CT Program Improvement Plan

Data Foundations



PIP Framework

"The Program Improvement Plan process is designed to create
lasting and statewide systemic change in key areas identified in the
Child and Family Services Review while also addressing the
immediate needs of children and families...”

"...At the end of this process, states should be able to summarize the
key child, case, and family characteristics and needs of their target
populations as well as the relevant systemic issues that may be
affecting their identified outcomes. The state uses this information
to inform the intervention selection process.”




Agency Overview

*In 2016, over 100,000 calls to the Careline

*Annually, 50,000 reports_of abuse or neglect are received
e At any pointin time, the Department serves:
-Approximately 26,000 children and 11,500 families

-14,000 open cases with 2,500 investigations and 1,000 family assessments
underway

~4,400 children in placement:

*41% are with families or fictive kin

*10.9% in congregate settings




ACCEPTED REPORTS BY CALENDAR YEAR AND ALLEGATION TYPE
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TOTAL ACCEPTED REPORTS 29431] 28652 29631 30526] 29278

Physical/Sexval Abuse Only| 4701] 4489

Physicol/Sexual Abuse and Neglect 453 1i| 4151 3908
Neglect Only | 20199 20012 220001200

Physical/Sexual Abuse Only | 16. cmi 15 7% ol 145%] 141%
Physicol/Sexual Abuse and Neglect| 15.4%| 14 5% 1.1.51-:.}| 13 3%
Neglect Only |  68.6%| 71.1% 749%

- e .._“.........._...____....._._E e e s e e

SUBSTANTIATED REPORTS BY CALENDAR YEAR AND ALLEGATION TYPE
2001] 2012] 2013] 2004] 201S
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Maltreatment Rates

DEMOGRAPHIC
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Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality Across The CT Child Protection System SFY16: STATEWIDE
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Committed Deliquent Pathway Data Separated by Race and Ethnicity
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Accepted Reports: Substance Abuse + IPV

# hecapled Re ports
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Safety Context

Safety Outcome 1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
ltem 1: Were the agency's responses to all accepted child maltreatment reports initiated, and

face-to-face contact with the child(ren) made, within time frames established by agency
policies or state statutes?

Safety Outcome 2: Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and

appropriate.

ltem 2: Did the agency make concerted efforts to provide services to the family to prevent
children’s entry into foster care or re-entry after reunification?

ltem 3: Did the agency make concerted efforts to assess and address the risk and safety
concerns relating to the child(ren) in their own homes or while in foster care?




All Reports by Screening Decision
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Accepted Reports by Track+Subst.
Observed to 1Q17, Projected to 1Q19
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Disparity-Referrals with CPS Response
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Disparity-Referrals with FAR Response
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Cumulative Proportion of FAR Families
with No Substantiated Subsequent Reports at End of

96 oa Time Integlgal ae
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Unadjusted survival rates to the first substantiated subsequent
report indicate that are statistical differences among
race/ethnicity groups: FAR families identified as Hispanic had a
better substantiated subsequent report rate than those

identified as White. There were no other statistically significant
differences between racial groups.
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FAR Annual Status Report for CY 2015

(N=31,546, 2,879 missing Race/Ethnicity)




Cumulative Proportion of CSF Families
with No Substantiated Subsequent Reports at End of Time Interval
by Race
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races.
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Disparity-Children Substantiated as Victims
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Disparity-Cases Opened for Services
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Exit Plan Measure #1: Report Responses

Commenced Within Required Timeframe
(of accepted reports with commencement due dun'n? specified time

_Pern:al:[; comparisons by Time Periods
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

. = i ' Investigation Met
Assessment Met
B Total Met
—— Bxit Plan Standard >=:90.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015 - Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)
Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)




Exit Plan #2: Report Responses Completed Within

45 Days

(of those due for completion during specified Time Period;
comparison by Time Perods)
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

| Investigation Met
Assessment Met
B Total Met
— Bxit Plan Standard »=: 85.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015 - Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)
Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)
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Exit Plan #5: Child Safety Maintained 6 Months
(of victims whose 6 month observation ended during Time Period;
comparisons by Time Period)

