item 4 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the risk of harm to children was appropriately addressed by the agency
through (1) conducting initial and ongoing assessments of risk and safety either in the children’s home or in children’s foster home
and, (2) addressing all safety-related concerns identified through the assessment.

Item 4 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement primarily when reviewers determined the following:

There was risk of harm to the child when they were in the home and the services necessary to reduce that risk were not provided (5
cases).

There was risk of harm to the child in the foster care setting and the services necessary to reduce that risk were not provided (3
cases).

There was no documentation of ongoing risk assessment in the foster home (1 case).

The case was closed prematurely before safety issues were fully addressed (1 case).

One of the children was not seen during an investigation of a maltreatment report, and therefore no safety assessment was
conducted on the child (1 case).
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Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite review had different opinions regarding the effectiveness of DFS in reducing
the risk of harm to children. Several stakeholders suggested that the agency is effective in this area. They noted that safety is
continually assessed throughout the life of the case, and that safety planning usually is comprehensive and effective. Stakeholders
also reported that abuse in foster care in Delaware is very low. Other stakeholders, however, suggested that the agency is less
effective than it should be in addressing the safety and risk issues for children in foster care.

Rating Determination

Item 4 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 83 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
DFS had appropriately addressed the risk of harm to the children. This percent is less than the 90 percent or higher required for an
overall rating of Strength.

Statewide Assessment Information

In the State’s first CFSR, conducted in 2001, this item was rated as an Area Needing Improvement and the State was required to
address the item in a Program Improvement Plan. The Statewide Assessment reports that during Round 1 of the CFSR, a concern was
noted that DFS workers were prematurely closing cases before risk was assessed. The State determined that this issue was relevant to
in-home cases which were voluntary and in which clients were uncooperative. As a result of that finding, DFS developed a new
protocol for addressing cases in which the client is uncooperative. In addition, DFS modified their case closure guidelines so that
cases are not closed prematurely.

The Statewide Assessment also reports that Quality Assurance case reviews for SFY 2006 indicated that safety is being assessed on an
ongoing basis. In responding to the question “Did safety continue to be assessed throughout the life of the case?” QA case reviewers
reported this to be true in 88 percent of the cases. When asked “Was a safety review completed on the particular foster child being
reviewed as well as the foster home they were in?” QA case reviewers indicated that safety had been assessed 99 percent of the time.

However, as noted in the Statewide Assessment, QA case reviews for SFY 2006 found that only 64 percent of the cases are compliant
with completing a safety assessment prior to returning children home. The Statewide Assessment reports that this statistic refers to the
completion of the formal Safety Assessment Form and does not reflect the informal assessment that DFS workers conduct on an
ongoing basis. It was noted that DFS “must make an effort to improve on the number of [formal] safety assessments workers are
completing prior to reunification.” The Statewide Assessment suggests that DFS workers do an excellent job of assessing the safety
of children during every face-to-face contact; the problem is in the completion of a form not in the actual assessment of safety.

Information in the Statewide Assessment also suggests that many youth do not feel comfortable or safe in their foster homes. Youth
participating in the focus groups convened by the State reported that, although DFS reduces the risk of harm by removing children
from their homes, they then expose the children to additional mental and emotional abuse in the foster home. The youth said that they
were often exposed to inappropriate adult conversations regarding their parents or families, or were talked about as if they were not
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there, resulting in feelings of isolation and separation. The youth also felt that when they were placed in foster care they were forced
to hold their feelings inside and that they could not discuss their feelings or concerns about safety.

Il. PERMANENCY

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:

New Castle Kent Sussex Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 4 5 18 42.9
Partially Achieved: 7 6 5 18 42.9
Not Achieved or Addressed: 5 1 0 6 14.2
Not Applicable: 10 6 7
Conformity of Statewide data indicators with national standards:
National Standard State’s Meets Standard
(Scaled Score) Composite Score (Yes/No)
Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification
122.6 128.6 Yes
Composite 2: Timeliness of adoptions 106.4 100.5 No
Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for
extended time periods 121.7 137.1 Yes
Composite 4: Placement stability 101.5 121.4 Yes

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME 1

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. This determination was based on the following

findings:

e The outcome was substantially achieved in 42.8 percent of the cases, which is less than the 95 percent required for an overall
rating of substantial conformity.

e The State Data Profile indicates that for Federal fiscal year 2006, the State did not meet the national standard for Composite 2:
Timeliness of Adoptions.

The State did meet the national standard for composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunifications; Composite 3: Permanency
for children in foster care for extended time periods; and Composite 4: Placement stability. Performance on the individual measures
included in these composites is presented in the discussion of the related items.
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Key concerns from the 2001 CFSR

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with this outcome during the first CFSR conducted in Federal fiscal year 2001. In this
review, item 7 (pertaining to establishing permanency goals for children in a timely manner), and item 9 (achieving adoptions in a timely
manner) were each rated as an Area Needing Improvement. Key concerns identified during the 2001 CFSR with regard to these items were
the following:

Delays in achieving termination of parental rights (TPR).

