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INTRODUCTION

On August 3, 1978, the Plans, Policies, and Projects Section was assigned

the task of assessing Minnesota's child protective services system. The

focus of this assessment was on children who come to the attention of local
social service agencies because of suspected abuse or neglect. The section
was asked to describe the state's present child protective services system,

to ascertain the degree to which purposes and goals stated in the Social
Service Manual (XIV 4120-4140) are being fulfilled, and to identify impediments
to the provision of child protective services. This task, in turn, was dele-
gated to the section's Analysis and Assessment Unit as a special project

aséignment. The report which follows is in response to that assignment.

METHODOLOGY

The Analysis and Assessment staff began this study by reviewing pertinent

manual and guideline materials to gain a clear undérétanding of the state

child protective system, its purpose and its goals.

Literature and statistics included in previous child protection studies were

then reviewed, to learn what information was already available.

The Analysis and Assessment staff determined that the following information
would need to be gathered to complete the assessment of the child protective
services system:

. who is being served

. how children come to the attention of the local social service agency

. how the decision is made whether or not to provide service

. how the social service plan is implemented




. what services are provided
. when a child protective service case is closed

. the case disposition at closing

The decision was made, by the Analysis and Assessment staff, to solicit the
information needed from a representative sample of local social service
agencies, as it was not feasible to secure this information from all local
social service agencies in the state. These agencies were selected in the
following manner:
1. Total population of each county within the 11 Governor's Economic
Regions was documented.
2. The population of children under the age of 20 in each county
was documented. This population varied from 29% to 37% of the
total population in each county.
3. Staff complement of all local social service agencies in the
state was documented.
4, Size of social service case loads in all 1oca1ysocial service
agencies in the state was documented. Case load size varied

from 84 cases to 8,690 cases within the local agencies.,

Using this information to establish similarities within the Governor's
Economic Regions, one county was chosen from each region; emphasis was
placed on selecting an equal number of small and large counties. Within
the 11 regions, this resulted in a sample of five small counties and six

large counties, including two urban counties and nine rural counties.
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Information was retrieved in each of the 11 sample social service agencies

in the following ways:

1.

2.

3.

An administrative questionnaire, used with agency administrators.
A case reading schedule, used to review social service case
records.

An interview schedule, used with local resource personnel.

The administrative questionnaire was used to gather information on:

1.

10.

The definition of child protection service used by the local
social service agency.

The organizational structure of the local social service agency.
Child protection intake procedures.

Social Services reporting to DPW.

A plan for permanency for children.

Availability of community resources.

Funding.

Homemakers.

Training.

Issues of concern to the local social service agency.

The social service case records to be reviewed in each of the 11 sample

agencies were selected from all child protection cases shown as code 19,

on the Title XX Information System reports to DPW, for the quarter

ending 6/30/78.

In any agency with 50 or less cases, in which one or more children received

protective services during the quarter ending 6/30/78, all case records were
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read. In any agency with 50 to 100 cases, in which one or more children

PR

received protective services during the quarter ending 6/30/78, 25 case
records were read. In the two sample agencies with over 100 cases, in
which one or more children received protective services for the quarter
ending 6/30/78, 100 of the 1,757 case records were read in Ramsey County

and 50 of the 661 case records were read in St. Louis County.

Information sought from the case records included:
1. The numbers of children who recieved protective services, their
ages, sex and ethnicity.
2. Previous social services given to families currently receiving
child protective services.
3. Initial and current social service plans for families.

4, Reasons for termination of child protective services.

[y

Local resource personnel interviewed in each of the 11 sample counties
included representatives from Health, Education, Law Enforcement, County
Attorneys and Juvenile Court Judges. The intereview schedules covered
present procedures in the delivery of child protective services and re-

N

lationships with the local social service agency,.

In addition, the 11 local social service agencies included in the sample,
as well as the state agency, participated in a self-assessment developed by
the Urban Institute. The State Child Welfare Program Self-Assessment was

completed by Management and staff of the Division of Social Services; it
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assessed goal attainment in relation to five administrative functions and
six child welfare program areas. The Local Child Welfare Services Self-
Assessment was completed by the 11 sample agencies; it assessed goal

achievement in relation to the provision of child welfare services.

FINDINGS

A. Local Social Service Agency Administration

The administrative schedule was completed with the person responsible
for child protective services in each of the 1l social service agencies
reviewed. Depending upon the size of the agency, the director, social
service supervisor and social workers participated in this portion of
the study. The findings are a compilation of the responses to all
questions. Ten separate areas of administrative procedureé are
addressed below.

1. Definition of Child Protection

The 11 local social service agencies were asked to define

child protection service in their own agencies. Though the
answers were subjective, responses from all agencies emphasized
that possible or known harm to the child was the basis for pro-

viding protective services.