Report Time Period: April 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

Met (Safe)
— Exit Plan Standard >=: 93.0 %

Apr 2011 - Apr 2013 - Apr 2015 - Total: Apr 2010 -
Mar 2012 Mar 2014 Mar 2016 Mar 2017
Apr 2010 - Apr 2012 - Apr2014- Apr 2016 -
Mar 2011 Mar 2013 Mar 2015 Mar 2017
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Removal rate per 1,000
Removal rate per 1,000
Report Time Period: January 1, 2007 - September 30, 2016

Sep 30, 2008 Sep 30, 2010 Sep 30, 2012 Sep 30, 2014 Sep 30, 2016
Sep 30, 2007 Sep 30, 2009 Sep 30, 2011 Sep 30, 2013 Sep 30, 2015




Disparity-Children Entering DCF Care
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Exit Plan #11: Maintained Permanency 12 months
(of those who entered care during time period; comparisons of Time
Periods)

Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

Met - Permanency maintained 12 months
—— Exit Plan Standard >=:93.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015- Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)
Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)




Key Initiatives

* Ongoing Considered Removal Child and Family Team Meeting process

* Revised Intake Policy to address initial contact and assessment
requirements

* Released a new Early Childhood Practice Guide

* Initiated CT Eckerd Rapid Safety Feedback predictive analytic,
qualitative review and staffing process

* Region-specific Age o0 — 3 Response Protocols initiated
* CCWIS LEAN for Careline, Intake and FAR in progress

e Structured Decision Making (SDM): New contract planned with
Children’s Research Center to update the instruments, provide
training/coaching in their use, and implement a new QA/CQI process




Key Metrics

* Ongoing Exit Plan Outcome measurement
* Ongoing Differential Response System Qualitative Reviews
* Ongoing Careline QA Reviews

* Ongoing Regional Performance Management monthly reporting to
DCF Senior Administrators

* Upcoming PIP Reviews utilizing our new Case Review System (CRS)
based on the CFSR On-Site Review Instrument




Permanency Context

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

Item 4:

Item 5:

Item 6:

Is the child in foster care in a stable placement and were any changes in the child’s
placement in the best interests of the child and consistent with achieving the child’s
permanency goal(s)?

Did the agency establish appropriate permanency goals for the child in a timely
manner?

Did the agency make concerted efforts to achieve reunification, guardianship, adoption,
or other planned permanent living arrangement for the child?

Permanency Outcome 2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for
children.
Item 7:

Item 8:

Item 9:

Item 10:

Item 11:

Did the agency make concerted efforts to ensure that siblings in foster care are placed
together unless separation was necessary to meet the needs of one of the siblings?

Did the agency make concerted efforts to ensure that visitation between a child in foster
care and his or her mother, father, and siblings was of sufficient frequency and quality
to promote continuity in the child’s relationships with these close family members?

Did the agency make concerted efforts to preserve the child’s connections to his or her
neighborhood, community, faith, extended family, Tribe, school, and friends?

Did the agency make concerted efforts to place the child with relatives when
appropriate?

Did the agency make concerted efforts to promote, support, and/or maintain positive
relationships between the child in foster care and his or her mother and father or
other primary caregivers from whom the child had been removed through activities other
than just arranging for visitation?




Total DCF Caseload and Number of
Children in Placement (CIP)




Disparity-Children in Care
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% CIP by Placement Type:
Observed to April '17, Forecasted to April '19
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Disparity-Children in Congregrate Care
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% CIP In/Entering to Kinship Placement

= == |n Kinship Placement - Entering to Kinship Placement

40.8%
. 21.0%
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(Federal) Placement Stability - Moves per 1,000

Days in Care
Of all children who enter foster care in a 12-month target period, what

is the rate of placement moves 1,000 per day of foster care
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - September 30, 2016

B Placement Stability Rate
—— CFSR Standard <=: 4.1

Sep 30, 2012 Sep 30, 2014 Sep 30, 2016
5ep 30, 2011 Sep 30, 2013 Sep 30, 2015
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Number of Children with OPPLA Goal

