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l. INTRODUCTION

The Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) was appointed in July 2006, by the Honorable
Stanley R. Chesler of the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey as Federal
Monitor of the class action lawsuit Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie. As Monitor, CSSP is to
assess independently New Jersey’s compliance with the goals, principles and outcomes of the
Modified Settlement Agreement (MSA) aimed at improving the state’s child welfare systern.1

This is the tenth monitoring report under the MSA and the fourth report that includes Phase 11
requirements of the MSA.* This report provides information on the State’s progress in meeting
MSA requirements in the period between January and June 2011.

Methodology
The primary source of information for this monitoring report is information provided by

Department of Children and Families (DCF) and verified by the Monitor. DCF provides the
Monitor with extensive aggregate and back-up data as well as access to staff at all levels to
enable the Monitor to verify performance. For this report, the Monitor was involved in the
following activities:

e Caseload Verification

The Monitor conducted a telephone survey of 142 caseworkers to verify their individual
caseloads during this monitoring period.

e Resource Parent Survey

The Monitor conducted a telephone survey of 193 resource parents who had a child
newly placed with them between January and June 2011. This survey focused on
resource parents’ receipt of health passports, their contacts with health care case
managers, their role in supporting visitation of children with their family, and the training
and support they received from Division of Youth and Family Services (DYFS) in their
role as caregivers. A supplemental report is included (Appendix C) which details the
findings from this survey.

e Site Visits

Over the summer and early fall 2011, the Monitor conducted site visits in local offices,
Family Resource Centers, Differential Response programs and other community based
providers in different areas of the state to assess the on-the-ground implementation of
DCF’s reform efforts.

! To see the full Agreement, go to http://www.state.nj.us/dcf/home/Modified_Settlement_Agreement_7_17_06.pdf.

2 Copies of all previous Monitoring Reports can be found at www.cssp.org.
_________________________________________________________________________________|
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Other Monitoring Activities

The Monitor interviewed and/or visited many external stakeholders of New Jersey’s child
welfare system, including contracted service providers, youth, relatives and birth parents,
advocacy organizations and judicial officers. The Monitor also periodically attended
DCEF’s Child Stat meetings, Area Director meetings, and participated in its Qualitative
Reviews statewide. Additionally, the Monitor conducted limited case record reviews
through NJ SPIRIT on selected performance measures such as the placement of youth in
shelters. Finally, the Monitor assisted DCF in analyzing twenty Resource Family
applications to determine barriers to resolution within 150 days as required by the MSA.

Structure of the Report

Table 1, Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Child and Family Outcome and Case Practice
Performance Benchmarks (Summary of Performance as of June 30, 2011), provides data on each
of the outcomes and Performance Benchmarks. New Jersey DCF is responsible for each
requirement listed in Table 1.

The remaining sections of the report provide more detailed information and explanation of:

New Jersey child protective services units which receive reports and investigate
allegations of alleged child maltreatment;

Implementation of DCF’s Case Practice Model;

Information regarding New Jersey’s placement of children in out-of-home-settings,
incidences of maltreatment of children in foster care, and abuse and neglect of children
when they reunite with families;

New Jersey’s efforts at creating permanency for children either through reunification
with family, legal guardianship, adoption or discharge to independent living situations;
Improvements in the State’s provision of health care and mental health services to
children and families;

Services provided to children, youth and families involved with DYFS and to prevent
child welfare system involvement;

Services to older youth;

Staff caseloads and training; and

Accountability through the Qualitative Review and the production and use of accurate
data.

I S S S SSS—————————————
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1. SUMMARY OF PROGRESS AND CHALLENGES

New Developments

Allison Blake, Ph.D., appointed as the Department of Children and Families (DCF)
Commissioner in June 2010, has initiated multiple actions during this period to ensure DCF’s
responsiveness to constituent and stakeholder issues. As previously reported, Commissioner
Blake established the Office of Advocacy (OOA) as a department level office. Staffed by a team
of professionals with experience and expertise in child welfare, the OOA has the responsibility to
respond to constituent issues and concerns through communication with other DCF divisions and
offices, as well as State agencies and community providers and stakeholders. As important, by
providing this service, OOA gathers information about trends and systemic problems that DCF
uses to support policy and practice change on a larger scale. As of January 2011, OOA received
over 3,500 unduplicated contacts requesting assistance.®> OOA’s Annual Report, available on
DCEF’s website, is an example of DCF’s commitment to more broadly share information about its
performance with the public.’

This fall, DCF made staffing and organizational changes: the Commissioner appointed Kara
Wood, formerly DCF Chief of Staff, as Director of the Division of Youth and Family Services
(DYFS) following the departure of Jean Marimon. Ms. Wood, who has been with DCF for over
four years, has a wealth of expertise concerning DYFS operations and the areas in which the
agency needs to progress in its practice change efforts. Robert Sabreen, who has held a variety
of direct service, administrative and leadership positions within DCF and most recently provided
oversight in the development of the child health units, has been appointed Deputy Commissioner
for DCF. In addition to retaining some of his current responsibilities, Mr. Sabreen will oversee
all interdepartmental areas, such as educational services, policy and legislation, and the
coordination of DCF’s work with other state agencies. DCF also appointed a new Director to the
State Central Registry (SCR) with responsibility for managing the 24 hour child abuse and
neglect hotline.

Summary of Accomplishments

The DCF continued to make progress in meeting many of the MSA requirements during this
monitoring period. Data for the period ending June 30, 2011 show that DCF continues to
increase access to health care for children in foster care, complete investigations within the
required timeframe, place children in family-like settings and maintain resource family homes
within capacity limits. DCF met or surpassed expectations in the following areas as set by the
Child and Family Outcome and Case Practice Performance Benchmarks:

® New Jersey Department of Children and Families, Office of Advocacy Annual Report, September 2010 — June
2011. http://www.nj.gov/dcf/divisions/OOAAnnualReport 10411.pdf.

“1d.
I S S S SSS—————————————
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e Access to Health Care

Overall, DCF has continued to expand access to health care for children in New Jersey.
Since the creation of the Child Health Units and the assignment of health care case
managers (nurses) to children in out-of-home care, DCF has achieved substantial and
sustained results. For example, the data show that between January and June 2011, 100
percent of children entering out-of-home care received a pre-placement assessment and
that 99 percent of these exams occurred in a setting appropriate for the situation (88
percent were held in a non-emergency room setting). The data also show continued
improvement of ensuring children in foster care have access to dental care and to
immunizations. As of June 2011, 89 percent of children age three or older who have
been in out-of-home placement for at least six months received a semi-annual dental visit.
Ninety-seven percent of all children in out-of-home placement were current with their
immunizations. From their internal case record review, DCF reports that 94 percent of
children received follow-up care for needs identified during their Comprehensive
Medical Exam (CME), exceeding the December 2011 benchmark. Further, 94 percent of
children age 25 months or older in out-of-home placement are up-to-date with their
annual EPSDT/well child exams and for children 12 to 24 months old, 92 percent are up-
to-date with their more frequent well child exams.”

e Investigations

New Jersey continued to meet the July 1, 2009 final target for transmitting abuse and
neglect referrals to the field. In June 2011, 99 percent of referrals from the State Central
Registry (SCR) were received by the field in a timely manner. New Jersey also
continued to meet the final target for timely completion of investigations involving group
homes and other congregate care settings: 88 percent of IAIU investigations of group
homes and other congregate care facilities were completed within 60 days.

e Children Placed in Family-like Settings

In June 2011, 87 percent of children were placed with families or in family-like settings,
meeting the final target for this outcome. DCF has met this standard for the past five
monitoring periods, and continues to show sustained practice change and fidelity to an
important principle of the Case Practice Model.

e Maintaining Resource Homes within Capacity Limits

Less than one percent of Resource Family homes had children placed over the capacity
standards set by the MSA. DCF has maintained this positive performance for the past five
monitoring periods.

> While technically not in compliance with the final benchmark, performance on EPSDT/well child exams

represents sustained access to health care for this population and the Monitor considers this a significant
accomplishment.
_________________________________________________________________________________|
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DCF continued to strengthen its infrastructure and move forward to implement important
practice reforms in the field.

e DCEF reached or exceeded all of the expectations in the MSA pertaining to training its
workforce.

DCF has continued to intensively train its staff on New Jersey’s Case Practice Model
while fulfilling all of its other training obligations required by the MSA. All 141 new
caseworkers (100%) completed the Pre-Service training or participated in the
Baccalaureate Child Welfare Education Program (BCWEP)® program and passed
competency exams. One hundred twelve (100%) new DYFS caseworkers were trained in
concurrent planning during this monitoring period. New Jersey continues to meet the
MSA requirement to train all new supervisors within six months of their appointment. All
staff has received Case Practice Model training and as sites become immersion sites
workers receive additional training on the six modules of the Case Practice Model
training.

e Asof June 2011, sixty-six percent (31 of 47) of DYFES local offices have completed
intensive “immersion’ training on the Case Practice Model.

At the conclusion of the previous monitoring period, 28 DYFS offices had completed
immersion training. Three additional offices completed immersion training between
January and June 2011. A total of eight offices began immersion training between July
and December 2010 and completed it by August 2011. The remaining eight offices are
expected to complete the immersion process by May 2012, thus concluding a multi-year
effort to retrain the entire workforce.

e DCF continues to make progress in recruiting and licensing Resource Family homes.
DCF recruited and licensed 750 new kin and non-kin Resource Family homes from
January 1 to June 30, 2011, exceeding its target by 47 homes. DCF currently has the
capacity to serve more than twice the number of children than are currently in out-of-
home placement. Forty-seven percent of the 750 Resource Family homes licensed
between January and June 2011 are kinship homes.

e The number of children placed out-of-state for treatment has continued to dramatically
decline.

As of July 1, 2011, nine children were placed outside of New Jersey in mental health
treatment facilities, a reduction from 21 as of December 2010. This is the lowest number
since reporting began for the MSA. The number of children placed out-of-state had been
a high as 327 in March 2006. The Monitor requested and was provided information on
efforts to ensure that children placed out-of-state maintain contact with their

® BCWEP is a consortium of seven New Jersey colleges (Rutgers University, Seton Hall University, Stockton
College, Georgian Court University, Monmouth University, Kean University, and Ramapo College) that enables
students to earn a Bachelor of Social Work (BSW) degree.
L,
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parent/previous caretaker/discharge resource. For two of the youth their placement is
close to the parent to whom they may be discharged and for most of the remaining youth
there is active family-involved case planning to return the youth to New Jersey. This
positive trend is evidence of implementation of plans to provide more appropriate mental
health treatment options for children within the state and closer to children’s homes.

e The number of children in out-of-home placement remains near the lowest point since
2004.

As of June 30, 2011, there were 7,197 children in out-of-home placement, representing a
total reduction of 44 percent since 2004.

e DCF implemented a statewide Qualitative Review process.

During 2011, DCF’s newly established Office of Continuous Quality Improvement
(OCQI) developed and successfully implemented a statewide qualitative case review
process.

Challenges Ahead

DCF remains on course towards meaningful practice change in New Jersey. In total, DCF met 24
of the 55 Phase Il performance measures; three performance measures were partially met; 25
were not met; and three were unable to be assessed this monitoring period.” Of the 25 measures
that were not met, eight (32 percent) showed improvement in performance from the prior
monitoring period. Despite this progress, DCF continues to fall short in meeting some of the
performance benchmarks and outcomes in fundamental areas, notably around some of the Case
Practice standards. As discussed further in this report, the State is moving forward to diagnose
and improve low performance in areas such as case planning, family team meetings and
visitation, and these initial efforts appear to be beginning to make a difference in practice.

Summarized below are targets for this monitoring period set in the Child and Family Outcome
and Case Practice Performance Benchmarks that were not met and/or need particular attention.

e Case Planning

New Jersey’s Case Practice Model requires that a case plan be developed within 30 days
of a child entering placement and updated regularly thereafter. The final target for this
measure (expected to have been met by June 2010) is that 95 percent of case plans be
completed within 30 days. In June 2011, 61 percent of children entering out-of-home
placements had case plans developed within 30 days. Performance on this measure
improves steadily with each monitoring period, but remains low. DCEF is in the process
of developing a new tool to document case plans that will be better aligned with Family

" The term “partially” is used with measures with more than one benchmark or target and indicates that DCF has
fulfilled some portion of its MSA obligation toward that target, but not all. Performance is based upon the most
recent available data. Some measures were assessed based on preliminary Qualitative Review data only.
_________________________________________________________________________________|
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Team Meeting documentation. DCF expects that this tool will improve the case planning
process and documentation of case plans.

Workers are also required to routinely review and adjust case plans to meet the needs of
families. The final target for this measure was that 95 percent of case plans were to be
reviewed and modified as necessary or at least every six months. From January through
June 2011, between 62 and 71 percent of case plans due each month were modified
within the six month timeframe. DCF’s most recent performance has only marginally
surpassed June 2010 levels.

e Family Team Meetings

Family Team Meetings (FTMs) are a critical aspect of New Jersey’s Case Practice
Model. Through FTMs, workers engage families and partners in a coordinated effort to
make change intended to result in safety, permanency and well-being for the family.

By June 30, 2010, DCF was required to hold FTMs prior to or within 30 days of a child
entering foster care and at least once per quarter thereafter for 90 percent of families in all
locations. In June 2011 in the 31 sites which have completed immersion training, 50
percent of the cases requiring FTMs within 30 days of removal held FTMs; from January
to June 2011 performance ranged from 36 percent to 60 percent. In June 2011 in the 31
sites, quarterly FTMs were held in 37 percent of applicable cases; from January to June
2011 performance ranged from 20 percent to 37 percent. While there is still significant
room for improvement, the data is beginning to reflect some improved performance in
this monitoring period. DCF anticipates continued progress as more local offices
complete the case practice immersion process.

o Visits

The MSA requires caseworkers to visit with children in foster care twice per month
during the first two months of a placement, and thereafter at least once per month in their
placement. Data from June 2011 show that of the 548 children who were in an initial or
subsequent placement for two full months, 320 (58%) had documented visits by their
caseworkers twice per month. While DCF’s performance improved by eight percent over
last monitoring period, it did not meet the December 31, 2010 final target for this
measure. The Monitor continues to be very concerned by this low performance given the
importance of visitation by caseworkers during the first few months of placement to
assess children and families’ needs and to ensure stability.

Performance on caseworker visits to parents or other legally responsible family members
when the permanency goal is reunification, while improved, remains inadequate. The
MSA requires that caseworkers visit with parents or other legally responsible family
members two times per month when the family goal is reunification. In June 2011, 51
percent of parents or other responsible family members were visited by caseworkers
twice per month, falling short of the final target (expected to have been met by December
31, 2010) by 44 percent.

I S S S SSS—————————————
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Also, in June 2011, 38 percent of children had weekly documented visits with their
parents as required and an additional 25 percent of children had two or three visits with
their parents during the month. This performance, while also improved, does not meet the
final target. The Monitor remains concerned about this level of performance as parent-
child visitation is essential to successful reunification efforts and is a core component of
the Case Practice Model.

Other Areas Requiring Attention

During this monitoring period, a tragic child death provided additional impetus for DCF’s
reassessment of its State Central Registry (SCR). To its credit, DCF objectively and openly
identified problems and took immediate steps to reinstitute several important supervisory and
quality controls and increase the number and prior field experience of hotline workers. DCF,
with assistance from the Monitor, will jointly conduct a structured review of SCR performance
in the next monitoring period.

There are four other substantive areas requiring attention for the State: completing safety and risk
assessments prior to closing cases; meeting Intake caseload standards; improving quality of
investigations; and improving services to older youth.

e Completing Safety and Risk Assessments prior to case closure.

The decision to close a case should reflect the achievement of satisfactory outcomes with
regard to the child or youth's safety, permanence and well-being. A timely assessment of
both safety and risk prior to case closure is necessary to ensure these satisfactory
outcomes. The MSA requires that by December 31, 2010, DCF was to have safety and
risk of harm assessments completed prior to case closure in 98 percent of cases.

DCF reports that 35 percent of cases had risk assessments or re-assessments completed
within 30 days prior to case closure and 25 percent of cases had safety assessments
completed within 30 days prior to case closure. On June 1, 2011, DCF sent a memo to the
field aligning policy regarding safety and risk assessments with the requirements of the
MSA. The expectation is that in the next reporting period DCF will demonstrate
improved performance on this measure.

e Meeting the caseload standard for Intake.

DCF met all MSA caseload standards with the notable exception of Intake workers.
Between January and June 2011, 84 percent of Intake workers had caseloads that were at
or below the standard. The failure to meet the requirement that 95 percent of Intake
workers meet caseloads standards has been noted as a problem in the last two monitoring
reports. The Monitor urges DCF to examine Intake staffing patterns, increase or redeploy
staff to urgderstaffed intake offices, and otherwise address the barriers to meeting this
standard.

8 DCF is in the process of examining and addressing this issue. The DYFS Director recently met with Area
Directors to share analysis from the OCQI regarding realignment of staff to address Intake staffing patterns. Action
plans are being developed and local office changes will begin before the end of 2011.
_________________________________________________________________________________|
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Improving quality of investigations.

Based upon findings included in the Monitor’s Supplemental Report issued in August
2011 regarding CPS investigations,” 72 percent of investigations met quality standards.
The final target for this measure requires that 90 percent of investigations meet quality
standards. DCF has already begun work toward quality improvement in this area. DCF’s
Office of Performance Management and Accountability, utilizing DCF Fellows, is
piloting a revised measurement tool based on the Supplemental Report to continue to
track the quality of investigative practice. In addition, DCF will use its Child Stat
process to assess investigations practice.

Improving service delivery to older youth, particularly 18 to 21 year olds who have not
achieved permanency.

DCF’s new Office of Adolescent Services has begun to increase and improve services
and supports available to older youth and has also notably begun to engage youth more
fully in DCF planning. DCF’s commitment recognizes that much more is needed to fully
and effectively meet the service needs of this population. DCF reports that of the 1,286
youth age 14 to 18 in out-of-home placement for at least six months, 83 percent had
independent living assessments completed which falls short of the performance
benchmark and is a decrease since the last monitoring report. In addition, the number of
DYFS involved youth participating in the New Jersey Scholars program is declining
significantly (from 556 in the 2007-2008 school year to 371 in the 2009-2010 to 278 in
the 2010-2011 school year). The steady decline in participants remains concerning. A
new strategic plan for youth services is expected to be completed in the next few months
and it is the Monitor’s hope that it will outline an ambitious approach and scope of work
to support this highly vulnerable population.

® Supplemental Monitoring Report: An Assessment of Child Protective Services Investigations Practice in New

Jersey, September 12, 2011. A complete copy of the report is available on CSSP’s website,
http://www.cssp.org/publications/child-welfare/class-action-reform/new-jersey-2011/Charlie-and-Nadine-H.-v.-

Christie-Supplemental-Monitoring-Report-An-Assessment-of-Child-Protective-Services-Investigations-Practice-in-

New-Jersey-September-12-2011.pdf.
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I11.  CHILD AND FAMILY OUTCOME AND CASE PRACTICE PERFORMANCE
BENCHMARKS

The Child and Family Outcome and Case Practice Performance Benchmarks (Performance
Benchmarks), are a set of 55 measures (with baselines, interim performance benchmarks and
final targets) that are used to assess the State’s performance on implementing the Case Practice
Model and meeting the requirements of the MSA (see Table 1 below). The Performance
Benchmarks cover the areas of child safety, permanency, service planning and child well-being.
These benchmarks, in addition to ongoing infrastructure requirements pertaining to elements
such as caseloads, training and resource family recruitment and retention, are the key provisions
measured during Phase 11 of the MSA.

DCF continues to develop the capacity to accurately report on each of the Performance
Benchmarks. Many of the measures are assessed using data from NJ SPIRIT, DYFS’s data
management system, and Safe Measures with validation by the Monitor. Some data are also
provided through the Department’s work with the Chapin Hall Center at the University of
Chicago which assists with analysis for the purposes of reporting on some of the Performance
Benchmarks.

I S S S SSS—————————————
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 10




Table 1: Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Child and Family Outcome and Case Practice Performance Benchmarks
(Summary of Performance as of June 30, 2011)

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)**

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance®®

State Central Registry, Investigative Practice and Institutional Abuse Investigations Unit (1AIU)

1. Responding to Calls to

the SCR a. 16,325 calls
a. 14,072 calls b. 716 abandoned
a. Total number of calls b. 394 abandoned '
b. Number of abandoned . _— . _— calls calls . -
’ Ongoing Monitoring Ongoing Monitoring ¢. 29 seconds Ongoing Monitoring
CPM V.1 calls ; . c. 20 seconds .
. of Compliance of Compliance d. 5,592 calls of Compliance

c. Time frame for d. 4,109 calls

answering calls screened out screened out
d. Number of calls e. 866 CWS referrals | © 1r'§é$rg:|\évs

screened out
e. Number of referrals for
CWS

1%In some cases where June 2011 performance data are not available, the most recent performance data are cited with applicable timeframes. In other cases, the Monitor provides
a range of data over the monitoring period because these data are more illustrative of actual performance. More detailed information on DCF performance on specific measures is
provided in subsequent chapters of the report.

1 «yes” indicates that, in the Monitor’s judgment based on presently available information, DCF has substantially fulfilled its obligations regarding the requirement under the
MSA for the January 1 to June 30, 2011 monitoring period, or is substantially on track to fulfill an obligation expected to have begun during this period and be completed in a
subsequent monitoring period. The Monitor has also designated “Yes” for a requirement where DCF is within one percentage point of the benchmark or there is a small number
(less than 3) of cases causing the failure to meet the benchmark. “Partially” is used when DCF has come very close but has not fully met a requirement or in instances where
measures have more than one benchmark or target and DCF has fulfilled some portion of its MSA obligation toward that target, but not all. “No” indicates that, in the Monitor’s
judgment, DCF has not fulfilled its obligation regarding the requirement. “Improved” indicates that while DCF has not fulfilled its obligation regarding the requirement,
performance has improved 5 percentage points or more from the last monitoring period. “Declined” indicates that performance has declined 5 percentage points or more from the

last monitoring period.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
2. Quality of SCR
Response:
See The New Jersey
a. Respond to callers State Central Registry:
promptly, with An Assessment, CSSP,
respectful, active For performance June 30, 2008.
listening skills review, see The New
CPM V.1 b. Essential information Ongoing Monitoring Ongoing Monitoring Jersey State Central SCR performance will Ongoing Monitoring
' gathered— of Compliance of Compliance Reqgistry: An be reassessed in of Compliance
identification of parents Assessment, CSSP, collaboration with
and other important June 30, 2008. DCF’s Continuous
family members Quality Improvement
c. Decision making Unit in the next
process based on monitoring period.
information gathered
and guided by tools and
supervision
3. Timeliness of a. By June 30, 2009, 90% | % i?lr pf“z%%sgbz?]'(;‘”'“g a. 99% of a. 99% of
Response: Investigations of investigations shall the)r/ea,fter 9é% of investigations were investigations were
of alleged child abuse and be received by the investigat'ions shall be received by the received by the
CPM V.1 neglect shall be received field in a timely received b N field in a timely field in a timely
. MR y the field in
MSA I11.B.2 | by the field inatimely manner. a timely manner. manner. manner. a. Yes
manner and commenced . By July 1, 2009, 98% b. 88% of b. 88% of b. No

within the required
response time as identified
at SCR, but no later than
24 hours.

of investigations
commenced within the
required response
times.

. For periods beginning

July 1, 2009, and
thereafter, 98% of
investigations shall be
commenced within the

required response time.

investigations
commenced within
required response
time.

investigations
commenced within
required response
time.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 o Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
a. By June 30, 2009, 80%
of all abuse/neglect
4. Timeliness of |nvest|gat|on§ shall be By June 30, 2010, 98% of
—— L completed within 60 . _— . _—

Completion: Investigations all abuse/ neglect 70% of investigations | 63% of investigations
CPMV.1 of alleged child abuse and days, investigations shall be were completed within | were completed within No/Declined
MSA 111.B.3 b. By December 31,

neglect shall be completed
within 60 days.

2009, 95% of all
abuse/neglect
investigations shall be
completed within 60
days.

completed within 60 days.

60 days.

60 days.
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Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance™®

5. Quality Investigative
Practice: Investigations
will meet measures of
quality including
acceptable performance on:

a. Locating and seeing the
child and talking with
the child outside the
presence of the
caretaker within 24
hours of receipt by

- 1A Based on results from
field;

. . By December 31, 2009, Monitor’s
b. Conducting appropriate : S . N
. - . . 90% of investigations To be assessed in the Investigative Case
CPM V.1 interviews with Not Applicable ) . No
shall meet quality future. Record Review, 72%

caretakers and X S

. standards. of investigations met
collaterals;

H 12
c. Using appropriate tools quality standards.

for assessment of
safety and risk;

d. Analyzing family
strengths and needs;

e. Seeking appropriate
medical and mental
health evaluations;

f. Making appropriate
decisions; and

g. Reviewing the family’s
history with
DCF/DYFS

'2 The Monitor’s Investigative Case Record Review, released in September 2011, provides some insight into the quality of investigative practice for cases opened between October
15 and October 31, 2010 which had been closed by January 28, 2011.
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Reference

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

CPM V.1
MSAI1.1.3
MSA 111.B.4

6. IAIU Practice for

Investigations in
Placements:

a. Investigations in
resource homes and
investigations
involving group homes,
or other congregate
care settings shall be
completed within 60
days.

b. Monitor will review
mechanisms that
provide timely
feedback to other
division (e.g., DCBHS,
OOL) and
implementation of
corrective action plans.

c. Corrective action plans
developed as a result of
investigations of
allegations re:
placements will be
implemented.

By June 2007, the State
shall complete 80% of
IAIU investigations
within 60 days.

By June 2007 and
thereafter, 80% of
investigations by IAIU
shall be completed within
60 days.

85% of IAIU
investigations
involving group home
and other congregate
care settings were
completed within 60
days.

88% of IAIU
investigations
involving group home
and other congregate
care settings were
completed within 60
days.

Yes
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Implementation of Case Practice Model
For Immersion Sites:
7. Effective use of 0
Family Teams: Family a :)T, iﬁ“%i%lrllevi? %
teams (including critical enterin y
members of the family . . | 9 h
[parents, youth, and For Immersion Sites: ]E) ac_elment ad a
informal supports], a. By December, 31, amily tear_n .
- . . . a. Inthe fourth meeting within 30
additional supports) will be 2009, family meetings | a. By June 30, 2010, uarter of 2010 davs of enterin
formed and be involved in held prior to or within family meetings held g ; X Y 9
. . . e 36% of children placement. From
planning and decision- 30 days of entry for prior to or within 30 newlv enterin January to June
making and function 75% of new entries days of entry for 90% Iace)|/"nent hadga 2011 ﬁrformance
throughout a case. and 75% of pre- of new entries and ]E) | gf 36%
placements. 90% of pre- amrly tear_nh. rangeo rom 6%
Number of family team b. By December 31, placements. meeting within 30 to 60%.
. - . . days of entry. b. InJune 2011, 37% a. No/Improved
meetings at key decision 2009, family meetings | b. By June 30, 2010, .
CPM V.3 oints held for 75% of family meetinas held b. Inthe fourth of children had at b. No/Improved
P ' y g quarter of 2010, least one family ¢. Unable to assess

a. For children newly
entering placement, the
number/percent who
have a family team
meeting within 30 days
of entry.

b. For all other children in
placement, the
number/percent who
have at least one family
team meeting each
quarter.

c. Quality of FTMs

children at least once
per quarter.

c. By December 31,
2009, 75% of cases
show evidence in QR
of acceptable team
formation and
functioning.

for 90% of children at
least once per quarter.
c. By June 30, 2011, 90%
of cases show evidence
in QR of acceptable
team formation and
functioning.

24% of children in
placement had at
least one family
team meeting each
quarter.

¢. Unable to measure
because QR in the
pilot phase in
2010.

team meeting each
quarter. From
January to June
2011 performance
ranged from 20%
to 37%.

¢. Preliminary QR
data: 33% of cases
rated acceptable
on QR indicator
‘Family
Teamwork: team
formation and
functioning’
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
31% of cases had risk | 35% of cases had risk
. i = =
8. Safety apd Risk By December 31, 2009, By December 31, 2010, assessments or re assessments or re
Assessment: Number/ ; : assessments completed | assessments completed
75% of cases will have a | 98% of cases will have a o - o -
CPM percent of closed cases safety and risk of harm safety and risk of harm within 30 days prior to | within 30 days prior to No
where a safety and risk of case closure and 22% | case closure and 25%
. assessment completed assessment completed
harm assessment is done . ; of cases had safety of cases had safety
. prior to case closure. prior to case closure.
prior to case closure. assessments completed | assessments completed
within 30 days prior to | within 30 days prior to
case closure. case closure.
9. Family Involvement:
e oy QR st
case plans in artnership By December 31, 2009 By December 31, 2011, 33% of cases rated
IS€ p P rship 80% of cases shall be 90% of case plans rated Unable to measure acceptable on QR
with youth and families, . - o . ) No
CPM V.4 . B rated as acceptable on acceptable on family because QR in the indicator ‘Family
relatives, the families . . . . : - i
. family involvement in involvement in case pilot phase in 2010. Teamwork: team
informal support networks : . .
case planning. planning. formation and
and other formal resources functioning’
working with or needed by g
the youth and/or family.
a. By June 30, 2009, 50%
of case plans for
10. Timeliness of Initial children and families
L - : will be complete By June 30, 2010, 95% of | 56% of children 61% of children
Plans: For children o . . .
CPM V.4, entering care. number/ within 30 days. case plans for children entering care had case | entering care had case No/Imoroved
13.a. g ' b. By December 31, and families are plans developed plans developed P

percent of case plans
developed within 30 days.

2009, 80% of case
plans for children and
families will be
complete within 30
days.

completed within 30 days.

within 30 days.

within 30 days.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance™® (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
élléns'l:'lrggllgﬁislsd(r)efnCurrent By June 30, 2009, 80% of | By June 30, 201Q, 95% of | 67% of case plans 71% of case plans
CPM V.4, eTering care, number/ case plaps. for (_:hlldren case plar_15_ for <_:h||dren were r.eV|ewed and were r.eV|ewed and
13.h. percent of case plans shall and. families will b'e_ and_ families will b_e' modified as necessary modified as necessary No
be reviewed and modified reviewed anc_i modified at | reviewed an(_i modified at | at least every six at least every six
least every six months. least every six months. months. months.
as necessary at least every
six months.
12. Quality of Case
Planning and Service
Plans: The Department,
\évith Ithe familly, will | .
evelop timely, Preliminary QR data:
comprehensive and 46% of cases rated at
appropriate case plans with By December 31, 2009, By December 31, 2011, least minimally
appropriate permanency Unable to measure acceptable on both QR
CPM V.4 goals and in compliance 80% of case plans rated 90% of case plans rated because QR in the indicators No
' . acceptable as measured acceptable as measured . . . .
with permanency by the QR by the QR pilot phase in 2010. Case Planning
timeframes, which reflect y ' Y ' Process’ and
family and children’s ‘Tracking and
needs, are updated as Adjustment’
family circumstances or
needs change and will
demonstrate appropriate
supervisory review of case
plan progress.
13. Service Planning: Preliminary QR data:
Case_ plans V\{ill identify By December 31, 2009 By December 31, 2011, Unable to measure 520 of cases rated '
CPM V4 specific services, supports | 80% of case plans rated 90% of case plans rated because QR in the acceptable on QR No

and timetables for
providing services needed
by children and families to
achieve identified goals.

acceptable as measured
by the QR.

acceptable as measured
by the QR.

pilot phase in 2010.

indicator
‘Case Planning
Process’
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

14. Service Planning:

Service plans, developed

with the family team, will Preliminary QR data:

focus on the services and By December 31, 2009 By December 31, 2011, Unable to measure 52% of cases rated

milestones necessary for 80% of case plans rated 90% of case plans rated : acceptable on QR No
CPM V.4 . - because QR in the S

children and families to acceptable as measured acceptable as measured ilot phase in 2010 indicator

promote children’s by the QR. by the QR. priotp ' ‘Case Planning

development and meet Process’

their educational and

physical and mental health

needs.

15. Educational Needs:

Children’s will be enrolled | By December 31, 2009 By December 31, 2011,

) . 0 0 .
CPM V.4 in school and DCF _W|II 80% of cases score 90% of case plans rated To be assesseg in the Unable to assess™ Unable to assess

have taken appropriate appropriately as measured | acceptable as measured future.

actions to insure that their by QR. by the QR.

educational needs will be

met.

16. Caseworker Visits

g&tggjh'_ldﬁzmbisﬂe By December 31, 2009, By December 31, 2010, 50% of children had 58% of children had

~ustody. ML 75% of children will have | during the first two two visits per month, two visits per month,

percent of children where - L ! . ! .

. two visits per month months of an initial one of which was in one of which was in
MSA111.B caseworker has two visits . - ] -
= .| during the first two placement or subsequent | the placement, during | the placement, during No/Improved

7.a per month (one of which is

in the placement) during
the first two months of an
initial placement or
subsequent placement for a
children in state custody.

months of an initial
placement or subsequent
placement.

placement, 95% of
children had at least two
visits per month.

the first two months of
an initial or
subsequent placement.

the first two months of
an initial or
subsequent placement.

3 During Phase 11 of the MSA, this measure originally was to be assessed by collecting data through QR or other qualitative methodology. After discussions with DCF and the
results of the pilot QR, it was determined that the QR would not effectively evaluate this measure. The Monitor is working with DCF to agree on a methodology.

“ 1bid.

I NN NN N N ™ N O 5N N N N N N NN §N N N N N NN NN} N NhNhh————————————————————~—_—_—_—_—_—_—~—_—_———
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page 19




Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
17. Caseworker Visits By June 30, 2010, 98% of
with Children in State children shall have at least | 88% of children had at | 91% of children had at
- By June 30, 2009, 85% of .
MSA I11.B Custody: Number/ . one caseworker visit per least one caseworker least one caseworker
- children had at least one - - ; - ; No

7.b percent of children where visit ber month month during all other visit per month in visit per month in

caseworker has at least one P : parts of a child’s time in | his/her placement.” his/her placement.®

caseworker visit per month out-of-home care.

in the child’s placement.

18. Caseworker Visits 39% of parents or 51% of parents or

with Parents/Family By December 31, 2009, By December 31, 2010, other legally other legally

Members: The caseworker | 60% of families have at 95% of families have at responsible family responsible family
CPM shall have at least two least twice per month least twice per month members of children members of children
MSA 111.B face-to-face visits per face-to-face contact with face-to-face contact with in custody with a goal | in custody with a goal No/Improved
8.a month with the parent(s) or | their caseworker when the | their caseworker when the | of reunification had at | of reunification had at

other legally responsible permanency goal is permanency goal is least two face-to-face | least two face-to-face

family member of children | reunification. reunification. visits with a visits with a

in custody with a goal of caseworker. caseworker.

reunification.

19. Caseworker Visits

with Parents/Family

Members: The caseworker By December 31, 2010, at | 44% of parents or 54% of parents or

shall have at least one face- least 85% of families shall | other legally other legally
CPM to-face visit per month have at least one face-to- | responsible family responsible family
MSA 111.B with the parent(s) or other No benchmark set. face caseworker contact members had at least members had at least No/Improved
8.b legally responsible family per month, unless parental | one face-to-face one face-to-face

member of children in
custody with goals other
than reunification unless
parental rights have been
terminated.

rights have been
terminated.

caseworker contact per
month.

caseworker contact per
month.

> An additional 7% of children had at least one caseworker visit per month for a total of 95% of children with at least one caseworker visit per month regardless of location.

16 An additional 6% of children had at least one caseworker visit per month for a total of 96% of children with at least one caseworker visit per month regardless of location.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
20. Visitation between By December 31, 2010, at
Children in Custody and least 85% of children in 0 . 0 .
Their Parents: Number/ By December 31, 2009, custody shall have in 13% of children ha}d_ 34% of children ha}d'
- - - P . recorded weekly visits | recorded weekly visits
CPM percent of children who 50% of children will have | person visits with their . . . .
S S : with their parents. (An | with their parents. (An
MSA I11.B have weekly visits with visits with their parents parent(s) or other legally . .
. : . additional 22% of additional 27% of No/Improved
9a. their parents when the every other week and responsible family : .
. X . children had two or children had two or
permanency goal is 40% of children will have | member at least every . - .. -
e - three visits during the | three visits during the
reunification unless weekly visits. other week and at least month.) month.)
clinically inappropriate and 60% of children in ' '
approved by the Family custody shall have such
Court. visits at least weekly.
21. Visitation Between
Children in Custody and Dy December 31 2010, 1 | 4106 of childrenin | 449 of children in
CPM Siblings Placed Apart: By December 31, 2009, custody who have siblinds custody who have custody who have
MSA 111.B Number/percent of 60% of children will have istody g siblings with whom siblings with whom
. : . with whom they are not - - No
10 children in custody, who at least monthly visits - AR they are not residing they are not residing
- - . S residing shall visit with . . - L . .
have siblings with whom with their siblings. b visited with their visited with their
- those siblings at least - -
they are not residing shall siblings monthly. siblings monthly.
A S monthly.
visit with their siblings as
appropriate.
0, 0, 0,
CPM: MSA | 22. Adequacy of DASG 95% of allocated 98 A) _of allpcated 131_ (_92 /o)_of 142_ staff 130_ (_92 /o)_of 142_ staff
— - . - positions filled plus positions filled with positions filled with
Permanency | Staffing: Staffing levels at | positions filled by June assessment of adequac two staff on full-time four staff on full time No
Outcomes the DAsG office. 30, 2009. quacy

of FTE’s to accomplish
tasks by June 30, 2012.

leave; 129 (91%)
available DAsG.

leave; 126 (89%)
available DAsG.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 .
10 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Placements of Children in Out-of-Home Care
a. InCY2010, 77%
23. Combined assessment of children who
- entered care were
of appropriateness of laced in the same
placement based on: P
county of the
. home from which
a. Placement within
appropriate proximit they were
Pprop P : y removed and 69% . )
of their parents of children were Preliminary QR data:
residence unless such To be determined through | By June 30, 2010, 90% of laced within 10 98% of cases rated
CPM V.4 placement is to pilot QR in immersion cases score appropriately Eniles of the home acceptable on QR Yes
' otherwise help the sites in the first quarter of | as measured by QR from which the indicator
child achieve the 2010 Modules. were removed y ‘Appropriateness of
planning goal. b, Unable to mea{sure Placement’
b. Capacity of caregiver/ ' because QR in the
placement to meet ilot phase i
child’s needs pilot phase in
Co 2010.
c. Placement selection has
. ¢. Unable to measure
taken into account the because OR in the
location of the child’s . .
school pilot phase in
' 2010.
24. Placing Children with 0 Beginning July 2009 and 0 . 0 .
MSA 1A Families: The percentage By_ July 20_08’ 83% of . thereafter, at least 85% of 86% of_chlldrer_] were | 87% of_chlldrer_] were
- . children will be placed in : . . placed in a family placed in a family Yes
3.c of children currently in children will be placed in

custody who are placed in
a family setting.

a family setting.

a family setting.

setting.

setting.