Insufficient attention to permanency for children in YRS placements

Insufficient numbers of adoptive families

Delays in referrals for the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC).

The State also identified three additional factors that they believed had an impact on timely permanency. These were:
e Delays in finalizing adoptions due to Court processes and backlogs.
e Concerns regarding DFS’ process for approving and training foster families to be adoptive families.
e Insufficient attention to permanency in YRS cases due to a focus on criminal proceedings and public safety.

Delaware implemented the following strategies in its PIP to address these concerns:

e A process was developed to screen children when they enter care to determine whether reunification services should be provided
and/or to seek immediate court approval of a decision not to make reasonable efforts to reunite.

New permanency tracking points were developed for the State’s management information system—FACTS.

Joint trainings and meetings were initiated with Family Court judges, CASAs, attorneys, and foster parents.

New timeframes for TPR appeals were developed by the courts with regard to submitting briefs and rendering decisions.

Foster parent training was modified to include FOSTADOPT training for both foster and adoptive parenting. This process has

been fully implemented and a new application was developed to combine foster and adoptive parents.

e Adoption contracts were awarded to four private agencies to develop recruitment strategies for older children, special needs
children and sibling groups.

e DFS sought to initiate action to change the Delaware Code to establish jurisdiction for dependency/neglect and TPR at the initial
dependency hearing. This was not successful, however DFS worked with the Family Court to create an ad hoc task force to study
the issue. Functions of the Permanency Planning Committee resulted from this task force.

e YRS training on new procedures for revised bail was completed. Training on adjudicatory order language on reasonable efforts
and contrary to the welfare determinations was also completed for YRS staff.

The State’s PIP goals with regard to these issues were achieved.
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Key Findings of the 2007 CFSR

In contrast to the 2001 CFSR, five of the six items relevant to Permanency Outcome 1 were rated as Areas Needing Improvement.
Only the item pertaining to re-entry into foster care was rated as a Strength.

However, a key finding of the 2007 CFSR is that the PIP efforts to address timeliness of adoptions were successful with regard to the percent
of adoptions occurring within 24 months of a child’s entry into foster care. One of the PIP goals pertaining to adoption was that by the end of
the PIP, 15 percent of adoptions would take place in less than 24 months from the child’s entry into foster care. This goal was exceeded: by
the end of the PIP 32.4 percent of adoptions were achieved in less than 24 months of the child’s entry into foster care, and by 2005, 32.4
percent of adoptions occurred in this time frame. Despite this improvement, the State did not meet the national standard for the data
composite pertaining to adoption in the 2007 review. This is primarily due to performance on the measure assessing attainment of finalized
adoptions for children who are already legally free for adoption (i.e., there is termination of parental rights for both parents). This suggests
that not having an adequate pool of adoptive families may still be a concern for the State.

Despite this success, the following key concerns were identified through case review findings:
e Inconsistencies in establishing permanency goals in a timely manner,
e Inconsistencies with regard to concerted efforts to achieve goals in a timely manner,
e The establishment of a goal of Alternative Planned Permanent Living Arrangement (APPLA) for children under the age of 16,
e Questions regarding the “permanency” of APPLA placements and the lack of formal agreements with foster parents regarding
the permanency of the placement, and
e Alack of services to prepare children with a goal of APPLA for independent living.

Stakeholder interview information generally supported these concerns. However, stakeholders generally perceived the agency as
establishing permanency goals in a timely manner.

Findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Permanency Outcome 1 are presented below.
Item 5. Foster care re-entries
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information
An assessment of item 5 was applicable for 16 of the 42 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable for assessment 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 discharge from a prior foster care episode. The results of this
assessment are presented in the table below.
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Item 5 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 6 6 3 15 94
Area Needing Improvement 0 0 1 1 6
Not applicable 15 5 6 26

Total Foster Care Cases 21 11 10 42

State performance in 2005 on the individual measure of foster care reentry included in Composite 1. Timeliness and permanency of
reunification was as follows: 22.8 percent of the children exiting foster care in 2004 reentered foster care in less than 12 months. For
the data set used to establish the national standards for the data composites, the median performance on this measure was 15.0 percent,
and the 25™ percentile was 9.9 percent. For this measure, lower percentages are associated with higher levels of performance.