Monthly Points-in-Time from Jan 1, 2011 to April 1, 2017

1305

665

Ul 400
14.9%

1 20.0%




Statewide Permanency Goal by Age Group
All Children-in-Placement on 4/1/2017

Age <1 Agel-6 Age 7-12 Age 13 -17 >=18

NA/No Goal 19.6% 7.7% 9.1% 14.0% 7.2%
APPLA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.7% 85.3%
M Long Term Foster Care Relative 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
Adoption 16.1% 36.2% 33.3% 20.2% 1.3%

M Transfer of Guardianship 2.2% 11.0% 14.6% 18.8% 2.0%

M Reunification 62.1% 45.0% 42.9% 36.1%




Statewide Permanency Goal by Race/Ethnicity
All Children-in-Placement on 4/1/2017

Hispanic, ANY RACE Non-Hispanic, BLACK/AA Non-Hispanic, OTHER RACE Non-Hispanic, WHITE
NA/No Goal 9.6% 11.8% 10.9% 10.0%
APPLA 15.1% 18.4% 10.5% 13.6%
B Long Term Foster Care Relative 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
Adoption 24.6% 22.2% 32.6% 25.6%
W Transfer of Guardianship 12.1% 14.4% 10.5% 10.0%
M Reunification 38.5% 33.0% 35.5% 40.7%




OPPLA Goal by Placement Setting
Pointin Time: 09.16
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Outcome Measure #4 (Needs Met)
Optimal/Very Good % for Permanency Domains
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Key Initiatives

* Ongoing Permanency Teaming process

* Structured Decision Making (SDM): New contract planned with
Children’s Research Center to update the instruments, provide
training/coaching in their use, and implement a new QA/CQI
process

* Upcoming Foster Care Staff Certification Training

* Upcoming Enhanced Kinship Foster Parent Training




Key Initiatives (cont'd)

* STEP — g month data leadership coaching mode|

* g Teams (Regions, Solnit and CO)- Projects include:
* Improving Engagement/Assessment of Non-custodial Parents
* Fatherhood Engagement Practice Improvement
* Permanency Improvements During Substance Use Treatment (2 teams)
* Development of Comprehensive Regional Foster Care CQIl Process
* Evaluative Approach to Learning
* Improving Outcomes for the Juvenile Justice Population
* Impact of Kinship Placements on Reunification Practice

* Improving Regional Collaboration in Case Planning for Children at Solnit
Center




Key Metrics

* Ongoing Exit Plan Outcome measurement

* Ongoing In-Home Visitation, and Child-in-Placement
Parent/Sibling Visitation Qualitative Reviews

* Ongoing Foster Care Qualitative Reviews

* Ongoing Regional Performance Management monthly reporting to
DCF Senior Administrators

* Upcoming Foster Home Quality and Satisfaction Reviews

* Upcoming PIP Reviews utilizing our new Case Review System (CRS)
based on the CFSR On-Site Review Instrument




Well-Being Context

Well-Being Outcome 1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.

Item 12: Did the agency make concerted efforts to assess the needs of and provide services to
children, parents, and foster parents to identify the services necessary to achieve case
goals and adequately address the issues relevant to the agency’s involvement with the
family?

Item 13: Did the agency make concerted efforts to involve the parents and children (if
developmentally appropriate) in the case planning process on an ongoing basis?

Item 14: Were the frequency and quality of visits between caseworkers and child(ren) sufficient
to ensure the safety, permanency, and well-being of the child(ren) and promote
achievement of case goals?

child(ren) and promote achievement of case goals?

Well-Being Outcome 2: Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs.
Iltem 16: Did the agency make concerted efforts to assess children’s educational needs, and
appropriately address identified needs in case planning and case management activities?

Well-Being Outcome 3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and mental

health needs.

ltem 17: Did the agency address the physical health needs of children, including dental health
needs?

ltem 18: Did the agency address the mental/behavioral health needs of children?