I NN NN N N ™ N O 5N N N N N N NN §N N N N N NN NN} N NhNhh————————————————————~—_—_—_—_—_—_—~—_—_———
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page 22




Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance™® (Yes/No/Ongoing)™
a. For siblings entering
custody in the period
. .- beginning July 2009,
25. Placing Siblings at least 65% will be
Together: Of sibling placed together . _
groups of two or three o C . For siblings entering Yes, based on CY2010
CPM - . b. For siblings entering . . In CY2010, 77% of
siblings entering custody at . . custody in the period P data.
MSA IILA . o custody in the period - sibling groups of two CY2011 data not yet
the same time or within 30 L beginning July 2012 and .
3.b beginning July 2010, or three were placed available.
days of one another, the . thereafter, at least 80% CY2011 data not yet
. . at least 70% will be . together. -
percentage in which all placed together will be placed together. available.
;l)blé?hgsrare placed c¢. For siblings entering
g ' custody in the period
beginning July 2011,
at least 75% will be
placed together.
. - a. For siblings entering
. g g . X
%‘Z e':rl]‘:f_mofs ;?killrn 2 custody in the period
-+ ogether g beginning July 2009, For siblings entering in Yes, based on CY2010
groups of four or more . . - In CY2010, 34% of
L . at least 30% will be the period beginning July - data.
MSA 1A siblings entering custody at sibling groups of four CY2011 data not yet
. o placed together 2011 and thereafter at .
3.b the same time or within 30 - T - or more were placed available.
b. For siblings entering in | least 40% will be placed CY2011 data not yet
days of one another, the . - together. .
. . the period beginning together. available.
percentage in which all July 2010, at least 35%
siblings are placed - :
toaether will be placed
g ) together.
27. Stability of By June 2009 and
; By December 31, 2008, at 0 In CY2009, 84% of
B omnegumeen | st ofchiren | e, oo 59008 | e e car o e on 20
MSA IILA . 9 entering care will have g had two or fewer CY2010 data not yet '
a period, the percentage have two or fewer : .
3.a - two or fewer placements . placements during the available.
with two or fewer - placements during the 12 . CY2010 data not yet
- during the 12 months . 12 months from their -
placements during the 12 months from their date of available.

months beginning with the
date of entry.

from their date of entry.

entry.

date of entry.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
28. Placement
Limitations: Number/
percent of resource homes
in which a child has been Dy e 2000, nomare
placed if that placement | h Less than one percent | Less than one percent
will result in the home . 17 placements may have of resource home of resource home
MSATII.C having more than four Not Applicable seven or eight total lacements are over- lacements are over- Yes
fostergchildren or more children including the (F:)a acit (F:)a acit
than two foster’ children resource family’s own Pty Pty
children.
under age two, or more
than six total children
including the resource
family’s own children.
29. Inappropriate a. By December 2008
Placements: and thereafter, no
children under age 13
a. The number of children . By December 2008 in shelters. a Between Julv and a Between Januar
under age 13 placed in and thereafter, no b. By December 31, ' Y ' Y
. . December 2010, no and June 2011, two
shelters. children under age 13 2009, 90% of children : .
. . - . child under age 13 children under the
b. The number of children in shelters. placed in shelters in was placed in a ace of 13 were
over age 13 placed in . By December 31 2008, compliance with MSA P g .
. . shelter. placed in a shelter.
shelters in compliance 75% and by June 30, standards on b. Between Julv and b. Between Januar
MSA 111.B.6 with MSA standards on 2009, 80% of children appropriate use of ' y ' y Yes

appropriate use of
shelters to include: as
1) an alternative to
detention; 2) a short-
term placement of an
adolescent in crisis not
to extend beyond 45
days; or 3) a basic
center for homeless
youth.

placed in shelters in
compliance with MSA
standards on
appropriate use of
shelters.

shelters to include: 1)
an alternative to
detention; 2) short-
term placement of an
adolescent in crisis not
to extend beyond 30
days; or 3) a basic
center for homeless
youth.

December 2010,
95% of children
placed in shelters
were in compliance
with MSA
standards.

and June 2011,
98% of children
placed in shelters
were in compliance
with MSA
standards.

7 For places where baseline data were not available prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been removed.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Repeat Maltreatment and Re-Entry into Out-of-Home Care
30. Abuse and Neglect of
Children in Foster Care:
Number of Children in . -
custody in out-of-home For the period beginning For the period beginning In CY2010, 0.20% of
July 2010 and thereafter, . .
placement who were July 2009, no more than children were victims Yes, based on CY2010
S . - . no more than 0.49% of :
victims of substantiated 0.53% of children will be . e of substantiated abuse data.
MSA 111LA. -~ - children will be victims of CY2011 data not yet
abuse or neglect by a victims of substantiated . or neglect by a .
la - substantiated abuse or available.
resource parent or facility abuse or neglect by a resource parent or CY2011 data not yet
. - neglect by a resource o .
staff member during 12 resource parent or facility . facility staff available.
: - parent or facility staff 18
month period, divided by staff member. member.
member.
the total number of
children who have been in
care at any point during the
period.
. For the period beginning For children who were
%ﬁialliiﬁfﬁsewaafin%ea?:{ July 2009 and thereafter, the victims of a
in home after no more than 7.2% of substantiated Yes, based on CY2009
MSA 1A substantiation of abuse or licable® ;:]hlldrer;twho remain at allelgatlon of . CY2010 data not yet data.
1b neglect, the percentage Not Applicable ome after a maltreatment in . available
’ who ha,ve another substantiation of abuse or | CY2009 and remained ' CY2010 data not yet
neglect will have another | at home, 5.6% had available.

substantiation within the
next 12 months.

substantiation within the
next 12 months.

another substantiation
within the next 12
months.?

18 Chapin Hall has revised the methodology for capturing abuse and neglect while in out-of-home placement. The old methodology excluded some cases where the perpetrator was
a relative resource parent. This change in methodology changes previously reported performance data from past years.
19 For places where baseline data were unavailable prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been removed.

2 Chapin Hall has revised the methodology for capturing repeat maltreatment data. Instead of using the investigation start date to determine when a substantiation occurs, it now
uses the CPS report date. This change in methodology changes previously reported performance data from past years.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
32. Repeat Maltreatment: For the period beginning In CY2009, 7% of
Of all children who are July 2009 and thereafter, | children who reunified No, based on CY2009
reunified during a period, no more than 4.8% of were the victims of data.
?/ICSA I.A the percentage who are Not Applicable? children who reunified substantiated child CYZO:\?aﬁZEenOt yet
' victims of substantiated will be the victims of maltreatment within ' CY2010 data not yet
abuse or neglect within one substantiated abuse or one year after the available.
year after the date of neglect within one year reunification.
reunification. after reunification.
a. For the period
beginning July 2009,
33. Re-entry to of all children who
Placement: Of all children exit, no more than 14% For the period beginning Of all children who
who leave custody during a will re-enter custody o Yes, based on CY2009
eriod, except those whose within one year of the July 201.1 and thereaft_er, exited in CY2009, data.
MSA IILA P ' P - > Y of all children who exit, 14% re-entered CY2010 data not yet
2b reason for discharge is that date of exit. no more than 9% will re- | custody within one available
' they ran away from their b. For the period - ' CY2010 data not yet
S enter custody within one year of the date of -
placement, the percentage beginning July 2010, available.

that re-enter custody within
one year of the date of exit.

of all children who
exit, no more than
11.5% will re-enter
custody within one
year of the date of exit.

year of exit.

exit.

2! For places where baseline data were unavailable prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been removed.
- - - - - - - - - -~ - -~
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Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Reg:lllritlelr:gnt
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Permanency
a. Ofall children who
entered foster care for
the first time in
342 Permanenc CY2009, 43% will
Outcome 1: Permanency in P:virbn‘,::zedr:scharged
first 12 months: Of all (rezni ficationy
children who entered foster ermanent rel’ative Of all children who
care for the first time in the P . entered foster care for the | Of all children who
care, adoption and/or N .
target year and who - . L first time in CY2011, entered foster care in
. . guardianship) within - Yes, based on CY2009
remained in foster care for 12 months from their 50% will have been 2009, 45% were erformance
MSA IILA 8 days or longer, what removal from home discharged to permanency | discharged from foster | CY?2010 data not yet P '
2.a percentage was discharged . ' (reunification, permanent | care to permanency available.
. Of all children who . . o CY2010 data not yet
from foster care to relative care, adoption within 12 months from . 2
e . entered foster care for . . . available.
permanency (reunification, the first time in and/or guardianship) their removal from
permanent relative care, . within 12 months from home.
. CY2010, 45% will .
adoption and/or have been discharaed their removal from home.
guardianship) within 12 g
. to permanency
months from their removal e
from home (reunification, _
' permanent relative
care, adoption and/or
guardianship) within
12 months from their
removal from home.

%2 The Monitor is unable to report on CY2010 performance as the children who entered care during CY2010 have not yet experienced 12 months in care.
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

34.b. Permanency
Outcome 2: Adoption: Of

all children who became
legally free for adoption
during the 12 months prior
to the target year, what
percentage was discharged
from foster care to a
finalized adoption in less
than 12 months from the
date of becoming legally
free.

. Of those children who

become legally free in
CY2009, 45% will be
discharged to a final
adoption in less than
12 months from the
date of becoming
legally free.

. Of those children who

become legally free in
CY2010, 55% will be
discharged to a final
adoption in less than
12 months from the
date of becoming
legally free.

Of those children who
become legally free in
CY2011, 60% will be
discharged to a final
adoption in less than 12
months from the date of
becoming legally free.

73% of children who
became legally free in
CY2009 were
discharged from foster
care to a finalized
adoption in less than
12 months from date
of becoming legally
free.

CY2010 data not yet
available.

Yes, based on CY2009
performance.

CY2010 data not yet
available.?

Reference
MSA I11.A
2.a
MSA I11.A
2.4

34. c. Permanency
Outcome 3: Total time to
Adoption:

Of all children who exited
foster care to adoption in
the target year, what
percentage was discharged
from foster care to
adoption within 30 months
from removal from home.

. Of all children who

exit to adoption in
CY2009, 45% will be
discharged from foster
care to adoption
within 30 months
from removal from
home.

. Of all children who

exit to adoption in
CY2010, 55% will be
discharged from foster
care to adoption
within 30 months
from removal from
home.

Of those children who
become legally free in
CY2011, 60% will be
discharged to a final
adoption in less than 12
months from the date of
becoming legally free.

Of all children who
exited to adoption in
CY 2010, 45% were
discharged from foster
care to adoption within
30 months from
removal from home.

CY2011 data not yet
available.

No, based on CY2010
performance.

CY2011 data not yet
available.

% The Monitor is unable to report on CY2010 performance as the children who became legally free for adoption during CY 2010 have not yet experienced 12 months from the date

of becoming legally free.
—
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
34.d. Permanency . Of all children who
Outcome 4: Permanency were in care on the
for children in care first day of CY2009
between 13 and 24 months: and had been in care
Of all children who were in between 13 and 24 Of all children who
foster care on the first day months, 43% will be Of all children who were | YVere in care on the
of the target year and had discharged to in care on the first day of first day of CY 2010
been in care between 13 permanency prior to CY2011 and had been in and had been in care No, based on CY2010
MSA 111A and 24 months, What their 21* birthday or care between 13 and 24 between 13 and 24 CY2011 data not yet performance.
24 ' percentage was discharged by the last day of year. months. 47% will be months, 43% were available
' to permanency (through . Of all children who discharg’;e d to permanency discharged to ' CY2011 data not yet
reunification, permanent were in care on the permanency prior to available.

relative care, adoption and

guardianship) prior to their
21* birthday or by the last

day of the year.

first day of CY2010
and had been in care
between 13 and 24
months, 45% will be
discharged to
permanency prior to
their 21* birthday or

by the last day of year.

prior to their 21* birthday
or by the last day of year.

their first 21* birthday
or by the last day of
the year.

I NN NN N N ™ N O 5N N N N N N NN §N N N N N NN NN} N NhNhh————————————————————~—_—_—_—_—_—_—~—_—_———
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page 29




Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

34. e. Permanency Outcome
5: Permanency after 25
months: Of all children who
were in foster care for 25
months or longer on the first
day of the target year, what
percentage was discharged
to permanency (through
reunification, permanent
relative care, adoption and
guardianship) prior to their
21* birthday and by the last
day of the year.

a. Of all children who

were in foster care for
25 months or longer on
the first day of
CY2009, 41% will be
discharged to
permanency prior to
their 21% birthday and
by the last day of the
year.

b. Of all children who

were in foster care for
25 months or longer on
the first day of
CY2010, 44% will be
discharged to
permanency prior to
their 21* birthday and
by the last day of the
year.

Of all children who were in
foster care for 25 months or
longer on the first day of
CY2011, 47% will be
discharged to permanency
prior to their 21 birthday
and by the last day of the
year.

Of all children who
were in foster care for
25 months or longer on
the first day of
CY2010, 34%
discharged prior to
their 21 birthday or
by the last day of the
year.

CY2011 data not yet
available.

No, based on CY2010
data.

CY2011 data not yet
available.

Reference
\

MSA 111.B
12(i)

35. Progress Toward
Adoption: Number/ percent

of children with a
permanency goal of
adoption who have a petition
to terminate parental rights
filed within six weeks of the
date of the goal change.

Not applicable, final target
set by the MSA.

Beginning January 1, 2010,
of the children in custody
whose permanency goal is
adoption, at least 90% shall
have a petition to terminate
parental rights filed within
six weeks of the date of the
goal change.

In the months between
July and December
2010, 47% to 67% of
children with a
permanency goal of
adoption had a petition
to terminate parental
rights filed within six
weeks of the date of the
goal change.”

In the months between
January and June 2011,
61% to 65% of children
with a permanency goal
of adoption had a
petition to terminate
parental rights filed
within 6 weeks of the
date of the goal
change.”

No

2 Because there is variation in monthly performance and the total number of applicable children is small, the Monitor is including the range of monthly performance.
% This is the first monitoring period where monthly performance was consistent. If performance remains consistent next reporting period, the Monitor will report on performance

as of the last month of the monitoring period.

I N ) Y NN NN N N N NN N 5 NN 5§ NN NN N N N N N N N N} ———————~———~—~—~—_—_—_—_—_—~——
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page 30




Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Beginning January 1,
36. Child Specific 2010, of the children in Between July and Between January and
Adoption Recruitment: custody whose December 2010, 11% | June 2011, 30% to
Number/percent of permanency goal is to 88% of children 86% of children with a
children with a adoption, at least 90% of | with a permanency permanency goal of
CPM - . .
permanency goal of . . those for whom an goal of adoption adoption needing
MSA I11.B dobi it Not applicable, final dobtive h h di . . had
12. (ii) adoption needing target set by the MSA adoptive home has not needing recruitment recruitment had a No
’ recruitment who have a ' been identified at the time | had a child-specific child-specific
child-specific recruitment of termination of parental | recruitment plan recruitment plan
plan developed within 30 rights shall have a child- developed within 30 developed within 30
days of the date of the goal specific recruitment plan | days of the date of the | days of the date of the
change. developed within 30 days | goal change.?® goal change.”’
of the date of the goal
change.
37. Placement in an Beginning July 1, 2009, 0 . . 0 . .
Adoptive Home: of the children in custody 50% of children witha | 61% of children with a
AUoptve Home . | permanency goal of permanency goal of
Number/percent of whose permanency goal is . .
. . X adoption for whom an | adoption for whom an
children with a adoption, at least 75% of . .
. adoptive home had not | adoptive home had not
permanency goal of the children for whom an - e . e
. . . . been identified at the been identified at the
MSA 111.B adoption and for whom an Not applicable, final adoptive home has not time of the termination | time of the termination No/Imoroved
12.a.(iii) adoptive home had not target set by the MSA. been identified at the time P

been identified at the time
of termination are placed in
an adoptive home within
nine months of the
termination of parental
rights.

of termination shall be
placed in an adoptive
home within nine months
of the termination of
parental rights.

were placed in an
adoptive home within
nine months of
termination of parental
rights.

were placed in an
adoptive home within
nine months of
termination of parental
rights.

% Because there is variation in monthly performance and the total number of applicable children is small, the Monitor is including the range of monthly performance. Between
July and December 2010, 100 children required child specific recruitment plans and 32 (32%) of these plans were developed within 30 days of the date of the goal change.

27 Because there is variation in monthly performance and the total number of applicable children is small, the Monitor is including the range of monthly performance. Between
January and June 2011, 123 children required child specific recruitment plans and 82 (67%) of these plans were developed within 30 days of the date of the goal change.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

38. Final Adoptive
Placements: Number/

percent of adoptions
finalized within nine
months of adoptive
placement.

Beginning December 31,
2008, of adoptions
finalized, at least 80%
shall have been finalized
within nine months of
adoptive placement.

Beginning July 1, 2009,
of adoptions finalized, at
least 80% shall have been
finalized within nine
months of adoptive
placement.

92% of adoptions were
finalized within nine
months of adoptive
placement.

91% of adoptions were
finalized within nine
months of adoptive
placement.

Yes

Health Care for

Children in Out-of-Home Placement

Reference
MSA 111.B
12.b
MSA II.LF.5

39. Pre-Placement
Medical Assessment:
Number/percent of
children receiving pre-
placement medical
assessment in a non-
emergency room setting.

By June 30, 2008, 95% of
children will receive a
pre-placement assessment
in a non-emergency room
setting.

By December 31, 2009,
98% of children will
receive a pre-placement
assessment in a non-
emergency room setting.

100% of children
entering DYFS
custody received a
pre-placement
assessment (PPA).
87% of children
received a PPA ina
non-emergency room
setting. An additional
11% of PPAs were
appropriately received
in an ER setting.?®
Thus, in Monitor’s
assessment, 98% of
PPAs occurred in a
setting appropriate for
the situation.

100% of children
entering DYFS
custody received a
pre-placement
assessment (PPA).
88% of children
received a PPA ina
non-emergency room
setting. An additional
11% of PPASs were
appropriately received
in an ER setting.”®
Thus, in Monitor’s
assessment, 99% of
PPAs occurred in a
setting appropriate for
the situation.

Yes?®

% Emergency room pre-placement assessments are considered appropriate when a child needed emergency medical attention or the child was already in the emergency room when
DYFS received the referral.
 Technically, DCF has partially fulfilled this measure, however, the Monitor believes that the measure should be modified to measure both PPAs in an non-ER setting and those

PPA’s conducted in an ER that are appropriate based on the presenting medical needs of the child or because the child was already in the ER when DYFS received the referral.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No /Ongoing)“
40.  Initial Medical By June 30, 2008, 80% of | By January 1, 2009 and | rom duly through From January through
o . . December 2010, 80% | June 2011, 88% of
Examinations: Number/ children shall receive full | thereafter, at least 85% of £ chil . hil :
ercent of children medical examinations children shall receive full ot chi dfe”. recelv_ed a chi dren_ re_celved a
MSAIILEB Enterin out-of-home care within 30 days of enterin medical examinations CME within the first CME within the first Yes
11 ing . Y g o . 30 days of placement | 30 days of placement
receiving full medical out-of-home care and at within 30 days of entering : :
LY N T and 97% of children and 98% of children
examinations within 60 least 85% within in 60 out-of-home care and at ived ved
days days least 98% within 60 days received a (.:ME recéived a (_:ME
’ ' " | within the first 60 days | within the first 60 days
of placement. of placement.
a. By December 2008,
80% of children in
care for one year or
more will receive
medical examinations
EIPCSOISn'IP I'i?geel i":::? From July through From January through
41. Required Medical b B JunegZOOQ 90? of December 2010, 93% | June 2011, 92% of
Examinations: Number/ - BY . P 97 By June 2010, 98% of of children ages 12-24 | children ages 12-24
- - children in care for . . . T
. percent of children in care . children in care for one months were clinically | months were clinically
Negotiated one year or more will . ) . .
Health for one year or more who receive medical year or more v_wII receive up-to—datzﬁj on their up-to—datg on their Partial®
received medical L - medical examinations in EPSDT visits and 95% | EPSDT visits and 94%
Outcomes examinations in

examinations in
compliance with EPSDT
guidelines.

compliance with
EPSDT guidelines.
c. By December 2009,
95% of children in
care for one year or
more will receive
annual medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT guidelines.

compliance with EPSDT
guidelines.

of children older than
two years were
clinically up-to-date
on their EPSDT visits.

of children older than
two years were
clinically up-to-date
on their EPSDT visits.

%0 The Monitor considers DCF to have fulfilled this requirement for children over the age of 2, but not for those between 12 and 24 months. While technically not in compliance
with the final benchmark, performance on EPSDT/well child exams represents sustained access to health care for this population and the Monitor considers this a significant

accomplishment. Therefore, the Monitor determines the requirement to be partially fulfilled.
— - - - -
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Reference

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

MSA IL.F.2

42. Semi-Annual Dental

Examinations: Number/

percent of children ages
three and older in care six
months or more who
received semi-annual dental
examinations. **

By June 2009, 90% of
children will receive
annual dental
examinations and 70%
will receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

By December 2009,
95% of children will
receive annual dental
examinations and 75%
will receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

By June 2010, 95% of
children will receive
annual dental
examinations and 80%
will receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

By December 2010,
98% of children will
receive annual dental
examinations and 85%
will receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

By June 2011, 90% of
children will receive
semi-annual dental
examinations.

a. By December 2011,
98% of children will
receive annual dental
examinations.

b. By December 2011,
90% of children will
receive semi-annual
dental examinations.

86% of children were
current with semi-
annual dental exams.

89% of children were
current with their semi-
annual dental exam.

Yes

%1 This benchmark originally measured annual and semi-annual exams. Because the practice expectation in the field is that children age three or older receive semi-annual exams,

DCF has been solely measuring whether children receive these exams semi-annually. The Monitor accepts this modification to original benchmark.
e
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Reference

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

MSA I.F.2

43. Follow-up Care and
Treatment: Number/
percent of children who
received timely accessible
and appropriate follow-up
care and treatment to meet
health care and mental
health needs.

By June 2009, 70% of
children will receive
follow-up care and
treatment to meet health
care and mental health
needs.

. By December 2009, 75%

of children will receive
follow-up care and
treatment to meet health
care and mental health
needs.

By June 2010, 80% of
children will receive
follow-up care and
treatment to meet health
care and mental health
needs.

. By December 2010, 85%

of children will receive
follow-up care and
treatment to meet health
care and mental health
needs.

By June 2011, 90% of
children will receive
follow-up care and
treatment to meet health
care and mental health
needs.

By December 31, 2011,
90% of children will
receive timely accessible
and appropriate follow-up
care and treatment to meet
health care and mental
health needs.

DCF reports that 94%
of children received
follow-up care for
needs identified in
their CME.*

94% of children
received follow-up
care for needs
identified in their
CME.®

Yes*

%2 DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicators for Period IX. DCF reviewed records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-

home placement who were removed between May 1, 2010-October 31, 2010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise this cohort. A sample of 334
children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
% DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home
placement who were removed between November 1, 2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample of 325

children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
% The Monitor has reviewed and is satisfied with the rigor of DCF’s Health Care Case Record review, which will be used as the primary means of evaluating performance on this

measure.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
a. By December 31,
2009, 90% of children In the fourth f In the second quarter
o in custody will be n the fourth guarter o of 2011, DCF reports
44, Immunization: . By December 31, 2011, 2010, DCF reports that o
Children in DCF custody 9urrent_W|t_h 98% of children in 95% of all children in tha}t o7 A].Of all
. immunizations. . children in out-of- Yes
are current with custody will be current out-of-home
. S b. By December 31, o T home placement were
immunizations. . with immunizations. placement were ; .
2010, 95% of children . . current with their
: : current with their . "
in custody will be . R immunizations.
4 immunizations.
current with
immunizations.
From May through From November 2010
October 2010, 30% of | through April 2011,
. : o .
45, Health Passports: By June 30, 2010, 75% of | By June 30, 2011, 95% of caregivers received 50 /° Of caregivers
) , . - : . 3 . Health Passports received Health
Children’s parents/ caregivers will receive a caregivers will receive a o S
caregivers receive current current Health Passport current Health Passport within five days of a Passports within five No/lImproved
MSA II.F.8 g P P child’s placement and | days of a child’s P

Health Passport within five
days of a child’s
placement.

within five days of a
child’s placement.

within five days of a
child’s placement.

68% of caregivers
received Health
Passports within 30
days of a child’s
placement.®

placement and 92% of
caregivers received
Health Passports
within 30 days of a
child’s placement.®

* DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on Health Passports for Period IX. This review was done by reviewing records of a random sample of children in
DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between May 1, 2010-October 31, 2010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise this cohort. A
sample of 334 children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
% DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home
placement who were removed between November 1, 2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample of 325
children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Mental Health Care for Children in Out-of-Home Placement
a. By June 2008, 75% of
children with a
suspected mental From Mav through From November 2010
health need will Y g through April 2011,
: October 2010, 98% of ..
receive a mental health C . 100% of eligible
assessment eligible children children received a
46. Mental Health ' By December 31, 2011, received a mental
- b. By December 2008, . - mental health screen.
Assessments: Number/ - - 90% of children with a health screen. Of
ercent of children with a 80% of children with a suspected mental health those screened, 62% Of those screened,
MSAILF2 |P suspected mental P ' 0 70% had a suspected Yes

suspected mental health
need who receive mental
health assessments.

health need will
receive a mental health
assessment.

c. By June 2009, 85% of
children with a
suspected mental
health need will
receive a mental health
assessment.

need will receive a mental
health assessment.

had a suspected mental
health need. Of those
with a suspected
mental health need,
94% received a mental
health assessment.*’

mental health need.
Of those with a
suspected mental
health need, 94%
received a mental
health assessment.

" DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicators for Period IX. DCF reviewed records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-
home placement who were removed between May 1, 2010-October 31, 2010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise this cohort. A sample of 334
children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
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Reference

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

CPM

47. Provision of in-home
and community-based
mental health services for
children and their families:
DCBHS shall continue to
support activities of
CMOs, YCMs, FSOs,
Mobile Response,
evidence-based therapies
such as MST and FFT and
crisis stabilization Services
to assist children and youth
and their families involved
with DYFS and to prevent
children and youth from
entering DYFS custody.

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

DCF continues to
support CMO, YCMs
FSOs, mobile
response, MST, FFT
and community-based
services to prevent
children being
removed from and
reunify children with
their parents.

DCF continues to
support CMO, YCMs
FSOs, mobile
response, MST, FFT
and community-based
services to prevent
children being
removed from and
reunify children with
their parents.

Yes

Services to Families

CPM

48. Continued Support for
Family Success Centers:
DCF shall continue to
support statewide network
of Family Success Centers

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

37 Family Success
Centers statewide.

37 Family Success
Centers statewide.

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance
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Reference

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance®®

Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

CPM

49. Statewide
Implementation of
Differential Response,
Pending Effectiveness of
Pilot Sites: Progress
toward implementation of
Differential Response
statewide.

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance

Six counties with
Differential Response
sites.

Six counties with
Differential Response
sites.

Ongoing Monitoring
of Compliance®

CPM

50. Services to Support
Transitions: The
Department will provide
services and supports to
families to support
preserve successful
transitions.

By December 31, 2010,
80% of cases score
appropriately as measured
by QR.

By December 31, 2011,
90% of cases score
appropriately as measured

by QR.

Unable to measure
because QR in the
pilot phase in 2010.

Preliminary QR data:
52% of cases rated
acceptable on QR
indicator ‘Transitions
and Life Adjustments’

No

%8 DCF, with help from Casey Family Programs, is conducting an internal assessment to determine how the current Differential Response pilot should be integrated into the rest of

DCF and DYFS and the overall case practice approach. The results of this analysis are expected to be completed by December 2011.
- - - -~ - " - - -~ ———
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Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Fulfilled
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
DCF administers an
DCF administers an Adoption Subsidy
Adoption Subsidy Program which
Program which supported 13,477
supported 13,597 adopted children by
. adopted children by the end of September
. - “ -
gﬁ Zc;f;éri% Iggnartment the end of April 2011. DCF funds a
ﬁm ost-adrc)) tion 2011. DCF funds a statewide network of
. P 0P Ongoing Monitoring Ongoing Monitoring statewide network of post-adoption services | Ongoing Monitoring
CPM services and subsidies . . . . .
. of Compliance of Compliance post-adoption services | through contract of Compliance
available to preserve .
o through contract arrangements with
families who have adopted X . : .
. arrangements with eight private agencies.
a child. . : . A .
eight private agencies. | Funding remains
Funding totals slightly | slightly over $3million
over $3million and is used
specifically to family | specifically for family
counseling and family | counseling and family
support services. support services.
52. Provision of Domestic
Violence Services. DCF
shall Cof‘““‘_‘e to support Domestic Violence Domestic Violence
Domestic Violence Ongoing Monitorin Ongoing Monitorin liaisons now available | liaisons now available
CPM liaisons, PALS and gotng g going g Yes

Domestic Violence shelter
programs to prevent child
maltreatment and assist
children and families
involved with DYFS.

of Compliance

of Compliance

in each DYFS local
office.

in each DYFS local
office.
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Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 0 Reg:lllritlelr:gnt
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance (Yes/No/Ongoing)™*
Services to Older Youth
'a. By December 31,
- 2009, 75% of youth As of January 2011, | S 0f duly 1, 2011,
53. Independent Living 83% of youth aged 14
) age 14-18 have an 87% of youth aged 14 .
Assessments: Number/ - By December 31, 2011, . to 18 in out-of-home
Independent Living to 18 in out-of-home
percent of cases where 95% of youth age 14-18 placement for at least
CPM S Assessment. placement for at least - No
DCF Independent Living have an Independent - six months had a
- b. By December 31, L six months had an
Assessment is complete for Living Assessment. . completed
2010, 85% of youth Independent Living L
youth 14-18. Independent Living
age 14-18 have an Assessment.
- Assessment.
Independent Living
Assessment.
54. Services to Older By December 31, 2009
Youth: DCF shall provide 75% of older youth
services to youth bet_we_en (18-21) are receiving By December 31, 2011,
the ages 18 and 21 similar acceptable services as
A . 90% of youth are
to services previously measured by the QR. receiving acceptable
CPM available to them unless b. By December 31, ving P Data Not Available Data Not Available Data Not Available®
: services as measured by
the youth, having been 2010 75%of older
. the New Jersey
informed of the youth (18-21) are L .
T L Qualitative Review.
implications, formally receiving acceptable
request that DCF close the services as measured
case. by the New Jersey
Qualitative Review.

* The Monitor is working with parties to determine an adequate methodology to asses this measure.
T —
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Requirement
Fulfilled
(Yes/No/Ongoing)™*

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011
Reference Qualitative Measure Benchmark Final Target Performance Performance™®

a. By December 31,
2009 75% of youth
exiting care without
achieving permanency

55. Youth Exiting Care: shall have housing and | By December 31, 2011,

. 0 ?
Youth exiting care without be _er_nployed orin 95_ % of yoth exiting care
achieving permanenc training or an without achieving
CPM g perme y educational program. permanency shall have Data Not Available® Data Not Available Data Not Available
shall have housing and be .
. L b. By December 31, housing and be employed
employed or in training or - L
. 2010 75% of youth or in training or an
an educational program. o f h
exiting care without educational program.

achieving permanency
shall have housing and
be employed or in
training or an
educational program.

“% In the fall 2010, the Monitor assessed performance through a case record review of adolescent cases. Monitor’s review found 72% of youth have housing; 60% of youth were

employed or in some type of education program.
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

June 2011 Fulfilled

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet: Performance (Yes/No)*™

Implementation
“immersion sites” have
been expanded across
I1.LA.5. In reporting during Phase I on the State’s compliance, the Monitor shall focus on the quality of the case practice the state. As of June
model and the actions by the State to implement it. 2011, there were 44
immersion sites, 31 of
which completed the
immersion process.

Yes

141 (100%) new
caseworkers (51 hired
in the last monitoring
11.B.1.b. 100% of all new case carrying workers shall be enrolled in Pre-Service Training, including training in intake and period) were enrolled in
investigations, within two weeks of their start date. Pre-Service training
within two weeks of
their start date. (15
BCWERP hires).*

Yes

141 (100%) new
workers who are now
11.B.1.c. No case carrying worker shall assume a full caseload until completing pre-service training and passing competency | case-carrying workers
exams. have passed
competency exams (15
BCWEP hires).

Yes

! «yes” indicates that, in the Monitor’s judgment based on presently available information, DCF has substantially fulfilled its obligations regarding the requirement under the
Modified Settlement Agreement for the January 1 to June 30, 2011 monitoring period, or is substantially on track to fulfill an obligation expected to have begun during this period
and be completed in a subsequent monitoring period. The Monitor has also designated “Yes” for a requirement where DCF is within one percentage point of the benchmark or
there is a small number (less than three) of cases causing the failure to meet the benchmark. “Partially” is used when DCF has come very close but has not fully met a requirement.
“No” indicates that, in the Monitor’s judgment, DCF has not fulfilled its obligation regarding the requirement.

“2 The Baccalaureate Child Welfare Education Program (BCWEP) is a consortium of seven New Jersey colleges (Rutgers University, Seton Hall University, Stockton College,
Georgian Court University, Monmouth University, Kean University and Ramapo College) that enables students to earn the Bachelor of Social Work (BSW) degree. The Monitor
has previously determined that this course of study together with Worker Readiness Training designed by the DCF Child Welfare Training Academy satisfies the MSA
requirements. All BCWEP students are required to pass the same competency exams that non-BCWEP students take before they are permitted to carry a caseload.
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet:

June 2011
Performance

Fulfilled
(Yes/No)**

11.B.2. c. 100% of case carrying workers and supervisors shall take a minimum of 40 hours of annual In-Service Training
and shall pass competency exams.

DCF expects to reach
this annual obligation
by December 31, 2011.

CY 2011 data not yet
available.

11.B.2.d. The State shall implement in-service training on concurrent planning for all existing staff.

Between January and
June 2011, 112 out of
112 (100%) eligible
DYFS caseworkers
were trained on
concurrent planning and
passed competency
exams before assuming
caseloads.

Yes

11.B.3.a. All new staff responsible for conducting intake or investigations shall receive specific, quality training on intake
and investigations process, policies and investigations techniques and pass competency exams before assuming responsibility
for cases.

98 employees (100%)
assigned to take intake
and investigations in
this monitoring period
successfully completed
intake training and
passed competency
exams.

Yes

11.B.4.b. 100% of all staff newly promoted to supervisory positions shall complete their 40 hours of supervisory training and
shall have passed competency exams within 6 months of assuming their supervisory positions.

Between January and
June 2011, 21
supervisors were
trained and passed
competency exams; ten
of these supervisors
were appointed at the
end of the last
monitoring period.
Fourteen supervisors
were appointed during
this monitoring period,
eleven of whom were
part of the 21
supervisors trained.

Yes
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet: e AU FUIf'"equ
Performance (Yes/No)
A plan was developed
11.C.4 The State will develop a plan for appropriate service delivery for leshian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and questioning by June 2007. Yes
youth, and thereafter begin to implement plan. Implementation of the
plan continues.
Policies have been
11.C.5 The State shall promulgate and implement policies designed to ensure that the State continues to provide services to promulgat_ed and DCF
i ! ) A continues its work to Yes
youth between ages 18-21 similar to services previously available to them. . .
expand services to this
population.
The State has
implemented and
11.D.1. The State shall implement an accurate real time bed tracking system to manage the number of beds available from the | utilizes a real time bed Yes
DCBHS and match those with children who need them. tracking system to
match children with
DCBHS placements.
The State has a process
for requests for out-of-
11.D.2. The State shall create a process to ensure that no child shall be sent to an out-of-state congregate care facility. The state placements which
process will also ensure that for any child who is sent out-of-state an appropriate plan to maintain contacts with family and includes planning to Yes
return the child in-state as soon as appropriate. maintain contacts with
family and returning in-
state.
An automated system
. . . . . . . . for placing children
11.D.5. The State shall implement an automated system for identifying youth in its custody being held in juvenile detention from detention within Yes

facilities are placed within 30 days of disposition.

30 days of disposition
is in place.
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

June 2011 Fulfilled

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet: Performance (Yes/No)*™

Fourteen adoption
workers appointed in
this monitoring period
were trained between
January 1 and June 30,
11.G.9. The State shall provide adoption training to designated adoption workers for each local office. 2011._An0ther 16 Yes

adoption workers
appointed in the
previous monitoring
period (Period 1X) were
trained during this
period.

Adoption tracking data
is now collected in NJ
11.G.15. The State shall issue reports based on the adoption process tracking system. SPIRIT and DCF is Yes
reporting on all data
required in MSA 11.G.4.

Between January and
June 2011, DCF
11.H.4. The period for processing resource family applications through licensure will be 150 days. resolved 67% of No
applications within 150
days.

DCF continues to set
targets for homes
targeted for recruitment
by County.

11.H.13 The State shall implement the methodology for setting annualized targets for resource family non-kin recruitment. Yes

For FY2011, the flex
11.H.14 The State shall provide flexible funding at the same level or higher than provided in FY’07. fund budget was Yes
$5,708,602.

New rate assessment
tool in use; new Yes
policies implemented.

I1.H.17 The State shall review the Special Home Service Provider (SHSP) resource family board rates to ensure continued
availability of these homes and make adjustments as necessary.

The State currently uses
11.J.2. The State shall initiate management reporting based on Safe Measures. Safe Measures for Yes
management reporting.
]
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet:

June 2011
Performance

Fulfilled
(Yes/No)**

11.J.6. The State shall annually produce DCF agency performance reports.

DCEF released the FY
2011 report in
November 2011

Yes

11.J.9. The State shall issue regular, accurate reports from Safe Measures.

The State has the
capacity and is
regularly producing
reports from Safe
Measures.

Yes

11.J.10. The State shall produce caseload reporting that tracks caseloads by office and type of worker and, for permanency
and adoption workers, that tracks children as well as families.

The State has provided
the Monitor with a
report for January to
June 2011 that provides
individual

worker caseloads of
children and families
for intake, permanency
and adoption workers.

Yes

11.E.20 95% of offices shall have sufficient supervisory staff to maintain a five worker to one supervisor ratio.

99% of DYFS local
offices have sufficient
front line supervisors to
have ratios of five
workers to one
supervisor

Yes

111.B.1.a 95% of offices with average caseloads meeting the standard and at least 95% of individual workers with caseloads
meeting the standard: permanency workers: no more than 15 families and no more than ten children in out-of-home care.

100% of permanency
offices met standards.
96% of permanency
workers met caseload
requirements.

Yes
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet:

June 2011
Performance

Fulfilled
(Yes/No)**

111.B.1.b 95% of offices with average caseloads meeting the standard and at least 95% of individual workers with caseloads

meeting the standard: intake workers: no more than 12 open cases and no more than eight new case assignments per month.

96% of intake offices
met standards.

84% of intake
caseworkers met
caseload requirements.

Partial*®

111.B.1.c 95% of offices with average caseloads meeting the standard and at least 95% of individual workers with caseloads
meeting the standard: IAIU investigators: no more than 12 open cases and no more than eight new cases assignments per
month.

100% of 1AIU
investigators had
caseloads at or below
the caseload
requirement

Yes

111.B.1.d 95% of offices with average caseloads meeting the standard and at least 95% of individual workers with caseloads
meeting the standard: adoption workers: no more than 12 children.

94% of adoption offices
met standards.

94% of adoption
caseworkers met
caseloads requirements.

Yes

111.C.2 The State shall promulgate and implement policies designed to ensure that psychotropic medication is not used as a
means of discipline or control and that the use of physical restraint is minimized.

Policy has been
promulgated, training
and information
sessions implemented
and children on
medication are tracked.