Item 5 was rated as a Strength when the entry into foster care during the period under review did not take place within 12 months of
discharge from a prior episode. Item 5 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in one case when the entry into foster care during
the period under review occurred within 12 months of the child’s discharge from a prior foster care episode.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item expressed different opinions. Most stakeholders said that the agency is effective in preventing
reentry into foster care, although they noted that there are some cases of reentry that may be attributed in large part to parental
substance abuse. However, a few stakeholders voiced concern that reentry is probably higher than it should be and attributed this to:
(1) the fact that many services often are not continued after reunification, and (2) some children are being reunified prematurely.

Rating Determination

Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. In 94 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that the entry into foster
care during the period under review did not occur within 12 months of discharge from a prior foster care episode. This percent meets
the 90 percent or higher required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, which was conducted in 2001, this item also was
rated as a Strength.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to information provided in the Statewide Assessment, most participants of focus groups convened by the State generally
expressed the opinion that DFS is effective in preventing multiple entries of children into foster care. They identified the use of
transitional reunification plans and increased visitation as the family moved toward reunification as two strategies that contributed to
success with regard to reentry.

The Statewide Assessment also notes the following concerns voiced by various focus group participants:
e There are challenges in preventing reentry when the issues concern neglect.
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e The primary issues resulting in replacement are lack of housing and substance abuse relapse.

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, there is a discrepancy between the opinions expressed by focus group members and the
data for the Federal measure of foster care reentry, which is quite high. The Statewide Assessment indicated that this warrants further
study. The Statewide Assessment also noted that “further analysis will include looking at the role Family Court has played in the
various counties regarding the decision to reunify families.” Additionally, the Division must evaluate the factors social workers and
supervisors consider before reunification occurs. The Treatment Program Manager will initiate the analysis by July 2007.

Item 6. Stability of foster care placement
Strength __X___Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

All 42 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of Item 6. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the
child experienced 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
child’s current placement setting. The findings of this assessment are presented in the table below.

Item 6 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 13 7 9 29 69
Area Needing Improvement 8 4 1 13 31
Not applicable 0 0 0 0

Total Foster Care Cases 21 11 10 42

Performance on this item varied considerably across counties. The item was rated as a Strength in 90 percent of Sussex County cases,
compared to 64 percent Kent County cases, and 62 percent New Castle County cases.

Delaware’s performance in 2005 on the individual measures of placement stability included in Composite 4. Placement Stability,

indicate that the State is among the top 25 percent of States for all measures. The percentages were the following:

e 96.3 percent of the children in foster care for less than 12 months experienced two or fewer placement settings,

e 82.6 percent of the children in foster care for at least 12 months but less than 24 months experienced two or fewer placement
settings, and

e 52.6 percent of the children in foster care for at least 24 months experienced two or fewer placement settings.

Item 6 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:
e The child did not experience a placement change during the period under review (21 cases).
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e The placement changes experienced were in the child's best interest in that they were intended to promote achieving the child’s
permanency goal or to provide specialized services to the child (7 cases). For example, placement changes were made to move the
child to a relative home, to an adoptive home, from a shelter to a foster home, and from a foster home to a treatment facility based
on the recommendation of a psychiatrist.

e The child reentered foster care during the period under review and the agency tried to place the child with former foster parents (1
case).

Item 6 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

e The child experienced multiple placements, and at least one placement change was not part of a planned placement change to
further attainment of the child’s permanency goal (11 cases). In most of these cases, children were moved either due to their
behavior problems or due to personal problems experienced by the foster parents.

e The child’s current placement was not stable (2 cases).

Additional findings of the case review were the following:

e Children in 20 cases experienced only 1 placement during the period under review.

e Children in 12 cases experienced 2 placements during the period under review.

e Children in 10 cases experienced 3 or more placements during the period under review.

Stakeholder Interview Information

The majority of Stakeholders commenting on this topic noted that there are problems with placement stability in the State. They
differed, however, with regard to the causes of this problem. Some stakeholders suggested that the main reason why placements
disrupt is the child’s behavior. These stakeholders suggested that some foster parents are expected to care for children who belong in
mental health treatment facilities. Other stakeholders attributed problems with placement stability to an insufficient number of foster
care placements, which results in placements based on availability rather than appropriateness. A few stakeholders said that there was
a lack of support for foster parents experiencing difficulties with a foster child’s behavior.

Many stakeholders expressed the opinion that there is a lack of appropriate placements for youth, noting that there are only two group
homes in the State. It was noted that many youth end up in a shelter rather than a home, and, although a shelter stay is supposed to be
limited to 120 days, most children are there longer.

Rating Determination

Item 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 69 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
children experienced placement stability or that changes in placements were in their best interests. This percent is less than the 90
percent or higher required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, this item was rated as a Strength.
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Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, Delaware has worked to improve the stability of children in foster care. However, the
Statewide Assessment also notes that because of limited placement resources, children experience frequent changes in placements.
DFS case managers participating in focus groups convened by the State expressed the opinion that the agency could improve in this
area by adding more foster homes, increasing training skills, and adding supports for foster parents. As indicated in the Statewide
Assessment, a key challenge is reducing multiple placements of older children in care. The youth in the focus groups convened by the
State viewed placement stability as connected to their emotional stability and said that the relationships and commitment of foster
parents and case managers were important to them.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child
Strength X Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Information
All 42 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 7. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the

agency had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timely manner. The results of this assessment are shown
below.