Exit Plan #17: Twice Monthly Worker-Family

Visitation In-Home
Months with two worker-family visits made (of months with in-home

assignment for entire month)
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

Met
—— Exit Plan Standard >=: 85.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015 - Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)

Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)




Exit Plan #16: Monthly Worker-Child Visitation (Out-

of—Home}
Months worker-child visit made (of months child in care entire month)
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

Met
— Exit Plan Standard >=: 85.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015 - Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)
Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)




Exit Plan #22: Multi-Disciplinary Exams Completed
Within 30 Days

(of children with MDEs due durigg _Tig‘;e Period; comparisons by Time
erio
Report Time Period: October 1, 2010 - March 31, 2017

Met
—— Exit Plan Standard >=: 85.0 %

Oct 2011 - Oct 2013 - Oct 2015 - Total: Oct 2010 -
Sep 2012 Sep 2014 Sep 2016 Mar 2017 (Partial)

Oct 2010 - Oct 2012 - Oct 2014 - Oct 2016 -
Sep 2011 Sep 2013 Sep 2015 Mar 2017 (Partial)




ACR Case Practice Report: Moms+Dads
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Outcome Measure #4 (Needs Met)
Optimal/Very Good % for Well-Being Domains
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ACR Case Practice Report: Needs Met

Faknt heeds

MR s ASsessed - FRlners

NEe 05 ASSREsed - MDMErs

Pystalhezin care - Chib

SA/Sockl SupporthH- i

Eucationalideve bpment neads - Onild
Mystalhezih care neads assessed - Onild
Phystalnealh care needs addressed - Child
Centalnealh care needs assessed - Cnikd
Dentalnealn care needs 3ddressed - Onild
VIEkon neexds - Ol

Eucatinideyeb et needs 35 sessed - Ol
Eucationideveb et noeds addressed - (I
Femanency Delays

=

B REERERR®R

Fi

Bos o

Fe rmane ngy

Criliren Needs

Gaps h Ramning Addres sed
Panning for Fe manency

e 3 e
T T
T T
T T
P P
i - i
P P
e 3 e
T T
T T
P P
i - i
P P
i 51% i
P P

AN A R R A A A
AN A R R A A A

A =




L. Comparison of The Needs Identified and The Needs Addressed for Families
Referred to the Community Support for Families Program

CSF: Family Needs Identified and Addressed

Resource Management/Basic Needs

Social Support System

Parenting Skills

|

Household Relationships
Coping Skills

Life Skills

Physical Health

Substance Abuse/Use

Emotional/Behavior

History of Child Abuse and Neglect

20% 30% 40%
Meeds Identified B Needs Addressed

FAR Annual Status Report for CY 2015




Key Initiatives

* Development of the Visitation Framework for Social Workers

* Development of Writing Standards for Home Visit documentation

* Ongoing Performance Improvement Centers (PIC) for Community
Supports for Families and Emergency Mobile Psychiatric Services

* Ongoing Connect Grant to provide Culturally Linguistic and
Appropriate Services (CLAS) Standards training to providers

* Ongoing Racial Justice Workgroup efforts to ensure individualized
and culturally/linguistically appropriate services

* Harvard Kennedy School Government Performance Lab TA




Key Metrics

* Ongoing Exit Plan Outcome measurement

* Ongoing In-Home Visitation, and Child-in-Placement Parent/Sibling
Visitation Qualitative Reviews

* Ongoing Foster Care Qualitative Reviews

* Ongoing Regional Performance Management monthly reporting to DCF
Senior Administrators

* Ongoing utilization and development of additional Results-Based
Accountability (RBA) Report Cards

* Continued roll-out of the Tier Classification system for Providers
* Upcoming Foster Home Quality and Satisfaction Reviews

« Upcoming PIP Reviews utilizing our new Case Review System (CRS)
based on the CFSR On-Site Review Instrument




TIMESTUDY RESULT

Social workers cannot
achieve fundamental
mandates/policies across all
cases within the 40 hour
work week, and 10-20 hours

of overtime. The quantity
and quality of work was
clearly compromised when
caseloads were >75-80% of
the expected maximum.

Exit Plan #18: Caseload % Met
Observed Jan '11 to Mar 17, Forecast to Mar '19




Putting it All Together

These data, as well as those from the CFSR and various qualitative
reviews are essential to helping us identify + refine areas and
opportunities for sustainable improvement.

During today’s session, workgroup should draw upon these data as
they consider strategies that might be employed to support positive
outcomes for Connecticut’s children and families through a robust +
integrated child welfare system. Also, workgroups should identify
additional data points that they think may be helpful as they aid with
the development of CT's PIP




Thank you for participating today!