Yes

111.C.4 The State shall continue to meet the final standards for pre-licensure and ongoing training of resource families, as
described in Phase I.

DCF continues to
conduct pre-licensure
training for DYFS
resource families and
contracts with Foster
and Adoption Family
Services (FAFS) to
conduct ongoing in-
service training.

Yes

*3 DCF met the office standard for Intake workers. DCF did not meet the. individual worker caseload standard for Intake workers.
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Ongoing Phase | and Phase Il Requirements

The following are additional MSA requirements that DCF must meet:

June 2011
Performance

Fulfilled
(Yes/No)**

I11.C.5 The State shall incorporate into its contracts with service providers performance standards consistent with the
Principles of the MSA.

DCF developed a set of
performance measures
and set baseline
performance targets for
each service across all
DCF contracts.

Yes

111.C.6 In consultation with the Monitor, the State shall develop and implement a well-functioning quality improvement
program consistent with the Principles of the MSA and adequate to carry out the reviews of case practice in Phase II.

During 2011 DCF’s
newly established
Office of Continuous
Quality Improvement
(OCQI) developed and
successfully
implemented a
statewide qualitative
case review process.

Yes

111.C.7 The State shall regularly evaluate the need for additional placements and services to meet the needs of children in
custody and their families, and to support intact families and prevent the need for out-of-home care. Such needs assessments
shall be conducted on an annual, staggered basis that assures that every county is assessed at least once every three years.
The State shall develop placements and services consistent with the findings of these needs assessments.

Four of the five second
round of evaluations
(Monmouth, Mercer,
Ocean and Atlantic)
were submitted in July
2011. Cumberland is
due. Submissions
continue to identify
housing and
transportation as two
key areas of need.*

In Progress

111.C.8 Reimbursement rates for resource families shall equal the median monthly cost per child calculated by the United
States Department of Agriculture for middle-income, urban families in the northeast.

Resource family board
rates continue to meet
USDA standards.

Yes

* The Monitor continues to be concerned about the process and quality of the Needs Assessments.
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IV.  DCF’S INVESTIGATIVE PRACTICE

A New Jersey’s State Central Registry (SCR)

A critical DYFS function is receiving and screening calls alleging child abuse and/or neglect and
appropriately and timely responding to those calls which are screened in as needing a child
welfare assessment or an investigation of child maltreatment. This function also includes
receiving calls about and investigating allegations of abuse and/or neglect in institutional settings
(e.g., resource homes, schools, shelters, detention facilities, etc.). New Jersey has a centralized
“hotline” to receive and screen calls from the community that allege abuse and/or neglect in any
setting. DYFS local offices employ investigative staff to follow-up on the calls as appropriate
and a regionally organized Institutional Abuse Investigation Unit (IAIU) is responsible for
investigations in institutional settings.

New Jersey’s State Central Registry (SCR) is charged with receiving calls of both suspected
child abuse and neglect as well as calls where reporters believe the well-being of families is at
risk and an assessment, support, and/or information and referral is needed, even though there is
no allegation of child abuse or neglect. To effectively execute this responsibility, the SCR
operates 24 hours per day, seven days per week with multiple shifts of staff and supervisors and
a sophisticated call management and recording system. Screeners at SCR determine the nature
of each caller’s concerns and initiate the appropriate response.

State Central Registry

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Taraet December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
1. Responding to
Calls to the SCR:
a. Total number of a. 14,072 calls . 16,325 calls
' calls b. 394 abandoned . 716 abandoned
. . calls calls .

b. Number of Opgo!ng Opgo!ng c. 20 seconds . 29 seconds Opgo!ng

abandoned calls Monitoring of Monitoring of Monitoring of

. . . d. 4,109 calls . 5,592 calls .

c. Time frame for Compliance Compliance q d Compliance

answering calls screened out screened out

e. 866 CWS . 1,232 CWS
d. Number of calls
referrals referrals

screened out
e. Number of

referrals for CWS

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Between January and June 2011, the SCR received 91,322 calls. This is an increase of 3,965

calls as compared to the last monitoring period (July-December 2010) and a decrease of 2,043
calls as compared to the same six month period in 2010 (January-June). On average, the State
reports callers waited about 18 seconds for an SCR screener to answer their calls. Of those

I R NN} N N} NN —————————————————————————————————————————————~————~~
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 50




91,322 calls, 30,120 (33%) calls“ related to the possible need for Child Protective Services
(CPS) responses. Of those, screeners classified 29,238 reports for investigation of alleged child
abuse or neglect. Another 6,784 (7%) calls related to the possible need for Child Welfare
Services (CWS). In these circumstances, screeners classified 6,132 referrals for assessment of
service need. Figure 1 shows a month-by-month breakdown of the call volume at SCR for
January through June 2011.

Figure 1: Number of Calls to SCR by Month
(January — June 2011)

20,000
19,000
18,000
17,000
16,000

15,000
14,000
13,000
12,000
11,000
10,000

Jan-11 Feb-11 March-11 April-11 May-11 June-11
Month

Number of Calls

Source: DCF

% Calls are differentiated from reports or referrals because SCR can receive several calls related to one incident or in
some cases one call can result in several separate reports.
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State Central Registry

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
2. Quality of SCR
Response:
Quality of
Response. See The New
a. Respond to callers %. )
romptly, with Central Reqgistry:
P ' . An Assessment,
respectful, active For latest
L . CSSP, June 30,
listening skills performance
. . 2008.
b. Essential . . review, The New .
information Ongo!ng O_ngo_lng Jersey State Of_‘go!“g
Monitoring of Monitoring of ... | SCR performance Monitoring of
gathered— . . Central Reqistry: : .
Compliance Compliance will be reassessed Compliance

identification of
parents and other
important family
members

c. Decision making
process based on
information
gathered and
guided by tools
and supervision

An Assessment,
CSSP, June 30,
2008.

in collaboration
with DCF’s
Continuous Quality
Improvement unit
in the next
monitoring period.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Between January and June 2011, SCR initiated a number of systemic reforms regarding quality
assurance, staffing, and training following a departmental review of a child death. In July 2008,
the Monitor had completed an independent assessment of the SCR which identified quality
assurance as one of the strengths of the unit.*® The departmental review recently conducted by
DYFS indicated a need to refine some of those existing quality assurance procedures. Under the
newly-revised quality assurance system, supervisors monitor and evaluate 50 percent of all calls
designated as information and referral (I&Rs).*” In addition, all I&R intakes that are not selected
for call monitoring and evaluation undergo some form of review by casework supervisors.
Supervisors randomly review one information only (10)*® call conducted by each screener per
week. Finally, supervisors review ten percent of all reports on existing DYFS cases (RI)* by the
next business day.

“® The New Jersey State Central Registry: An Assessment, July 30, 2008. A complete copy of the report is available
on CSSP’s website, http://www.cssp.org/publications/child-welfare/class-action-reform/11-18-class-action-reform-
new-ones/charlie-and-nadine-h-v-corzine-the-new-jersey-state-central-registry-an-assessment-july-2008.pdf.

" A call is identified as an | & R call when (1) a caller is seeking a referral to one or more service providers (I&R),
(2) an SCR screener determines that a referral is the appropriate response to the concern raised by the caller, or (3)
the matter is referred back to the caller for handling (e.g.. police calling about non abuse, school calling about
educational neglect).

%8 Callers seeking information only are designated 10 calls.

*9 Calls to the SCR concerning an existing DYFS case.
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Leadership at SCR continues to implement previous improvements to the certification and
training of SCR screeners and supervisors. During the monitoring period, SCR supervisors
continued to certify and re-certify screeners. The certification process involves random
evaluations of calls to the SCR by the supervisor and the casework supervisor. All SCR
screeners are re-certified annually. Certified screeners have the ability to generate intakes
without supervisory approval. Non-certified staff must confer with certified staff before
generating intakes. The intake is reviewed in its entirety by the certified staff member
responsible for assigning the report.

Indications of stress at SCR as a result of the most recent departmental review resulted in
changing staffing patterns and turnover of the director of the unit. SCR has made a number of
changes during this monitoring period to increase the level of field experience present in the unit.
The most prominent shift in practice is that trainees are no longer eligible to staff the SCR. All
former trainees in SCR have been reassigned to local offices. Henceforth, all SCR staff must
possess DCF field experience in order to become a SCR screener. Screeners with the least
experience will be placed for two years on shifts with the lowest call volume, typically evening
and overnight shifts. These shifts have increased the supervisor to screener ratio. SCR now has
44 full time and 64 part time screeners with field experience. There are 22 full time screeners
who do not have prior field experience. These screeners have been in SCR for a minimum of
three years, making them exempt from the new field experience requirement.

SCR screeners and supervisors continue to be trained on the New Jersey’s Case Practice Model.
As of June 1, 2011, 92 SCR staff had received the first module of CPM training and 70 SCR
staff had received the second module. In addition, training for staff has recently been increased
from 10 to 15 days, with more emphasis being put on live call training. Staff spend the final
week of their training on the same shift in which they will be working upon completion of the
training period. SCR leadership has emphasized the need to conduct all necessary background
searches for each call. SCR staff continue to be trained on structured decision making, critical
thinking, documentation, cultural competency and the DYFS domestic violence protocol.
Currently, the SCR Screening Training Curriculum is undergoing revision.

This has been a difficult period for SCR necessitating a reassessment of the performance of the
unit. DCF responded to the departmental review quickly with a clear set of recommendations
which appear to address the areas in which SCR performance had declined in recent years. The
Office of Continuous Quality Improvement (OCQI), together with the Monitor, is planning to
conduct a follow-up qualitative review of SCR operations in November 2011.
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B. Timeliness and Quality of Investigative Practice

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. For periods

beginning July
1, 2009, and

3. Timeliness of a. By June 30, thereafter, 98%

Response: 2009, 90% of of investigations | a. 99% of

; investigations ' . 99% of

Investigations of
alleged child abuse

shall be
received by the

shall be
received by the

investigations
were received

investigations
were received

and peglect shall_be field in a timely field in a timely by_the field in by the field in a
received by the field manner. a timely .
in a timely manner manner. For periods manner timely manner. a. yes
y . ByJuly 1, 2009, | ™ per ' . 88% of b. No
and commenced beginning July b. 88% of : L
- ; 98% of . I investigations
within the required : I 1, 2009, and investigations
. investigations commenced
response time as thereafter, 98% commenced L .
o commenced . o L . within required
identified at SCR, but s of investigations within required .
within the ) response time.
no later than 24 - shall be response time.
required
hours. response times commenced
P within the
required

response time.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF continued to meet the final target for transmitting referrals to the field and failed to meet
the final target for commencing investigations within the required response times. DCF uses NJ

SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on this measure.

DYFS policy on timeliness requires receipt by the field of a report within one hour of call
completion.® During the month of June 2011, DCF received 5,136 referrals of child abuse and
neglect requiring investigation. Of the 5,136 referrals, 4,462 (87%) referrals were received by the
field within one hour or less of call completion. An additional 614 (12%) referrals were received
by the field between one and three hours after call completion; for a total of 99 percent of
referrals being received by the field within three hours of call completion. The remaining 60
referrals were received by the field within 10 hours.

The number of referrals received per month ranged from 4,487 in January 2011 to 5,555 in
March 2011. Between 98 percent and 99 percent of referrals were received by the field within

three hours of call completion during the entire monitoring period.

DYFEFS policy considers an investigation “commenced” when at least one of the alleged victim
children has been seen by an investigator. During the month of June 2011, there were 4,901 CPS

*® The Monitor currently assesses performance on receipt by the field in a timely manner with a three hour standard.
DCF considered modifying policy to be in line with this more lenient standard, but decided as a management
strategy to keep the one hour standard.
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intakes received applicable to this measure.>® Of the 4,901 intakes received, 1,031 intakes were
coded for an immediate response and 3,870 intakes were coded for a response within 24 hours.
Of the 4,901 intakes received, 4,242 (88%) intakes were commenced within their required
response time. Between January and June 2011, the percentage of monthly intakes commenced
within their required response time ranged from 88 to 93 percent. While DCF continues to make
progress in responding to intakes within required timeframes, the final target for this measure
was not met.

Investigative Practice

Requirement

Quantitative or December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure

EETEIENS AITEL e Performance Performance June 30, 2011

(Yes/No/Ongoing)

4. Timeliness of
_p_ICom !ethn. completed 98% of all abuse/ 70% of 63% of
nvestigations of
alleged child abuse
and neglect shall be
completed within 60

days.

a. By June 30,
2009, 80% of
all abuse/
neglect
investigations
shall be By June 30, 2010,

within 60 days. | neglect investigations investigations No/Declined
b. By December investigations shall | were completed were completed

31, 2009, 95% be completed within 60 days. within 60 days.

of all abuse/ within 60 days.

neglect

investigations

shall be

completed

within 60 days.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

The Performance Benchmarks require that 98 percent of all abuse and neglect investigations be
completed within 90 days. DCF policy requires that all investigations of alleged child abuse and
neglect be completed within 60 days. DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to
report on this measure. There were 4,884 intakes received in June 2011 applicable to this
measure. Of the 4,884 intakes, investigations were completed within 60 days on 3,064 (63%)
intakes. An additional 1,177 (24%) investigations were completed between 61 and 90 days after
receipt. The longest time to completion of an investigation for intakes received in June 2011 was
121 days, with 283 (6%) investigations taking more than 90 days to complete and 360 (7%)
investigations not complete as of September 30, 2011. Between January and June 2011,
performance on investigation completion ranged between 62 percent and 78 percent.
Performance on this measure has decreased by seven percent from the previous monitoring
period.

% Intakes are differentiated from referrals because SCR can receive several referrals related to one incident or in
other instances, one referral can result in several intakes.
""" ]
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C. Institutional Abuse Investigative Unit (IAIU): Investigations of Allegations of Child
Maltreatment in Placements

The Institutional Abuse Investigations Unit (IAIU) is responsible for investigating allegations of
child abuse and neglect in settings including correctional facilities, detention facilities, treatment
facilities, schools (public or private), residential schools, shelters, hospitals, camps or child care
centers that are required to be licensed, Resource Family homes and registered family day care
homes.>* From January to June 2011, IAIU received approximately 1,546 referrals. This is a
decrease of 562 referrals over the same period in 2010. Figure 2 illustrates the proportion of
IAIU referrals from different sources. As compared to the previous monitoring period (July to
December 2010), IAIU referral sources are very similar. There was a two percent increase in
both facility and school reports, but the remaining referral sources were within one percent of the
previous monitoring period.

Figure 2: 1AIU Referral Source
(January — June 2011)
Total Referrals = 1,546

Facili
: 0 v Relative
Police 9% Parent o
5% 15% 2%

Friend/Neighbor/
Comnmunity
7% 1%
Source: DCF NJ SPIRIT Data

%2 DYFS (7-1-1992). IAIU Support Operations Manual, 111 E Institutional Abuse and Neglect, 302.
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1. Performance Benchmarks for 1AIU

IAIU Practice for Investigations in Placements

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

6. IAIU Practice for

Investigations in
Placements:

a. Investigations in
resource homes
and investigations
involving group
homes, or other
congregate care
settings shall be
completed within
60 days.

b. Monitor will
review
mechanisms that
provide timely
feedback to other
division (e.g.,
DCBHS, OOL)
and
implementation of
corrective action
plans.

c. Corrective action
plans developed as
a result of
investigations of
allegations re:
placements will be
implemented.

By June 2007, the
State shall
complete 80% of
IAIU investigations
within 60 days.

By June 2007 and
thereafter, 80% of
investigations by
IAIU shall be
completed within
60 days.

85% of IAIU
investigations
involving group
home and other
congregate care
settings were
completed within
60 days.

88% of IAIU
investigations
involving group
home and other
congregate care
settings were
completed within
60 days.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF manages and tracks IAIU performance daily, calculating the proportion of investigations
open 60 days or more statewide and within regional offices. The month-end statistics supplied
by DCF and shown in Table 2 below indicate that between January and June 2011, 82 to 87

percent of all IAIU investigations were open less than 60 days.

The MSA does not make any distinctions on the type of investigations IAIU conducts based on
the allegation or location of the alleged abuse. Instead, the 60 day completion standard applies to
all IAIU investigations. Under the MSA, the Monitor’s fundamental concern is the safety and
well-being of the children who are in DCF custody (and part of the class of children to whom the
MSA applies). Therefore, in reviewing IAIU performance, the Monitor requests data separately
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on investigations of maltreatment in foster care settings (Resource Family homes and congregate
care facilities) as well as from other settings (schools, day care, buses, etc). Table 2 below
displays IAIU’s reported overall performance for the dates cited, in addition to the timeliness of
investigations in resource family homes and congregate care facilities. The Monitor considers
DCF to have met this measure.

Table 2: 1AIU Investigative Timeliness:
Percent of Investigations Pending Less Than 60 days
as Recorded for the last date of each month, January — June 2011

All Open Investigations Open Investigations in Resource
pending less than Family homes and congregate care
Date 60 days pending less than 60 days
January 31, 2011 82% 86%
February 28, 2011 87% 91%
March 31, 2011 87% 92%
April 30, 2011 84% 88%
May 31, 2011 85% 88%
June 30, 2011 87% 90%

Source: DCF, 1AIU, Daily Workflow Statistics

2. Corrective Action Monitoring

If the evidence from an investigation does not support substantiating maltreatment, IAIU
investigators must legally conclude that a reported allegation is “unfounded” and enter that as the
investigative finding. However, during the course of an investigation, investigators may identify
policy, licensing, training or other issues that require attention. These circumstances often
prompt the investigators to conclude that, even though the allegation of abuse or neglect was
“unfounded,” there remain concerns that should be addressed. Investigators refer to this as a
finding “with concerns.” The concerns generally require some type of corrective action by the
facility, home, corporation, etc. Once the corrective action is complete, it is considered
“accepted” in the corrective action database. Every IAIU investigation results in a “finding
letter” sent to a facility or resource home. These letters cite the investigative conclusion and
when applicable, concerns that are distinct from the investigative finding. The Office of
Licensing (OOL) is informed of every “finding letter.”

IAIU’s Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) staff is responsible for monitoring the
development and completion of corrective actions required by concerns raised in IAIU
investigations (MSA Section I1.1.2). Between January 1 and June 30, 2011, IAIU issued 132
corrective action requests involving Resource Family homes, group homes, and residential
facilities where foster children were placed. According to the information reported from the
IAIU corrective action database, 115 (87%) corrective actions had been successfully completed
(accepted) and 17 (13%) corrective action requests were outstanding or pending resolution as of
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June 30, 2011. This is slight change in the rate of performance from monitoring period 1X,
where 92 percent of corrective actions had been completed by the end of the monitoring period
(December 31, 2010). Of the 17 outstanding corrective action requests, 11 (65%) were requested
prior to June 1, 2011. As of June 30, 2011, these 11 corrective action requests had been
outstanding 32 to 209 calendar days since the date of the findings letter.

3. Corrective Action Reports

The Monitor reviewed ten cases from the corrective action database to look at feedback
mechanisms between IAIU and other divisions (DCBHS, OOL, etc) and to ensure corrective
action plans (CAPs) are being developed. The Monitor randomly selected reports from
incidences that occurred between January and June 2011. The sample included a total of ten
reports: four residential facilities, two group homes, three Resource Family homes and one in a
relative placement. IAIU’s CQI accepted seven of the ten CAPs, which required verified
retraining of staff, the termination of an employee, increased visitation by DYFS to a relative
placement, and rejecting the licensing application of a Resource home. The CAPs reviewed
appeared to adequately address the incidences which prompted the IAIU investigation. There
was evidence of communication between divisions in several reports, particularly between 1AIU
and OOL regarding the licensure of Resource homes under investigation. All communication
on record occurred via email or inter office memos.

CAPs had not been developed during the monitoring period for three of the ten cases selected for
the review. The MSA does not contain a standard regarding the length of time for developing
CAPs, but DYFS policy states that the facility should respond within 30 days. One case without
a CAP had a findings letter after June 1, 2011 and the facility responded in July within the 30
day timeframe for completion. An additional case involved the removal of children from the
placement and pending an appeal regarding a license revocation, may not require a corrective
action given the home will not be a placement option in the future. The final case without a CAP
had nearly a six month gap in communication between IAIU and the facility required to develop
a CAP, raising questions about the level of urgency within IAIU regarding working with that
facility to complete the corrective action process. The Monitor urges DCF to put policies in
place to ensure IAIU abides by DYFS timelines so that required CAPs are developed timely and
completed.
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V. IMPLEMENTING THE CASE PRACTICE MODEL

DCEF is near the statewide completion of its intensive on-site training on the Case Practice Model
(CPM). During this monitoring period additional staff members were trained and are expected to
practice according to the CPM, which is designed to guide and support staff towards a strength-
based and family-centered practice while ensuring safety, permanency and well-being for
children. The focus of this practice, first introduced in January 2007, continues to be engaging
with children, youth and families by working in teams with families and crafting individualized,
meaningful case plans. The Performance Benchmarks discussed below measure progress on
some of these activities. Other Performance Benchmarks on case practice are being measured as
part of New Jersey’s Qualitative Review process.

A. Activities Supporting the Implementation of the Case Practice Model

Immersion Sites

Previous monitoring reports describe in detail the process New Jersey has undertaken to
implement the CPM through intensive training, coaching and mentoring in “immersion sites”
across the state. The State’s goal is that by May 2012, each of the 47 DYFS local offices will
have been trained intensively on the CPM. By then, all staff will be expected to incorporate the
values and principles of the CPM in every aspect of their cases, from investigation to case
closure.

At the conclusion of the previous monitoring period, 28 DYFS offices had completed immersion
training.>® Three additional offices, Middlesex West, Atlantic East and Essex Central completed
immersion training between January and June 2011. A total of eight offices began immersion
training between July and December 2010 and completed it by August 2011.>* The remaining
eight offices began immersion training between March and October 2011 and are expected to
have completed it by May 2012.>> Reaction to the immersion training among DYFS staff is
generally positive, with some staff reporting the need for more practical applications to the
training, while others finding the approach helpful and productive.

DYFS continues to build its capacity to coach, facilitate and supervise Family Team Meetings
(FTMs), a critical element of the CPM. With the continued assistance of the New Jersey Training
Partnership, DCF has developed new coaches and master coaches to assist in conducting FTMs

%% Bergen Central, Burlington East, Gloucester West, Mercer North, Mercer South, Cumberland West, Bergen
South, Camden North, Atlantic West, Cape May, Morris West, Union East, Burlington West, Passaic North,
Cumberland East, Salem, Southern Monmouth, Western Essex (Bloomfield), Somerset, Middlesex Central, Hudson
West, Passaic Central, Union Central, Essex: Newark Central City, Camden Central, Ocean North, Morris East and
Sussex.

> Essex Adoption, Hudson Central, Union West, Camden South, Hunterdon, Warren, Essex Newark Northeast and
Gloucester East. These eight offices will be counted as having completed immersion training in monitoring period
X1 and reported on in the next monitoring report.

% Monmouth North, Hudson North, Essex South, Camden East, Ocean South, Newark South, Middlesex Coastal
and Hudson South.
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and implementing the CPM.>® At the conclusion of the previous monitoring period there were
185 coaches and an additional 52 master coaches statewide. Between January and June 2011,

DCF has added 25 coaches and 13 master coaches for a total of 210 coaches and 65 master
coaches statewide. To assist with training on CPM approaches, DCF plans to partner with

private agencies for additional clinical case consultation. The Monitor will continue to assess

DCF’s capacity as it relates to its ability to meet performance goals on FTMs as set by the

Performance Benchmarks.

Concurrent Planning Practice

DCEF continues its practice of holding meetings five and ten months into a child’s placement to
address concurrent planning, a practice used throughout the country in which caseworkers work
with families with children in out-of-home placement to reunify children as quickly as possible,
while simultaneously pursuing alternative permanency options should reunification efforts fail.
DYFS conducts “enhanced reviews” after a child has been in placement for five and ten months
to carry out its concurrent planning required by the MSA.>" Enhanced reviews occur in all 47
DYFS local offices.

Statewide, in June 2011, 92 percent of families had required five month reviews, and 96
percent had required ten month reviews.

As Table 3 below reflects, in June 2011, 92 percent of five month reviews due that month were
completed timely. Between January and June 2011, performance on this measure ranged from
90 to 98 percent.

Table 3: Five Month Enhanced Review
(January — June 2011)

January February March April May June
Number % Number % Number % Number % Number | % | Number | %
Reviews
Completed 244 90| 227 95 | 227 91| 215 | 94 | 243 98| 165 92
w/in five
months
Reviews Not
Campleted 27 10 12 5 23 9 15 7 4 2 14 8
w/in five
months
Totals 271 100 239 100 250 100 230 101* 247 100 179 100
Source: DCF

*Percentage is greater than 100 due to rounding.

*® Coaches are DYFS staff of varying levels who are trained specifically to lead FTMs; master coaches lead FTMs
and are trained to teach others to lead them.
> For more information, see Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families: Period Il
Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie — January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007,
Washington, D.C., pg. 36.
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Table 4 below shows that statewide in June 2011, 96 percent of ten month reviews due that

month were completed timely. Between January and June 2011, performance on this measure
ranged from 93 to 99 percent. Performance on this measure improved from a range of between
80 and 92 during the previous monitoring period.

Table 4: Ten Month Enhanced Review
(January — June 2011)

January February March April May June
Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % | Number | %
Reviews
Completed 171 | 9 | 239 95 | 186 93 | 192 9 | 190 | 94| 204 | 9
w/in ten
months
Reviews Not
Completed 8 5 14 6 15 8 3 2 12 6 9 4
w/in ten
months
Totals 179 101* 253 101* 201 101* 195 101* 202 100 213 100
Source: DCF

*Percentage is greater than 100 due to rounding.

Statewide, in June 2011, 71 percent of cases were transferred to an Adoption worker in the
required five days after a change of goal to adoption.

The MSA requires DYFS to transfer a case to an adoption worker within five business days after
a child’s permanency goal has been changed to adoption (Section I1.G.2.c). As Table 5 below
reflects, statewide in June 2011, 71 percent of cases were transferred to an Adoption worker
within the required timeframe. Between January and July 2011, monthly performance on this
measure ranged from 64 to 79 percent. Notably, performance levels improved from the previous
monitoring period. In addition, the data show that case assignment to an adoption worker within
20 days after a change of goal ranges from 82 to 92 percent between January and June 2011.
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Table 5: Assignment to Adoption Worker within 5 days of Goal Change to Adoption
(January — June 2011)

January February March April May June

Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % Number %
Within 5 days 84 64% 70 71% 90 67% 50 68% 68 79% 69 60%
6-20 days 24 18% 15 15% 29 22% 15 20% 11 13% 11 15%
21- 30 days 8 6% 7 7% 2 1% 5 7% 2 2% 3 6%
3;),? More 7 5% 0 0% 2 1% 1 1% 1 1% 0 1%
ngti;fé g 5 4% 3 3% 2 1% 2 3% 1 1% 7 7%
Not Able to
[(),\jtiigm;ne 4 3% 3 3% 9 7% 1 1% 3 4% 7 12%
hearing date)

Totals 132 100% 98 99%%* 134 99%* 74 100% 86 100% 97 101%*

Source: DCF

*Percentage is greater or less than 100 due to rounding.

B.

Performance Benchmarks on Family Team Meetings and Case Planning

As described in previous monitoring reports, FTMSs are a critical part of DCF’s shift in practice,
and are intended to work in concert with individualized case planning. Caseworkers are trained
and coached to hold FTMs on their cases at key decision points in the life of a case, such as

when a child enters placement, when a child has a change of placement and/or when one is

needed to adjust a case plan. Working at optimal capacity, FTMs enable families, providers, and
formal and informal supports to exchange information that can be critical to coordinating and
following up on services, examining and solving problems, and achieving positive outcomes.
Meetings are to be scheduled according to the family’s availability in an effort to get as many

family members and family supports as possible around the table. Engaging the family, the heart
of New Jersey’s CPM, is a critical component of successful family teaming. Staff continue to
report challenges in engaging with families in the early stages of a removal case, creating
challenges for successful FTMs. The Monitor is pleased that DCF leadership has identified
sharpening staff engagement skills as key to sustained practice change.

DCF has undertaken a review and assessment of its practice of FTMs in an attempt to make them
a routine part of case practice, described in more detail below. As demonstrated in Table 5, these
efforts are producing improvements.
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Effective Use of Family Teams

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
For Immersion
7. Effective use of Sites:
Family Teams:
Faniy Eei
(including critical . | :
members of the For Immersmn newly entering
family [parents Sites: placement had a
youth, and informal a. By December, a. By June 30, famll_y team
- ' - a. Inthe fourth meeting within
supports], additional 31, 2009, family 2010, family uarter of 30 davs of
supports) will be meetings held meetings held 2010 36% of enteri)r:
formed and be prior to or prior to or child’ren 0 Iacem%nt
involved in planning within 30 days within 30 days newl Igrom Janu.ar to
and decision-making of entry for 75% of entry for 90% enter?/n June 2011 y
and function of new entries of new entries Iacem%nt erformance
throughout a case. and 75% of pre- and 90% of pre- E famil P £
placements placements ad a amily ranged from
: : ' team meeting 36% to 60%.
Number of Family . By December . By June 30, within 30 In June 2011
Team Meetings at 31, 2009, family 2010, family davs of entr ' 37% of child,ren a. No/Improved
key decision points. meetings held meetings held Y Y- b. No/Improved
b. In the fourth had at least one
for 75% of for 90% of uarter of familv team ¢. Unable to assess
a. For children children at least children at least 3010 24% of meeti)r/1 each
newly entering once per once per child’ren h(;d uarterg From
placement, the quarter. quarter. at least one ?anuar ) to June
number/percent . By December . By June 30, family team 2011 y
who have a family 31, 2009, 75% 2011, 90% of meeti¥1 each erformance
team meeting of cases show cases show quarterg Eange d from
within 30 days of evidence in QR evidence in QR c. Unable to 20% t0 37%.
entry. of acceptable of acceptable measure Preliminary QR
b. For all other team formation team formation because QR ' data: 33% )c/)f
children in and functioning. and functioning. in the pil ) °d
lacement. the in the pilot cases rate
2umberlpércent phase in acceptable on
who have at least 2010. QR iqdicator
one family team Family
Teamwork:

meeting each
quarter.
¢. Quality of FTMs

team formation
and
functioning’.

Performance as of June 30, 2011

DCF did not meet the June 2010 final target requiring FTMs for 90 percent of families prior to or
within 30 days of a child entering foster care, for re-placements, and at least once per quarter

thereafter. DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed through Safe Measures to report on the

timeliness of FTMs.
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DCEF currently reports on FTMs held in all offices that completed immersion training as of the
end of the quarter: 31 sites in the first quarter of 2011, with no additional sites completing
immersion training in the second quarter of 2011.

According to NJ SPIRIT data, in June 2011 in the 31 sites which have completed immersion
training, 50 percent of the cases requiring FTMs within 30 days of removal held FTMs; from
January to June 2011 performance ranged from 36 percent to 60 percent. In June 2011 in the 31
sites, quarterly FTMs were held in 37 percent of applicable cases; from January to June 2011
performance ranged from 20 percent to 37 percent.”®

While there is still significant room for improvement, the data show increased use of FTMs in
this period, and DCF anticipates further progress as local offices complete immersion training.
DCF’s monthly Child Stat> meetings, which have been in place since September 2010, is
believed to be a contributing factor to the improved performance. At the Child Stat meetings,
local office leadership present a number of practice related issues, including information and data
regarding barriers to timely completion of FTMs. Statewide themes have emerged, particularly
related to challenges getting enough staff trained to facilitate and hold FTMs during the
investigative stage of an open case. While local offices are experimenting with various
strategies, there remain issues with whether 30 days is a realistic timeframe for initiating a
quality FTM in every case and under what circumstances it makes sense to assign a staff person
other than the ongoing permanency worker to plan for and conduct the FTM. During the
Monitor’s site visits, staff expressed a range of opinions on these subjects, which require further
review and consideration.

The Monitor has attended many of DCF’s Child Stat meetings and is encouraged by the quality
of data and thoughtful analyses presented. In September 2011, DCF launched a revised protocol
for the Child Stat meetings. In addition to discussing local office data, the new protocol will use
a case conferencing model which involves an examination of practice, policy and procedure
through the lens of one case. The purpose is to make improvements to practice for the case that is
presented, as well as help identify statewide themes. Beginning in September, as part of the new
protocol, the Office of Continuous Quality Improvement (OCQI) will randomly select an active
DCF investigation that has been open between 31 and 45 days. The case will be a new referral on
a closed case where the allegations had been determined to be unfounded within the previous 12
months. Staff will present information about the family structure and history, and will include the
nature of any and all interactions with DYFS, including the strategic use of FTMs. Opportunities
to debrief will occur after the presentation. The Monitor will continue to attend Child Stat
meetings and to follow DCF’s progress in examining and resolving barriers to performance on
FTMs.

As shown above, DCF has preliminary 2011 data on the quality of the FTMs performed. The
Monitor will report on the data as of December 31, 2011 in the next monitoring report.

%8 See discussion of Immersion Sites in Section V.A. Activities Supporting the Implementation of the Case Practice
Model of this report for a schedule of immersion training. DCF expects that as more local offices complete
immersion training, performance on FTMs will continue to improve.

%% Child Stat is a process wherein organizations use quantitative and qualitative data from multiple contexts to
understand and attempt to improve service delivery.
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Timeliness of Case Planning-Initial Plans

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. By June 30,

10. Timeliness of
Initial Plans: For
children entering
care, number/percent
of case plans
developed within 30
days.

2009, 50% of
case plans for
children and
families will be
complete within
30 days.

. By December

31, 2009, 80%
of case plans for
children and
families will be
complete within
30 days.

By June 30, 2010,
95% of case plans
for children and
families are
completed within
30 days.

56% of children
entering care had
case plans
developed within
30 days.

61% of children
entering care had
case plans
developed within
30 days.

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF policy and the MSA require a case plan to be developed within 30 days of a child entering
placement. In June 2011, 253 (61%) out of a total of 414 case plans were completed within 30
days. DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on this measure.

As shown in the table below, between January and June 2011, the timely development of case
plans ranged from 55 to 67 percent. Performance on this measure improves steadily with each
monitoring period, but remains low. Additionally, performance has only marginally improved on
completing case plans within 31 and 60 days. DCF is in the process of developing a new tool to
document case plans that will be better aligned with FTM documentation in the hope of
streamlining the documentation processes associated with case plan development.

Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page 66




Table 6: Case Plans Developed within 30 days of Child Entering Placement
(January — June 2011)

January February March April May June
Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % Number | % | Number | %
Case Plans
Completed in 134 55 170 60 177 55 190 59 217 67 253 61
30 days
Case Plans
Completed in 55 23 52 18 75 24 69 22 47 15 98 24
31-60 days
Case Plans Not
Completed 54 22 60 21 67 21 61 19 58 18 63 15
after 60 days
Totals 243 100 282 99* 319 100 320 100 322 100 414 100
Source: DCF
*Percentage is less than 100 due to rounding.
Timeliness of Case Planning-Current Plans
Requirement
Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011

(Yes/No/Ongoing)

11. Timeliness of
Current Plans: For
children entering
care, number/percent
of case plans shall be
reviewed and
modified as
necessary at least
every six months.

By June 30, 2009,
80% of case plans
for children and
families will be
reviewed and
modified at least
every six months.

By June 30, 2010,
95% of case plans
for children and
families will be
reviewed and
modified at least
every six months.

67% of case plans
were reviewed
and modified as
necessary at least
every six months.

71% of case plans
were reviewed and
modified as
necessary at least
every six months.

No

Performance as of June 30, 2011

DCF policy requires that case plans be reviewed and modified at least every six months. DCF
uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on this measure. From January
through June 2011, between 62 and 71 percent of case plans were modified within a six month
timeframe. In June 2011, 71 percent of case plans had been modified as necessary within six
months as compared to 67 percent modified timely in December 2010. DCF has not met the
final target of 95 percent of cases with timely modified plans, and its performance has only
marginally surpassed December 2010 levels.

|
December 14, 2011

Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

Page 67




Table 7: Case Plans Updated Every 6 Months
(January — June 2011)

January February March April May June
Number % Number % Number % Number % Number | % | Number | %
Case Plans
Completed 739 62 710 65 754 68 751 70 697 71 734 71
within six
months
Outstanding 453 38 389 35 354 32 316 30 285 29 297 29
Totals 1,192 100 1,099 100 1,108 100 1,067 100 982 100 1,031 100

Source: DCF

*Percentage is greater than 100 due to rounding.

C.

Performance Benchmarks Related to Safety and Risk Assessments

Individualized, comprehensive assessment is a process in which information concerning the
needs, problems, circumstances and resources of the family, youth and children must be updated
at key points of decision-making and whenever major changes in family circumstances occur.
The decision to close a case should reflect the achievement of satisfactory outcomes with regard
to the child's or youth's safety, permanence and well-being. An assessment of both safety and
risk prior to case closure is necessary to ensure these satisfactory outcomes.

Safety and Risk Assessments

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance December 31, 2010
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
31% of cases had 35% of cases had
risk assessments or | risk assessments or
8. Safety and Risk By December 31, By December 31, re-assessments re-assessments

Assessment:
Number/percent of
closed cases where a
safety and risk of harm
assessment is done
prior to case closure.”

2009, 75% of cases
will have a safety
and risk of harm
assessment
completed prior to
case closure

2010, 98% of cases
will have a safety
and risk of harm
assessment
completed prior to
case closure.

completed within
30 days prior to
case closure and
22% of cases had
safety assessments
completed within
30 days prior to
case closure. **

completed within 30
days prior to case
closure and 25% of
cases had safety
assessments
completed within 30
days prior to case
closure®

No

®05afety assessments relate to whether the child is in imminent danger of harm; risk of harm assessments predict
harm in the future based on current needs and capacities of the child and family.
® The Monitor and DCF are working to ensure that both safety and risk assessments as required by the Case

Practice Model are clearly defined in policy, communicated to the field as a practice expectation and accurately

measured.
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Performance as of June 30, 2010:

In June 2011, 25 percent of cases had a safety assessment and 35 percent of cases had a risk
assessment or re-assessment completed within 30 days prior to case closure.®? In June 2011,
there were 3,910 cases closed. Of these 3,910 cases, 985 (25%) cases had a safety assessment
prior to case closure and 1,368 (35%) cases had a risk assessment or reassessment within 30 days
prior to closure. This performance does not meet the December 31, 2010 final target.

According to DCF, one reason for the poor performance on this measure is the requirement to
complete these assessments within 30 days of case closing. DCF policy did not previously
require that a risk assessment or re-assessment be completed within 30 days prior to closure. On
June 1, 2011, DCF sent a memo to the field clarifying policy regarding safety and risk
assessments. The expectation is that the next reporting period will demonstrate improved
performance on this measure.

D. Performance Benchmarks Related to Visits

The visits of children with their caseworkers, with their parents and with their siblings are
important events that can ensure children’s safety, maintain and strengthen family connections
and increase children’s opportunities to achieve permanency. They are also integral to the
principles and values of the CPM.

According to DYFS policy and the MSA, caseworkers are to visit with children in foster care
twice per month (at least one of these visits must be in the child’s placement) during the first two
months of a placement, and thereafter at least once per month in the child’s placement. The
caseworker must also visit the parent or guardian when the goal is reunification at least twice per
month, and once per month if the goal differs from reunification. Children are to be afforded
weekly visits with their parents unless inappropriate, and at least monthly visits with their
siblings.