Item 7 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 13 6 8 27 64
Area Needing Improvement 8 5 2 15 36
Not applicable 0 0 0 0

Total Foster Care Cases 21 11 10

Delaware’s performance in 2005 with regard to the individual measures incorporated in Permanency Composite 3: Achieving
permanency for children in foster care for long periods of time, was the following:

e 25.2 percent of the children in foster care for 24 months or longer at the start of the fiscal year were discharged from foster
care to a permanent home (i.e., adoption, reunification with parents or other relatives, or guardianship) by the end of the
fiscal year. This percent is about equivalent to the national median for this measure (25.0 percent) for the dataset used to
establish the national standards

e 95.1 percent of the children exiting foster care in 2005 who were legally free for adoption at the time of exit were
discharged to a permanent home. This percent is less than the national median for this measure (96.8 percent) for the data
set used to establish the national standards.

e 22.1 percent of the children who were discharged from foster care in 2005 with a discharge reason of emancipation had
been in foster care for 3 years or longer at the time of discharge. This percent makes Delaware one of the highest
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performing States (top 25 percent) on this measure (note that lower percentages mean higher performance) based on the
data set used to establish the national standards.

Item 7 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the child's permanency goal was appropriate and had been established
in a timely manner. The case was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

The child’s goal is APPLA, but there is no indication that alternative permanency options were explored prior to establishing this
goal (2 cases).

The goal of reunification was maintained for too long a period of time (3 cases).

The child was in foster care for 15 of the most recent 22 months, but the agency did not file or join a TPR petition or file or
document a compelling reason for not filing for TPR (8 cases).

After a lengthy period of time, the goal of adoption was changed by the court because the court determined that the agency had not
made concerted efforts to assist the mother in achieving her case plan objectives (1 case).

The goal of reunification was changed to guardianship without exploring the father as a reunification option (1 case).

There was a lack of concurrent planning (1 case).

The goal was appropriate but was not established in a timely manner (1 case).

Case review findings pertaining to case goals were as follows:

10 children had a goal of adoption only.

15 children had a goal of APPLA only.

9 children had a goal of reunification only.

2 children had a goal of guardianship only.

3 children had concurrent goals of adoption and reunification.
1 child had a concurrent goal of adoption and guardianship.

1 child had a concurrent goal of reunification and guardianship.

Case review findings pertaining to termination of parental rights (TPR) were as follows:

At the time of the on-site review, 28 of the 42 children in the foster care cases had been in foster care for 15 of the most recent 22
months.

TPR had been filed in 13 (46 percent) of the 28 cases (it was achieved in 6 cases).

A reason for not filing for TPR was noted in 7 of the 15 cases for which TPR had not been filed despite the 15-month criterion
being met.
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Stakeholder Interview Information

Many stakeholders reported that DFS is effective at establishing appropriate permanency goals in a timely manner. Stakeholders,
however, expressed different opinions about the goal of APPLA. Many stakeholders said that they believe it is being used
appropriately, while many others voiced concern about the agency’s use of this goal and suggested that it is being misused. These
latter stakeholders were particularly concerned that APPLA is beginning to be used for younger children as well as adolescents. As
one of them noted, 10 to 12 year olds are now being called “older children.” Several stakeholders also were concerned about the
general assumption of the agency and the courts that any child older than 12 cannot be adopted, and the general lack of concerted
efforts around adoptions for adolescents. Stakeholders in general also indicated that once APPLA is established as the goal, it is rarely
reassessed and there is no systematic process for reassessment.

Stakeholders also expressed different opinions regarding use of concurrent planning. All stakeholders agreed that there is little
documentation regarding concurrent planning because FACTS, the State information system, does not support it. However, several
stakeholders, particularly those in Sussex County, indicated that caseworkers routinely engage in concurrent planning on an informal
basis, although this cannot be formalized in FACTS. Several stakeholders reported that it is agency policy that reunification is the
only goal for 6 to 9 months, then, if desired, the permanency planning committee can change the goal and the worker can focus on
concurrent goals. However, according to Delaware’s State Policy Submission form: “Concurrent planning begins from the time of
placement into foster care until permanency has been sanctioned by the court.” As noted in the Policy Submission Form, “Once
placement occurs, concurrent planning is used to explore other permanency options for children if they cannot return home.” This
suggests that there is some confusion among stakeholders regarding agency policies pertaining to concurrent planning, which was
reflected in some of the cases reviewed.