82 A risk re-assessment is the risk assessment completed prior to case closure on a family who has been receiving in-
home services or has a child placed in out-of-home placement.
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Caseworker Visits With Children in State Custody

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement
Fulfilled as of
December 31, 2010
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

16. Caseworker
Visits with Children
in State Custody:
Number/percent of
children where
caseworker has two
visits per month (one
of which is in the
placement) during the
first two months of
an initial placement
or subsequent
placement for a
children in state
custody.

By December 31,
2009, 75% of
children will have
two visits per
month during the
first two months of
an initial placement
or subsequent
placement.

By December 31,
2010, during the
first two months of
an initial placement
or subsequent
placement, 95% of
children had at
least two visits per
month.

50% of children
had two visits per
month, one of
which was in the
placement, during
the first two
months of an
initial or
subsequent
placement.

58% of children
had two visits per
month, one of
which was in the
placement, during
the first two
months of an initial
or subsequent
placement.

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

This measure requires an analysis of the pattern of caseworker visits with children who are in an
initial or subsequent placement and remain in that placement for two months. DCF uses NJ
SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on this measure. In June 2011, there were 548
children who were in an initial or subsequent placement and remained in the placement for two
full months. Of the 548 children, 320 (58%) had documented visits by their caseworkers twice

per month with at least one visit occurring in the placement setting.

Between January and June 2011, between 50 and 58 percent of children had documented visits
by their caseworkers twice per month during the first two months of an initial or subsequent
placement. While DCF performance on caseworker visits has substantially improved, DCF did
not meet the December 31, 2010 final target for this measure. Given the importance of visitation
during the first few months to assess children and families’ needs and to ensure children’s
stability in these placements, the Monitor continues to be very concerned by the low
performance on this measure.
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Caseworker Visits with Children in State Custody

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

17. Caseworker
Visits with Children
in State Custody:
Number/ percent of
children where
caseworker has at
least one caseworker
visit per month in the
child’s placement.

By June 30, 2009,
85% of children
had at least one
visit per month.

By June 30, 2010,
98% of children
shall have at least
one caseworker
visit per month
during all other
parts of a child’s
time in out-of-
home care.

88% of children
had at least one
caseworker visit
per month in his/
her placement.®

91% of children
had at least one
caseworker visit
per month in his/
her placement.®

No

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report the number of children in out-of-
home placement who have at least one caseworker visit per month in his/her placement. In June
2011, there were 6,494 children in out-of-home placement who were not in the first two months
of an initial or subsequent placement. Of the 6,494 children, 5,874 (91%) were visited by their
caseworker at least one time per month in their placement. An additional 355 (6%) children had
at least one caseworker visit per month in a location other than their placement, for a total of 96
percent of children with at least one caseworker visit per month regardless of location. Between
January and June 2011, performance on this measure ranged from 88 to 92 percent. This
performance, while improved, does not meet the June 30, 2010 final target.

% An additional 7% of children had at least one caseworker visit per month for a total of 95% of children with at

least one caseworker visit per month regardless of location.

% An additional 6% of children had at least one caseworker visit per month for a total of 96% of children with at

least one caseworker visit per month regardless of location.
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Caseworker Visits with Parents/Family Members

Requirement

Quantitative or : December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Benchmark Final Target

Qualitative Measure 9 Performance Performance June 30, 2011

(Yes/No/Ongoing)

18. Caseworker

Visits with 39% of parents or

Parents/Family By December 31, By December 31, othe?r le pall 51% of parents or

Members: The 2009, 60% of 2010, 95% of o Ons?bleyfam“ other legally

caseworker shall families have at families have at meEnbers of y responsible family

have at least two least twice per least twice per children in members of

face-to-face visits per | month face-to-face | month face-to-face custody with a children in custody No/Imoroved

month with the contact with their contact with their oal ofy with a goal of P

parent(s) or other caseworker when caseworker when ?euni fication had reunification had at

legally responsible the permanency the permanency at least two face- least two face-to-

family member of goal is goal is face visits with a

children in custody
with a goal of
reunification.

reunification.

reunification.

to-face visits with
a caseworker.

caseworker.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF used NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on the number of parents or
other legally responsible family members who are visited two times per month by a caseworker
when the family’s goal is reunification. In June 2011, there were 2,718 children with the goal of
reunification applicable to this measure. Of the 2,718 children, the parents of 1,392 (51%)
children were visited twice during the month. Between January and June 2011, performance on
this measure ranged from 40 to 51 percent. This performance is substantially lower than the
December 31, 2010 final target of 95 percent.
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Caseworker Visits with Parents/Family Members

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

19. Caseworker
Visits with
Parents/Family
Members: The
caseworker shall
have at least one
face-to-face visit per
month with the
parent(s) or other
legally responsible
family member of
children in custody
with goals other than
reunification unless
parental rights have
been terminated.

December 31, 2009
Benchmark TBD
after review of case
record review data

By December 31,
2010, at least 85%
of families shall
have at least one
face-to-face
caseworker contact
per month, unless
parental rights have
been terminated.

44% of parents or
other legally
responsible family
members had at
least one face-to-
face caseworker
contact per month.

54% of parents or
other legally
responsible family
members had at
least one face-to-
face caseworker
contact per month.

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on the number of parents or other
legally responsible family members who are visited monthly by a caseworker when the family’s
goal is no longer reunification. In June 2011, there were 2,026 children in custody whose goal
was not reunification applicable to this measure. Of these 2,026 children, the parents for 1,097
(54%) children were visited monthly. Between January and June 2011, performance on this
measure ranged from 46 to 54 percent.
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Visitation between Children in Custody and their Parents

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure 9 Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. By December 31,
20. Visitation = 2010, at least 85%
between Children in ! :
Custody and Their of children in
0 .

Parents: Number/ By December 31, custody shall have | 13% of children 34% of children

percent of children
who have weekly
visits with their
parents when the
permanency goal is
reunification unless
clinically
inappropriate and
approved by the
Family Court.

2009, 50% of
children will have
visits with their
parents every other
week and 40% of
children will have
weekly visits.

in person visits
with their parent(s)
or other legally
responsible family
member at least
every other week
and at least 60% of
children in custody
shall have such
visits at least
weekly.

had recorded
weekly visits with
their parents. (An
additional 22% of
children had two
or three visits
during the
month.)

had recorded
weekly visits with
their parents. (An
additional 27% of
children had two or
three visits during
the month.)

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on the number of children who
have weekly visitation with their parents when their permanency goal is reunification. In June
2011, there were 2,769 children with a goal of reunification applicable to this measure. Of the
2,769 children, 930 (34%) had four documented visits with their parents or legally responsible

family member during the month. An additional 753 (27%) children had two or three

documented visits during the month. This performance does not meet the December 31, 2010
final targets of 85 percent and 60 percent respectively.

Case Record Review

DCF has identified visitation between parents and their children as an area in need of

improvement. In April and June 2011, the DCF Office of Continuous Quality Improvement
(OCQI) conducted a case record review. In April, the reviewers randomly selected 220 cases
from 15 DYFS Local Offices (LO) with the highest percentage of “no contacts” between parents
and children. The goal of this review, which was referred to as Phase 1, was to assess what the
causes were for a high percentage of “no contacts” between parents and their children. In June,
the reviewers randomly selected 176 cases from six LOs with the lowest percentage of “no
contacts” between parents and children. The goal of this review, which was referred to as Phase
2, was to assess what was working well for these offices so that these strategies could be shared
statewide to impact and improve practice in this area.

During Phase 1, evidence was found in approximately one-third of the cases that visits between
parents and their children had in fact occurred but this event had not been correctly documented
in NJ SPIRIT. When reviewers were asked to provide general comments about visitation, 60

percent noted problems with documentation. Documentation issues included lack of
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documentation; documentation not included in appropriate part of the case record; and third-
party documentation problems.

The Phase 1 review also identified obstacles to visitation, the most frequent including: parent
missing (14%), child refuses (10%), parent cancels (9%), transportation (7%), lack of
cooperation of current caregiver (6%), parent does not confirm (5%), child/youth behavior (5%)
and mother in substance abuse treatment (5%). Phase 2 identified similar obstacles, the most
frequent including: parent missing (14%), parent cancels (11%), weather (6%), child refuses
(5%) and transportation (4%).

Phase 2 found that two of the LOs with the lowest percentage of “no contacts” between parents
and children appeared to have more resources to utilize to facilitate visits between parents and
their children. These resources include flexible time for visits (24%), transportation (22%),
flexible location for visits (12%), use of contracted agency for supervision (10%) and use of
social worker assistants (10%).

Based upon the results of the case record review, OCQI is planning to make a series or short and
long term recommendations to DCF and DYFS leadership in an effort to improve frequency,
quality and documentation of visitation between parents and their children.

Resource Parent Survey

As previously mentioned, in August and September 2011, the Monitor conducted a survey of 193
resource parents across New Jersey. The children identified in this survey had entered state
custody between January 1, 2011 and June 30, 2011 and the resource parent surveyed was the
child’s first resource home placement upon entering custody. The survey included questions
related to the identified child’s visitation with his/her parents. One limitation in comparing
results of this survey to the Safe Measures outcome performance measure above is the survey did
not inquire what the child’s permanency goal was, or which parent or caregiver the child would
be returning to and would therefore be considered the child’s “parent” for “parent visitation”
measures.

Resource parents were asked about their knowledge of the identified child’s visitation schedule
with each of his/her parents. In 82 percent of surveys (146 of 178 applicable), the resource
parent responded that they knew the child’s visitation schedule with his/her mother. Resource
parents reported that many (71% or 126 of 178) of those children were visiting with their mother
at least weekly, while 30 percent where not visiting with their mother at least weekly.

When asked about knowledge of the child’s visitation plan with his/her father, in 65 percent of
cases (102 of 156 applicable cases), the resource parent responded that they knew the child’s
visitation schedule with his/her father. Resource parents reported that 37 percent (57 of 156) of
the children were visiting with their father at least weekly®® while 63 percent of children were not
visiting with their father at least weekly.

% There were 54 resource parents who responded that the child was not visiting with his/her father weekly but did
not specify how often visits were occurring, if at all.
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Visitation between Children in Custody and Sibling Placed Apart

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark e e December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
21. Visitation
Between Children in
L By December 31,

cutody and Sblings By December 31, | 2010:atleast85% | 419 of children | 4436 of children in
Zaced Apart. ’ of children in in custody who custody who have

Number/percent of
children in custody,
who have siblings
with whom they are
not residing shall
visit with their
siblings as
appropriate.

2009, 60% of
children will have
at least monthly
visits with their
siblings.

custody who have
siblings with whom
they are not
residing shall visit
with those siblings
at least monthly.

have siblings with
whom they are
not residing
visited with their
siblings monthly.

siblings with whom
they are not
residing visited
with their siblings
monthly.

No

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on the number of children who
have monthly visitation with their siblings when they are not placed together. In June 2011,
there were 2,529 children in placement who had at least one sibling who did not reside in the
same household as them. Of the 2,529 children, 1,116 (44%) children had a visit with their
siblings during the month. This performance is substantially lower than the December 31, 2010
final target of 85 percent.

Resource Parent Survey

The previously discussed resource parent survey also asked resource parents if the child

identified in the survey had visited with his/her siblings. Of the 189 resource parents applicable
to this question, 95 (51%) resource parents responded that the child had no siblings or the
identified child was placed with his/her siblings, making a visitation plan unnecessary. Of the 94
resource parents who indicated sibling visits were applicable, 50 (53%) resource parents
responded that the identified child visited with his/her sibling(s); 38 (40%) resource parents
responded that the identified child did not visit with his/her sibling(s); and six (6%) resource

parents responded that the identified child sometimes visited with his/her sibling(s).%

% In six instances where the resource parent did not know the identified child’s sibling visitation schedule, the
resource parent informed the surveyor that the child was placed with the resource parent for less than five days,
making it less likely that the resource parent would have significant knowledge regarding visitation schedules. In
one additional case where the resource parent did not know the identified child’s sibling visitation schedule, the
resource parent was not sure if the child was placed with the resource parent for five days or longer.

|
December 14, 2011

Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

Page 76




VI. THE PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN IN OUT-OF-HOME CARE

As of June 30, 2011, a total of 48,318 children were receiving DYFS services in out-of-home
placement (7,197) or in their own homes (41,121). Figure 3 below shows the type of placement
for children in DYFS custody as of June 30, 2011: 87 percent were in family resource homes

(either non-relative or kinship), 11 percent in group and residential facilities and three percent in
independent living facilities.

Figure 3: Children in DYFS Out-Of-Home Placement by Type of Placement
as of June 30, 2011
(n=7,197)

Independent
Living 182
3%

Resource Eamlly Kinship
(non-kin)

2,393

3,899 3304

54% 0

Source: DCF

Table 8 below shows selected demographics for children in out-of-home placement as of June
30, 2011. Asseen in Table 8, 44 percent of children in out-of-home care were age five or under,
with the largest single group (children two or younger) comprising 27 percent of the out-of-

home placement population. Thirty-two percent of the population was age 13 or older and nine
percent were age 18 or older.
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Table 8: Selected Demographics for Children in Out-of-Home Placement
as of June 30, 2011
(n=7,197) point in time data

Gender Percent
Female 48%
Male 52%
Total 100%

Age Percent
2 years or less 27%
3-5 years 17%
6-9 years 15%
10-12 years 9%
13-15 years 12%
16-17 years 11%
18+ years 9%
Total 100%

Race Percent

Black or African American 46%
American Indian or Alaska Native <1%
Asian <1%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander <1%
Black or African American Hispanic 2%
Hispanic — No Race 5%
White Non-Hispanic 25%
White Hispanic 11%
Multiple Races 4%
Undetermined 6%
Total 100%

Source: DCF, NJ SPIRIT

The number of children in out-of-home placement remains near the lowest point since 2004 (See
Figure 4 below). As of June 30, 2011, there were 7,197 children in out-of-home placement,
representing a total reduction of 44 percent since 2004.
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Figure 4: Children in Out-of-Home Placement

(January 2004 — June 2011)
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Table 9 below shows the permanency goals for children in placement as of June 2011. As seen

in Table 9, 42 percent of children in placement have the goal of reunification. Thirty-two
percent of children in placement have the goal of adoption and eight percent of children in

placement are 16 and older with the goal of independent living.

Table 9: Permanency Goals for Children in Placement as of June 2011

(n=7,197)

Goals Children Percent
Reunification 3,006 42%
Adoption 2,316 32%
KLG 157 2%
Long-Term Foster Care 2 <1%
Other Long-Term Specialized Care 396 5%
Independent Living (16 or older) 545 8%
Individual Stabilization (18 or older) 143 2%
Maintenance In Own Home - Family Stabilization 342 5%
Undetermined 290 4%

Source: NJ SPIRIT; Extract Date: 7/5/11

*Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.
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A. Recruitment and Licensure of Resource Family Homes
DCF recruited and licensed 750 new kin and non-kin Resource Family homes from January 1 to
June 30, 2011, exceeding its target by 47 homes.

Figure 5: Number of Newly Licensed Resource Family Homes
(January — June 2011)
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Source: DCF

DCF reports that 349 (47%) of 750 newly licensed Resource Family homes during this
monitoring period were kinship homes, a figure consistent with the past three monitoring
periods. This expanded pool of licensed kinship caretakers demonstrate DCF’s continued fidelity
to the tenets of New Jersey’s Case Practice Model that children should be placed with family
members whenever possible. Figure 6 below shows the total number of newly licensed Resource
Family (kinship and non-kinship) homes by month from January 1 to June 30, 2011.%

%7 See Table 10 for total gross and net numbers of Resource Family homes.
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Figure 6: Newly Licensed Resource Family Homes
Kinship and Non-Kinship
(January — June 2011)
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DCF reports that it continues to maintain a Resource Family home capacity well in excess of 200
percent, or two Resource Family choices for every child in placement. This wider range of
options has contributed to results that were unattainable as recently as 2004, when DCF had a net
negative capacity of 54 homes, such as a larger pool of kinship Resource Families, higher
placement stability rates and an increase in placements for sibling groups.

DCF’s success in expanding its pool of Resource Family homes has permitted its focus to shift
from meeting designated annual targets to improving local capacity to meet targeted needs, such
as keeping large sibling groups together, expanding the number of homes for adolescents, and
targeting homes for children with special needs.

DCF reports that another benefit of increasing the number of Resource Family homes has been
improved permanency options for children in care. For example, with larger numbers of licensed
kinship homes, more homes are being closed for reasons of reunification, kinship guardianship,
or adoption. Table 10 below indicates the number of kin and non-kin Resource Family homes
closed between January and June 2011. Of the 621 homes that closed in this period, 42 percent
were relative providers.
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Table 10: Resource Family Homes Licensed (Kin and Non-kin) and Closed
(January — June 2011)

Non-Kin Kin Total
2011 Resource Resource Resource Resource Resource
MONTHLY Homes Homes Homes Homes Homes

STATISTICS Licensed Licensed Licensed Closed Net Gain
January 61 45 106 140 -34
February 58 43 101 121 -20
March 84 66 150 31 119
April 67 76 143 74 69
May 60 52 112 129 -17
June 71 67 138 126 12
Totals 401 349 750 621 129

Source: DCF

As reflected in Figure 7 below, 39 percent of all closings were due to reunification (13%) and
kinship legal guardianship or adoption (26%). Additional reasons for closing resource homes
include a provider’s personal circumstances, such as a family member’s health status, a resource
parent’s advanced age, an adult child returning home, return of an estranged spouse with a
criminal history, changes in marital status, or change in work schedule (24%); a family moving
out-of-state (caretakers authorized to have a child remain in their care so that permanency could
be achieved) (7%); and lack of room (5%). Seven percent of the Resource Family home closings
were due to a provider’s dissatisfaction with New Jersey licensure rules. An additional five
percent of homes were closed for other reasons: unmet provider expectations (1%), the provider
having negative experience with the placement (1%), abuse or neglect (1%), death of a provider
(1%) and the placement reaching its licensed capacity (1%). Resource Family home providers
did not disclose their reasons for closing homes in the remaining 13 percent of cases.
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Figure 7: Reasons for Resource Home Closures
(January — June 2011)
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DCF continues to recruit and retain Resource Family homes by county according to a needs-
based geographic analysis.

As previously reported, the State regularly conducts a geographic analysis assessing capacity of
Resource Family homes by county in order to set county-based annualized targets for
recruitment (MSA Section 11.H.13). These targets are based on:

the total number of children in placement;

the total number of licensed Resource Family homes statewide;
the total number of sibling groups;

the average number of closed homes statewide;

the geographical location of Resource Family homes; and

the county of origin of children who need placement.

DCF exceeded its mid-year goal to license 703 homes by 47 additional homes (See Tablel1). It
is noteworthy that Camden, Cape May, Essex and Salem counties, all of which had a net loss for
CY2010, concluded this monitoring period having met or exceeded their targets. DCF reports
that the five counties that did not meet their mid-year targets during this monitoring period—
Burlington, Cumberland, Middlesex, Ocean and the combined areas of Hunterdon/Somerset/
Warren—will get additional support to meet their targets by year end.
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Table 11: Newly Licensed Resource Family Homes Targets by County
(January — June 2011)

County Mid-Year Target Licensed Net Gain
Atlantic 27 32
Bergen 40 40
Burlington 44 38 -6
Camden 70 90 20
Cape May 13 13 0
Cumberland 24 21 -3
Essex 104 104 0
Gloucester 26 39 13
Hudson 46 62 16
Mercer 26 27 1
Middlesex 46 42 -4
Monmouth 37 40 3
Morris 24 36 12
Ocean 45 34 -11
Passaic 35 36 1
Salem 13 14 1
Sussex 10 11 1
Union 33 46 13
H/S/W * 40 25 -15
Totals 703 750 47

* Hunterdon, Somerset and Warren Counties are considered collectively as they have one
unit that serves all three counties.
** Qut-of-state adoptions not included.

During this monitoring period, the Office of Resource Families began a new Resource Retention
Project designed to preserve and retain quality Resource Families. Its focus is on better
communication and collaboration among the Office of Licensing, the Office of Resource
Families and local office staff intended to better address concerns raised by Resource Families.
Beginning this monitoring period, a new DCF policy requires staff from the offices of Licensing
and Resource Families to collaborate to retain providers who are considering closing their
homes. Staff reach out to Resource Families to discuss whether there is more DCF can do to
resolve barriers to keeping their homes available to children needing out-of-home placement.

The Monitor’s meetings with Resource parents during site visits as well as results from the
Resource Parent Survey discussed herein suggest this Resource Retention initiative is timely and
important. The Monitor observed that Resource Families need more intentional
acknowledgment of the critical role they play in the lives of children and families in New Jersey,

___________________________________________________________________________________|
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 84




and urges DCF to focus additional skill development around engagement of Resource Families.
DCF should consider methods to more fully integrate Resource parents into the case planning
team so that they are viewed and view themselves as one of many actors in a coordinated case
plan.

Resource Family Impact Teams

An innovative strategy for recruiting and licensing Resource Family homes in New Jersey is the
practice of deploying Resource Family Impact Team (Impact Teams) to monthly statewide
conferences with local and Area Office Resource Family staff, Licensing inspectors and other
Office of Resource Families staff. The Impact Teams continue to be a venue for communication
and strategy sharing regarding challenges to meeting the 150 day timeframe to resolve Resource
Family applications. Resource Family unit staff members report these meetings to be helpful
and productive.

During this monitoring period the Impact Teams helped support a statewide analysis undertaken
with the Monitor to identify barriers that occur in resolving Resource Family applications within
the 150 day timeframe, as require by the MSA (I1.H.4). A total of 20 Resource Family
applications filed between February 1 and February 15, 2011 were tracked at 30, 60, 90 and 150
day intervals.?® Six applicants withdrew from the process, three in the first 30 days for varying
reasons: a child returning home, an adult son being released from jail and a grandmother
determining she was too elderly to care for young children. Another two applicants withdrew in
the 30 to 60 day timeframe for personal and health reasons, and a sixth withdrew because family
members whom DCF determined needed psychological testing did not want to participate. The
remaining applications were licensed in the 150 day timeframe. The majority of delays were due
to difficulty obtaining personal and medical references, criminal background checks, home
maintenance repairs, and rescheduling appointments, either initiated by the Resource workers or
others. In a few instances, applications were delayed because they had not been reviewed by a
supervisor. It is the Monitor’s assessment that the Impact Teams helped to identify issues that
needed resolving at early stages of the application process, thereby increasing the rate of
licensing homes within the required timeframe. The Monitor urges DCF to follow the protocol
used with the statewide analysis to evaluate the licensing process for all Resource Family
applications.

DCEF fell short of the previous monitoring period’s performance, but continues to strive to
process Resource Family applications within 150 days (MSA Section 11.H.4).

As shown in Table 12 below, for applications received from August through December 2010, 67
percent were resolved in 150 days, down from 70 percent in the previous monitoring period.
Seventy-eight percent of applications were resolved in 180 days, down from 80 percent in
monitoring period IX.

% The applications were from Bergen, Camden, Cape May, Cumberland, Hudson, Middlesex, Morris, Essex,
Somerset, Sussex and Salem counties.
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Table 12: Total Number of Applications for Resource Family Homes Resolved
(August — December 2010)

2010 T_otal_ Appli_cations Appli_cations

Month Applied Applications | Resolved in 150 Days | Resolved in 180 Days
Number Number | Percent | Number | Percent

August 223 155 70% 171 7%

September 241 148 61% 180 75%

October 218 145 67% 175 80%

November 191 137 2% 148 7%

December 172 114 66% 136 79%

Total 1,045 699 67% 810 78%

Source: DCF

DCF continues to model programs and policies that have led to success in licensing quality
Resource Family homes.

Large Capacity Homes

DCF identified recruiting and licensing homes with capacity to accommodate large sibling
groups as a priority in the needs assessment it conducted in 2007. As previously reported, the
State developed and has been using a specialized recruitment strategy to focus attention on
identifying, recruiting and licensing these homes, termed “Siblings in Best Settings” or SIBS.
DCF began this monitoring period with 28 SIBS homes and concluded the period with twenty
nine; seven SIBS homes were newly licensed or upgraded and six homes closed or downgraded
their capacity to accommodate fewer numbers of children. Of the six homes that are no longer in
the SIBS program, two were closed through adoption or Kinship Legal Guardian (KLG), one
child was reunited with a parent, one left the program due to personal circumstances, and two
remain open but downgraded to four children.

Policy Changes

On June 8, 2011 New Jersey passed a law providing that, in the absence of abuse or neglect, if a
minor is placed in a “resource family home, group home, or institution....and is pregnant,
becomes pregnant, or gives birth to a child while in the placement...[DYFS] shall provide or
arrange for the provision of services to ensure that the minor and her child remain together as a
family unit.” % The purpose of the new law is to encourage minor parents to be involved in the
planning process for their child, while still holding the minor’s Resource Parent responsible for
the minor so that they are available to supervise and model good parenting. DCF convened a
working group to formalize policy and procedures regarding the new law, including the
development of a new teen parent board rate.

% New Jersey Family Court Act Title 30: 4C-26.20
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New recruitment and retention strategies that seek to locate and retain quality Resource
Parents are in development.

Recruitment and Retention

DCF continued its work with the National Resource Center for Recruitment and Retention of
Foster and Adoptive Parents at Adopt US Kids (NRCRRFAP) focusing on market segmentation,
a research tool used for targeted recruitment of Resource Families. Its primary function is to
identify households most similar to households in which DCF is currently successful in placing
children. The goal is to understand who the successful Resource Families are, why they are
successful, how to best reach potential Resource Families and where best to concentrate
marketing for new Resource Families. On June 8, 2011, Adopt US Kids consultants held a two
day overview to Executive Staff from DCF, DYFS, the Office of Information, Technology, and
Reporting (IT) and the Office of Communications and Public Affairs Communications
(Communications), followed by a day of planning and implementation with local office staff
including managers, supervisors, foster/adopt recruiters, IT and Communications staff.

Some of DCF’s recruitment efforts that occurred in this monitoring period were:

e Events in February 2011 hosted by current Resource Parents in their homes, places of
worship and a public library;

e Events in April 2011 promoting the need for families willing to accept children with
acute medical needs;

e Events held at the Parents of Autistic Children Organization (PACO), local community
centers and a home health agency;

e Events in June 2011 held in collaboration with currently licensed Resource Families
within the Lesbian, Gay, Bi-sexual and Transgender (LGBT) community;

e Child specific recruitment efforts, including involving faith based communities and
medical professionals. In Camden and Monmouth counties, children’s photos, profiles
and videos were presented at the Faith Tabernacle Church and Grace Christian Church. In
Atlantic and Camden counties, events were held with hospital staff at the Cape May
Regional Medical Center.

Staff Training and Skill Development

In this monitoring period, 477 DCF staff participated in training to enhance their knowledge of
and expertise in Resource Family recruitment and retention. Thirty licensing inspectors
participated in three hour home inspection simulations with Resource Family unit staff.
Additional training conducted between January and June 2011 included such topics as:

Structured Analysis Family Evaluation (SAFE) training;

New Jersey regulations for swimming pools;

Excellence in PRIDE training;

Licensing Manual Revision training;

NJ SPIRIT training for facilitators (staff who match families with children);
Safe Infant Sleep Training; and
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e Joint training between the Office of Licensing and Resource Family support workers to
familiarize each other with their separate roles.

Resource Family In-Service Training

Every resource parent is required to complete In-Service training to maintain a Resource Family
home license. There are four types of training that Foster and Adoptive Family Services (FAFS)
offers to resource parents: on-line training, home correspondence courses, on-site speakers at
monthly volunteer meetings and county-based workshops. Between January and June 2011 over
1,113 Resource parents took 2,831 courses, covering a variety of topics, including:

Understanding Child Mental Health;

Resource Family Grief;

Fetal Alcohol Syndrome and Children’s Behaviors;
Trans-racial/Trans-cultural Care;

Handling Hepatitis C; and

Internet Safety.
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B. Performance Benchmarks on Placement of Children in Out-of-Home Care

Appropriateness of Placement

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure 9 Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. InCY2010,
. 77% of
23. Combined children who

assessment of
appropriateness of
placement based on:

a. Placement within
appropriate
proximity of their
parents’ residence
unless such
placement is to
otherwise help
the child achieve
the planning goal.

b. Capacity of
caregiver/
placement to
meet child’s
needs.

c. Placement
selection has
taken into
account the
location of the
child’s school.

To be determined
through pilot QR in
immersion sites in
the first quarter of
2010

By June 30, 2010,
90% of cases score
appropriately as
measured by QR
Modules.

b.

C

entered care

were placed in

the same
county of the
home from
which they
were removed
and 69% of
children were
placed within

10 miles of the

home from

which they
were removed.

Unable to

measure

because QR in
the pilot phase

in 2010.

. Unable to
measure
because QR in
the pilot phase
in 2010.

Preliminary 2011
QR results: 98%
Appropriateness of
Placement

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2011 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Chapin Hall to report on this measure on an annual basis.
While appropriateness of placement is based upon QR results, DCF is able to report on the
number of children placed within the same county of the home from which they were removed as
well as within 10 miles of the home from which they were removed. As previously reported, in
calendar year 2010, there were 3,836 children who entered out-of-home placement. Of those
3,836 children there were 2,284 for whom a valid address was retrieved. Of those 2,284
children, 1,754 (77%) children were placed within the same county as the home from which they
were removed.”® Additionally, of the 3,836 children removed, 1,925 children’s addresses were

" These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2011 data will not be available until early

2012.

|
December 14, 2011

Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

Page 89




successfully geocoded by Chapin Hall. Of the 1,925 children, 1,320 (69%) children were placed
within 10 miles of the homes from which they were removed.

Placing Children with Families

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement
Fulfilled as of
June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

24, Placing Children
with Families: The

percentage of
children currently in
custody who are
placed in a family
setting.

By July 2008, 83%
of children will be

placed in a family

setting..

Beginning July
2009 and
thereafter, at least
85% of children
will be placed in a
family setting.

86% of children
were placed ina
family setting.

87% of children
were placed in a
family setting.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT to report on children’s placements. As of June 2011, there were 7,197
children in DYFS out-of-home placement, 6292 (87%) of whom were placed in Resource Family
(non-kin) or kinship placements. The remaining 905 (13%) were placed in independent living
placements (182) or group and residential facilities (723). DCF continues to meet the
performance target for this outcome.
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Placing Siblings Together

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. For siblings
entering custody
in the period
beginning July
2009, at least
25. Placing Siblings 65% will be
Together: Of sibling placed together. For siblings
groups of two or . For siblings entering custody in
three siblings entering custody the period In CY2010, 77% Yes, based on
entering custody at in the period beginning July of sibling groups CY2011 data not CY2010 data.
the same time or beginning July 2012 and of two or three yet available
within 30 days of one 2010, at least thereafter. at least were placed ' CY2011 data not yet
another, the 70% will be K together. available.

percentage in which
all siblings are placed
together.

placed together.

. For siblings

entering custody
in the period
beginning July
2011, at least
75% will be
placed together.

80% will be placed
together.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2011 will not be available until early 2012.

As previously reported, in calendar year 2010, there were 771 sibling groups that came into
custody at the same time or within 30 days of one another. Of these 771 sibling groups, 660
sibling groups had two or three children in them; 507 (77%) of these sibling groups were placed
together. "* This meets the July 2010 interim performance benchmark.

™ These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2011 data will not be available until early

2012.
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Placing Siblings Together

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. For siblings

26. Placing Siblings |  S"tering custody
Together: Of sibling L:t?r?npi?]“%ﬂl
groups of four or 20%9 at Igeasty For siblings
more siblings 30% ‘Wi" be enteridng in the Ir]l C\b(|2010, 34% Yes, base(;i on
entering custody at period beginning of sibling groups CY2010 data.
the same time or Eﬁcgﬁ)m‘ gesther. July 2011 and of four or more CY;O;\}aﬁ:LﬁenOt
within 30 days of one | ™ entering ig the thereafter at least were placed y ' CY2011 data not yet
another, the 40% will be placed | together. available.

percentage in which
all siblings are placed
together.

period
beginning July
2010, at least
35% will be
placed together.

together.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2011 will not be available until early 2012.

As previously reported, in calendar year 2010, there were 771 sibling groups that came into
custody at the same time or within 30 days of one another. Of these 771 sibling groups, 111
sibling groups had four or more children in them; 38 (34%) of these sibling groups were placed
together. "> This performance meets the July 2010 interim performance benchmark.

"2 These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2011 data will not be available until early

2012.
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Stability of Placement

Requirement

during the 12 months
beginning with the
date of entry.

the 12 months from
their date of entry.

the 12 months from
their date of entry.

from their date of
entry.

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

27. Stability of
Placement: Of the By December 31, By June 2009 and In CY2009, 84%
number of children 2008, at least 86% | thereafter, at least | of children No. based on
entering care in a of children entering | 88% of children entering care had CY12009 data
period, the care will have two | entering care will two or fewer CY2010 data not '
percentage with two or fewer _ have two or fevyer placements during yet available. CY2010 data not yet
or fewer placements placements during | placements during | the 12 months available

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012 as

performance is measured on the stability of placement for the first 12 months of children who
entered care anytime in 2010.

As previously reported, the most recent performance data assesses the 3,987 children who

entered care in calendar year 2009 and aggregates the number of placements each child

experienced. In calendar year 2009, 84 percent of these children (3,356 children) had two or
fewer placements during the 12 months from their date of entry. * This performance does not

meet the June 2009 final target.

" These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2010 data will not be available until early

2012.
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Placement Limitations

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

June 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

28. Placement
Limitations:
Number/percent of
resource homes in
which a child has
been placed if that
placement will result
in the home having
more than four foster
children, or more
than two foster
children under age
two, or more than six
total children
including the
resource family’s
own children.

Not Applicable™

By June 2009, no
more than 5% of
resource home
placements may
have seven or eight
total children
including the
resource family’s
own children.

Less than one
percent of
resource home
placements are
over-capacity.

Less than one
percent of resource
home placements
are over-capacity.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

The MSA sets limits on how many children can be placed in a Resource Family home at one
time: no child should be placed in a Resource Home if that placement will result in the home
having more than four foster children, more than two foster children under the age of two, or
more than six total children including the resource family’s own children (Section III.C.1).
Exceptions can be made to these limits as follows: no more than five percent of Resource Home
placements may be made into resource homes with seven or eight total children including the
resource family’s own children, but such placements can be made as long as there is adherence
to the other limitations referred to above. Any of the limitations may be waived if needed and
appropriate to allow a group of siblings to be placed together.

The Monitor reviewed the seven waivers to population limits sought between January and June
2011. Three of the seven waivers were appropriately denied; two due to outstanding licensing
issues and one because there was no evidence that the child had any conditions for which the

Resource Family was uniquely qualified. Of the seven waivers, one waiver was granted

unnecessarily as NJ SPIRIT showed the family as overcapacity when it was not, and the family
was an appropriate placement for a seven year old child with severe behavioral problems. The
remaining five waivers were appropriately granted: two waivers were awarded to families with
more than one child under two years old; one was for a child with a head injury of a type the
Resource parent was experienced in caring for; one was for an infant with medical needs; and
one was granted for a family with more than six children for a child who needed easy access to a
specific physical therapy facility.

" For places where baseline data were not available prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been

removed.
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Limiting Inappropriate Placements

Requirement

adolescent in
crisis not to
extend beyond 45
days; or 3) a basic
center for
homeless youth.

adolescent in
crisis not to
extend beyond
30 days; or 3) a
basic center for
homeless youth.

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
29. Inappropriate . By December
Placements: 2008 and
thereafter, no

a. The number of children under

ST TOET S0 o By Dacomper | 513

shelters 2008 and By Decémber . Between July . Between

' thereafter, no ' and December January and

b. The number of children under 31, 2009, 90% 2010, no child June 2011, 2

children over age age 13in of children unde; age 13 children uﬁder

13 placed in shelters placed in was placed in a the age of 13

shelter_s in . . By Decémber shelter_s in . shelter were placed ina

compliance with 31 2008, 75% compliance with | * 5o een July shelter.

MSA standards on and by June 30 MSA standards and December Between Yes

appropriate use of | 5559 °gngp of | ON appropriate 2010,95% of | January and

shelters to include: child’ren placed use of shelters child,ren placed June 2011, 98%

as 1) an in shelters in o include: 1) an in shelters of children,

alternative to compliance with alternative to were in placed in

detention; 2) a MSA standards detention; 2) compliance shelters were in

short-term on appropriate short-term with MSA compliance with

placement of an use of shelters. placement of an standards. MSA standards.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

The MSA includes requirements on the placement of children in shelters (Section 11.B.6).
Specifically, no child under the age of 13 should be placed in a shelter and those children over
the age of 13 placed in a shelter must be placed only as an alternative to detention, as a short-
term placement of an adolescent in crisis not to extend beyond 30 days or as a basic center for
homeless youth.

From January through June 2011, two children out of 6,551 children in out-of-home placement
under the age of 13 were placed in a shelter. Both children were 12 years old (one was 12 years,
11 months old at the time of placement). One child was placed in the shelter for two days due to
his history of fire setting behaviors. The other youth was in a shelter for one week. Because of
these two isolated instances of two youth placed in the shelter, the Monitor considers
performance on this measure to be met.
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From January through June 2011, 337 youth ages 13 or older were placed in shelters. Of the 337
youth, 331 (98%) youth were reported by DCF to have been placed in accordance with criteria
on appropriate use of shelters.

This period, the Monitor again independently verified the DCF data on appropriate use of
shelters for this population of youth by reviewing case level documentation in NJ SPIRIT. The
Monitor randomly reviewed 36 cases, representing 11 percent of the youth who had been placed
in shelters between January and June 2011. Of the cases reviewed, all 36 placements had been
determined by DCF to be an appropriate use of shelters. Initially, the Monitor agreed with this
determination in all but three cases. After receiving additional information from DCF, the
Monitor agreed that two of the three were an appropriate use of shelter. The remaining case
involved a youth with multiple, complex physical, behavioral, and cognitive challenges. This
youth remained in shelter for eight months while DCF advocated with the Department of
Developmental Disabilities and Division of Child Behavioral Health Services (DCBHS) to find
him an appropriate therapeutic placement.

In over half of the cases reviewed, youth had been court ordered into shelter placement. Six of
these placements involved youth involved in the juvenile justice system. Similar to past reviews,
the Monitor found that many of the youth placed in shelters had significant mental health,
substance abuse and behavioral challenges. For example, DCF workers coordinated efforts with
Youth Case Management (YCM) and Care Management Organization (CMO) case managers to
find suitable placements for youth who had attempted suicide, were cutting themselves,
continually ran away from placements, were violent toward other youth and adults, and had
histories of sexual assault on other children.

Table 13: Shelter Placements for Youth over the Age of 13
(January 2008 — June 2011)

January — July- January— July— T July- January—
e 28/08 December June 20369 December June 20)10 December | June 2011
2008 2009 2010
Number of youth
over 13 placed in 451 421 465 393 350 303 337
shelters
number of youth 358 375 423 352 322 287 331
prl);ceg g (79%) (89%) (91%) (90%) (92%) (95%) (98%)
!\Iumber o_f youth 93 46 4 a1 28 6 .
m:ggéomately (21%) (11%) (9%) (10%) (8%) (5%) (2%)
Source: DCF
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VII.

REPEAT MALTREATMENT AND RE-ENTRY INTO CARE

The State is responsible for ensuring the safety of children who are receiving or have received
services from DYFS. This responsibility includes ensuring the safety of children who are placed
in Resource Family homes and facilities. As detailed below, the MSA includes a number of
outcomes on repeat maltreatment, maltreatment while in care and re-entry into care.

The State’s performance on the following outcomes is not newly assessed in this report as the
performance benchmarks are measured at the end of the calendar year. The State’s 2011
performance will be assessed in the next monitoring report.

Abuse and Neglect of Children in Foster Care

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

30. Abuse and
Neglect of Children
in Foster Care:
Number of Children For the period
in custody in out-of- | For the period beginning July
home placement who | beginning July 2010 and In CY2010,
were victims of 2009, no more than | thereafter, no more | 0.20% of children Yes. based on
substantiated abuse 0.53% of children than 0.49% of were victims of CYéOlO data
or neglect by a will be victims of children will be substantiated CY2011 data not '
resource parent or substantiated abuse | victims of abuse or neglect yet available.
facility staff member | or neglect by a substantiated abuse | by a resource ;:\Ziizlgélledata not yet

during 12 month
period, divided by the
total number of
children who have
been in care at any
point during the
period.

resource parent or
facility staff
member.

or neglect by a
resource parent or
facility staff
member.

parent or facility
staff member.”

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2011 will not be available until early 2012."

Data on maltreatment in out-of-home care come from DCF’s work with Chapin Hall. The most
recent data analyzed by Chapin Hall is from calendar year 2010. Chapin Hall found that of the
12,240 children who were in care at any point in calendar year 2010, 25 (0.20%) children were

" Chapin Hall has revised the methodology for capturing abuse and neglect while in out-of-home placement. The
old methodology excluded some cases where the perpetrator was a relative resource parent. This change in

methodology changes previously reported performance data from past years.
"® DCF and Chapin Hall analyze data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2011 data

will not be available until early 2012.
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the victims of substantiated abuse or neglect by a resource parent or facility staff member. This
performance meets the July 2010 final target.

Repeat Maltreatment

The Performance Benchmarks measure two types of repeat maltreatment. The first is for
children who are not removed from their own homes after a substantiation of child abuse or
neglect. The second measures repeat maltreatment for children who have been removed from
their homes and subsequently reunified with their families.

Repeat Maltreatment

Requirement

another substantiation
within the next 12
months.

abuse or neglect
will have another
substantiation
within the next 12
months.

substantiation
within the next 12
months.”®

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure 9 Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
For the period
beginning July .
31. Repeat 2009 and For children who
. were the victims
Maltreatment: Of all thereafter, no more .
- . of a substantiated
children who remain than 7.2% of . i
. . allegation of child Yes, based on
in home after children who .
s . maltreatment in CY2009 data.
substantiation of . 77 | remain at home CY2010 data not
Not Applicable CY2009 and )
abuse or neglect, the after a - yet available.
L remained at home, CY2010 data not yet
percentage who have substantiation of 0 -
5.6% had another available.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DFC uses Chapin Hall data to report on repeat maltreatment and the most recent data analyzed
by Chapin Hall are for children whose first substantiation occurred in calendar year 2009. As
previously reported, in calendar year 2009, there were 4,945 children who were the victims of a
substantiated allegation of abuse or neglect and were not placed in out-of-home care. As of
December 31, 2010, of the 4,945 children, 278 (5.6%) children were the victims of substantiated
allegation of child abuse or neglect within 12 months of the initial substantiation.’

" For places where baseline data were unavailable prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been removed.

"8 Chapin Hall has revised the methodology for capturing repeat maltreatment data. Instead of using the

investigation start date to determine when a substantiation occurs, it now uses the CPS report date. This change in
methodology changes previously reported performance data from past years.
" These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2010 data will not be available until early

2012.
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Repeat Maltreatment

Requirement

or neglect within one
year after the date of
reunification.

substantiated abuse
or neglect within
one year after
reunification.

within one year
after the
reunification.

uantitative or . ecember une ulfilled as o
Q itati Benchmark Final Target L ber 2010 ! — Fulfilled f
ualitative Measure erformance erformance une 30,
Qualitative M g Perf Perf June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

32 Repeat For the period
Mz;llt_p—reatment' Of all beginning July In CY2009, 7% of
children who ére 2009 and children who

e . thereafter, no more | reunified were the
reunified during a i No, based on

. than 4.8% of victims of
period, the hil h ; CY2009 data.
percentage who are Not Applicable® chi d.:fn W '?I Sﬁl_alstantlated CY2010 _dlatal not
victims of reuntt |e_d will be child yet available. CY2010 data not yet
; the victims of maltreatment :

substantiated abuse available.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses Chapin Hall data to report on repeat maltreatment and the most recent data analyzed
by Chapin Hall are from calendar year 2009. As previously reported, in calendar year 2009,
there were 3,454 children who were returned home or to a family member after a stay in out-of-
home placement. Of the 3,454 children, 245 (7%) were the victims of a substantiated allegation
of abuse or neglect within 12 months of their return home.®* The Monitor remains concerned
about the performance on this measure as the percentage of children who are the victims of
substantiated allegation of child maltreatment within one year after reunification has been
increasing instead of decreasing (from 4% in calendar year 2004 to 7% in 2009).

% For places where baseline data were unavailable prior to due date of final target, benchmarks have been removed.
8 These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2010 data will not be available until early

2012.
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Re-entry to Placement

Requirement

one year of the date
of exit.

than 11.5% will
re-enter custody
within one year
of the date of
exit.

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. For the period
beginning July
2009, of all
33, Re-entrv to children who
Placement: Of all exit, no more
- than 14% will .
children who leave For the period
custody during a re-enter custody beginning July .
eriod, except those within one year 2011 and Of all children Yes, based on
P ’ P of the date of who exited in )
whose reason for : thereafter, of all 0 . CY2009 data.
discharge is that they exit . children who exit C€Y2009, 14% re- | CY2010 d_ata IS not
. . For the period ' entered custody yet available.
ran away from their L no more than 9% e CY2010 data not yet
placement, the beginning July will re-enter within one year of available
ercenta é that re- 2010, of all custody within one the date of exit. .
P g o children who yw
enter custody within exit. No more year of exit.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses Chapin Hall to report on re-entry into placement. The most recent data analyzed by
Chapin Hall are from calendar year 2009. As previously reported, in calendar year 2009, there
were 6,151 children who exited foster care. Of the 6,151 children who exited, 4,095 children
exited to qualifying exits (i.e., reunification, guardianship or to a relative placement). 3 Of the
4,095 children who exited to qualifying exits, 585 (14%) children re-entered placement as of
December 31, 2010.% DCF is concerned about this level of re-entry into care and, in response,
has been focusing on these cases through the Child Stat process and Local Office manager

review.

8 DCF has objected to the Monitor’s definition of “qualifying exits” used to analyze this measure. The agency
believes that due to the language of the MSA, the definition of qualifying exits should only exclude children who
run away from placement. The Monitor uses a definition qualifying exits which excludes from the calculations
runaways as well as children who are adopted. Based on the DCF definition, of all children who exited in CY2009,

10% re-entered custody within one year of the date of exit.

% These data are the same as the data presented in the previous monitoring report. DCF and Chapin Hall analyze
data for this measure based on calendar year; therefore, calendar year 2010 data will not be available until early

2012.
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VIll. TIMELY PERMANENCY THROUGH REUNIFICATION, ADOPTION OR
LEGAL GUARDIANSHIP

All children—regardless of age, gender, race or ethnicity—need and deserve a safe, nurturing
family to protect and guide them. In child welfare work, this is called achieving “permanency.”
Permanency can be achieved through a number of different avenues: safe family reunification is
the preferred choice, but permanency also includes kinship/guardianship and adoption.

As required by the MSA, the Monitor, in consultation with the Parties, developed specific
measures and performance benchmarks to determine whether children in custody achieve timely
permanency through reunification, adoption or legal guardianship (Section 111.A.2.a). The five
permanency outcomes and associated performance benchmarks and final targets are discussed
further below.

Together, the five permanency measures established by the Monitor and Parties reflect an
expectation that children entering custody will attain permanency in a timely manner through
whatever is the most appropriate permanency pathway. The measures were designed to avoid
creating unintended incentives in favor of one permanency path (for example reunification or
adoption) over another. The measures also seek to examine performance and set realistic
permanency expectations and timeframes for children who have newly entered foster care and
how long they remain in care as well as those children and youth who have remained in care for
extended periods of time. DCF is expected to reunify families safely and as quickly as possible
and when that is not feasible, make decisions and take actions, if appropriate, to help children
achieve permanency through guardianship or adoption in a timely manner.

The State’s performance on the permanency outcomes is not newly assessed in this report as the
performance benchmarks are measured at the end of each calendar year. The State’s more recent
performance will be assessed in the next monitoring report.
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Timely Permanency through Reunification, Adoption or Legal Guardianship

Requirement

Quantitative or . December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Benchmark Final Target
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. Of all children
who entered
foster care for
the first time in
CY2009, 43%
will have been
34. a. Permanency discharged to
Outcome 1: permgfr!enqy
Permanency in first (':rl#]];r:gi?on’
12 months: Of all perm Of all children who
children who entered relatl\_/e care, entered foster care
adoption and/or o
foster care for the vardianship) for the first time in Of all children
first time in the target aithm o P CY2011, 50% will | 5 Sl
year gnd vyho months from hgve been care in 2009, 45% Yes, based on
remained in foster hei | discharged to discharaed CY2009
care for 8 days or their remova permanency were discharge
from home. e from foster care to | CY2010 data not | performance.
longer, what b. Of all children (reunification, permanency yet available.®
percentage was who entered permanent r elative within 12 months CY2010 data not yet
discharged from f f care, adoption f hei ilabl
foster care to oster care for | - dsor rom their available.
ermanenc the first time in uardianship) removal from
P y CY2010,45% |9 P home.

(reunification,
permanent relative
care, adoption and/or
guardianship) within
12 months from their
removal from home.

will have been
discharged to
permanency
(reunification,
permanent
relative care,
adoption and/or
guardianship)
within 12
months from
their removal
from home.

within 12 months
from their removal
from home.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT analyzed by Chapin Hall to report on the percentage of children who exit
to permanency within 12 months of removal from their home within any given calendar year.
The most recent data analyzed by Chapin Hall is for children who entered foster care in calendar
year 2009. As previously reported, of the children who entered foster care in calendar year 2009,

8 The Monitor is unable to report on CY2010 performance as the children who entered care during CY2010 have
not yet experienced 12 months in care.
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45 percent discharged to permanency within 12 months from their removal from their home.
This performance meets the calendar year 2009 benchmark.

Timely Permanency through Reunification, Adoption or Legal Guardianship

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. Of those
children who
become legally
34. b. Permanency free in .CYZOOQ’
Outcome 2: 45% will be
Adoption: Of all c{|scharged-to a
- final adoption in .
children who became | han 12 of th hild 73% of children
legally free for ess than ose chiidren who became
adoption during the months from the | who becomg legally free in
12 months prior to date of_ legally free in _ CY2009 were Yes, based on
the target year, what becoming CY2.011' 60% will discharged from CY2009
percentage wals legally free. b_e dlscharged ’go & | foster care to a CY2010_ data rggt performance.
discharged from b. Of those final adoption in finalized adoption yet available.
f children who less than 12 months | . CY2010 data not yet
oster care to a b in less than 12 ;
ecome legally | from the date of available.

finalized adoption in
less than 12 months
from the date of
becoming legally
free.

free in CY2010,
55% will be
discharged to a
final adoption in
less than 12
months from the
date of
becoming
legally free.

becoming legally
free.

months from the
date of becoming
legally free.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data to report on the number of children who are adopted within 12 months
of becoming legally free for adoption. The most recent data available are for calendar year 2009.
In calendar year 2009, 1,132 children became legally free for adoption.®® As previously reported,
of the 1,132 children, 825 (73%) were adopted within 12 months of becoming legally free.

Based on this performance, DCF has exceeded the calendar year 2009 benchmark. An additional
159 (14%) of the children who became legally free in calendar year 2009 have been adopted

with their finalizations occurring more than 12 months after they became legally free.

® The Monitor is unable to report on CY2010 performance as the children who became legally free for adoption
during CY2010 have not yet experienced 12 months from the date of becoming legally free.
® There were an additional 161 children who were not candidates for adoption because they no longer have a goal of
adoption, the termination of parental rights was being appealed, their legal status changed due to an appeal or a data

issue incorrectly reported them as being legally free.
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Timely Permanency through Reunification, Adoption or Legal Guardianship

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. Of all children
who exit to
adoption in
CY2009, 45%
will be
34. c. Permanency discharged from
Outcome 3: Total foster care to . Of all children
time to Adoption: adoption within Sxfi ta {Lcar:j':)%rggn\'\i/zo who exited to
Of all children who 30 months from CY2011. 60% will adoption in No, based on
exited foster care to removal from be disch:’arge d from CY2010, 45% CY2010
adoption in the target home. f were discharged CY2011 data not | performance.
. oster care to .
year, what percentage | b. Of all children adoption within 30 from foster care to yet available.
was discharged from who exit to adoption within CY2011 data not yet
S months from ;
foster care to adoption in 30 months from available.

adoption within 30
months from removal
from home.

CY2010, 55%
will be
discharged from
foster care to
adoption within
30 months from
removal from
home.

removal from
home.

removal from
home.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2011 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Chapin Hall to report on the percentage of children who
exit to adoption within 30 months from their removal from their home. The most recent data
analyzed by Chapin Hall is from calendar year 2010. As previously reported, of the children who
exited foster care to adoption in calendar year 2010, 45 percent had been in care for 30 months or
less. This performance falls short of the calendar year 2010 interim performance benchmark of

55 percent.
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Timely Permanency through Reunification, Adoption or Legal Guardianship

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. Of all children

who were in

care on the first

day of CY2009
%ttgbwy and had been in
W for care between 13
Fermanency Tor
children in care angj 24 _months,
between 13 and 24 4.34 will be . .
months: OF all discharged to Of all children who | Of all children
Mﬁ who were in permanency were in care on the | who were in care
foster care on the first prior to their first day of on the first day of
dav of the tardet vear 21% birthday or | CY2011 and had CY2010 and had No. based on
anzjl had been%n c);re by the last day been in care been in care CY’2010
between 13 and 24 of year. between 13 and 24 | between 13 and CY2011 data not erformance

b. Of all children months, 47% will 24 months, 43% . P )

months, what - . . yet available.

who were in be discharged to discharged to
percentage was . . . CY2011 data not yet
discharged to care on the first perma.nencg/ prior perma.nencg/ prior available

day of CY2010 | to their 21° to their 21° :

permanency (through
reunification,
permanent relative
care, adoption and
guardianship) prior to
their 21° birthday or
by the last day of the
year.

and had been in
care between 13
and 24 months,
45% will be
discharged to
permanency
prior to their
21* birthday or
by the last day
of year.

birthday or by the
last day of year.

birthday or by the
last day of the
year.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Chapin Hall to report on the percentage of children who
were in care on the first day of any given calendar year and had been in care between 13 and 24
months who discharged to permanency prior to their 21% birthday or the last day of the year. The
most recent data analyzed by Chapin Hall is from calendar year 2010. As previously reported, of
all children who were in care on the first day of calendar year 2010 and had been in care between
13 and 24 months, 43 percent discharged to permanency prior to their 21% birthday or the last
day of the year. This performance falls just short of the calendar year 2010 interim performance
benchmark of 45 percent.
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Timely Permanency through Reunification, Adoption or Legal Guardianship

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. Of all children
who were in
foster care for
25 months or
34. e. Permanency I(_)nger on the
Outcome 5: first day of
A ARL STy 0,
Permanency after 25 \?V?I(IZ 829’ 41%
months: Of all discharged to Of all children
children who were in erman%nc Of all children who who were in foster
foster care for 25 grior o the?/r were in foster care care for 25
mon;hs or longer on 21% birthday for 25 months or months or longer
the first day of the and by the last longer on the first on the first day of No, based on
target year, what day of the year day of CY2011, CY2010. 34% CY2011 data not CY2010 data.
percentage was Of all children - | 47% will be dischar éd to et available
discharged to ' - discharged to g . y ' CY2011 data not yet
who were in . permanency prior ;
permanency (through permanency prior available.

reunification,
permanent relative
care, adoption and
guardianship) prior to
their 21* birthday and
by the last day of the
year.

foster care for
25 months or
longer on the
first day of
CY2010, 44%
will be
discharged to
permanency
prior to their
21 birthday
and by the last
day of the year.

to their 21%
birthday and by the
last day of the year.

to their 21%
birthday or the
last day of the
year.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Data on performance for calendar year 2010 will not be available until early 2012.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Chapin Hall to report on the percentage of children who
were in foster care for 25 months or longer on the first day of any given calendar year who were
discharged to permanency prior to their 21 birthday or by the last day of the year. The most
recent data analyzed by Chapin Hall is from calendar year 2010. As previously reported, of all
children who were in care on the first day of calendar year 2010 and had been in care for 25
months or longer, 34 percent were discharged to permanency prior to their 21* birthday or the
last day of the year. This performance falls short of the calendar year 2010 interim performance
benchmark of 44 percent.
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Permanency Through Adoption

In addition to the adoption performance measure discussed above, the Monitor analyzes DCF’s
adoption practice by reviewing the number of adoptions finalized. This report provides data on
interim Performance Benchmarks related to adoption case processes such as the timeliness with
which petitions to terminate parental rights have been filed, child-specific recruitment plans have
been developed, children have been placed in an adoptive home and an adoptive home placement
has been finalized.

Between January 1 and June 30, 2011, DCF finalized 406 adoptions.

As of December 31, 2010, 1,223 children were legally free for adoption.®” Between January and
June 2011, 406 of those children and other children who subsequently became legally free
achieved adoption. As of June 30, 2011, there were 1,314 children legally free for adoption.
Table 14 shows the number of adoption finalizations by DYFS local office for the monitoring
period.

8 Not all legally free children are eligible to move toward adoption as some court decisions that terminate parent
rights are appealed.
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Table 14: Adoption Finalizations — by DYFS Local Office
(January — June 2011)

Local Office li\:ﬂg:zee:j Local Office Ii\:rljg;g:j
Atlantic West 4 Hudson Central 13
Cape May 15 Hudson North
Bergen Central 2 Hudson South
Bergen South 16 Hudson West 12
Passaic Central 12 Hunterdon 4
Passaic North 15 Somerset 4
Burlington East 15 Warren 11
Burlington West 1 Middlesex Central 10
Mercer North 25 Middlesex Coastal 13
Mercer South 11 Middlesex West 6
Camden Central 6 Monmouth North 13
Camden East 7 Monmouth South 5
Camden North 6 Morris East 3
Camden South 7 Morris West 1
Essex Central 11 Sussex 5
Essex North 9 Ocean North 11
Essex South 4 Ocean South 7
Newark Adoption 63 Union Central 7
Gloucester 10 Union East 7
Cumberland 11 Union West 2
Salem 7

TOTAL - 406

DCF continues to support paralegals and child summary writers to assist in processing
adoption cases.

As required under the MSA, DCF continues to provide paralegal support to assist with the
necessary adoption paperwork (Section 11.G.5). As of September 2011, the State continues to
employ a total of 145 paralegals, and had approval to fill eight more positions. Additionally,
DCF maintains a contract with Children’s Home Society to provide 23 child summary writers
statewide and five part-time adoption expediters who assist with adoption paper work in Essex,
Union and Middlesex counties. The State has consistently maintained support for these positions
that advance adoptions.
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Adoption Performance Benchmarks

Progress Toward Adoption

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

35. Progress Toward
Adoption: Number/
percent of children
with a permanency
goal of adoption who
have a petition to
terminate parental
rights filed within six
weeks of the date of
the goal change.

Not applicable,
final target set by
the MSA.

Beginning January
1, 2010, of the
children in custody
whose permanency
goal is adoption, at
least 90% shall
have a petition to
terminate parental
rights filed within
six weeks of the
date of the goal
change.

In the months
between July and
December 2010,
47% to 67% of
children with a
permanency goal
of adoption had a
petition to
terminate parental
rights filed within
6 weeks of the
date of the goal
change.®

In the months
between January
and June 2011,
61% to 65% of
children with a
permanency goal
of adoption had a
petition to
terminate parental
rights filed within 6
weeks of the date
of the goal
change.®

No

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on the percent of children who
have termination of parental rights (TPR) petitions filed within six weeks of their goal change to
adoption. In June 2011, 65 percent of TPR petitions were filed within six weeks of changing the
child’s permanency goal to adoption. From January through June 2011, TPR petitions were filed
in 61 to 65 percent of cases within six weeks of the child’s goal change to adoption. Although

this performance does not meet the final target of 90 percent, the monthly performance

demonstrates substantial and consistent improvement. TPR petitions were filed within 12 weeks
of the goal change for 77 to 87 percent of cases. Monthly performance on filing TPR petitions is
shown in Table 15 below.

8 Because there is variation in monthly performance and the total number of applicable children is small, the
Monitor is including the range of monthly performance.
8 This is the first monitoring period where monthly performance was consistent. If performance remains consistent
next reporting period, the Monitor will report on performance as of the last month of the monitoring period.
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Table 15: TPR Filing for Children with a Permanency Goal of Adoption

(January — June 2011)

Month of goal change _TI_DR filed TPR filed 6 to | TPR filed 13 to TPR not filed*

(Total number of goal change) | within 6 weeks 12 weeks 18 weeks

January (126) 77 (61%) 32 (25%) 0 17 (14%)
February (95) 59 (62%) 17 (18%) 0 19 (20%)
March (150) 94 (63%) 34 (23%) 1 (>1%) 21 (14%)
April (78) 50 (64%) 12 (15%) 1 (1%) 15 (19%)
May (84) 53 (63%) 12 (14%) 0 19 (23%)
June (136) 88 (65%) 27 (20%) 5 (4%) 16 (12%)

Source: DCF

*Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. “TPR” not filed” was determined as of 8/7/2011 for January-
May dates and as of 9/29/2011 for June data.

Child-Specific Adoption Recruitment

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

36. Child Specific

Adoption
Recruitment:

Number/percent of
children with a
permanency goal of
adoption needing
recruitment who have
a child-specific
recruitment plan
developed within 30
days of the date of
the goal change.

Not applicable,
final target set by
the MSA.

Beginning January
1, 2010, of the
children in custody
whose permanency
goal is adoption, at
least 90% of those
for whom an
adoptive home has
not been identified
at the time of
termination of
parental rights shall
have a child-
specific
recruitment plan
developed within
30 days of the date
of the goal change.

Between July and
December 2010,
11 to 88% of
children with a
permanency goal
of adoption
needing
recruitment had a
child-specific
recruitment plan
developed within
30 days of the
date of the goal
change.”

Between January
and June 2011,
30% to 86% of
children with a
permanency goal
of adoption
needing
recruitment had a
child-specific
recruitment plan
developed within
30 days of the date
of the goal
change.™

No

% Because there is variation in monthly performance and the total number of applicable children is small, the
Monitor is including the range of monthly performance.

% 1bid.
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Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF policy requires that a child-specific recruitment plan be developed for those children with a
permanency goal of adoption for whom an adoptive home has not been identified at the time of
the change to a goal of adoption. This plan should be developed within 30 days of the change to

an adoption goal.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT data analyzed by Safe Measures to report on this outcome. In June 2011,
11 (65%) out of 17 eligible select home adoption cases had a child-specific recruitment plan
developed within 30 days of the goal change.®? From January through June 2011, the percentage
of select home adoption cases that had child-specific recruitment plans developed within 30 days
ranged from 30 to 86 percent. The percentages of select home adoption cases with child-specific
recruitment plans developed within 60 days ranged from 35 to 96 percent. DCF has not met the
MSA final target which requires that child-specific recruitment plans are developed in 90 percent
of eligible cases within 30 days (see Table 16).

Table 16: Child-Specific Recruitment Plans Developed within 30 days of Goal Change for
Children without Identified Adoption Resource

(January — June 2011)

Month in which Plgn _developed F_’Iap developed Plan developed Not completed
Plan was Due within 30 days within 31-60 days over 60 days

January 19 (76%) 5 (20%) 1 (4%) 0
February 21 (78%) 1 (4%) 0 5 (19%)*
March 12 (86%) 1 (7%) 0 1 (7%)*
April 13 (65%) 0 7 (35%) 0
May 6 (30%) 1 (5%) 12 (60%) 1 (5%)**
June 11 (65%) 5 (29%) 0 1 (6%0)**
Source: DCF

Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.
*Plans not completed as of April 17, 2011.
**Plans not completed as of August 8, 2011.

%2 Select home adoption cases are situations where no adoptive home has already been identified for the child.
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Placement in an Adoptive Home

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

37. Placement in an
Adoptive Home:
Number/percent of
children with a
permanency goal of
adoption and for
whom an adoptive
home had not been
identified at the time
of termination are
placed in an adoptive
home within nine
months of the
termination of
parental rights.

Not applicable,
final target set by
the MSA.

Beginning July 1,
2009, of the
children in custody
whose permanency
goal is adoption, at
least 75% of the
children for whom
an adoptive home
has not been
identified at the
time of termination
shall be placed in
an adoptive home
within nine months
of the termination
of parental rights.

50% of children
with a
permanency goal
of adoption for
whom an adoptive
home had not
been identified at
the time of the
termination were
placed in an
adoptive home
within nine
months of
termination of
parental rights.

61% of children
with a permanency
goal of adoption
for whom an
adoptive home had
not been identified
at the time of the
termination were
placed in an
adoptive home
within nine months
of termination of
parental rights.

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF policy and the MSA require that a child be placed in an adoptive home within nine months
of the termination of parental rights.

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT to report on this measure. DCF reports that between July 2010 and
September 2010, 18 children had a permanency goal of adoption, but did not have an adoptive
home identified at the time of TPR. Eleven (61%) of the 18 children were placed in an adoptive
home within nine months of the TPR. Although performance has improved, DCF continues to
falls short of the January 2010 final target of at least 75 percent of these children placed in an
adoptive home.
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Final Adoptive Placement

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
Beginning
. . December 31, Beginning July 1, o
. p . . .
38. Final Adoptive 2008, of adoptions | 2009, of adoptions 92% of 91% of adoptions

Placements:
Number/percent of
adoptions finalized

finalized, at least
80% shall have

finalized, at least
80% shall have been

adoptions were
finalized within
nine months of

were finalized
within nine months

LR been finalized finalized within nine . of adoptive
within nine months of within nine months | months of adoptive adoptive lacement
adoptive placement. . P placement. P '

of adoptive placement.
placement.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF uses NJ SPIRIT to report on this measure. DCF reports that in June 2011, of 101 adoptions
eligible to be finalized, 92 (91%) were finalized within nine months of the adoptive placements.
Between January and June 2011, 75 to 95 percent of adoptions were finalized within nine months
of the child’s placement in an adoptive home (See Table 17 below). DCF continues to meet the
final target of finalizing at least 80 percent of adoptions within the prescribed time period.

Table 17: Adoptions Finalized within 9 months of
Child’s Placement in an Adoptive Home
(January — June 2011)

Total number eligible Finalized within 9
Month to be finalized months(percent of
total)
January 37 35 (95%)
February 44 38 (87%)
March 59 44 (75%)
April 93 87 (94%)
May 76 65 (86%)
June 101 92 (91%)
Source: DCF
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IX. HEALTH CARE FOR CHILDREN IN OUT-OF-HOME PLACEMENT

The provision of appropriate health care services to children in DCF’s custody has been a
principal focus of the MSA and the DCR’s reform agenda. Phase Il Performance Benchmarks
track DCF’s progress in ensuring that children in out-of-home placement receive:

a. Pre-placement medical assessments (MSA Section II.F.5)

b. Full medical examinations (known as Comprehensive Medical Examinations or
CMESs) (MSA Section 11.B.11)

c. Medical examinations in compliance with EPSDT guidelines

d. Semi-annual dental examinations for children ages three and older (MSA Section

I1.F.2)
e. Mental health assessments of children with suspected mental health needs (MSA
Section 11.F.2)

f. Timely, accessible, and appropriate follow-up and treatment (MSA Section 11.F.2)
Immunizations

This section provides updates of ongoing efforts to improve the infrastructure—policies, staffing,
and access to services—necessary to realize and sustain positive health outcomes for children.
This section also provides information about the health care received by children in out-of-home
placement.93 The delivery of a child’s medical information (through the Health Passport) to a
new caregiver within five days of placement in his/her home is also assessed.

A. Health Care Delivery System

Child Health Units

The Child Health Units are a fundamental cornerstone of the overall effort to reform the
provision of health care to children in DYFS custody. These units are in each DYFS local office
and are staffed with a clinical nurse coordinator, Health Care Case Managers (nurses) and staff
assistants based on the projected number of children in out-of-home placement. A regional nurse
administrator supervises local units for a particular region (aligning with the division of Area
Offices). DCF worked with University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey’s Francois-
Xavier Bagnound Center (FXB) and DYFS local offices to build these units. As part of their
duties, these units are responsible for tracking and advocating for the health needs of children
who enter into out-of-home care. Since the creation of these units and assignment of nurses to
children in out-of-home care, DCF has achieved and sustained substantial results.

% The Monitor has previously verified health care outcomes through a case record review. See Appendix C of
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families: Period VI Monitoring Report for Charlie and
Nadine H. v. Christie- January 1 to June 30, 2009, Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy,
December 22, 2009. See, http://www.cssp.org/publications/child-welfare/class-action-reform/11-18-class-action-
reform-new-ones/charlie-and-nadine-h-v-corzine-supplemental-mointoring-report-an-assessment-of-provision-of-
health-care-services-for-children-in-dyfs-custody-december-2009.pdf.
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The Child Health Units are operational in all DYFS local offices. Staffing levels remain

consistent. As of June 30, 2011, DCF employed 188 Health Care Case Managers and 115 staff
assistants. DCF works to ensure that the ratio of Health Care Case Managers to children in out-
of-home care is 1 to 50 in every office.

B. Health Care Performance Benchmarks

Pre-Placement Medical Assessment

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
5 -
0 r/‘i’n‘éf SMIGEEn | 1009 of children
custody received a entering DY'.:S
ore-placement custoijy received a
assessment (PPA). gsrsegzps)s?r?:rr::e(rlltP A)
87% of children | gao/ ot children
39. Pre-Placement Bv June 30. 2008 By December 31, received a PPA in received a PPA in a
Medical Assessment: ggo/ of chilldren ' 2009, 98% of anon-emergency | oo one
Number/percent of willoreceive a Dre- children will room setting. An room settign ,Z\n
children receiving lacement P receive a pre- additional 12% of additional 1gity of Yes®
pre-placement gssessment ina placement PPAs were PPAS were 0
medical assessment assessment in a appropriately .
non-emergency appropriately

in a non-emergency
room setting.

room setting.

non-emergency
room setting.

received in an ER
setting.” Thus, in
Monitor’s
assessment, 97%
of PPAs occurred
in a setting
appropriate for the
situation.

received in an ER
setting.” Thus, in
Monitor’s
assessment, 99% of
PPAs occurred in a
setting appropriate
for the situation.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Under the MSA, all children entering out-of-home care are required to have a pre-placement
assessment and the vast majority of these assessments should be in a non-emergency room
setting (Section 11.F.5). Child Health Unit nurses, clinics and sometimes the child’s own
pediatrician provide these assessments.

% Emergency room pre-placement assessments are considered appropriate when a child needed emergency medical
attention or the child was already in the emergency room when DYFS received the referral.

% hid.

% The Monitor determines performance based on the percentage of PPAs in an non-ER setting and those PPA’s
conducted in an ER that are appropriate to the ER based on the presenting medical needs of the child or because the
child was already in the ER when DYFS received the referral.
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From January through June 2011, 2,282 children entered out-of-home placement and all of them
(100%) received a pre-placement assessment (PPA). Of those 2,282 children, 2,015 (88%)
received the PPA in a non-emergency room setting and an additional 240 children (11%)
appropriately received a PPA in an ER setting based on the medical needs and situation of the
child.

During this period, DCF conducted an internal review of all 268 PPAs that occurred in an
emergency room and determined that 240 (90%) were appropriate for the situation, that is, the
child needed emergency medical attention or the child was already in the emergency room when
DYFS received the referral. ¥ Thus, 99 percent of children received a PPA in a setting
appropriate to the situation—88 percent received PPAs in a non-ER setting and an additional 11
percent appropriately in an ER setting. In the Monitor’s view, DCF continues to meet the MSA
standard on the appropriate setting for the PPAs.

Figure 8 below shows the State’s progress in obtaining non-emergency room PPAs for children

entering out-of-home placement.

Figure 8: Non-Emergency Room Pre-Placement Assessments
(June 2008 — June 2011)

100%
91% 92% 91% 92% 11% 9% 11% 11%
89%
80% 87% ’ 87% 88%|
60% ||
40% —
20% T T T T T T T
June 2008 December July - January - June July - January - June July - June 2011
Actual 2008 Actual  December 2009 Actual December 2010 Actual  December Actual
Reported by Reportedby 2008 CSSP  Reported by 2009 Actual Reported by 2010 Actual Reported by
DCF DCF Case Record DCF Reported by DCF* Reported by DCF*
Review DCF* DCF**

Source: DCF and CSSP Case Record Review
*An additional 11 percent of PPAs were appropriate emergency room PPAs.
**An additional 12 percent of PPAs were appropriate emergency room PPAs.

°" In monitoring Period V11, the Monitor reviewed back up data provided by DCF regarding the PPAs occurring in
an emergency room setting and agreed with DCF determinations regarding appropriate or inappropriate use of the
ER for PPAs. In addition, the Monitor’s previous Health Care Case Record Review found that in many of the PPAs
occurring in an ER were because the child had an injury requiring ER treatment or had been brought to the ER by
the police or other service provider.
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Initial Medical Examinations

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

40. Initial Medical
Examinations:
Number/percent of
children entering out-
of-home care
receiving full medical
examinations within
60 days.

By June 30, 2008,
80% of children
shall receive full
medical
examinations
within 30 days of
entering out-of-
home care and at
least 85% within in
60 days.

By January 1, 2009
and thereafter, at
least 85% of
children shall
receive full
medical
examinations
within 30 days of
entering out-of-
home care and at
least 98% within
60 days.

From July through
December 2010,
80% of children
received a CME
within the first 30
days of placement
and 97% of
children received
a CME within the
first 60 days of
placement.

From January
through June 2011,
88% of children
received a CME
within the first 30
days of placement
and 98% of
children received a
CME within the
first 60 days of
placement.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

From January through June 2011, 88 percent of children received a Comprehensive Medical
Examination (CME) within the first 30 days of placement and 98 percent of children received a
CME within 60 days of placement. Data again demonstrate sustained performance in the
delivery of health care to children in out-of-home placement. This is the first reporting period

that DCF has met this requirement in its entirety.

Children entering out-of-home placement must receive a CME within 60 days of entering
placement (MSA Section I1.F.2.ii). The Monitor set a benchmark and final target that measured
the delivery of a CME within the first 30 and first 60 days of placement.

Previously, the State relied on the Comprehensive Health Evaluation for Children (CHEC)
model as the sole vehicle to comprehensively assess the health care needs of these children.
CHEC examinations require a three part examination—medical, neurodevelopmental, and
mental health assessments—and are administered by a limited number of medical providers in
New Jersey. CHEC examinations still take place and are considered a type of CME. CMEs are
now also provided through other community-based medical providers. A CME involves a
comprehensive physical, including a developmental history and evaluation, and an initial mental
health screening. Mental health screenings determine if a child has a suspected mental health
need. If a child is suspected to have a mental health need, a full mental health evaluation is then
expected to be conducted.

In addition to the expectation that mental health screenings occur as part of the CME, DCF
directs Health Care Case Managers to conduct mental health screenings with children in out-of-
home placements who are age two and above and not already receiving mental health services.
Health Care Case Managers conduct these screenings within the first two weeks of a child’s

placement.
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The Monitor’s Health Care Case Record Review, conducted in the spring 2009, found poor
documentation of mental health screenings routinely occurring as part of the CME. Since then,
the use of Health Care Case Managers has significantly increased evidence that mental health

screenings are conducted on all children entering out-of-home placement.*®

From January through June 2011, 1,875 children required a CME. Of these 1,875 children,
1,436 (88%) received a CME within the first 30 days of placement. This performance is an
improvement over the last monitoring period. An additional 185 (10%) children received their
CME within 60 days of placement, thus 98 percent of children received a CME within 60 days of
placement. Figure 9 below shows the progress the State has made in increasing access to full

medical examinations for children entering out-of-home care.

Figure 9: Children Receiving CMEs within 30 to 60 days of Placement
(June 2008 — June 2011)

100% 97% 96% 97% 98%
% 79% 0
80% 24% 84%
60% 66% |
60 Days
40% m 30 Days
27%
20% I
June 2008 December July - January - June July - January - June  July - January - June
Actual 2008 Actual  December 2009 Actual December 2010 Actual December 2011 Actual
Reported by Reported by 2008 CSSP  Reported by 2009 Actual Reported by 2010 Actual Reported by
DCF DCF Case Record DCF Reported by DCF Reported by DCF
Review DCF DCF

Source: DCF and CSSP Case Record Review
*For June 2008, the 30 day standard was not required.

% DCF’s Internal Health Care Case Record Review found that 100% of eligible children had mental health screens

completed. See Performance Benchmark 46 for more detail.
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Required Medical Examinations

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

41. Required
Medical

Examinations:
Number/percent of
children in care for
one year or more who
received medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT guidelines.

a. By December
2008, 80% of
children in care
for one year or
more will
receive medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT
guidelines.

b. By June 2009,
90% of children
in care for one
year or more
will receive
medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT
guidelines.

c. By December
2009, 95% of
children in care
for one year or
more will
receive annual
medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT
guidelines.

By June 2010, 98%
of children in care
for one year or
more will receive
medical
examinations in
compliance with
EPSDT guidelines.

From July through
December 2010,
93% of children
ages 12-24
months were
clinically up-to-
date on their
EPSDT visits and
95% of children
older than two
years were
clinically up-to-
date on their
EPSDT visits.

From January
through June 2011,
92% of children
ages 12-24 months
were clinically up-
to-date on their
EPSDT visits and
94% of children
older than two
years were
clinically up-to-
date on their
EPSDT visits.

Partial®®

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Between January and June 2011, 92 percent of children 12 to 24 months received EPSDT well-
child examinations as required. Ninety-four percent of children age two and above received
EPSDT well-child examinations as required (See Tables 18 and 19 below). This performance
does not meet the June 2010 final target of 98 percent of children in care for one year or more
receiving timely EPSDT well-child examinations.’® DCF reports that NJ SPIRIT and Safe
Measures provide reports on when a child receives an EPSDT examination, but neither have the
ability to determine whether or not a child is clinically up-to-date with these exams.

% While technically not in compliance with the final benchmark, performance on EPSDT/well child exams
represents sustained access to health care for this population and the Monitor continues to consider this a significant
accomplishment. Therefore, the Monitor determines the requirement to be partially fulfilled.

10

O As the measure involves children in out-of-home placement for one year or more, performance for children
under the age of 12 months is not measured by the Monitor.
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A child may be noted in NJ SPIRIT as not up-to-date if at the EPSDT visit the child was sick
(children must be well for such visits to be considered EPSDT visits) or the visit was missed, but
rescheduled within a close time period. Also, especially for younger children, once a child is off
schedule, they will remain off schedule within DCF’s data system for all subsequent EPSDT
exams. Therefore, in an effort to determine the actual receipt of an EPSDT exam, DCF
conducted a secondary review of all the records of children noted as “not current with their
EPSDT exams” and found more children were clinically up-to-date on their EPSDT exam. The
Monitor reviewed back-up data of this secondary review for children age 12 to 24 months and
found DCF’s secondary review adequate to determine if children in the age range were clinically
up-to-date on their EPSDT exam.