Several stakeholders also expressed the opinion that in many situations, reunification is being maintained as the goal for too long
when there is no evidence that the parents are actively working the case plan, or when there is support for putting the case on a fast
track toward adoption.

Rating Determination

Item 7 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 64 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had established an appropriate goal for the child in a timely manner. This percent is less than the 90 percent or higher
required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, which was conducted in 2001, this item was rated as an Area Needing
Improvement.

Statewide Assessment Information

The Statewide Assessment reports the following information from the SFY 2006 QA reviews.

¢ Reviewers found that 100 percent of the children reviewed had a permanency goal and 84 (38.5 percent) of the 218 children had a
goal of “planned permanent living arrangement” (APPLA).

e Reviewers believed that 94 percent of the established goals were appropriate to the child.
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e Reviewers believed that DFS was making reasonable efforts to achieve those goals in 98 percent of the cases.

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, State policy for children in foster care is that permanency goals are established within 30
days of entering out of home care and that goals are reviewed at least every 6 months. Participants in focus groups convened by the
State generally agreed that permanency goals are established in a timely manner for children entering foster care. The Statewide
Assessment also notes that it is agency policy that concurrent planning begins from the time of placement into foster care until
permanency has been sanctioned by the court. Once placement occurs, concurrent planning is used to explore other permanency
options for children if they cannot return home.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that DFS has instituted a policy that requires all workers to complete an “Early Screening Tool”
for all children birth through 12 that enter foster care within one month of placement. The intent of the Early Screening Tool is to
serve as a prognostic indicator of how successful reunification efforts are likely to be. If the social worker identifies items on the tool
that indicate reunification is unlikely, the case is immediately referred to the Permanency Planning Committee for review. In those
instances, termination of parental rights is pursued expeditiously after consultation with the Deputy Attorney General and in
accordance with ASFA deadlines.

Also noted in the Statewide Assessment is that Department Policy #209, Department Services Coordination, was implemented in
October 2003. This policy placed the responsibility for dependent children in the Department with the Office of Children’s Services.
This has increased the number of older foster youth with special needs. These youth are more likely than other children entering
foster care to have limited permanency options.

Item 8. Reunification, Guardianship, or Permanent Placement with Relatives

Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Information
Item 8 was applicable for 17 of the 42 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine 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, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had made, or was in the process of making, diligent

efforts to achieve the goals.

The results of this assessment are shown in the table below.

Item 8 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent

Strength 5 3 3 11 65
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Area Needing Improvement 3 2 1 6 35

Not applicable 13 6 6 25

Total 21 11 10 42

It is difficult to assess variation in performance across sites because of the small numbers of applicable cases for each item.

Delaware’s performance in 2005 with regard to the timeliness of reunification measures included in Permanency Composite 1—

Timeliness and permanency of reunification—were as follows:

e 88.5 percent of the reunifications occurred in less than 12 months of the child’s entry into foster care. This percent exceeds the
75" percentile (75.2 percent) for State performance on this measure for the data set used to establish the national standards.

e The median length of stay in foster care for children discharged to reunification was 3.0 months. This median is lower than the
25" percentile for State performance on this measure (5.4 months) for the data set used to establish the national standards for
composite 1. (Note that lower number of months means higher performance.)

e 59.7 percent of children entering foster care in the last 6 months of 2004, were discharged from foster care to reunification within
12 months of entry into foster care. This percent exceeds the 75™ percentile (48.4 percent) for State performance on this measure
for the data set used to establish the national standards.

The applicable cases for this item include nine with a goal of reunification, two with a goal of guardianship, three with concurrent
goals of adoption and reunification, one with concurrent goals of reunification and guardianship, and one with concurrent goals of
adoption and guardianship.

Item 8 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the goal had been achieved in a timely manner or that the agency was
making concerted efforts to achieve the goal in a timely manner. Item 8 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers
determined that the agency had not made diligent efforts to achieve the goal in a timely manner.

Additional case review finding are as follows:

e For the 9 cases with a single goal of reunification, the goal was achieved in 2 cases; for both of those cases, the goal was achieved
within 12 months.

e For the two cases with a single goal of guardianship, the goal was achieved in both cases in less than 12 months.

e For the 1 case in which the goal was permanent placement with relatives, the goal was achieved in less than 12 months.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this issue suggested that DFS has effective policies and procedures in place to support reunification with
parents or other relatives. A few stakeholders, however, expressed concern that guardianship is being used as a case goal when
adoption should be the goal, because adoption is more permanent.
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Rating Determination

Item 8 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 65 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made diligent efforts to attain the goals of reunification or permanent placement with relatives in a timely manner.
This percentage is less than the 90 percent or higher required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, there was no
comparable item. At that time, item 8 pertained to independent living services.