Table 18: EPSDT for Children Ages 12-24 months
(January — June 2011)

Month Children Requiring Children % Children

EPSDT Up-to-Date Up-to-Date
January 109 99 91%
February 104 91 88%
March 113 108 96%
April 112 104 93%
May 122 115 94%
June 118 104 88%
Total 678 621 92%

Source: DCF, Child Health Unit

Table 19: EPSDT Annual Medical Exams for Children Age 25 months and older
(January — June 2011)

January 270 250 93% 20 7%
February 191 181 95% 10 5%
March 243 220 91% 23 10%
April 203 192 95% 11 5%
May 223 216 97% 7 3%
June 197 186 94% 11 6%
Total 1,327 1,245 94% 82 6%
Source: DCF

*Percentage is greater than 100 due to rounding.
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Semi-annual Dental Examinations

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

42. Semi-Annual
Dental Examinations:
Number/percent of
children ages three
and older in care six
months or more who
received semi-annual
dental examinations.

. By June 2009,

90% of children
will receive
annual dental
examinations and
70% will receive
semi-annual
dental
examinations.

. By December

2009, 95% of
children will
receive annual
dental
examinations and
75% will receive
semi-annual
dental
examinations.

. By June 2010,

95% of children
will receive
annual dental
examinations and
80% will receive
semi-annual
dental
examinations.

. By December

2010, 98% of
children will
receive annual
dental
examinations and
85% will receive
semi-annual
dental
examinations.

. By June 2011,

90% of children
will receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

a. By December
2011, 98% of
children will
receive annual
dental
examinations.

b. By December
2011, 90% of
children will
receive semi-
annual dental
examinations.

86% of children
were current with
semi-annual
dental exams.'

89% of children
were current with
their semi-annual
dental exam. %2

Yes

191 This benchmark originally measured annual and semi-annual exams. Because the practice expectation in the
field is that children age three or older receive semi-annual exams, DCF has been solely measuring whether children
receive these exams semi-annually. The Monitor accepts this modification to original benchmark.
102 H

Ibid.
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Performance as of June 30, 2011:

As of June 30, 2011, 89 percent of children age three or older who have been in care for at least
six months had evidence of receiving a semi-annual dental exam (within the last six months).
This performance is significant and the Monitor considers DCF to have fulfilled the June 2011
benchmark that 90 percent of these children are current on semi-annual dental exams.

The dental care measure includes targets for annual and semi-annual dental exams. Because the
performance expectation for field staff is to ensure that children age three or older receive semi-
annual dental exams, DCF has been solely measuring whether children receive dental exams
semi-annually. DCF uses NJ SPIRIT to report on this measure.

As of June 30, 2011, DCF reports that there were 4,088 children age three or older who had been
in DYFS out-of-home placement for at least six months. Of the 4,088 children, 3,624 (89%) had
received a dental examination within the previous six months. From January through June 2011,
monthly performance ranged from 86 to 89 percent. Over the last year, performance has
remained consistent.
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Follow-up Care and Treatment

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of,

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

43. Follow-up Care
and Treatment:

Number/percent of
children who
received timely
accessible and
appropriate follow-up
care and treatment to
meet health care and
mental health needs.

By June 2009,
70% of children
will receive
follow-up care
and treatment to
meet health care
and mental health
needs.

. By December

2009, 75% of
children will
receive follow-up
care and treatment
to meet health
care and mental
health needs.

By June 2010,
80% of children
will receive
follow-up care
and treatment to
meet health care
and mental health
needs.

. By December

2010, 85% of
children will
receive follow-up
care and treatment
to meet health
care and mental
health needs.

By June 2011,
90% of children
will receive
follow-up care
and treatment to
meet health care
and mental health
needs.

By December 31,
2011, 90% of
children will
receive timely
accessible and
appropriate follow-
up care and
treatment to meet
health care and
mental health
needs.

DCF reports that
94% of children
received follow-
up care for needs
identified in their
CME.103

DCF reports that
94% of children
received follow-up
care for needs
identified in their
CME.

YeSlOS

%DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period IX. DCF reviewed
records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between May 1, 2010-
October 31, 2010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise this cohort. A sample of 334
children was reviewed. The results have+ 5 percent margin of error.
194 DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed
records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between November 1,

2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample
of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
1% The Monitor has reviewed and is satisfied with the rigor of DCF’s Health Care Case Record review, which will
be used as the primary means of evaluating performance on this measure.
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Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF provides data on children receiving follow-up care based on an internal Health Care Case
Record review of a random sample of children in out-of-home placement who were removed
between November 1, 2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1% A
sample of 325 children was reviewed and the results have a + 5 percent margin of error.

DCF reports that of those children identified as needing follow-up care after their CME, 94
percent received follow-up care. This performance is consistent with the last reporting period. As
stated previously, mental health screenings are not routinely documented as part of the CME, but
Health Care Case Managers are helping to ensure that children in out-of-home placement receive
needed mental health services. Therefore, the Monitor considers this follow-up care data with
the caveat that mental health needs requiring follow-up may not have been fully identified or
documented as part of the CME for some children. During this monitoring period, DCF’s Health
Care Case Record review separately examined follow-up care for needs identified in mental
health assessments. The Monitor will be working with DCF to determine the utility of this data
for monitoring purposes.

Table 20: Provision of Required Follow-up Medical Care
(n=325) children

No CME data in record 6 2%
CME Records 319 98%
No follow-up care needed 50 16%
Follow-up care required 269 84%
e Received follow-up 252 94%
e No evidence in record 17 6%

Source: DCF, Health Care Case Record Review, Child Health Unit107

1% The Monitor did not independently verify the findings of DCF’s Health Care Case Record Review. However, the
Monitor did review the protocol. The methodology and analysis are comparable to the Health Care Case Record
review conducted by the Monitor in spring 2009.

197 The Health Care Case Record Review conducted by DCF to report on the above indicators for Period X was done
by reviewing records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between
November 1, 2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this
cohort. A sample of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a £ 5 percent margin of error.

_______________________________________________________________________________|
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 124




Immunization

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. By December
31, 2009, 90%
of children in In the fourth In the second
. quarter of 2010,
custody will be quarter of 2011,
44. Immunization: current with By December 31, DCF reports that DCEF reports that
’ ’ 2011, 98% of 95% of all

Children in DCF
custody are current
with immunizations.

immunizations.
b. By December
31, 2010, 95%
of children in
custody will be
current with

immunizations.

children in custody
will be current with
immunizations.

children in out-of-
home placement
were current with
their
immunizations.

97% of all children
in out-of-home
placement were
current with their
immunizations.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

From April through June, 2011, of the 6,057 children in out-of-home placement, 5,847 (97%)
were current with their immunizations, meeting the December 2010 interim performance
benchmark. The Monitor did not independently verify this performance.*®®

1% The Monitor has previously verified this data through a Health Care Case Record Review conducted in spring

20009.
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Health Passports

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
From May

45, Health Passports:
Children’s parents/

caregivers receive
current Health
Passport within five
days of a child’s
placement.

By June 30, 2010,
75% of caregivers
will receive a
current Health
Passport within
five days of a
child’s placement.

By June 30, 2011,
95% of caregivers
will receive a
current Health
Passport within
five days of a
child’s placement.

through October
2010, 30% of
caregivers
received Health
Passports within
five days of a
child’s placement
and 68% of
caregivers
received Health
Passports within
30 days of a
child’s

placement.®®

From November
2010 through April
2011, 50% of
caregivers received
Health Passports
within five days of
a child’s placement
and 92% of
caregivers received
Health Passports
within 30 days of a
child’s

placement. ™

No/lImproved

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Based on DCF’s internal Health Care Case Record Review of 325 cases, there is evidence that
Health Passports are shared with the child’s caregiver within the first five days of placement in
50 percent of cases (See Table 21). This performance does not meet the MSA standard, although
it is a significant improvement over the last monitoring report when 30 percent of caregivers
received Health Passports within five days. Encouragingly, the DCF data found that within 30
days of the placement, the Health Passport has been shared with 92 percent of caregivers, again,
marking a significant improvement over past performance.

Under the MSA, all children entering out-of-home care are to have a Health Passport created for
them (Section I1.F.8). This Health Passport records all relevant health history and current health
status of the child and is expected to be regularly updated and made available to resource
parents, children (if old enough) and their parents. DYFS uses a form, known as the 11-2A, to
organize health information from a range of sources and the findings of the PPA and then
provides this form to the resource provider.

1% DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on Health Passports for Period 1X. This review was
done by reviewing records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed
between May 1, 2010 and October 31, 2010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise
this cohort. A sample of 334 children was reviewed. The results have a £ 5 percent margin of error.
19 DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed
records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between November 1,
2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample
of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a £ 5 percent margin of error.
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DCEF policy requires that the Health Care Case Manager complete the form, which is maintained
by the DYFS local office Child Health Unit, and is supposed to be provided to the resource
parent within 72 hours of the child’s placement. This policy has a shorter timeframe than the
MSA requirement that requires the Health Passport to be conveyed to the child’s caregiver
within five days. However, to date, DCF has not been able meet their policy or the five day
requirement set in the MSA. Based on the Monitor’s previous case record review, a significant
number of Health Passports provided to caregivers within five days were provided without any
meaningful medical information (demographic information only). DCF reports working with
the Child Health Units to ensure that critical health information is collected quickly and
conveyed to providers within the five days of placement. The Monitor’s Resource Parent Survey
similarly found that 54 percent resource parents received a Health Passport in five days of
placement. Further, resource parents reported that information about a child’s medical history
and current needs were often missing. The Monitor believes that DCF should reevaluate what
critical health information about a child must be shared within 72 hours and how best to share
such information. As part of this assessment, DCF and the parties to the lawsuit should also
determine a more realistic timeframe for conveying a timely and more complete passport.

Table 21: Health Passport: Presence in the Record, Evidence of
Sharing Passport

(n=325)
Health Passport in Record Shared with provider 324 99.7%
No evidence of Health Passport shared with provider 1 >1%

Evidence of being shared with resource provider

e Within 5 days 163 50%
e Within 10 days 76 24%
e Within 30 days 60 19%
e More than 30 days 25 8%

Source: DCF, Health Care Case Record Review™
Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

11 DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed
records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between November 1,
2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample
of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a £ 5 percent margin of error.
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X. MENTAL HEALTH CARE

DCF continued to show improvement on MSA performance measures during this monitoring
period as seen in the results of efforts to reduce out-of-state placement for treatment. Youth were
moved out of detention in a timely manner and planning is underway to manage and integrate
behavioral health services for adults and for children not currently covered by the children’s
health system through health management organizations and an Administrative Services
Organization.

A. Building the Mental Health Delivery System
The number of children placed out-of-state for treatment continued to decline.

Under the MSA, DCF is required to minimize the number of children in DYFS custody placed in
out-of-state congregate care settings and to work on transitioning these children back to New
Jersey (Section 11.D.2). During this monitoring period the DCBHS director approved one
request for a new out-of-state placement. As of July 1, 2011, there were nine children in out-of-
state placements. DCBHS reports that two of the youth are placed close to the parent to whom
they may be discharged, and for most of the remaining youth there is active family-involved case
planning to return the youth to New Jersey.

Figure 10 below depicts the number of children placed out-of-state from June 30, 2010 to June
30, 2011.

Figure 10: Children in Out-of-State Placement
(June 30, 2010 — June 30, 2011)
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DCF worked to transition detained DYFS youth in a timely manner.

Under the MSA, no youth in DYFS custody should wait longer than 30 days in a detention
facility post-disposition for an appropriate placement (Section 11.D.5). DCF reports that from
January 1 to June 30, 2011, six youth in DYFS custody (three females and three males ages 14 to
16) were in a juvenile detention facility, awaiting a DCBHS placement post-disposition of their
delinquency case. Two of the youth transitioned from detention within 15 days after disposition,
the remaining four transitioned between 16 and 30 days following disposition. Table 22 below
provides information on the length of time each of the youth waited for placement.

Table 22: Youth in DYFS Custody in Juvenile Detention Post-Disposition
Awaiting DCBHS Placement
(January — June 2011)

Length of Time to placement while in

Detention Post-Disposition NS EiF B
0-15 Days 2
16-30 Days 4
Over 30 Days 0
Total 6

Source: DCF, DCBHS

DCBHS maintained efforts to improve the performance of the Contracted System
Administrator and worked to further coordinate behavioral health care.

Improvement and oversight of the State’s children’s mental health Contracted Services
Administrator (CSA), PerformCare continued during this monitoring period. Representatives of
the provider community continue to meet with PerformCare representatives to contribute to and
learn about improvements.

During this monitoring period, the State worked on developing a Comprehensive Medicaid
Waiver proposal to the federal government with implications for DCBHS. DCBHS plans to
expand the PerformCare contract to take on the proposed responsibilities. Under the waiver
proposal, all Medicaid covered behavioral health services for individuals up to age 21, including
those with developmental disabilities and addiction services, will be managed PerformCare. The
proposed waiver provides for the management and integration of behavioral health for children
not currently covered by the children's health system: there is a component of the waiver that, if
approved, will allow the state to provide Medicaid benefits to youth based on the fact that they
have a serious emotional disturbance and will disregard the parental income. The waiver also
provides for the management and integration of behavioral health for adults through a Managed
Behavioral Health Organization (MBHO). Better coordination and data sharing between
PerformCare and the Medicaid HMOs will be required to streamline behavioral health and
primary care. Implementation is currently planned for July 2012.
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While the details of the implementation of the waiver proposal are still being developed and
there is concern among providers about the proposed changes, DCF and DCBHS leadership
believe that the management of all child behavioral health Medicaid services under the existing
PerformCare infrastructure will result in better and more coordinated behavioral healthcare for
Medicaid/Family Care beneficiaries.

DCBHS continued to support evidence-based therapeutic treatments.

Section 11.C.2 of the MSA requires the state to seek approval from the federal government for a
Medicaid rate structure to support evidence-based, informed or support practices such as
Functional Family Therapy (FFT) and Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST). FFT is available in
across eight counties and MST in three counties. During this monitoring period the average
census for all of the programs was 97 percent and collectively the programs averaged 26
successful discharges per month. In addition to funding Functional Family Therapy and Multi-
Systemic Therapy programs, DCBHS has provided funding through each county’s Children
Inter-Agency Coordinating Council (CIACC) to train local clinicians in evidence-based
treatment programs. Training programs were offered on the following interventions:

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT)

Trauma Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT)
Parent Child Interaction Therapy

Kendall Coping Cat

Structural Family Therapy

Brief Strategic Family Therapy

Strengthening Families Program 10-14

Motivational Interviewing

The most commonly selected program by the counties was Trauma Focused Cognitive
Behavioral Therapy.

DCF continued to fund mental health services for birth parents.

The MSA requires DCF to provide mental health services to at least 150 birth parents whose
families are involved with DYFS (Section 11.C.6). DCF continuing to meet this standard by
funding both in-home and office-based therapeutic interventions for over 400 birth parents
(unduplicated count) in efforts to maintain children in, or return children to, the custody of their
parents.

The Monitor found evidence of previously reported efforts to implement DYFS’ psychotropic
medication policy.

Group interviews held with nurses in several offices across the state confirmed previously
reported activities to implement DYFS’ psychotropic medication policy for children in custody
as well as to closely track the status of children prescribed psychotropic medication. Child
Health Units provide specific data on each child to DCF’s Office of Child Health Services on a
quarterly basis for review and analysis.

I R NN} N N} NN —————————————————————————————————————————————~————~~
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 130




B. Mental Health Performance Benchmarks

Mental Health Assessment

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
. By June 2008,
75% of children
with a suspected
mental health
need will From May
receive a mental through October From November
health 2010, 98% of 2010 through April
assessment. eligible children 2011, 100% of
46, Mental Health . By December By December 31, received a mental | eligible children

Assessment:
Number/percent of
children with a
suspected mental
health need who
receive a mental
health assessment.

2008, 80% of
children with a
suspected
mental health
need will
receive a mental
health
assessment.

. By June 2009,

85% of children
with a suspected
mental health
need will
receive a mental
health
assessment.

2011, 90% of
children with a
suspected mental
health need will
receive a mental

health assessment.

health screen. Of
those screened,
62% had a
suspected mental
health need. Of
those with a
suspected mental
health need, 94%
received a mental
health

assessment. 12

received a mental
health screen. Of
those screened,
70% had a
suspected mental
health need. Of
those with a
suspected mental
health need, 94%
received a mental
health assessment.

Yes

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

During Phase Il of the MSA, this measure originally was to be assessed by collecting data
through QR or other qualitative methodology. After discussions with DCF and the results of the
pilot QR, it was determined that the QR would not effectively evaluate this measure. Thus, the
DCF parties agreed that the Health Care Case Record review become the tool for evaluating
performance on this measure. Nurse Administrators, along with the central office of the Child
Health Unit, lead this review process.
DCF’s internal Health Care Case Record Review found that 100 percent of eligible children
received the required mental health screen. ™™ Of those screened, 70 percent were determined to

2D CF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicators for Period 1X. DCF
reviewed records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between May
1, 2010-October 31,2 010 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,836 children comprise this cohort. A
sample of 334 children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of error.
'3 The Monitor did not independently verify the findings of DCF’s Health Care Case Record Review. However, the
Monitor did review the protocol and discuss the methodology with DCF staff. The methodology and analysis are
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have a suspected mental health need, and 94 percent of those children received a mental health

assessment by the time of the record review. *** This is the first monitoring period in which 100
percent of eligible children received the required mental health screen. The percentage of those
children needing and receiving a mental health assessment is comparable to the last monitoring
period.

Using DCF’s case record review data, DCF continue to met the December 2011 final target that
90 percent of children with suspected mental health needs receive an assessment. The data also
show that of the 94 percent of youth receiving a mental health assessment, 76 percent were
completed in the first 30 days of out-of-home placement and another five percent were
completed in 60 days. The percentage of youth receiving a mental health assessment improved
over the last reporting period, where 60 percent of mental health assessments were completed in
30 days.

DCF reports that Child Health Unit Health Care Case Managers (nurses) conduct mental health
screens during their first home visits to children who are not already receiving mental health
services. It appears that using Health Care Case Managers in this way has resulted in improved
performance.

comparable to the Health Care Case Record review conducted by the Monitor in spring 2009. “Eligible” children are
over the age of 2 and not already receiving mental health services.

4 The Health Care Case Record Review conducted by DCF in the summer of 2011 to report on the above indicators
for Period X was done by reviewing records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who
were removed between November 1, 2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623
children comprise this cohort. A sample of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a + 5 percent margin of
error.
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Table 23: Mental Health Screening and Assessments for Children Age 2 and older

(n=325)
MH Screening
Not reviewed already receiving services or under the age of two 130 40%
Children eligible for screening 195 60%
TOTAL RECORDS REVIEWED 325 100%
Children eligible screened 195 100%
Children eligible not screened 0 0%
TOTAL CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR SCREENING 195 100%
Suspected MH need identified | 137 | 70%
MH Assessment
MH assessment completed 129 94%
MH assessment scheduled 3 2%
MH assessment not scheduled/completed 5 4%
TOTAL 137 100%
MH Assessment Completion Timeline
MH assessment complete w/in 30 days 100 78%
MH assessment complete w/in 60 days 7 5%
Greater than 60 days 8 6%
Unable to determine 14 11%
TOTAL 129 100%
Recommendation Made in MH Assessment
Recommendation Made 115 96%
No Recommendation Made 5 4%
Total 120* 100%
Treatment Provided/Evidence in the Record
All Recommended Treatment Provided 43 37%
Some Recommended Treatment Provided** 29 25%
Recommended Treatment Not Provided 42 37%
Other 1 1%
Total 115 100%
Treatment Provided Within Timeline
Treatment Provided Within 30 Days 45 63%
Treatment Provided Within 45 Days 2 3%
Treatment Provided Within 60 Days 3 4%
Treatment Provided Within More Than 60 Days 6 8%
Treatment Provided Within Unknown Timeline 16 22%
Total 72 100%

Source: DCF, Health Care Case Record Review >

*Nine mental health assessments were not available to reviewers to determine if recommendations were
made and treatment provided.

**Definition of “some recommended treatment provided” is that there was evidence in the child health
record that one or more of the recommendations for treatment in the MH Assessment were being
provided.

115 DCF conducted a Health Care Case Record Review to report on the above indicator for Period X. DCF reviewed
records of a random sample of children in DYFS out-of-home placement who were removed between November 1,
2010 and April 30, 2011 and were in care for a minimum of 60 days. 1,623 children comprise this cohort. A sample
of 325 children was reviewed. The results have a £ 5 percent margin of error.
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XI.  SERVICES TO PREVENT ENTRY INTO FOSTER CARE AND TO SUPPORT
REUNIFICATION AND PERMANENCY

As shown in Figure 11, the number of families under DYFS supervision has declined from
34,419 in 2004 to 24,427 in June 2011. These families include over 48,000 children. The
number of children and families under DYFS supervision increased slightly between December
2010 and June 2011, but it is not yet clear if this increase is the start of an upward trend.

Figure 11: Children and Families Under DYFS Supervision
(January 2004 — June 2011)
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A. Needs Assessment

The MSA requires that by June 2009 and annually thereafter, DCF “regularly evaluate the need
for additional placements and services to meet the needs of children in custody and their
families, and to support intact families and prevent the need for out-of-home care” (Section
I11.C.7). Every county is required to be assessed at least once every three years, and the State
must “develop placements and services consistent with the findings of the needs assessments”
(MSA Section III.C.7). DCEF’s efforts to evaluate service delivery needs and behavioral health
service needs are set forth in detail in previous monitoring reports.**°

1% For a more detailed description of this process, see Period VI Monitoring Report Charlie and Nadine H. v.
Christie pg. 137-139. For information specifically on DCF’s approach to evaluating needs in the area of Resource
Family homes, see Period V Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie pg. 68. Both reports can be
found at www.cssp.org.
|
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DCF asked Human Service Advisory Councils (HSACSs) in each county to evaluate service
delivery needs in the area of basic needs, substance abuse treatment, mental health services for
parents and transitional services for adolescents exiting foster care. HSACs in each county were
to evaluate these service delivery needs on a rotating basis for all 21 counties, seven counties
each year every year using a set of guidelines established by the State, so that a needs assessment
would be conducted on each county every three years. The first set of evaluations from Union,
Somerset, Gloucester, Camden, Middlesex, Hudson and Essex counties were submitted to DCF
in July 2010. This first round of assessments produced very mixed results in terms of the kind of
information the HSACs provided and the format of the presentation of information. However,
the evaluations helped assist the Division of Prevention and Community Partnerships (DPCP) in
determining funding priorities.

In an attempt to formalize the process and obtain consistent information from the assessments,
DCF developed a new set of guidelines for the second set of five counties that agreed to
participate: Atlantic, Cumberland, Mercer, Monmouth and Ocean. Counties were asked to
include a description of the assessment process and a list of priority needs, including services
needed most in each of the five target service areas: basic needs, mental health services,
substance abuse treatment, transitional living services for youth leaving foster care and domestic
violence support services. Counties were also to include an analysis of the level of availability of
a service, its accessibility or any barriers to receiving the service.

The second round of completed assessments was due in July 2011. The Monitor reviewed the
assessments from the three HSACs that submitted them: Monmouth, Atlantic and Mercer
counties. Despite DCF’s efforts to set standards in terms of format and process, both Monmouth
and Atlantic chose to change the assessment process and format to meet their individual needs,
making comparisons difficult. The Monmouth HSAC, with DCF’s permission, expanded
DYFS’s definition of at-risk children and families to include children and families “within the
Behavioral Health System.” It is not clear whether this means children and families receiving
services through DCF’s DCBHS or, more broadly, mental health services from elsewhere in the
state. In addition, the Monmouth HSAC, with DCF’s consent, reformatted the survey tool,
ultimately using four separate formats in their data collection process.

Like Monmouth, the Atlantic HSAC chose to expand the definition of at-risk children and
families, but in a different way. Intending to direct resource development “more towards a
prevention approach,” the Atlantic HSAC report defines at-risk children and families to include
those with DYFS contact and those experiencing risk factors that “have been linked through
research with child abuse and neglect.”

As to the findings, Monmouth’s assessment provides a simple rank order of services needed in
the county, without an analysis of level of availability, accessibility or any barriers to receiving
services. The Monmouth HSAC assessment reports the findings by type of respondent: families
and youth identified employment, educational, life skills, and transitional services as a primary
need; housing for all ages as a secondary need; and mental health services for youth as the third
most pressing need in the county. Monmouth County service providers identified the need for
housing as primary, transportation as secondary, and life skills training/services for older youth
as the third greatest need in the county. Atlantic County’s report is more detailed. It identifies
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basic needs as the primary gap in services, and disaggregates which basic needs were determined
to be the most in demand. Housing is ranked first, health care second, and food third. Mental
health services is the second most identified gap in services in the county, which includes county
outpatient and in-patient mental and behavioral health services for youth.

The Mercer County’s HSAC report provides the most detail and is categorized by service area
and focus group. Included is a listing of barriers to obtaining each service. There were variations
to the original format in some places, including a decision to focus on substance abuse treatment
for adolescents rather than adults, but it appears generally to more closely align with DCF’s
instructions. Overall, providers ranked Mercer County as most in need of housing (80%) and
transportation (72%), followed by domestic violence services, further categorized by domestic
violence transitional housing (63%), domestic violence counseling (63%) and domestic violence
emergency shelter (62%). When consumers were asked to prioritize services from most needed
to last, domestic violence ranked first, followed by housing for older youth and substance abuse
services for adults (no numeric breakdown provided). However, as reported in the Mercer
assessment, consumers also reported that domestic violence services are “somewhat available,”
raising questions about the usefulness of the tool and its analyses.

The Monitor has not yet received the HSAC report from Cumberland county. The Ocean and
Cumberland county reports will be included in the next Monitor’s report.**” DCF reports that
nine counties will be conducting needs assessments in the third round to make up for having
received only five of the required seven needs assessments in the second. The Monitor urges
DCF to revisit the need for consistency of format and information gathered so that it will be able
to compare one county’s needs to another and determine which counties have the most pressing
needs, where and what they are, and what if any barriers exist to serve those needs. Overall, the
Monitor remains concerned about the needs assessment process and the methodology used to
assess information collected and therefore the utility of the process as it currently exists for
planning at the County and State levels.

17 The Monitor received the Ocean county report on Nov. 2, 2011.
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B. Services to Families Performance Benchmarks

Continued Support for Family Success Centers

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

48. Continued
Support for Family
Success Centers: Ongoing Ongoing 37 Family 37 Family Ongoing
DCF shall continue to Monitoring of Monitoring of Success Centers Success Centers Monitoring of
support statewide Compliance Compliance statewide. statewide. Compliance

network of Family
Success Centers.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

New Jersey began developing a network of Family Success Centers (FSCs) in 2007, initially
with 21 centers. FSCs are intended to be neighborhood-based places where any community
resident can access family support, information and services, and tend to vary depending on the
needs and desires of the community in which they are located. Their function is to provide
resources and supports before families fall into crisis. Now, in the fourth year of the initiative,
New Jersey has a total of 37 FSCs in 17 counties, with an FSC newly operational in Gloucester
County.™® Plans are underway for new FSCs to open in Cape May, Hunterdon and Somerset
counties in March 2012. FSCs are situated in many types of settings: storefronts, houses,
schools, houses of worship or housing projects. Services range from life skills training, parent
and child activities, advocacy, parent education and housing related activities. These services are
available to any family in the community.

As shown in Table 24 below that depicts the ten core services provided by FSCs, DCF served 17
percent more families through its FSCs between January and June 2011 than it did in the
previous monitoring period, serving 27,604 compared to 23,122 families served in the prior six
months. The total number of services provided—families can receive multiple services—
increased to 87,817 in this monitoring period, up from 78,575 in the previous monitoring period.
As reflected in Table 24 below, the most requested services are general information and referral
services (23,363),''° parent-child activities (11,526) and access to child, maternal and family

health information (10,752).*%

8 An additional RFP was awarded to Gloucester County and that FSC became operational in July 2011.

19 Information and referral services refer to when that FSC staff gave information to families about an agency they
requested or needed help from either on the phone, in person or via email. FSC also assists families in this category
to access agencies that could assist the families.
120 Families seeking health services for all members of the family, including child screenings and immunizations.
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Table 24: Families Served by Family Success Centers by Types of Services Provided
(January — June 2011)

Level of Service
FSC Unduplicated # Jan-'11 | Feb-'11 | Mar-'11 | Apr-'11 | May-'11 | Jun-'11 Total

families served 3,420 4,429 5,195 5,502 4,750 4,308 27,604

Types of Services Provided

Core Services Jan-'11 | Feb-'11 | Mar-'11 | Apr-'11 | May-'11 | Jun-'11 | Total

Access to child, maternal

and family health 1,727 1,653 1,729 2,074 1,974 1,595 10,752

information

Development of “Family

Success” plans 1,046 681 758 882 361 381 4,109

Self-sufficiency/

employment related 984 1,857 2,438 1,630 2,078 1,570 10,557

services

Information and referral

services 1,902 4,554 4,146 4,243 4,533 3,985 23,363

Life Skills 863 1,014 1,131 912 1,074 808 5,802

Housing-related services 269 526 593 623 690 397 3,098

Parent education 667 1,175 1,208 2,362 1,456 1,610 8,478

Parent-child activities 1,038 1,486 1,499 2,987 2,319 2,197 11,526

Advocacy 940 967 1,449 1,537 1,628 1,454 7,975

Home visits 417 319 401 323 358 339 2,157

Totals 9,853 14,232 15,352 17,573 16,471 14,336 87,817
Source: DCF

*Unduplicated refers only to the number of families served and not the services received, so a family could access
more than one service more than one time.

DCF has made important strides in developing collaborative working relationships among FSCs
and County Human Service offices, County Human Services Advisory Councils and county
welfare agencies by holding meetings featuring parent leaders from FSC to introduce these key
stakeholders to FSC staff and operations. In addition, FSCs have continued to grow and develop
their Parent Community Advisory Boards, an important facet of FSC success in communities.
Plans are underway for FSCs to become venues to hold FTMs and be available for families with
children in out-of-home care to visit with their children.
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The Partnership for Family Success Training and Technical Assistance Center, funded by the
Division of Prevention and Community Partnerships and the Nicholson Foundation, provides
information training, technical assistance, support leadership development, and capacity building
statewide to the informal network of FSCs.

Currently, FSC staff members conduct regular and quarterly statewide trainings, regional
meetings and an annual conference. DCF’s long term goal is to develop enough FSCs in each
county to serve the municipalities that demonstrate the greatest need.

Monitor staff visited FSCs in Elizabeth and Camden during this monitoring period. The
Elizabeth site is a good example of DCF’s intentions for the FSCs in each community. Partially
funded by the United Way of Greater Union County, Jefferson Park Ministries, Inc. (JPM) is a
community based “gathering place” where community residents can go for family support,
information and services. First developed in 2001 out of a trailer to serve the large Haitian
population of Elizabeth, JPM has expanded to serve a broader base, including other immigrant
populations, a particularly challenging charge given that many constituents are undocumented
and reticent to join an organization that may highlight their immigration status.

JPM and DCF are both members of the Union County Family Strengthening Network (UCFSN),
a local partnership of service providers and funders designed to leverage resources and services
to the community, promote best practices, and develop an integrated system to serve the
continuum of needs of the target population from pre-natal to adulthood.

The Monitor visited the Community Planning and Advocacy Council (CPAC) in Camden, which
is the lead agency for the Center for Family Services (CFR) and the Hispanic Family Center of
Southern New Jersey (HFC). Both CFS and HFC provide an array of services. In Camden, FSCs
and the Differential Response (DR) programs discussed below are co-located by design to serve
families challenged by lack of resources.
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Statewide Implementation of Differential Response

Requirement
Quantitative or Benchmark Final Taraet December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
49, Statewide
Implementation of
Differential
Respo_nse, Penqu Ongoing Ongoing Six counties with Six counties with Ongoing
Effectiveness of Pilot 2 Lo . . . ! Lo
o Monitoring of Monitoring of Differential Differential Monitoring of
Sites: Progress li l : . I
toward Compliance Compliance Response sites. Response sites. Compliance
implementation of
Differential Response
statewide.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Differential Response (DR) is a community-based case management and service delivery system
which is triggered by a call to New Jersey’s child abuse hotline. Families whose needs do not
rise to the level of an investigation of child abuse or neglect are referred sometimes by use of a

“warm line transfer

55 121

to a DR program. The purpose of DR is to assure children’s safety and

well-being in their own home and prevent the need for protective service intervention. A DR
case worker meets with the family within 72 hours to initiate services. As this is a voluntary

program, a worker’s ability to engage with a family is an important component of this process.

DCF began its DR Pilot Initiative in April 2007, and in early 2009 it began expanding. Currently,
DR has sites in Camden, Cumberland, Gloucester, Salem, Middlesex and Union. With help from
Casey Family Programs, DCF is conducting an internal assessment to determine how the current
DR pilot can be better integrated with DCF and DYFS case practice. Part of this analysis
involves consideration of how a broader alternative response approach can be applied to all DCF
Divisions: DYFS, DCBHS and Division of Prevention and Community Partnerships (DPCP), as
well as how to most efficiently integrate existing and developing primary prevention networks of
supports and services across the state. The result of this analysis is expected to be complete by
December 2011.

The Monitor visited three DR programs: Proceed Inc. in Elizabeth, Hispanic Family Center of
Southern NJ (HFC) and Center for Family Services (CFS) in Camden. A similar theme in all
three was an approach that seeks to develop a continuum of care from pre-natal to adulthood.
Proceed Inc. works with a DYFS liaison in situations in which DYFS investigates a family
being served by DR. Proceed Inc. staff participate in DYFS Family Team Meetings, and DYFS
staff may come to meetings with families at Proceed Inc.

As previously discussed, both CFS and HFC provide an array of services, which include DR and
FSCs. Average caseload size in these three programs ranges from 15 to 17. All have seen
caseloads and needs rise as the economy worsens.

121 A “warm-line transfer” is a mechanism that relocates an existing call to another phone and/or location.

I R NN} N N} NN —————————————————————————————————————————————~————~~
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page 140




XIl.  SERVICES TO OLDER YOUTH

During Phase I of the MSA, DCF created and promoted policies to provide continued support
and services to youth aged 18 to 21, including monitoring youth in DYFS custody until age 21.

Forty-six DYFS local offices have either an adolescent unit or designated adolescent workers
(this includes all offices but the Newark Adoption Office). Each of these offices has at least one
caseworker, one supervisor and one casework supervisor dedicated to working with adolescents.

DCF continues to train DYFS staff on best practices to serve older youth in foster care. The
Office of Adolescent Services (OAS) continues to collaborate with the National Resource Center
for Youth Services, the Training Academy and Rutgers University School of Social Work to
train DYFS staff and community-based providers. Further, OAS designed an adolescent
certificate for DYFS workers that focuses on adolescent development issues and trauma,
engaging this population, interviewing skills and how to advocate for the needs of older youth.

During this monitoring period, OAS has expanded staff to include coordinators for
employment/workforce issues, LBGTQI efforts and Outreach to At Risk Youth (OTARY). OAS
in consultation with other DCF divisions, other government agencies, DCF partners, youth and
parents also undertook the development of a strategic plan to determine and prioritize outcomes
for youth involved with DCF. The strategic planning process identified challenges, strategies
and outcomes for youth in the areas of housing, employment, education, physical and mental
health, transitioning to adulthood, family support and permanency, and criminal and legal
involvement. The planning process also looked at strategies to increase youth engagement and
voice in decision making and cross system collaboration. Currently, DCF is finalizing this two
year strategic plan and the Monitor will report on it in further detail in subsequent reports.

Further, as part of their efforts to engage and understand the needs of older youth involved with
DYFS, OAS met with some youth boards across the state. From one of these visits, the youth
presented a petition signed by numerous youth in their county that DYFS policy should allow all
youth in out-of-home care to have a piece of luggage for their possessions so that if they move
while in placement their possessions are not carried in trash bags. As a result of the youth’s
petition, DCF worked with the Office of Community Affairs and received a donation from
WalMart for 7,000 roller duffel bags for youth in out-of-home care. DCF shared this example to
demonstrate the importance in their view of youth voice and youth advocacy in their current and
future planning.

A. Services for LGBTQI Population

Phase | of the MSA requires DCF to develop and begin to implement a plan for appropriate
services to be delivered to youth who identify as Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender,
Questioning or Intersex (LGBTQI) (Section I1.C.4). The Monitor continues to follow DCF’s
efforts to work with this population of youth. DCF efforts include: continuing to implement a
Safe Space initiative; developing and delivering a LGBTQI competency training for all field
staff; and creating and regularly updating a comprehensive LGBTQI Resource Guide.
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The Safe Space initiative creates “safe zones” that LGBTQI youth can easily recognize. This
strategy provides environments where LGBTQI youth can feel supported in accessing resources
and talking about their needs. There are a total of 47 primary Safe Space liaisons identified for
all 47 DYFS local offices.'?? Safe Space liaisons are responsible for identifying local resources
to support LGBTQI youth and for making sure that staff and youth are aware of these resources.
In the southern part of the state, a community partner meets regularly with Safe Space liaisons to
provide information on resources and support in understanding LBGTQI issues. In the Northwest
region of the state, a community partner held a two-day training for local office staff and Safe
Space liaisons about issues youth face when coming out, bullying and suicide risk for this

population.

OAS continues to provide support to these liaisons. During this monitoring period, the OAS
convened the liaisons to discuss techniques for promoting inclusive environments and to
facilitate peer-to-peer workgroups to support their development in their role as liaisons. OAS
also provided resources to the liaisons, including a list of LGBTQI websites, articles about this
population from Child Welfare League of America and best practice guidelines.

LGBTQI competency training remains a part of a two day cultural competency training for all
field staff. Between January and June 2011, eight of these trainings were offered and 125 staff

completed the entire module. To date, 1,257 DYFS staff have completed this module.

B. Performance Benchmarks Measuring Services to Older Youth

Independent Living Assessments

Quantitative or
Qualitative Measure

Benchmark

Final Target

December 2010
Performance

June 2011
Performance

Requirement

Fulfilled as of

June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)

53. Independent
Living Assessments:

Number/percent of
cases where DCF
Independent Living
Assessment is
complete for youth
14-18.

a. By December 31,

2009, 75% of
youth age 14-18
have an
Independent
Living
Assessment.

. By December 31,

2010, 85% of
youth age 14-18
have an
Independent
Living
Assessment.

By December 31,
2011, 95% of
youth age 14-18
have an
Independent
Living
Assessment.

As of January
2011, 87% of
youth aged 14 to
18 in out-of-home
placement for at
least six months
had a completed
Independent
Living
Assessment.

As of July 1, 2011,
83% of youth aged
14 to 18 in out-of-
home placement
for at least six
months had a
completed

Independent Living

Assessment.

No

122 Before their closure in March 2011, two DYFS residential treatment programs also had liaisons.
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Performance as of June 30, 2011:

OnJuly 1, 2011, there were 1,286 youth aged 14 t018 in out-of-home placement for at least six
months. Of the 1,286 youth, 1,063 (83%) had assessments completed and 223 (17%) did not.
The State fell just short of meeting the interim performance benchmark of 85 percent of youth

aged 14 to18 with a completed Independent Living Assessment. DCF did not meet the

December 2010 benchmark, representing a slip in from the two previous monitoring periods.

Independent Living Assessments are filled out by the youth or his/her caregiver online. These
assessments examine the youth’s knowledge related to financial decision-making, work and
study skills, self care, social relationships and other life skills. The Monitor reviewed five
Independent Living Assessments and corresponding planning with youth. Many of the domains
youth needed assistance on appeared to be reflected in future case planning—e.g., needing help
with budgeting, nutritious eating, finding a job, understanding where it get assistance with food
stamps or other public assistance.

Services to Older Youth

Requirement
Quantitative or Benchmark Final Taraet December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure g Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. By December 31,
. 2009 75% of
54. Services to Older
Youtn: DCFsnall | Oider youth (18-
— . 21) are receiving
provide services to
outh between the acce_ptable By December 31,
Z es 18 and 21 services as 2011, 90% of
sigmilar 10 Services measured by the | youth are
reviouslv available QR. receiving Data Not Data Not Data Not
'E)o them uﬁless the b. By December 31, | acceptable Available Available Available'?
outh. having been 2010 75%of services as
%/nforrhed of ?he older youth (18- | measured by the
implications 21) are receiving | QR.
formally request that ng\?izteasb;i
DCEF close the case.
measured by the
QR.

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

Originally, the Monitor intended that performance on the provision of services to youth between
the ages of 18 and 21 would be measured through a QR or other quality assessment process.
However, based on the QR pilot, the parties agreed that this tool failed to adequately assess

12 The Monitor is working with parties to determine an adequate methodology to asses this measure.
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performance on this measure. Parties are still negotiating an appropriate means for measuring
performance on this indicator.'?*

Between April and June 2011, DYFS served 2,314 youth aged 18 to 21. Of the 2,314 youth, 779
(34%) were living in out-of-home placement and 468 (20%) were living in their own homes. An
additional 1,067 (46%) youth aged 18 to 21 were receiving adoption or Kinship Legal
Guardianship subsidies.

During Phase I of the MSA, DCF created policy allowing youth aged 18 to 21 to continue to
receive similar services from DYFS that were available to them when they were under the age of
18 (MSA Section 11.C.5). By policy, these services shall continue to be provided to youth unless
they formally request that their case be closed.

Some critical aspects of working with youth aged 18 to 21 include connecting youth to health
insurance, supporting youth in pursuing higher education, and in finding stable housing. DCF
reports that a Chafee Coordinator works within the Office of Child Health Services to ensure that
eligible youth receive the appropriate type of Medicaid. DCF reports that 90 percent of youth
leaving DYFS custody between January and June 2011 had some form of Medicaid health
insurance for at least one month after placement. Of the 188 youth aged 17.9 to 21 years old
discharged from foster care placement between July 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010, 75 (40%)
had received at least six months of Chafee Medicaid and another 75 (40%) had at least six month
of Medicaid through DYFS or through other programs such as TANF or SSI.

The NJ Scholars program is another service the Monitor has tracked for youth involved with
DYFS. Through the NJ Scholars program, participants can receive funding assistance for tuition,
books and related school expenses. All youth, regardless of funding, are supposed to receive
supports, such as coaching and mentoring.

According to DCF, 278 youth were a part of the NJ Scholars program in the 2010-2011 school
year. Of the 278 youth, 198 (71%) received scholarship funds during that time period. This
represents a slight reduction in the number of youth participating in the NJ scholars program for
the first six months of the 2010-2011 academic year. In the first six months of 2010-2011, 279
youth were enrolled in NJ Scholars program and 215 (77%) received scholarship funds. As
previously reported, the participation of youth in the NJ Scholars Program, especially the number
of youth receiving financial assistance, continues to decline. For the 2007-2008 school year,
there were 556 participants in the NJ Scholars Program, 443 (80%) of whom received funding.
For the 2008-2009 school year, there were 398 participants, 305 (76%) of whom received
funding. At the beginning of the 2009-2010 school year, there were 371 participants with 325
(88%) receiving funding; the year ended with 340 participants. The steady and significant
decline in participants remains concerning.

DCEF reports that a full-time coordinator is now funded within Foster and Adoptive Family
Services (FAFS) to focus on recruitment of youth into the program and assist with removing any
barriers to applying for financial aid. Between January and June 2011, DCF reports 34

124 In the last monitoring report, the Monitor included a supplemental report that provided more details regarding
services made available to this age group.
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informational/recruitment events were held and attended by 156 youth. At these events youth
were supported in completing the Free Applications for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) and the
NJ Scholars application. The Monitor will continue to follow access to foster youth for this

program.

DCF reports expanding the Summer Housing and Internship program (SHIP) from 10 to 40
participants for summer 2011. This program provides youth with a 12 week long intensive
summer experience. Housing, internships, stipends, life skill instruction and recreational
opportunities are all part of the SHIP experience. As part of this program, youth earned three
academic credits by participating in a course especially designed by Rutgers University faculty.

Finally, DCF issued a Request for Proposal for a Life Skills Camp for youth age 16 to 21 years
old. Sixty youth were able to participate in this camp over the summer.

Youth Exiting Care

Requirement

Quantitative or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 June 2011 Fulfilled as of
Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011
(Yes/No/Ongoing)
a. By December 31,
2009 75% of
youth exiting
care without
achieving
permanency shall
- have housing and | By December 31,
gi.re%qng pe en]p!oyed or 2011, 95_0/9 of
%Without in training or an yquth exiting care
achieving educational without achieving
permanency shall program. permanency shall Da_ta No;t25 Datzfl Not Dat:jl Not
have housing and be . By December 31, | have housing anq Auvailable Available Available
2010 75% of be employed or in

employed or in
training or an
educational program.

youth exiting
care without
achieving
permanency shall
have housing and
be employed or
in training or an
educational
program.

training or an
educational
program.

125 |n the fall 2010, the Monitor assessed performance through a case record review of adolescent cases. Monitor’s
review found 72% of youth have housing; 60% of youth were employed or in some type of education program. This
review data serves as the baseline for this measure.
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Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF currently cannot provide data on this measure. Parties are still negotiating an appropriate
means for measuring performance on this indicator. Through a case record review, the Monitor
established baseline performance for this measure.'?

During Phase I, the sole MSA requirement regarding Transitional Living Housing was for DCF
to establish 18 beds for youth transitioning out of the foster care system by June 2008 (Section
[1.C.11). The State far exceeded this requirement and currently has contracted 251 beds (see
Table 25 below for a list of providers).

126 See Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie, Supplemental Monitoring Report: An Assessment of Services and
Outcomes for Older Adolescents Exiting DYFS Placements, June 2011. See previous footnote for baseline data.
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Table 25: Youth Transitional and Supported Housing

County Contracted Slots ClperErE] Providers
Slots
Bergen 6 6 Bergen County Community Action Program
) Crossroads
Burlington 14 14
The Children’s Home of Burlington County
Center For Family Services
Camden 25 25 —
Vision Quest
Cape May 4 4 CAPE Counseling
Covenant House
Corinthian Homes (Youth Build)
Essex 58 53 Catholic Charities Diocese of Newark (Sanford)
Tri-City Peoples
Care Plus
Gloucester 30 30 Robin’s Nest

Catholic Charities Diocese of Newark (Strong
Hudson 12 12 Futures)
Volunteers of America

Lifeties

Mercer 12 12 Anchorline

Anchorage

Middlesex Interfaith Partners with the Homeless
Middlesex 12 12 (MIPH)
Garden State Homes

IEP

Monmouth 22 22 Catholic Charities Diocese of Trenton

Collier Services

Ocean 8 8 Ocean Harbor House
Paterson Coalition
Passaic 23 23 - -
NJ Development Corporation (Ind House/Marion)
Somerset 10 10 Somerset Home for Temporarily Displaced Children
Union 15 15 Community Access Unlimited
Total 251 246
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X, SUPPORTING A HIGH QUALITY WORKFORCE: CASELOADS AND
TRAINING

DCF has continued to maintain key infrastructure improvements that were the focus of Phase |
investments. Meeting caseload standards for Intake staff continues to be a challenge, but the
State met the caseload targets in all other areas.

A. Caseloads

Monitoring Period X Caseload Reporting

Caseload compliance is measured by individual caseworker caseloads in each of the functional
areas (Intake, Permanency and Adoption) as well as a standard for DYFS local offices.
Investigators in the Institutional Abuse Investigations Unit (IAIU) have had an individual
caseload standard since Period IV (June 2008). Table 26 below summarizes the caseload
expectations for individual workers. Office-wide average caseloads are to comply with the
applicable functional area caseload standards in 95 percent of all DYFS local offices and at least
95 percent of workers in each of the functional areas are to have individual caseloads meeting the
designated standard (MSA Section 111.B.1).

Table 26: DCF/DYFS Individual Caseload Standards

Caseworker Function Responsibility Individual Caseload Standard

Respond to community concerns regarding child safety | Intake caseworkers are to have no more
and well-being. Specifically, receive referrals from the | than 12 open cases at any one time and

Intake State Central Registry (SCR) and depending on the no more than eight new referrals
nature of the referral, respond between two hours and assigned in a month. (Section I1.E and
five days with a visit to the home and begin Section 111.B.1).

investigation or assessment. Complete investigation or
assessment within 60 days.

Respond to allegations of child abuse and neglect in IAIU staff workers are to have no more
I settings including correctional facilities, detention than 12 open cases at any one time and
Institutional Abuse L - - -
- - facilities, treatment facilities, schools (public or no more than eight new referrals
Investigations Unit - - ial schools. shel hospital . - h -
(IAIU) prlvaFe), residential schools, she ters, hospitals, camps asmgned in a month. (Section I1.E and
or child care centers that are required to be licensed, Section 111.B.1).
Resource Family homes and registered family day care
homes."*’
Provide services to families whose children remain at Permanency caseworkers are to serve no
Permanency home under the protective supervision of DYFS and more than 15 families and 10 children in
those families whose children are removed from home | out-of-home care at any one time.
due to safety concerns. (Section I1.E and Section 111.B.1).
Find permanent homes for children who cannot safely Adoption caseworkers are to serve no
Adoption return to their parents by preparing children for more than 15 children at any one time.

adoption, developing adoptive resources and (Section II.E and Section 111.B.1).
performing the work needed to finalize adoptions.

2T DYFS (7-1-1992). 1AIU Support Operations Manual, 111 E Institutional Abuse and Neglect, 302.
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Interview Procedure

The Monitor verified the caseload data supplied by the State by conducting telephone interviews
with randomly selected caseworkers across the state. One hundred forty-two caseworkers were
selected from those active in June 2011. All 47 DYFS local offices were represented in the
sample. The interviews were conducted throughout the months of August and September 2011.
All 142 caseworkers were called. Information was collected from 90 caseworkers (72% of the
eligible sample), located in 41 offices. Seventeen caseworkers were no longer employed by
DYFS, were on extended leave during the period of the calls, or were not actually case-carrying
staff in June of 2011. These workers were not included in the sample. Contact was attempted at
least three times for all caseworkers who were not interviewed.

In the interviews, caseworkers were asked if they were in compliance with caseload standards
between January and June of 2011 and their responses were compared to the caseload
information the State supplied for the same period from NJ SPIRIT. They were also asked about
their caseload size specifically for the month of June. Identified discrepancies were discussed
with the caseworkers. The Monitor found that in general, NJ SPIRIT reflects worker caseloads.
In addition, the interviews collected information about any caseload fluctuation between January
and June 2011 and the range of cases workers had experienced—the highest number of cases and
the lowest number of cases. Although not all 125 eligible caseworkers responded, the Monitor is
satisfied that sufficient information was gathered to verify the accuracy of the state caseload
reporting.

The following discussion describes the State’s performance in meeting the office caseload
standards and the individual caseload standards. The State’s performance on supervisory ratios
is at the end of the caseload discussion.

DCF/DYFS met the office average caseload standards in all functional areas.

DCF/DYFS met the average office caseload standards in the areas of Intake and Permanency and
Adoption. Figure 12 below summarizes the Period X performance.
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Figure 12: Percent of DCF/DYFS Local Office Average Caseloads for Intake,
Permanency, and Adoption Meeting Applicable Caseload Standards
(January — June 2011)
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Source: DCF NJ SPIRIT Data
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From January 1, 2011, to June 30, 2011, 91 percent of all DCF/DYFS caseworkers met the
individual caseload standards.

Individual caseloads complied with individual caseload standards in all areas except Intake.
Among Intake workers, 84 percent of the caseworkers had caseloads that met the caseload
standard. This is a three percent decrease in compliance from the previous monitoring period.
Among Adoption workers, 94 percent of caseworkers had caseloads that met the caseload
standard. This is a two percent increase in compliance rate from the previous monitoring period.

Figure 13: Percent of DCF/DYFS Caseworkers with Individual Caseloads
At or Below the Applicable Individual Caseload Standards
(January — June 2011)

100% 100%, -, 96% 95% 94% 95%
90%
80%
Percent of 70%
Workers Meeting 60%
Individual 50%
Caseload 40%
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20%
10%
0%

Intake IAIU Permanency Adoption

Functional Casework Areas
B Actual ®Target

Source: DCF NJ SPIRIT Data

Additional details on individual caseload findings are as follows:
e Intake

The individual worker caseload standard for Intake workers of no more than 12 open cases at any
one time and no more than eight new referrals assigned in a month was not met as of June 30,
2011. The State reported an average of 886 active Intake caseworkers between January and June
2011. Among those active workers, an average of 745 (84%) caseworkers had caseloads that
met the caseload requirements. For the 193 Intake workers who did not meet caseload
requirements in the month of June 2011, the number of new intakes ranged from zero to 12 and
the number of open cases in the month ranged from zero to 21 families.
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Among the 90 caseworkers that participated in the phone interview for caseload verification, 67
were Intake caseworkers. Twenty-four (36%) of the 67 Intake workers had experienced
fluctuating caseloads between January and June 2011. In the Monitor’s phone survey in the prior
monitoring period, 35 percent of Intake workers surveyed had experienced fluctuation.
According to workers, the fluctuations in caseloads were often influenced by high volume
months related to the school calendar. The failure to meet the requirement that 95 percent of
Intake workers meet caseloads standards has become a consistent problem. The Monitor urges
DCF to examine Intake staffing patterns, hire or deploy additional Intake staff if needed, and
otherwise address the barriers to meeting this standard.

Workers Report “Shared” Cases Common Occurrence

As described in Period 1X monitoring report, the true workload of Intake caseworkers may be
understated as Intake and Permanency caseworkers actually “share responsibility” for some
cases (families). According to DCF, all CPS-Family reports are assigned to Intake workers to
investigate and these reports are reflected in caseload reporting as “new assignments” in the
month of the report and as one of the “open cases” for the month. When circumstances indicate
that a permanency case needs to be opened before the investigation is complete or a family with
an open permanency case is the subject of a CPS-Family report, the family becomes the focus of
both Intake and Permanency workers until the investigation is completed.

Intake workers are considered “secondary” when families are assigned to Permanency workers
who are designated as “primary” workers. DCF believes this arrangement emphasizes the
primary role of the Permanency worker to be the “one worker” with whom the family interacts.

It also reflects the Permanency worker’s responsibility to provide information to Intake and link
the family to appropriate services and supports identified during the course of the investigation,
thus relieving the Intake worker of some, but not all, responsibility with the case. Intake workers
are still responsible for the work related to completing the investigative tasks and reaching a
conclusion. The secondary designation, however, is not reflected in the caseload counts of “open
cases” for Intake workers in SafeMeasures or in the NJ SPIRIT reports provided to the Monitor.

DCF reports that Intake supervisors in DYFS local offices are expected to appropriately manage
the workload of their units and consider an Intake worker’s primary and secondary
responsibilities when assigning new referrals. The following table provides the exact number of
secondary Intake worker assignments by month during this monitoring period.
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Table 27: Number of DCF/DYFS Investigations and Secondary Intake
Assignments by Month
(January — June 2011)

2011 Investigations Second/igiégﬁtﬁt\;vorker
January 5,207 635
February 5,193 594
March 6,380 598
April 5,265 666
May 6,070 730
June 6,000 760

Source: DCF NJ SPIRIT Data

The Monitor asked questions designed to follow up on the topic of “secondary” cases during
phone interviews. Intake workers were asked how prevalent secondary cases are, what effect
these cases have on their workload, and how they are measured. Of the 67 intake workers
interviewed, 97 percent reported being assigned as a secondary worker on an open permanency
case in the past. Responses varied by office regarding how these cases are specifically tracked.
Intake workers often confirmed that the secondary designation is not reflected in the caseload
counts of “open cases” for Intake workers in SafeMeasures, but it is reflected under the
secondary status in NJ SPIRIT.

In contrast to worker responses in the previous monitoring period, the majority of Intake workers
in the current monitoring period responded that the workload for open permanency investigations
where they are designated as “secondary” is equivalent to an initial investigation. Workers
explained that even though some of the collateral contacts may have already been completed by
Permanency workers, every investigation must be approached in the same manner regardless of
primary or secondary status. Workload management varied by office; in some offices secondary
assignments are not assigned when an Intake worker is already at the caseload limit for new
assignments unless the entire unit is at their limit. Some supervisors count secondary
assignments the same as primary investigations for both new assignments and total open cases
when managing their unit’s caseloads. Several workers reported they can get up to three
secondary assignments per month. The Monitor continues to track the incidence of shared cases
as the practice raises additional barriers for Intake staff to meet the caseload standard and expects
to review the issue and determine solutions with DCF and DYFS leadership, in consultation with
plaintiffs.

e Institutional Abuse Investigation Unit (1AI1U)

The individual worker caseload standard for IAIU investigators of no more than 12 open cases at
any one time an no more than eight new referrals assigned in a month was met as of June 30,
2011. According to the data supplied by DCF, all 62 investigators had caseloads in compliance
with the standard.
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e Permanency

The individual worker caseload standard for Permanency workers of no more than 15 families
and 10 children was met as of June 30, 2011. The State reported an average of 1,210 active
Permanency caseworkers between January and June 2011. Of the 1,210 caseworkers, an average
of 1,167 (96%) caseworkers had caseloads that met the caseload requirements. In the month of
June, among the 37 permanency caseworkers that had caseloads over one or both of the caseload
component caps, 23 workers had 16 to 17 families, 9 had between 18 and 25 families, and seven
workers had 11 to 12 children in placement.

Among the 90 caseworkers that participated in phone interviews conducted by the Monitor for
caseload verification, 20 were in Permanency units. Five of the 20 caseworkers interviewed
(25%) reported fluctuating caseloads between January and June 2011. Permanency workers
reported caseloads as low as four families and up to 16 families in the six-month period.

e Adoption

Of the 47 DYFS local offices, one office is dedicated solely to Adoption work and 41 local
offices have Adoption workers or full Adoption units.

The individual worker caseload standard for Adoption workers of no more than 15 children was
met as of June 30, 2011. The State reported an average of 246 active Adoption caseworkers
between January and June 2011. Of the 246, an average of 230 (94%) workers had caseloads
that met the caseload requirement. In the month of June, among the 19 caseworkers with
caseloads over 15 children, twelve had 16 to 17 children, and seven had between 18 and 23
children.

Among the 90 caseworkers that participated in the phone interviews conducted by the Monitor
for caseload verification, three were Adoption workers. No Adoption workers experienced
fluctuating caseloads between January and June 2011. All workers interviewed in this
monitoring period were in compliance with caseload standards.

The standard for the ratio of supervisors to workers was met for the period ending June 30,
2011.

Supervision is a critical role in child welfare and the span of supervisor responsibility should be
limited to allow more effective individualized supervision. Therefore, the MSA established a
standard for supervisory ratios that by December 2008 and thereafter, 95 percent of all offices
should have sufficient supervisory staff to maintain five workers to one supervisor ratio (Section
11.E.20).

As displayed in Figure 13 below, the State reported that between January and June 2011, 99
percent of DYFS local offices had sufficient supervisors to have ratios of five workers to one
supervisor. The Monitor verified the State reported information about supervision by asking all
90 case workers interviewed the size of their units and 96 percent reported having units of five or
fewer caseworkers.
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Figure 14: NJ DYFS Supervisor to Caseload Staff Ratios
(December 2008 — June 2011)
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Adequacy of DAsG Staffing

Requirement

Qqant_ltatlve or Benchmark Final Target December 2010 LR AL A ) &5 o

Qualitative Measure Performance Performance June 30, 2011

(Yes/No/Ongoing)

22. Adequacy of

DASG Staffing:
Staffing levels at the

DASsG office.

By June 30, 2009,
95% of allocated
positions will be
filled.

98% of allocated
positions will be
filled plus
assessment of
adequacy of FTE’s
to accomplish tasks
by June 30, 2012.

131(92%) of 142
staff positions
filled with two
staff of full time
leave; 129 (91%)
available DAsG.

As of April 1, 2011
130 (92%) of 142
staff positions
filled with four
staff of full time
leave; 126 (89%)
available DAsG

No

Performance as of June 30, 2011:

DCF reports that as of April 1, 2011, 130 of 142 DASG staff positions are filled. Of those, four
DASsG are on full-time leave. Thus, there are a total of 126 available DASG. DCF has yet to
meet the 2009 benchmark.
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B.

Training

DCEF has continued to intensively train its staff on New Jersey’s Case Practice Model while
fulfilling all of its other training obligations required by the MSA, as shown in Table 28

below.

128

Table 28: Staff Trained

(January 1, 2006 — June 30, 2011)

Training

Settlement Commitment
Description

# of Staff Trained in
2006

# of Staff Trained in
1st 6 months 2007

# of Staff Trained in

2nd 6 months 2007

# of Staff Trained in
1st 6 months 2008

# of Staff Trained in
2nd 6 months 2008

# of Staff Trained in
1st 6 months 2009

# of Staff Trained in
2nd 6 months 2009

# of Staff Trained in
1st 6 months 2010
# of Staff Trained in
2" 6 months 2010

# of Staff Trained in
1 6 months 2011

Pre-Service

Ongoing: New
caseworkers shall have 160
class hours, including
intake and investigations
training; be enrolled within
two weeks of start date;
complete training and pass
competency exams before
assuming a full caseload.

711

412

168

90

114

55

88

118 89

141

In-Service
Training

Ongoing: Staff shall have
taken a minimum of 40
hours of in-service training

N/A

3,001

3,015

2,846

2,987

Concurrent
Planning

Ongoing: Training on
concurrent planning; may
be part of 20 hours in-
service training by
December 2007.

2,522

729

387

87

96

85

57

59 out of 63(94%)

107 out
of 107
(100%)

112 out

of 112
(100%)

Investigations &
Intake: New Staff

Ongoing: New staff
conducting intake or
investigations shall have
investigations training and
pass competency exams
before assuming cases.

N/A

650

62

127

104

114

95

231 (225 out of
225 or 100% +
addtl 6)

227 out
of 227
(100%)

98 out
of 98
(100%)

Supervisory:
New Supervisors

As of December 2006 and
ongoing, newly promoted
supervisors to complete 40
hours of supervisory
training; pass competency
exams within three months
of assuming position.

N/A

114

65

35

16

61

25

11

18

21

Adoption Worker

As of December 2006 and
ongoing, adoption training
for adoption workers.

91

140

44

38

22

31

18

46

20

30

Source: DCF

128 1n any six month period there is not an exact correlation between number of staff trained and number of staff
hired because of different points of entry, as reflected, for example, in the number of staff hired in the previous
monitoring period that were trained in this monitoring period, and the number of staff hired in this monitoring period
that will be trained in the next monitoring period.
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Pre-Service Training

One hundred and twenty six caseload carrying staff (Family Service Specialist Trainees and
Family Service Specialists) were hired between January 1 and June 30, 2011. DFYS trained 126
during this monitoring period, 51 of whom were hired in monitoring period IX. Another 15
workers were trained through the BCWEP program, for a total of 141 staff who were trained and
passed competency exams.™® Thirty-six of the 126 workers hired in this monitoring period are
currently enrolled in pre-service training.

The Monitor reviewed a random sample of 20 percent of staff transcripts and cross-referenced
them with Human Resources data to determine that the Family Service Trainees and Family
Service Specialists took the training and passed competency exams. The Monitor verified that
all the newly hired and/or promoted staff were enrolled in Pre-Service training within two weeks
of their start dates and passed competency exams as required by MSA (Section 11.B.1.b).

Case Practice Model Training

The State continues to train its workforce on the Case Practice Model, which represents the
fundamental change in practice in New Jersey.

As reflected in Table 29 below, between January 1 and June 30, 2011, the New Jersey Child
Welfare Training Academy (Training Academy) trained 132 staff on Module 1 of the Case
Practice Model. The Training Academy also trained 131 staff on Module 2. These are the first
two training modules in the six part series.

Modules 3 through 6 of the series take place on site in DYFS local offices and are part of the
immersion training described in previous reports. In these immersion sites, between January 1
and June 30, 2011, 669 staff were trained in Module 3; 464 were trained in Module 4; 437 were
trained in Module 5, and 57 staff were trained on Module 6. Staff is trained on Modules 3
through 6 by the New Jersey Child Welfare Training Partnership (Training Partnership).*

The Monitor reviewed a statistically valid random sample of staff transcripts reflecting Case
Practice Model training and cross-referenced them with Human Services data to determine that
staff took Case Practice Model training and passed competency exams.™*!

129 The Baccalaureate Child Welfare Education Program (BCWEP) is a consortium of seven New Jersey colleges
(Rutgers University, Seton Hall University, Stockton College, Georgian Court University, Monmouth University,
Kean University and Ramapo College) that enables students to earn the Bachelor of Social Work (BSW) degree. As
discussed in Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families: Period V Monitoring Report for
Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie — July 1, 2008 through December 31, 2008, Washington, D.C., pg. 34, the
Monitor previously determined that this course of study together with Worker Readiness Training designed by the
DCF Child Welfare Training Academy satisfies the MSA requirements. All BCWEP students are required to pass
the same competency exams that non-BCWEP students take before they are permitted to carry a caseload.

130 The New Jersey Child Welfare Training Partnership is a consortium of four New Jersey colleges and universities
(Rutgers School of Social Work, Montclair State University Center for Child Advocacy, Kean University, and the
Richard Stockton College of New Jersey) that DCF contracts with to provide In-Service training to DFYS staff.

B3 Staff transcripts for Case Practice Model and Immersion Site training were pulled using the Random Integer
Generator located on www.random.org.
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Table 29: Staff Trained on Case Practice Model Modules
(January 2009 — June 2011)

T2 |Bz Bz | oo |
EE E £ FE sag | B2
Settlement Commitment Fgg |E€g [FEBo | 8= | 58
ini o o - w - v Y—
UL Description 502 | 5SR [§eR [ 58% i s
b3 & g 52 #*=6 | G
= 5= 5 < EE[&-
* 3*+ T CT **
Module 1 - As of December 2008 and ongoing,
Engaging case carrying staff, supervisors and
Far_nll_les and | case aides that had not been trained 110 89 176 102 132
Building on the new case practice model
Trust-Based shall receive this training.
Relationships
As of December 2008 and ongoing,
Module 2 - case carrying staff, supervisors and
Making case aides that had not been trained 89 112 149 128 131
Visits Matter | on the new case practice model
shall receive this training.
As of December 2008 and ongoing,
Module 3 - case carrying staff, supervisors and 669
Teaming with | case aides that had not been trained 872 706 560 527
Families on the new case practice model
shall receive this training.
As of December 2008 and ongoing,
case carrying staff, supervisors and
Module 4 - case aides that had not been trained 649 640 592 464 539
Assessment on the new case practice model
shall receive this training.
As of December 2008 and ongoing,
Module 5 - case carrying staff, supervisors and
Planning and | case aides that had not been trained 378 885 455 295 437
Intervention on the new case practice model
shall receive this training.
As of December 2008 and ongoing,
Module 6 - case carrying staff, supervisors and
Supervising case aides that had not been trained 37 207 110 113 57
Case Practice | on the new case practice model
inNJ shall receive this training.
Source: DCF

Concurrent Planning Training

Rutgers School of Social Work continues to provide concurrent planning training to all staff who
complete Pre-Service training or to staff who recently became case-carrying staff and are in need
of concurrent planning training. Concurrent planning is the practice of simultaneously planning
for more than one permanency outcome for a child in care. DCF has been incorporating
concurrent planning approaches into FTMs and other family conferences.

As reflected in Table 28 above, between January 1 and June 30, 2011, 112 (100%) out of 112
new DYFS caseworkers were trained in concurrent planning and passed competency exams.

The Monitor reviewed 20 percent of staff transcripts and cross-referenced them with Human
Resources data to verify that the State complied with MSA (Section 11.B.2.d).
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Investigation (or First Responder) Training

All 98 employees (100%) assigned to Intake and Investigations in this monitoring period
successfully completed First Responders training and passed competency exams (See Table 28).
The Monitor reviewed 20 percent of staff transcripts and cross-referenced them with Human
Resources data to verify that the State complied with MSA (Section 11.B.3.a).

Supervisory Training

As reflected in Table 28, a total of 21 supervisors were trained and passed competency exams
between January 1 and June 30, 2011, ten of these supervisors were appointed at the end of the
last monitoring period. Fourteen supervisors were appointed during this monitoring period,
eleven of whom were included in the 21 supervisors trained. Although four supervisors
appointed in January 2011 did not complete supervisory training within six months of their
promotion dates, DCF met the standard because the New Jersey Training Academy did not have
the minimum number of 12 appointees to hold a supervisory training until late April 2011. Three
out of the 14 supervisors appointed between January and June 2011 were appointed at the end of
the monitoring period and are scheduled to complete supervisory training in Period XI.

The State provided the Monitor with a Human Resources roster that includes promotion and
training dates. The Monitor cross-referenced all eighteen supervisors’ transcripts who had been
trained during the past six months with the Human Resources rosters and concluded that the
State complied with the MSA (Section 11.B.4.b).

New Adoption Worker Training

Fourteen adoption workers appointed in this monitoring period were trained between January 1
and June 30, 2011. Another 16 adoption workers appointed in the previous monitoring period
(Period 1X) were trained during this period.

The Monitor reviewed all 20 staff transcripts and cross-referenced them with Human Resources
data to verify that the State complied with MSA (Section 11.G.9.).

IAIU Training

In addition, DCF reports that during this monitoring period one investigator completed Module 1
of Case Practice Model training and 11 IAIU staff completed Module 2.

The State provided the Monitor with a roster of IAIU workers. The Monitor cross-referenced all
of the TAIU workers’ transcripts who had been trained during the past six months with the IAIU
rosters and concluded that the State complied with the MSA training requirements.
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In-Service Training

Beginning in January 2008, the MSA required all case carrying workers and supervisors to take a
minimum of 40 hours of annual In-Service training and pass competency exams (Section
[1.B.2.c). The Monitor will report on annual In-Service training performance in the monitoring
period XI report.
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XIV. ACCOUNTABILITY THROUGH QUALITATIVE REVIEW AND THE
PRODUCTION AND USE OF ACCURATE DATA

QUALITATIVE REVIEW

After completing a pilot of the Qualitative Review (QR) in 2010, DCF’s Office of Continuous
Quality Improvement (OCQI) led the review of 105 cases in nine counties (Mercer, Union,
Cumberland, Ocean, Morris, Somerset, Cape May, Hudson and Middlesex) from January to June
2011. An additional 85 cases will be reviewed across seven counties (Sussex, Salem, Warren,
Monmouth, Essex, Camden and Atlantic) from September to December 2011. Preliminary QR
results are contained in this report. The Monitor will provide a full summary of January to
December 2011 QR results in the following monitoring report. DCF also intends to release a
report of the 2011 QR findings.

OCQI is on its way to building and sustaining a pool of local reviewers. Other challenges which
OCQlI is approaching with diligence include ensuring reliability of data and supporting local
leadership to use QR findings and other sources of data to confirm strengths and promote
practice improvement.

NJ SPIRIT

DCF continues to work to improve data entry, data quality and data reporting through NJ
SPIRIT. Additionally, DCF continues to fulfill the MSA requirement to produce agency
performance reports with a set of measures approved by the Monitor and to post these reports on
the DCF website for public viewing (MSA 11.J.6).%*?

NJ SPIRIT functionality was again enhanced during this monitoring period. The enhancements
include changes to meet the new Federal reporting requirements for the National Youth in
Transition Database (NYTD); the first submission of the NYTD data file to the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF) took place on May 13, 2011. Refinements were also made to
NJ SPIRIT to ensure files are properly submitted to the National Data Archive on Child Abuse
and Neglect (NCANDS).

The NJ SPIRIT Help Desk has continued to publish an electronic newsletter to communicate
changes and enhancements to NJ SPIRIT to the DYFS local offices. The monthly newsletter is
emailed to field staff and posted on the intranet. The newsletter also serves to notify staff of
recent changes and planned future NJ SPIRIT enhancements. Between January and June 2011,
the Help Desk also provided training on NJ SPIRIT/Safe Measures to all of Essex and Union
County local office staff. The training included a review of reports in Safe Measures, a
demonstration of how to utilize Safe Measures help screens, how to more accurately evaluate
data, and a review of the NJ SPIRIT data elements used in Safe Measures reports. Help Desk
staff provided one-on-one assistance after each training session and extended on-site assistance
for a two week period for all Essex offices at the request of the Essex Area Quality Coordinator.

132 See http://www.state.nj.us/dcf/home/childdata/index.html.
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In this monitoring period, the Help Desk closed 8,788 tickets requesting help or NJ SPIRIT fixes.
The Help Desk resolved 3,954 (45%) of the 8,788 closed tickets within one work day and an
additional 2,724 (31%) tickets within seven work days for a total of 76 percent resolved within
seven work days.

ACF conducted a five day, on-site review on the compliance of NJ SPIRIT with Adoption and
Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS) requirements. The overall preliminary
feedback received from ACF was very positive. ACF is preparing a formal report on its site visit
that will indicate areas needing improvement to reach full compliance with the AFCARS
standards. Some of the items preliminarily identified for improvement are already being
addressed by the State, such as training staff to record the 45 day Child Placement Review Board
as a periodic review of a child's placement, and modifying NJ SPIRIT to report a placement
setting with a family friend separately from placement with a relative.

Safe Measures

DCF reports continued refinement to reporting on data from Safe Measures. Safe Measures
provides DCF with the ability to measure utilization and DCF has seen a sustained increase in
Safe Measures usage. Data show that Safe Measures screens were viewed by DCF staff
1,242,037 times in the first half of 2011, compared to 979,596 in the second half of CY2010, and
793,288 in the first half of CY2010. Additionally, DCF is developing a number of new reports
to Safe Measures to help staff better manage caseloads and worker responsibilities. These reports
include high and very high risk cases screens, and an alert function to notify workers that their
youth in placement will be turning 17, to collect data for the NYTD Baseline.

Consistent with prior reporting periods, there has been considerable progress in producing data
on a range of MSA requirements. However, there are still some practice elements for which
reporting from NJ SPIRIT is not yet reliable, including reporting on case planning and visitation.
DCF continues to work with frontline staff and managers to ensure timely and accurate data
entry.

Managing by Data

During this monitoring period, with a grant from the Northeast and Caribbean Child Welfare
Implementation Center (NCIC), DCF launched the Managing by Data Initiative by holding a full
day leadership summit on January 6, 2011. The initiative involves creating a cohort of 94 staff
selected from across all areas of DCF, with a wide range of experience. Between January and
June 2011 these DCF Fellows completed the first six months of a one day per month seminar
series, and worked on data projects selected in coordination with DCF managers to enhance and
deepen practice change efforts. DCF Fellows utilize Safe Measures to help them track, monitor
and analyze trends in case practice in their own local areas using quantitative data. Safe
Measures allows the Fellows to analyze data by area office, county, local office, unit supervisor,
and even follow trends at the individual case level.
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XV. BUDGET

Governor Christie’s fiscal year (FY) 2012 budget for DCF, despite reductions, was designed to
maintain the State’s commitments to meet all MSA requirements for staffing and service
delivery. The FY 2012 budget was reduced by a total of $9.326 million. Reductions account for
the projected decrease in the number of children in foster care, the closure of state-run residential
treatment centers, and the elimination of funded, unfilled vacancies at the administrative level.
DCF leaders report that the FY2012 budget will allow continued compliance with the
infrastructure requirements of the MSA and provide sufficient funding for future progress on
MSA requirements while looking for ways to achieve even greater efficiency. Additional budget
decreases could threaten this path and the Monitor will continue to focus on the sufficiency of
the budget to meet MSA requirements.
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APPENDIX A:
Glossary of Acronyms Used in the Monitoring Report

ACF:

AFCARS:

ASO:
BCWEP:

CCRMT:
CFSR:
CHEC:

CHU:
CIACC:

CME:
CMO:
CBT:
CPM:
CQIl:
CSA:
CSSP:
CWPPG:
CWS:
CWTA:
CYBER:

DAG:
DCBHS:

DCF:
DPCP:

DYFS:
EPSDT:

FAFS:
FAFSA:
FFT:
FQHC:
FSC:
FSS:

Administration for Children and Families
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and
Reporting System

Administrative Services Organization
Baccalaureate Child Welfare Education
Program

Congregate Care Risk Management Team
Child and Family Service Review
Comprehensive Health Evaluation for
Children

Child Health Unit

Children’s Interagency Coordinating
Council

Comprehensive Medical Examination
Care Management Organization
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy

Case Practice Model

Continuous Quality Improvement
Contracted System Administrator

Center for the Study of Social Policy
Child Welfare Policy and Practice Group
Child Welfare Services

Child Welfare Training Academy

Child Youth Behavioral Electronic Health
Record

Deputy Attorney General

Division of Child Behavioral Health
Services

Department of Children and Families
Division of Prevention and Community
Partnerships

Division of Youth and Family Services
Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis
and Treatment

Foster and Adoptive Family Services
Free Application for Federal Student Aid
Functional Family Therapy

Federally Qualified Health Center
Family Success Centers

Family Service Specialist

FTM:
FXB:
HSAC:
IAIU:
KLG:
LGBTQ:

LO:

MSA:
MST:
NCANDS:

NCIC:

NJ SPIRIT:

NYTD:
OCHS:
OCQI:

OOL:
ORF:
PIP:
PPA:
QA:
QR:
RDTC:

RFP:
SCR:
SHSP:
SIBS:
SPRU:
TF-CBT:

TPR:
UMDNJ:

USDA:

YCM:

Family Team Meeting
Francois-Xavier Bagnoud Center
Human Services Advisory Council
Institutional Abuse Investigations Unit
Kinship Legal Guardian

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender or
Questioning

Local Office

Modified Settlement Agreement
Multi-systemic Therapy

National Data Archive on Child Abuse
and Neglect

Northeast and Caribbean Child Welfare
Implementation Center

New Jersey Spirit

National Youth in Transition Database
Office of Child Health Services

Office of Continuous Quality
Improvement

Office of Licensing

Office of Resource Families
Performance Improvement Plan
Pre-placement Assessment

Quality Assurance

Qualitative Review

Regional Diagnostic and Treatment
Center

Request for Proposal

State Central Registry

Special Home Service Providers
Siblings in Best Settings

Special Response Unit

Trauma Focused Cognitive Behavioral
Therapy

Termination of Parental Rights
University of Medicine and Dentistry of
New Jersey

United States Department of
Agriculture

Youth Case Management

Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie

December 14, 2011
Page A-1



Appendix B:
DCF Organizational Chart
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APPENDIX C:
Resource Parent Survey Summary Report

October 2011

l. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
A Purpose

The Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) was appointed in July 2006, by the Honorable
Stanley R. Chesler of the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey as Federal
Monitor of the class action lawsuit Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie. As Monitor, CSSP is to
assess independently New Jersey’s compliance with the goals, principles and outcomes of the
Modified Settlement Agreement (MSA) aimed at improving the state’s child welfare system.
CSSP reports periodically to the parties and the public on the State’s progress in achieving
systemic improvement and better results for children and families. The primary source of
information for these reports is information provided by the Department of Children and
Families’ (DCF) Division of Youth and Family Services’ (DYFS) and verified by the Monitor.