According to the Statewide Assessment, reunification is, by policy, the priority permanency goal. It was noted that the Family Court,
Child Placement Review Board, Office of the Child Advocate, Guardian Ad Litems (GAL) and Court Appointed Special Advocates
(CASA) all play important roles with DFS in identifying and achieving the goal of reunification.
Item 9: Adoption

Strength __X_ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Information

Item 9 was applicable for 14 of the 42 foster care cases. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether diligent efforts
had been, or were being, made to achieve finalized adoptions in a timely manner. The results are shown in the table below.
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Item 9 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 3 2 1 6 43
Area Needing Improvement 4 1 3 8 57
Not Applicable 14 8 6 28

Total 21 11 10 42

The following information describes Delaware’s performance on the individual measures included in the CFSR Data Composite 2:

Timeliness of Adoptions:

e 42.7 percent of the children exiting to adoption were discharged in less than 24 months from the time of entry into foster care.
This percent exceeds the 75™ percentile for this measure (36.6 percent) for the data set used to establish the national standards for
the composite.

e The median length of stay in foster care for children adopted was 27.9 months. This length of stay is about equivalent to the 25"
percentile for this measure (27.3 months) for the data set used to establish the national standard for the composite. It is one of the
higher performing States. (Note that the lower the number of months, the higher the performance).

e 20.2 percent of children in foster care for 17 months or longer on the first day of the year were discharged to a final adoption by
the last day of the year. This percent is equal to the national median for this measure (20.2 percent) for the data set used to
establish the national standard for the composite.

e 9.7 percent of children 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 percent is slightly higher than the median
for this measure (8.8 percent) for the data set used to establish the national standard for the composite.

e 38.9 percent of children who were legally free for adoption were adopted within 12 months of becoming legally free. This percent
is less than the national median for this measure (45.8 percent) for the data set used to establish the national standard for the
composite.

Item 9 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the State had made diligent efforts to achieve finalized adoptions in a
timely manner. Item 9 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined that the State had not made diligent
efforts to achieve a finalized adoption in a timely manner. In 3 of these 8 cases, key concerns were attributed to court delays in
scheduling hearings, particularly TPR hearings.

For the 14 cases with a goal of adoption, the reviews indicated that adoption was finalized in 3 cases with only 1 of the finalizations
occurring within 24 months of the child’s entry into foster care. Of the 11 remaining children, only 3 were identified as being in
adoptive placements. For one case, it was not clear whether the current placement was an adoptive placement.

Stakeholder Interview Information
Most stakeholders commenting on this item expressed the opinion that the agency is very timely in achieving adoptions in “fast track”
cases (cases that are referred to the Permanency Planning Committee during the first month of placement based on the findings of the
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Early Screening Tool), but is not as good for other types of cases. They also were in general agreement that the agency files for TPR
in a timely manner. However, many noted that the TPR process often is slowed in the courts, due primarily to court scheduling, but
also to the tendency of some judges to give parents a number of “second chances” to accomplish the objectives of their reunification
plan. Although some stakeholders noted that there are frequent continuances in the courts, other stakeholders suggested that
continuances are rare.

One of the key barriers to timely adoptions was noted to be the lack of adoption resources. Stakeholders reported than when foster
parents decide to adopt, things go rather quickly and smoothly, but other adoptions take a lot longer. However, stakeholders also
noted that many foster parents do not want to adopt because of a belief that they will lose their subsidies and the services they need for
the children. Another barrier noted was the high caseloads of adoption workers. Also, several stakeholders reported that some
adoption workers begin looking for adoptive placements as soon as TPR is filed, but other adoption workers will wait until the TPR is
granted.

Additional information on stakeholder perceptions of the adoption process is provided under items 25, 26, 27, and 28 in the Systemic
Factors section of the report.

Rating Determination

Item 9 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 43 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
DFS had made diligent efforts to achieve adoptions in a timely manner. This percent is less than the 90 percent or higher required for
a rating of Strength. In the State’s first CFSR, which was conducted in 2001, this item also was rated as an Area Needing
Improvement. The State was required to address this item in a Program Improvement Plan.

Statewide Assessment Information
The Statewide Assessment notes that improvements have been made in achieving adoptions in a timely manner and describes several
factors that the State feels contributed to this improvement:
e Through 2002 legislation, the period of supervision for an adoptive placement was reduced from 1 year to 6 months.
e TPR petitions are filed in a timely manner.
e All children entering care are reviewed by the permanency committee at 10 months to review the progress in the case or to
make a goal change.
e Children entering foster care are screened for permanency decisions early on in the case.
e There has been an improvement in the partnership among DFS, the Family Court, adoption agencies, and child advocates.
e There is a dual application for foster and adoptive parents (adopted in January 2004). This expedites adoptions because
about 60 percent of adoptions in the State are by foster parents.