This addendum monitoring report provides information collected during a survey of resource
parents conducted in August and September 2011. This survey is one of many methods the
Monitor utilizes to collect information regarding DYFS practices. Resource parents are critical
partners in efforts to ensure children are safe, healthy and maintain connections with family.
Resource parents were selected as the source of information for this survey in order to get a view
of DYFS practice from their point of view. Information sought in this survey focused on
resource parents’ experience with receipt of children’s health passports; support provided by
DYFS health care case managers (nurses); resource parent’s role in supporting visits between
children and their families; and training and support resource parents received from DYFS in
their role as caregivers.

B. Summary of Findings

The overall finding from the survey was that resource parents reported that their experience with
health care case managers was positive and useful to them as caregivers. In addition, the
majority of resource parents surveyed were positive about that experience. Specific findings
include:

Health Passports and Health Care Managers

e 71 percent of resource parents had received a Health Passport for the identified child.
Approximately one-half (54%) of resource parents who received a Health Passport for the
identified child received it within the required five days.
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e The majority (81%) of resource parents responded that a health care case manager visited
the identified child in the resource parent’s home shortly after placement. Of the 144
resource homes that received a visit from a health care case manager, 104 (72%) homes
were visited within the first two weeks of the child’s placement in the home.

Visitation
e Children who were placed with relative were more likely to have visitation with their
parents and siblings at the relative’s home, and less likely to have visitation occur at the

DYEFS office.

Resource Parent Licensure, Training and Experience

e Approximately one-third of resource parents surveyed have been resource parents in
New Jersey for five or more years.

e Almost one-quarter of the resource parents surveyed were relative/kinship providers for
the child identified in the survey.

e  The majority (84%) of applicable resource parents reported that the training they have
attended since becoming licensed was helpful to them in carrying out their role.

e Almost three-quarters (73%) of resource parents surveyed had positive feedback
regarding their overall experience as a resource parent for the child identified in the
survey. And over half (63%) of resource parents surveyed characterized their overall
experience as a resource parent for the identified child as “excellent” or “good”.

Related conclusions are included in Sections VI of this report.

1. METHODOLOGY

The survey was conducted from August 23 — September 30, 2011. The Survey Team consisted
of staff of the Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Federal Court Monitor (the Center for the Study
of Social Policy) and consultants hired by the Monitor. The total pool of reviewers was Six.

The CSSP Survey Team designed a sampling plan, developed a structured data collection
instrument, trained the Survey Team, employed a quality assurance approach to ensure inter-rater
reliability, and utilized SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) for data analysis.
These activities were accomplished as follows:

A. Sample Plan and Implementation

DYFS created a unique list of 2,104 children who had entered state custody between January 1,
2011 and June 30, 2011 and who had had at least one resource family placement. If the child
had more than one placement, the earliest placement was selected. From this list, all congregate
care providers were removed, leaving 1,125 resource parent placements. From this group, a
random, statistically valid sample of cases were chosen, designed to provide a + 5 percent
margin of error with 95 percent confidence in its results.
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One-hundred and ninety-nine (199) resource parents responded to the survey. Of the 199
resource parents, six were dropped from the sample because upon contact, it was determined that
they had not had the child placed with them during the requisite time frame. The total number of
resource parents included in the analysis was 193, slightly increasing the statistical margin of
error to + 6 percent."*

B. Data Collection

The Survey Team used a structured data collection instrument (see Appendix D) produced by
Survey Monkey, an online software tool used to creating surveys and questionnaires. This
instrument was designed in collaboration with Troy Blanchard, Ph.D. of Louisiana State
University. Two CSSP staff pilot tested the instrument in mid-August and made adjustments as
necessary. The instrument was used to collect data during phone calls to resource parents
between August 23 and September 30, 2011.

C. Reviewer Training

The Survey Team participated in a training that included reviewing the tool, learning to navigate
the tool using Survey Monkey, and observing staff conducting a survey.

D. Quality Control and Assurance

During the survey period, Monitor staff checked data collection instruments for completeness
and internal consistency prior to data analysis. As part of ensuring reviewers were versed in the
protocol and that questions were asked in a consistent manner, the first call each reviewer made
was observed by the lead reviewer.

E. Data Analysis

The data collection instruments were coded into a format that allowed statistical analysis using
the SPSS computer program. Survey Team comments were also captured and reviewed to gain a
greater understanding of each case reviewed.

F. Limitations of Survey

The Survey assesses practice based only on the responses of the resource parent. The Survey

asked the resource parent to recall information to the best of their ability and allowed for
responses to include “Don’t remember” or “Don’t recall/not certain”.

133 As some questions were not applicable and were skipped, the universe for each question is not equal to 193.
Therefore, the margin of error may not be the same for specific questions and inquiries.
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF REVIEW SAMPLE

A. Resource Parent

Kin vs. Nonkinship Placement'**

Of the 193 resource parents surveyed, 44 (23%)-* resource parents are considered a relative
placement for the identified child.**® (See Figure 1 below). The survey sample contains a
smaller proportion of relative resource homes than DCF reports is currently true for their overall
percentage of relative resource homes and this slightly under-represents kinship caregivers. As
of June 30, 2011, DCF reports that 33 percent of children in out-of-home care are placed in
kinship placements.

135

Figure 1: Type of Resource Family Home
(n=193)
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10%
Kin Nonkin
Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

34 The terms relative and kinship provider are used interchangeably throughout this report.

135 For this and all other analysis, percentages were rounded to a whole number. Thus, some measures add up to
more than 100 percent.

136 One hundred and forty-eight (77%) resource parents responded that they were not related to the identified child
and one resource parent did not provide a response to this inquiry.
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Licensure

One hundred and fifty-four (80%) resource parents surveyed were licensed at the time the
identified child was placed with them. An additional 24 (12%) resource parents were in the
process of being licensed while the identified child was placed with them and 15 (8%) resource
parents responded that they were neither licensed or in the process of being licensed when the
identified child was placed with them. Of the 44 resource parents who were relative or kinship
providers, 12 (27%) were licensed and 21 (48%) were in the process of being licensed with the
identified child was placed with them.™®’" (See Figure 2 below).

Figure 2: Resource Parent Licensure
(n=193)

Not licensed or in

/ process of being

licensed
15 (8%)

In process of
being licensed
24 (12%)

~

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

When asked to identify the licensed resource parents within the household, 83 (54%) resource
parents responded that both they and their spouse or partner were licensed; 58 (38%) resource
parents responded that they were the only individual licensed in their home; and 7 (5%) resource
parents responded that both they and someone else within their household were licensed.**®

37 Eleven (25%) resource parents who were relative or kinship providers were not licensed or in the process of
being licensed when the identified child was placed with them. As noted in the data, the licensure vs. non-licensure
proportion for relative resource parents is different than that of the overall resource parent population.

138 Five (3%) resource parents responded “other” to this inquiry.
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Number of children

Resource parents were asked how many children were allowed to be placed in their home based
upon their license. Of the 154 resource parents who responded to this question, 65 (40%)
resource parents replied that their license allowed for four children to be placed in their home; 32
(21%) resource parents replied that their license allowed for two children to be placed in their
home; 30 (20%) resource parents replied that their license allowed for three children to be placed
in their home; and nine resource parents replied that their license allowed for one child to be
placed in their home.™*® (See Figure 3 below).

Figure 3: Number of Children in Resource Parent License

(n=154)
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
1 child 2 children 3 children 4 children Don't know Other

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

Length of time as Resource Parent

Resource parents surveyed varied in terms of how long they had been a resource parent in New
Jersey. More than half had been licensed resource parents for two or more years. More
specifically, nine (6%) of applicable resource parents responded that they had been licensed for
less than six months; 16 (10%) of applicable resource parents responded that they had been
licensed for seven to 12 months; 45(29%) of applicable resource parents had been licensed for 13
months to two years; 36 (23%) of applicable resource parents had been licensed for more than
two years and less than five years; and 48 (31%) of applicable resource parents had been licensed
for more than five years. **° (See Figure 4 below)

139 Twelve (8%) resource parents replied “other” to this inquiry and six (4%) resource parents replied that they
didn’t know.
140 sample does not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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Figure 4: Length of Time as Resource Parent
(n=154)"*
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31%
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Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

B. Children

As previously stated, the identified children in this survey entered state custody between January
1, 2011 and June 30, 2011 and the resource parent surveyed was the child’s first resource home
placement upon entering custody. Fifteen (8%) resource parents informed the surveyor that the
identified child was placed with the resource parent for less than five days and two resource
parents responded that they were not sure if the child was placed with them for five days or
longer.**? Children with this short length of stay with a resource parent are noted below where
this information may be relevant in analyzing the results of this survey.

As the resource parent was the respondent of the survey, full demographic information on the
children identified in the survey is not provided. Children entering care ranged in age from
newborn to 18 years old. Of the 191 children'*® applicable to this measure, 54 (28%) children
were less than one-year-old; 35 (18%) children were between the ages of one to two years; 17
(9%) were between the ages of three and four years; 41 (22%) were between the ages of five and
nine years; 29 (15%) children were between the ages of ten to 14 years; and 15 (8%) children
were between the ages of 15 to 19 years."** This information is reflected in Table 1 below.

I Includes only licensed resource parents.

2 For five surveys, there was no response to this question.

13 The age of two children was unknown due to surveyor error.

144 As of June 30, 2011, of all children in out-of-home placement in state custody in New Jersey, 27% were two
years old or less, 17% were between the ages of three and five years old, 15% were between the ages of six and nine
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Table 1: Age of Children as of July 1, 2011

n=191
Child’s Age Number of Children Percent
Less than 1 year old 54 28%
1-2 years old 35 18%
3-4 years old 17 9%
5-9 years old 41 22%
10-14 years old 29 15%
15-19 years old 15 8%

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

I11.  SUPPORT TO RESOURCE PARENTS AROUND HEALTH CARE NEEDS

A. Health Passport

The MSA requires that all children in out-of-home care have an up-to-date Health Passport. **°
DYFS uses a form, known as the 11-2A or Health Passport, to collect health information from
parents and other sources and to record and report the findings of the pre-placement assessment
(PPA). This form is supposed to be given to the child’s caretaker within five days of a child
entering out-of-home placement in order to provide the caretaker with the known health care
status and needs of the child in his or her care.**

How many received Health Passport

Of the 193 resource parents surveyed, 137 (71%) had a Health Passport for the identified child
conveyed to them. Twenty-one (11%) resource parents surveyed did not recall or were not
certain if they received a Health Passport and 35 (18%) did not receive a Health Passport for the
identified child. (See Figure 5 below). Of the 56 resource parents who did not receive or were
not certain if they received a Health Passport, in 11 (21%) cases, the resource parent stated that
the child was placed with the resource parents for less than five days."*’ Given this short length
of stay with the resource parent, DYFS may not have had an opportunity to convey the Health
Passport.

years old, 9% were between the ages of 10 and 12 years old, 12% were between the ages of 13 and 15 years old,
11% were between the ages of 16 and 17 years old, and 9% were 18 years old or older.

%5 MSA section 11.F.8 requires the State to develop a medical passport for children in out-of-home care.

148 Negotiations with the State subsequent to the MSA resulted in the requirement that Health Passports are
conveyed to the caretaker within 5 days of placement. DCF policy currently requires the Health Passport to be
conveyed within 72 hours of placement.

7 In one case where the resource parent did not receive the Health Passport, the resource parent was not sure if the
child was placed with them for five days or longer.
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Figure 5: Provision of Health Passport
(n=193)
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Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

DCF expects written updates for Health Passports when there is any change in the child’s
medical condition or updated medical documentation has been provided to DCF. Fifty-eight
(42%) of the applicable resource parents received written updates to the Health Passport for the
identified child and 72 (53%) of applicable resource parents responded that they did not receive
written updates to the Health Passport.**41%

How Health Passport was provided
Of the 136 resource parents **° who received the child’s Health Passport, 55 (40%) received it
directly from the DYFS worker; 43 (32%) received it by mail; and 24 (18%) received it by the
health care case manager giving it to them.* (See Table 2 below).

18 Seven (5%) of the applicable resource parents surveyed responded that they didn’t recall or weren’t certain if
they had received a written update to the Health Passport for the identified child.

1 This review did not determine whether or not updates were required.

150 One resource parent who received a Health Passport did not provide a response to this question, reducing the total
from 137 to 136 resource parents for this measure.

1 Seven (5%) of the applicable resource parents surveyed responded that they don’t remember how they received
the Health Passport and an additional seven (5%) of the applicable resource parents surveyed responded that they
received the Health Passport in a different way than the categories specified above.
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Table 2: Method of Health Passport Delivery

(n=136)

Method of Delivery Number of Cases Percent
DYFS worker 55 40%
Mail 43 32%
Health care case manager 24 18%
Don’t remember 7 5%
Other method 7 5%

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

A little over half (73/54%) of the 136 resource parents applicable to this measure responded that
they received the Health Passport within the required five days of placement. More specifically,
47 (35%) resource parents responded that they received the Health Passport at the time of
placement; 19 (14%) resource parents received the Health Passport within three days of
placement; seven (5%) of resource parents received the Health Passport within four to five days
of placement; and 45 (33%) of resource parents received the Health Passport more than five days
after the identified child was placed with them.*®* (See Figure 6 below).

Figure 6: Health Passport for Children in Out-of-Home Care
(n=136)

Don't
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33%

Within 4-5
days of
placement, 5%

Within 3 days
of placement,
14%

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

152 Eighteen (13%) resource parents did not remember when they first received the Health Passport for the identified
child.
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Information included in Health Passport

For those resource parents who received the Health Passport, the most frequently recalled
information included in the Health Passport was demographic information (128 responses),
height and weight (113 responses), immunization history (95 responses), and medical history (94
responses). Some resource parents noted that there was a designated space in the Health
Passport for information related to medications and allergies, but that it was not applicable to the
identified child.

A number of resource parents commented that not all of the necessary information was included
in the Health Passport because a lot was unknown about the child’s medical history or needs.
For example, resource parents’ specific comments include:

A lot was unknown;

A lot of information missing because biological parents uncooperative;

Health Passport was provided but it was totally blank; and

1t has all of these categories but so many of them are unknown so it’s not helpful for
those.

Although the immunization history was one of the most frequently included pieces of
information as mentioned above, it was also cited by some resource parents as a piece of
information that was necessary but missing. Some specific resource parents’ comments include:

e Immunization history was not given and this was an issue because when she went to
doctor’s appointment, she wasn’t able to determine if child needed hepatitis B shot;

o The immunization history section is on there but it doesn’t show her shots; and

e She was not up-to-date on her shots and is still not up to date on her shots. DCF handed
her an additional piece of paper that was not attached to the passport that showed this.

Resource parents were asked what additional information they would have liked to have been
included in the Health Passport. Some common response categories included:

family medical history;

more information about birth history, including prenatal care, complications, etc.;
more about mental health diagnosis and issues;

child’s race, ethnicity and/or nationality; and

dental information.
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Usefulness of Health Passport

Fifty-eight percent (58%) of applicable resource parents found the Health Passport to be helpful
to them. When comparing responses of non-relative resource parents and relative resource
parents regarding usefulness of the Health Passport, there was no significant difference in their
responses.’>®

B. Health Care Case Managers

The Child Health Units are a fundamental cornerstone of the overall effort to reform the
provision of health care to children in DYFS custody. These units are in each DYFS local office
and are staffed with a clinical nurse coordinator, health care case managers (nurses), and staff
assistants based on the projected number of children in out-of-home placement. A regional nurse
administrator supervises local units for a particular region (aligning with the division of Area
Offices). DCF worked with University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey’s Francois-
Xavier Bagnound Center (FXB) and DYFS local offices to build these units. As part of their
duties, these units are responsible for tracking and advocating for the health needs of children
who come into out-of-home care. Since the creation of these units and assignment of nurses to
children in out-of-home care, DCF has achieved and sustained substantial results. Health care
case managers are expected by DCF to visit children in their placement within two weeks of
entry into care.

Visits by Health Care Case Managers

The majority (81%) of resource parents responded that a nurse visited the identified child in the
resource parent’s home shortly after placement.’> Of the 144 resource homes that received a
visit from a nurse, 104 (72%) homes were visited within the first two weeks of the child’s
placement in the home. Thirty-two (22%) homes were first visited by a nurse more than two
weeks after the identified child’s placement.*

Upon visiting the resource parent’s home, 119 (83%) of the 144 applicable resource parents
reported that the nurse reviewed the child’s health information with the resource parent.
Nineteen (13%) of the applicable resource parents reported that the nurse did not review health
information with them during the visit and six (4%) did not recall.

153 Of the 30 applicable relative or kinship resource parents who received Health Passports for the identified child,
24 (80%) found the Health Passport to be useful to them. Of the 105 applicable non-relative resource parents who
received Health Passports for the identified child, 86 (82%) found the Health Passport to be useful to them.

>4 Of the 193 surveyed, one survey response was missing and excluded from the universe. In 15 cases where the
child was not visited by a health care case manager, the resource parent stated that the child was not or may not have
been placed with the resource parent for five days or longer. As the expectation is that the child will be visited
within their first two weeks of placement, these cases were excluded from the universe, decreasing the universe to
177 cases.

155 Of the 144 resource homes that received a visit from a health care case manager, five (3%) resource parents could
not recall when the visit occurred.
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Thirty-nine (27%) of the resource parents who received a health care case manager visit reported
that the health care case manager reviewed health information with the child during their visit.
Eighty (56%) reported the child was not able to have health information reviewed with them due
to the child not being old enough, child being nonverbal, or the child unable to understand.
Twelve (8%) responded that a health care case manager did not review medical information with
the identified child during their visit and 13 (9%) of applicable resource parents did not recall if
the health care case manager met with the child. (See Table 3 below).

Table 3: Health Care Case Managers Reviewing Health Information with
Child during Visit

(n=144)
Nurse Review Health Info
. . Number of Cases Percent of Cases
with Child
Yes, nurse reviewed with child 39 27%
Child not old enough, child nonverbal 0
or child unable to understand 80 26%
No, nurse did not review with child 12 8%
Resource parent did not recall 13 9%

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

Usefulness of Health Care Case Manager visits

The vast majority of resource parents had exceedingly positive feedback regarding his or her
experience with the health care case managers. Resource parents found the health care case
managers to be extremely knowledgeable, helpful, and responsive. While there were numerous
comments, some specific comments are highlighted below:

e They go above and beyond to answer any of her questions.

e On top of all appointments, good for specialists.

o She was very good, went over all child’s medical information with resource parent and
the child. She also discussed sex education, hygiene and other critical topics with the
child. She was very informative and helpful.

e |twas a positive experience. She felt she could ask and wasn’t rushed through it. If she
didn’t have an answer she couldn’t give it but if she could find out she would. She also
offered to accommodate her schedule by coming after hours.

e Very pleasant, spent time talking and sharing information with resource parent and child.
Also followed up with reminders and information about appointments.

¢ Nurse was always very open and compassionate about the children, everything is about
the child. Works hand in hand with the resource parent about appointments and other
medical concerns. Gives suggestions about everything, very thorough and helpful.

o Very helpful, keeps family up to date with appointments. Very informative, asset to foster
parents.

e Out of my entire experience, the nurses have been the best.

I R NN} N N} NN —————————————————————————————————————————————~————~~
Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and Families December 14, 2011
Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie Page C-13




V. Resource parent awareness of visitation requirements and role in assisting visits

The visits of children with their parents and with their siblings are important events that can
maintain and strengthen family connections and increase children’s opportunities to achieve
permanency. The MSA™® requires 85 percent of children in custody to have in-person visits
with their parent(s) or other legally responsible family member at least bi-weekly and at least 60
percent of children in custody to have visits at least weekly unless inappropriate.™” The MSA
also requires at least 85 percent of children in custody who have siblings with whom they are not
residing shall visit with those siblings at least monthly.**®

A.  Child visits with parents™®

Visitation schedule with mother

Resource parents were asked about their knowledge of the identified child’s visitation schedule
with each of his/her parents. In 82 percent of surveys (146 of 178 applicable), the resource
parent responded that they knew the child’s visitation schedule with his/her mother. Resource
parents reported that many (71% or 126 of 178) of those children were visiting with their mother
at least weekly, while 30 percent where not visiting with their mother at least weekly.

The location of these visits ranged from occurring at the DYFS office (61/43%), at the resource

parent’s home (15/11%) or in the community (66/47%), which would include a restaurant,
library, or jail. (See Table 4 below).

Table 4: Location of Child’s Visits with Mother

(n=142)
Location of Visits Number of Cases Percent of Cases
At DYFS office 61 43%
At Resource Parent’s Home 15 11%
Other (restaurant in the 0
community, library, jai, etc) 66 4%

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

156 MSA Section 111.B.9; see performance benchmark 20, Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and
Families, Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie.

157 Cases in which parental rights have been terminated and cases in which the Family Court has restricted visiting
can be excluded from these calculations.

158 MSA Section 111.B.10; see performance benchmark 21, Progress of the New Jersey Department of Children and
Families, Period X Monitoring Report for Charlie and Nadine H. v. Christie.

159 Resource parents surveyed were not asked if they were aware of parental rights being terminated or of the goal in
the permanency plan. However, as all children subject to this survey were newly removed from their parents, it
would be unlikely that they would have had their parental rights terminated.
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Of resource parents who were kinship providers, one-third (31%) of those children’s visits with
his/her mother occurred within the resource parent’s home, compared to only 4 percent of non-
kinship providers having a child’s visits with his/her mother in their home. Additionally, the
identified child’s visits with his/her mother were less likely to occur within the DYFS office
when the child was placed in a kinship home than if they were placed in a non-kinship home.
(See Table 5 below) While we cannot draw a statistically valid conclusion, data shows that
children in care are more likely to visit with their mother in the community or within their
resource parents home when they are placed with a relative.

Table 5: Location of Child Visits with Mother — Child in Kinship placement v. Non-kinship

placement
(n=141)

Location of Visit Kinship Non-kinship
DYFS office 7 (19%) 53 (51%)
Resource parent home 11 (31%) 4 (4%)
Community (i.e. restaurant, 0 0
library, jail, etc.) 18 (50%) 48 (46%)
Total 36 (100%)) 105 (100%)

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

Visitation schedule with father

When asked about knowledge of the child’s visitation plan with his/her father, in 65 percent of
cases (102 of 156 applicable cases), the resource parent responded that they knew the child’s
visitation schedule with his/her father. Resource parents reported that 37 percent (57 of 156) of
the children were visiting with their father at least weekly'*® while 63 percent of children were
not visiting with their father at least weekly.

The location of these visits ranged from occurring at the DYFS office (28/35%), at the resource
parent’s home (8/10%) or in the community (45/56%), which would include a restaurant, library,
or jail. (See Table 6 below).

1%0 There were 54 resource parents who responded that the child was not visiting with his/her father weekly but did
not specify how often visits were occurring, if at all.
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Table 6: Location of Child’s Visits with Father

(n=81)
Location of Visits Number of Cases Percent of Cases
At DYFS office 28 35%
At Resource Parent’s Home 8 10%
Other (re.staur'ant in t.ht_a 45 56%
community, library, jai, etc)

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

As was true with the identified child’s visits with their mother, survey results found that for
resource parents who were relative or kinship providers, one-third (31%) of those children’s
visits with his/her father occurred within the resource parent’s home®®, while no non-relative or
non-kinship providers reported having a child’s visits with his/her father in their home.
Additionally, the identified child’s visits with his/her father were less likely to occur within the
DYFS office when the child was placed in a relative or kinship resource parent’s home than if
they were placed in a non-relative or non-kinship resource parent’s home.*®* (See Table 7 below)

Table 7: Location of Child Visits with Father — Child in Kinship placement v.
Non-kinship placement

(n=80)"*

Location of Visit Kinship Non-kinship
DYFS office 2 (8%) 26 (48%)
Resource parent home 8 (31%) 0 (0%)
Community (i.e. restaurant, 16 (62%) 28 (52%)
library, jail, etc.)

Total 26 (100%) 54 (100%)

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

161 Twenty-six relative or kinship resource parents responded to this question.

192 Of the 26 responses from relative or kinship resource parents on this measure, two (8%) reported the identified
child’s visits with his/her father occurring at the DYFS office. Of the 54 responses from non-relative or non-kinship
resource parents on this measure, 26 (48%) reported the identified child’s visits with his/her father occurring at the
DYFS office.

183 The universe on this question was reduced from 81 to 80 due to one response being invalid during cross-
tabulation.
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B. Child’s visits with siblings

Resource parents were asked if the identified child had visited with his/her siblings if they were
placed apart from their siblings. Of the 189 resource parents applicable to this question, 95
(51%) resource parents responded that the child had no siblings or the identified child was placed
with his/her siblings, making a visitation plan unnecessary. Fifty (27%) resource parents
responded that the identified child visited with his/her sibling(s); 38 (20%) resource parents
responded that the identified child did not visit with his/her sibling(s); and six (3%) resource
parents responded that the identified child sometimes visited with his/her sibling(s).*®*

In cases where the identified child had visits with his/her siblings, when asked about frequency
of visits, 29 (63%) of applicable resource parents reported that the identified child is supposed to
have weekly visits with his/her sibling(s) and 12 (26%) resource parents reported that the
identified child had a visitation schedule with his/her sibling that was other than weekly, which
could include more or less frequent.'® The identified child’s sibling visits occurred most
frequently in the community (51%), followed in frequency by the DYFS office (38%), or in the
resource parent’s home (11%).

Role of Resource Parent in supporting visitation

The majority of resource parents did not have a consistent role in supporting the child’s visitation
with their family, either by providing transportation or supervising the visits. One hundred and
fifty-six (83%) of applicable resource parents responded that they did not supervise the identified
child’s visits with either his/her parent(s) or sibling(s)'*® and 139 (76%) of applicable resource
parents responded that they did not drive or otherwise help the child get to visits.™®’

In instances where the resource parent was a relative or kinship provider, the resource parent was
more likely to assist with supervision of visits between the identified child and his/her mother,
father, and/or siblings. Of the 145 applicable non-relative or non-kinship resource parent, only
eight (6%) resource parents responded that they supervised visits. Of the 43 applicable relative

184 In six instances where the resource parent did not know the identified child’s sibling visitation schedule, the
resource parent informed the surveyor that the child was placed with the resource parent for less than five days,
making it less likely that the resource parent would have significant knowledge regarding visitation schedules. In
one additional case where the resource parent did not know the identified child’s sibling visitation schedule, the
resource parent was not sure if the child was placed with the resource parent for five days or longer.

1% There were 46 responses to this question. Two (4%) resource parents responded that the identified child did not
have weekly visitation with his/her sibling and 3 (7%) resource parents did not know what the identified child’s
visitation schedule was.

186 Eleven (6%) of applicable resource parents reported that they supervised visits with the identified child’s mother,
7 (4%) of applicable resource parents reported supervising the identified child’s visits with the identified child’s
father and 9 (5%) of applicable resource parents reported that they supervised visits with both the identified child’s
mother and father.

17 Thirty (16%) of applicable resource parents reported that they sometimes helped drive or otherwise help the
identified child get to visits and 14 (8%) of applicable resource parents reported that they drive of otherwise help the
child get to visits all the time.
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or kinship resource parents, 24 (56%) resource parents responded that they supervised visits
between the identified child and his/her mother, father, and/or siblings.*®®

V. RESOURCE PARENT EXPERIENCE/SUPPORT
Training

Resource parents were asked about their experiences with training to support them in their role.
One hundred and seventy-four (91%) resource parents responded that they had attended resource
parent training, known as PRIDE, and 14 (7%) responded that they had not attended training.'®°
(See Figure 8 below) Of those resource parents who had not attended this training, 10 (6% of
total) were relative or kinship providers for the identified child.

Figure 7: Resource Parents who attended Training
(n=192)

2%

H Attended training
E Did not attend training (
m Did not attend training (

Other

Source: CSSP survey of Resource Parents, August-September 2011

168 Of the 43 applicable relative or kinship resource parents, three (7%) responded that they supervised visits with
the identified child’s parents and siblings; eight (19%) responded that they supervised visits with both the identified
child’s mother and father; five (12%) responded that they supervised visits only with the identified child’s father;
seven (16%) responded that they supervised visits only with the identified child’s mother; and one (2%) responded
that they supervised visits between the identified child and his/her sibling(s).

1%9 Four (2%) resource parents responded “other” to this inquiry and one resource parent did not respond to this
question.
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One hundred and six (56%) of applicable resource parents had attended resource parent training
since becoming licensed.™® When asked if the training was helpful to the resource parent in
carrying out their role, the majority (84%) of resource parents who responded said that it was.'"
Nine (8%) of applicable resource parents responded that the training was somewhat helpful and
five (5%) replied that the training was not helpful.*"

A. Support from DYFS

When asked if they knew who resource family support worker was, of the 191 resource parents
who responded to this question, 158 (83%) replied that they did. 1”® One hundred and six (67%)
resource parents responded that they speak to their resource family support worker at least once a
month and 52 (33%) responded that they speak with their resource family support worker less
than once a month.

When the resource parent was asked if they felt that DYFS was responsive to them when they
asked for help in caring for the identified child, of the 188 resource parents who responded, 108
(57%) resource parents replied “yes”; 33 (18%) resource parents replied “sometimes”; 29 (15%)
resource parents replied that they never asked for help; and 18 (10%) replied “no”. When asked
to comment on whether they received the supports they requested and whether there was
anything they needed that they didn’t receive, numerous resource parents commented that they
received everything they requested. Others commented on their difficulty in contacting DYFS
workers on the phone and DYFS workers not returning calls timely, as well as issues with the
amount of time it took to receive reimbursement for expenses.

B. Overall experience as resource parent

Resource parents were asked to characterize their overall experience as a resource parent for the
identified child. Of the 190 resource parents who responded, 69 (36%) resource parents replied
“excellent”; 52 (27%) resource parents replied “good”; 12 (6%) resource parents replied “poor”;
and 57 (30%) resource parents preferred to give use their own words. These responses included
both positive and negative characterizations.'’* Below is a sampling of each:

e |t gets easier as you do it longer. The more experience you have the better because you
can'’t learn this stuff in a book.

e Resource parent feels agency can improve its efforts to cooperate with employed
resource parents around helping with children’s appointments during the day.

o Although resource parent indicated experience was “‘good”, she also indicated
improvement needed in the areas of follow-through and communication.

e Fair, trending toward poor. Had separate caseworkers, one bad, one average.

170 Eighty-three (44%) of the 189 resource parents who responded to this question stated that they had not attended
resource parent trainings since becoming licensed.

17! One hundred and nine resource parents responded to this measure.

172 Three (3%) resource parents responded “other” to this measure.

173 Thirty-three (17%) of the 191 resource parents who responded to this question stated that they did not know who
their resource family support worker was.

174 Specifically, 17 comments made by resource parents using their own words were positive.
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o Difficult. DYFS doesn’t really make it easy. Fact that as grandparents they have to go to
the classes, have their home inspected several times, fingerprinting, etc. She had to have
her 89 year old father who was living with her at the time fingerprinted. Had to be
subjected to all sorts of ridiculous things. Money coming is slow. Six months to get
foster parenting money.

e Resource parent indicated that her experience has overall been good, however, her only
concern is with the paperwork associated with becoming a licensed resource parent
which can be overwhelming and lengthy. DYFS should consider ways to streamline and
expedite.

e DYFS was good, experience with child was rough.

e Although DYFS has overall been responsive and supportive, the resource parent
expressed disappointment in the manner in which resource parents are generally viewed.
During training they are told that they will be involved in the process and information
will be shared on the child/case, however, she indicated they are viewed more as enemies
rather than partners or advocates and are most times kept out of the planning process.

e More consideration should be given to better coordination of the numerous service
providers that are in the home (i.e., lawyers, counselors, mentors, etc.) to make it easier
for foster parents.

VI. CONCLUSION

Information gathered in this survey provides unique insight from a resource parent’s perspective.
Health care case managers appear to be a strong support to resource parents and the children
placed with them. Lack of information and delays in obtaining relevant health information can
create barriers to Health Passports providing meaningful support to resource parents. Visitation
between children and their parents appear to occur more frequently in a home setting instead of
the DYFS office when the child is placed with a kinship provider. Over half of surveyed
resource parents had been licensed for two years or longer, demonstrating a strong dedication
and commitment to vulnerable children in New Jersey. And, lastly, while some resource parents
expressed unfavorable experiences with DYFS, the majority of resource parents surveyed had
positive feedback regarding their overall experience as a resource parent for the child placed with
them earlier this year.
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APPENDIX D
Resource Parent Survey

Hi my name is . 1 work for the Center for the Study of Sccial Policy and we are working with the Department of Children

and Family Services of New Jersey to survey resource parents who have had at least one child placed in thefr home between January and June
2011. The purpose of the survey is to find out a little more about your experiences as a resource parent. It is my understanding that you have
received a letter in the mail outiining the purpose of this survey and giving you permission to speak with me.

{IFf THE RP IS NOT COMFORTABLE SPEAKING WITH ME}
‘1 can email or fax you a document immediately which explains that you can speak with me.

This call should only take about 15-20 minutes and the survey is anonymous. We will never disclose your name or associate the information you
provide with you uniess you want us to or there is a specific concern about the immediate safety of the child. Is this a good time?

1. | am calling to talk with you about CHILD'S NAME

Did this child live with you between January and June 2011?

2. Was CHILD'S_NAME placed with you for five days or longer?

3. 1 am going to ask you some general questions about you as a resource parent, a bit
about the health information you received about this child, the support you received as a
resource parent and visits to your home by the child’s caseworker and, if they apply, the
child’s visits with his parent(s) and sibfings.

Were you a licensed resource parent at any time between January and June, 20117

O ver

O No, bul in process of getting license

O wo
O Don't know
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4. Who are the licensed resource parents in your home?

O Just me

O Me and my spouse or partner

O Me and someone else

O Cther (please specify)

I__: 3 e o !

5. How many children are allowed to be placed in your home based on your license?

O Other {please specify}

6. How long have you been a resource parent in New Jersey?

O Less than 6 months

O 7 months — 12 months

O 13 months — 2 years

O More than 2 years — 5 years

O More than 5 years

7- How many different children in DYFS custody have lived with you between January and
June 20117

8. When CHILD'S_NAME lived with you, how many other children involved with
DYFS were living with you?

9. How many other children (age 0-18) (your own biological or adopted children children or
relatives not placed by DYFS) lived with you when this child lived with you?
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10. Are you considered a relative placement for this child? (are you related?)

11. The rest of this interview will focus on your experience with

CHILD'S_NAME - The questions will be about that child’s health
information and visitation and then some gquestions about how DYFS has supported you
in your role as a resource parent.

Did you receive a document known as the Health Passport, that contains health
information about this child? it also is referred to as an 11-2A form and is usually sent out
by a nurse affiliated with DYFS.

O Don't recall/not certain

12. How did you receive this information?

) mail
O DYFS Worker handed it to me

O Nurse handed it to me

O Don't remember

O Other (please specify)

13. When did you first get this information/the passport?
O At time of placement
O Within 3 days of placement

O 4-5 days of placementi

O Mere than 5§ days after placement

O Den't remember
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14. Did you get written updates to the passport?
O Yes
O o

O Don't recail/not certain

15. Do you recall what information was on the passport? {can check multiple options)
I:I Demographic info (date of birth, name, age, address, etc.}

I:I Height, weight

I:I Medications currently on

I:l Medical history

I:] Known allergies

D Immunization history

D Outstanding medical needs

D Current primary care doctor contact information

D Contact information of other doctors

17. What information would you have wanted to be on the health passport that was not
included?
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18. Did a DYFS nurse visit with this child in your home at any time since the child was
placed?

O Don't recall/not certain

19. When did a DYFS nurse visit with this child in your home at any time since the child
was placed?

O Within first two weeks of placement
O More than two weeks after placement

O Don't recadi/not certain

20. Did the nurse review health information with you?

O ves
oy

O Don’t recall/not certain

21. Did the nurse go over medical information with the child?

O N/A—Child not old enough, nonverbal, unable to understand

O ves
O vo

O Don't recall/not certain

22. What was your experience with the nurses like? In particular, was the nurse helpful?
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23. Does the child/ youth have any medical needs you are concerned about right now?
(particularly ask if any concerns about medications)

24. Thinking ahout the same child, I am going to ask you some questions about visitation.

Do you know what the child’s visitation schedule isiwas with his/her mother?

25. Is this child supposed to have weekly visits with his/her mother?

O No, OTHER {please enter below, e.g., monthly visits, or other visitation schedule}

O i don’t know

Other Visitation Schedule

26. Where do visits take place?

(O At pYFs office
O At your home
O Other (e.g., McDonalds, library, jail/prison)
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27. Do you know what the child’s visitation schedule is/was with histher father?

28. Is this child supposed to have weekly visits with his/her father?

O No, OTHER (please enter below, e.g., monthly visits, or other visitation schedule)

O 1 don't know
Other Visitation Schedule

29. Where do visits take place?

O At DYFS office
O At your home

O Other (e.q., McDonalds, library, jail/prison)

oo e e el e e e

30. Does the child visit with his/her siblings, if they live separately?

O N/A—chiid has no siblings, child is not placed separately from siblings
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31. Do you know what the child’s visitation schedule is with his/her sibling?

O No, OTHER {please enter below, e.g., monthly visits, or other visitation schedule}

O | don’t know

Other Visitation Schedule

33. Where do visits take place?

O Other (e.g., McDonalds, library, jail/prisen}

34. Do you supervise any visits (including with parents or siblings)?

O Yes both parents and siblings
O Yes, only with mother

O Yes, only with father

O Yes, both mother and father
O Yes, onjy with siblings

O No

Other {(add any infermation about occasional supervisian)
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35. Describe how visits are going and note any concerns.

36. Do you drive or otherwise help the child get to visits?

38. Were you trained to become a licensed resource parent (PRIDE training)?

39. Have you attended any resource parent trainings since you were licensed to become a

resource parent?

40, For the most part was the training helpful to you in carrying out your role as a resource

parent?
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41. Do you know who your Resource Family Support worker is?

O ves
O vo

42. How often do you speak with him/her?

O Once a month

O More than once a month

O i ess than cnce a month

.43. Is DYFS responsive when you ask for help caring for this child?

O Never asked for help

44. Please comment on whether you received the supports you requested and whether
there were any you needed that you didn’t receive:

45. How would you characterize your overall experience as a resource parent for this
chiid?

O poor

O Goad

O Excellent

() other:
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Thank you so much for completing this survey and for your work as a resource parentl

Before completing the interview, please enter the folfowing data items.

46. Please list any comments here:

47. Name of Child:
48. Case Review Number

49. NJ Spirit Case Number

50. Child NJ Spirit ID Number:

1

51. Local Office:

52. Name of Reviewer:
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