The Statewide Assessment notes that there were 240 adoption cases as of November 2006. Of that number, Delaware was recruiting
for adoptive families for 112 children. The remaining 128 children were noted to be in a pre-adoptive placement.
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The Statewide Assessment reports that focus group participants agree that there has been significant improvement in getting children
adopted in a timely manner. However, some barriers to timely adoptions were identified by case managers, adoptive parents, policy
managers and administrators, and review bodies, including court scheduling delays and lengthy litigations.

Item 10. Permanency goal of other planned permanent living arrangement
Strength __X__ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Information
Item 10 was applicable for 15 (36 percent) of the 42 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine if the

agency had made, or was making, diligent efforts to assist children in attaining their goals related to other planned permanent living
arrangements. The results are presented in the table below:

Item 10 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 3 3 3 9 60
Area Needing Improvement 5 1 0 6 40
Not applicable 13 7 7 27

Total 21 11 10 42

Item 10 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

e The child was receiving the necessary services and supports to promote a successful transition from foster care to independent
living once the child reached the age of emancipation (8 cases).

e The child had long-term special needs that were being adequately addressed in a specialized setting and the State was planning on
transitioning the child to a supervised living arrangement at the age of majority (3 cases).

Item 10 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

e The agency was not and had not been providing the child with sufficient services to assist in transitioning to independent living (4
cases).

e The child’s current placement was not long term and was unstable (2 cases).

e There was no formal agreement from current foster parents that they will provide a permanent home for the child until age of
majority (5 cases).

Additional findings of the case review were the following:
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e 5 of the cases assessed for this item involved children who were 16 or older.
e 10 of the cases assessed for this item involved children for whom this goal was established when they were younger than age 16.
e Inone case, the child was younger than age 13 when the goal of APPLA was established.

Stakeholder Interview Information

All stakeholders commenting on this item noted that there are insufficient services to assist children in transitioning from foster care to
independent living, although some suggested that the situation has improved over the past 5 years. While several stakeholders noted
that existing services are effective, the general consensus was that there are not enough of these services and that they are not able to
reach the “hard-to-engage” youth. It was noted that Independent Living (IL) Services contractors need to be creative with respect to
engaging youth in services. Not all stakeholders, however, viewed existing services as effective. Several suggested that they are not
very useful and that the critical services such as transitional housing and mentoring are not available. One stakeholder reported that
the State budget for Independent Living Services is not sufficient to meet the needs of the foster care youth in Delaware. In addition,
IL contractors were reported to carry three times the caseloads of DFS workers.

Stakeholders also noted that the State policy requiring that formal contracted independent living services can be provided only to
children age 16 and older is a clear barrier to preparing children for independent living. Because of the shortage of services, children
at age 16 often are put on waiting lists and are close to 18 before they ever receive IL services.

A few stakeholders also questioned whether the goal of APPLA is ever actually achieved, since these placements can be very unstable
and in many situations are not permanent.

Rating Determination

Item 10 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 60 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the goal
of other planned living arrangement was being addressed in an appropriate way. This percent is less than the 90 percent or higher
required for a rating of Strength.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, State policy indicates that for youth with a goal of APPLA, all youth 14 years of age and
older are provided with Independent Living (IL) services. However, the Statewide Assessment notes that from 14 to 15 years of age,
the IL services are provided by the caseworker and the foster placement, and are informal, focusing on daily hygiene and interpersonal
relationships. For youth 16 and older, formal IL services are coordinated and provided by community-based contractors.

While this is written in policy, there is some indication in the Statewide Assessment that the policies are not being implemented as
intended. For example, the Statewide Assessment reports that “practically all” focus group participants agreed that DFS is not doing
enough to prepare youth to become successfully independent and that independent living services for older youth is an area that needs
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improvement. However, the Statewide Assessment notes that review bodies and stakeholders see this as the State’s problem, not
DFS’s. Current independent living services are effective but are limited in scope and budget. Youth aging out of care need better
choices for medical care, mental health, and housing and support services.

Permanency Outcome 2

Outcome P2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
Number of cases reviewed by the team according to degree of outcome achievement:

New Castle Kent Sussex Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 13 7 7 27 65.8
Partially Achieved: 7 4 3 14 34.2
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0 0 0
Not Applicable: 1 0 0

STATUS OF PERMANENCY OUTCOME 2

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 2. This determination was based on the finding that the
outcome was rated as substantially achieved in 65.8 percent of the cases, which is less than the 95 percent or higher required for
substantial conformity. Performance on this outcome did not differ substantially across the counties

Key concerns from the 2001 CFSR

Delaware did not achieve substantial conformity with this outcome during the first CFSR conducted in Federal fiscal year 2001.
Specifically, item 13 (pertaining to visits with parents and siblings in foster care) was rated as an Area Needing Improvement due
primarily to the finding in the case reviews of a lack of planning for sibling visits in many cases. To address this concern, the State
implemented the following PIP strategies:

e The DCC process was modified to include discussion about sibling and parent visitation. Supervisors are now directed to inquire
about the planning and completion of sibling visits during regular conferencing with caseworkers.
e A new placement/permanency case review tool was finalized that addressed visitation and ensured that information about the
frequency of sibling visits is available to managers to monitor whether such visits are regularly scheduled.
The State’s PIP goals with regard to this issue were achieved.

Key Findings of the 2007 CFSR
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Although the PIP goals pertaining to improving visitation were achieved, the 2007 CFSR found that there continues to be a lack of
consistency in ensuring sufficient visitation between children and parents, and particularly, between siblings who are placed apart.
Consequently, item 13 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in the 2007 CFSR. Other key findings pertaining to this
outcome were the following:

e The agency is generally effective in placing children in close proximity to their parents (item 11), when relevant.

e The agency is not consistent in its efforts to support the bond between parents and children (item 16).

e There is a lack of consistency with regard to seeking and evaluating relatives as placement options (item 15) and maintaining

connections between the children and their extended families, communities, and religious/cultural heritage (item 14).

Although many stakeholders suggested that DFS makes concerted efforts to preserve the continuity of family relationships and
connections for children in foster care, they also noted that there often are insufficient resources to ensure that these efforts are
successful.

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

__X__ Strength ____Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

Item 11 was applicable for 29 of the 42 foster care cases. Cases determined to be not applicable were those in which (1) TPR had
been attained prior to the period under review, (2) contact with parents was not considered to be in the child's best interest, and/or (3)
parents were deceased or whereabouts were unknown. In assessing item 11, reviewers were to determine whether the child's most
current foster care setting was in close proximity to the child's parents or close relatives. The results of this assessment are presented
in the table below:

Item 11 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 13 7 7 27 93
Area Needing Improvement 2 0 0 2 7
Not applicable 6 4 3 13

Total Foster Care Cases 21 11 10 42

Item 11 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the child was placed in the same community or county as the parents
or that the child’s placement was not in the same community or county, but was still in close proximity to the parents. Item 11 was
rated as an Area Needing Improvement in two cases when reviewers determined that the child was place in another county because of
a lack of adequate resources in the county where the child’s family resided.
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Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item expressed the opinion that, although DFS tries to keep children in their same communities
when considering placements, children often are not placed in their communities or counties because of scarce placement options.
Stakeholders noted that the older the child, the more difficult it is to place them in proximity to their families. One example of this
problem provided by stakeholders was the lack of group homes (there are only 2) in the State.

Rating Determination

Item 11 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. In 93 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the State agency had made
diligent efforts to ensure that children were placed in foster care placements that were in close proximity to their parents or relatives,
or that were necessary to meet special needs. This percent exceeds the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. In the State’s
2001 CFSR, this item was rated as a Strength.

Statewide Assessment Information
According to the Statewide Assessment, DFS makes concerted efforts to place children in close proximity to their parents. However,
the Statewide Assessment also notes that this is not always feasible because of the scarcity of placement options.

Item 12. Placement with siblings
Strength __X___Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Information

Item 12 was applicable for 20 (48 percent) of the 42 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable if the child did not have a sibling in
foster care at any time during the period under review. In assessing item 12, reviewers were to determine whether siblings were, or
had been, placed together and, if not, whether the separation was necessary to meet the needs (service or safety needs) of one or more
of the children. The results of this assessment are presented in the table below:

Item 12 New Castle Kent Sussex Total N Percent
Strength 10 3 3 16 80
Area Needing Improvement 2 2 0 4 20
Not applicable 9 6 7

Total Foster Care Cases 21 11 10 42

Although there was some variation in performance on this item across sites, it is difficult to interpret because of the small number of

applicable cases in Kent and Sussex Counties.




Item 12 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following:

e The child was in a placement with all siblings (5 cases).

e The child was in a placement with some siblings, and the separation from other siblings was determined to be in the best interests
of one of the siblings (5 cases).

e The child was not placed with any siblings, but the siblings were separated due to the special needs of one of the siblings (3 cases).

e The child was not placed with any siblings, but placement with siblings was not in the child’s best interest (3 cases).

Item 12 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:
e There was a shortage of placement resources for sibling groups (four or fewer children) (3 cases).
e Children were not placed with siblings and the separation was not deemed to be in the best interests of one of the siblings (1 case).

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this topic expressed the opinion that DFS tries to place siblings together whenever possible and
appropriate. However, they also noted that these efforts often are hampered by a lack of resources, particularly for large sibling
groups.

Rating Determination

Item 12 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 80 percent