2. Organizational Structure

None of the 11 agencies reviewed had changed the current
operational portion of their county social service plan in the

CASP this past year.
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‘All agencies provided 24-hour-a-day, seven days a week, child
protective services; all agencies had staff designated as

responsible for the child protection program.

Sizes of child protection case loads varied, according to the
social service staff available, and the organization of the
agency. Four of the 11 agencies employed full-time child
protection workers with case loads ranging from 16 cases to 40
cases. In four of the agencies with varied case loads, workers
spent 75% to 80% of their time on child protection cases; child
protection case loads ranged from 23 cases to 57 cases. The three
remaining agencies with varied case loads spent 5% to 45% of

their time on child protection cases; child protection case loads

ranged from two cases to 1l cases.

Case load standards have been established by three of the agencies,
and the standard was 21 child protection cases. The other agencies
cited the following reasons for not yet having a case load standard:
_insufficient staff, staff turnover, and no guidelines provided by

DPW for a standard.

Complaints or referrals for child protection were accepted by a
-child protection worker in seveﬁ of the 11 agencies. Intake
workers or supervisors handled these in the remaining agencies.
Investigations on complaints were done by child protection
workers in eight of the 11 agencies. Intake workers or other

social workers investigated complaints in three agencies.
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Social workers not designated as child protection workers did

handle child protection cases in five of the 11 agencies. Mental

~ Retardation and Chemical Dependency case loads were given as’

examples when a child protection case would remain with the

family social worker.
In eight agencies, all staff, including administrative and
financial personnel, could identify the need for child pro-

tection services.

Child Protection Intake

Incoming referrals or reports of suspected child abuse or neglect
were logged on an intake register in nine of the 11 agencies re-
viewed. In eight of the 11 agencies, 50% of the complaints on
suspected child abuse or neglect resulted in the opening of a
formal case. Eight agencies also opened slight service or

administrative cases in some instances.

DPW Rule 207, Protective Services to Children, requires local

social service agencies to follow prescribed procedures after

_receiving a complaint of suspected child abuse or neglect. Five

of the 11 agencies usually br always informed the reporter of a
complaint that the reporter's name will be released upon the request
of the subject of the reporf, if the report is found to be unsub-
stantiated. Nine agencies stated that reporters were usually or
always consistent in giving them information in writing. Reporters

were usually or always given feedback by eight agencies. Case
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records were always opened on substantiated cases by nine agencies,

and usually opened by two agencies.

Records of unsubstantiated reports of child abuse or neglect were
immediately destroyed in eight agencies. Two agencies kept these
records indefinitely, and one agency did so until all notes were
destroyed. Seven agencies had a process for destruction of records
of substantiated reports seven years after the final entry in the
record. Six agencies have a system for retention.or destruction

of child abuse/neglect records in which reports were unable to be

substantiated.

A procedure for the release of the reporter's name to the subject
of the report, upon his/her request, if the case was unsubstantiated
or unable to substantiate, had been developed in five of the 11

agencies,

After a determination of substantiation or unsubstantiation, nine
agencies seldom or never notified the subject of the report, in
writing, about the findings of the report and the subject's right

.to review the report.

Recent legislation (Mn. Stat. 626) requires the reporting of child
neglect, as well as child abuse. This law has caused problems in

one agency; these are related to the record keeping requirements
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for law enforcement agencies. Other resource agencies, such as

law enforcement, health, and schools have knowledge of this

requirement. Nine agencies have had no increase in neglect reporting

since the law became effective.

When it has been determined that a perpetrator of child abuse or
neglect was someone other than the child's caretaker, all agencies
assessed the complaint and referred it to a law enforcement agency.

Six agencies opened a formal case, and five agencies filed reports

of the assessment.

Reporting to DPW

The National Clearinghouse Report was usually or always sent to
DPW within 20 days of receiving a child abuse or neglect complaint
by nine of the 1l agencies reviewed. Amended reports, changing
the classification of substantiation or unsubstantiation, were

usually or always sent to DPW by six agencies.

Six agencies stated that the number of child abuse reports sent

to DPW, for the quarter ending 6/30/78, were not all the reports

of suspected abuse received by the agencies. Reasons cited for

not submitting the reports were: lack of staff, amount of paper-
work involved, form too complex, and repp;t not revelant to pro-
vision of service. The local agency staff stated that reporting
would be more ;elevant if they received copies of the Department's
Annual Child Abuse Report. If this annual report contained

individualized county information, the agency staff felt it would
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be useful for community educatiom, public relations, social service

planning, and education df welfare board members.

The number of child protection cases reported to DPW through the
Title XX Information System, for the quarter ending 6/30/78,

correSponded with the child protection count of six agencies.

Title XX, Goal III-A, was routinely used, when a child protection

' case was opened in the 11 agencies. Goal III-B was sometimes used

by four agencies, and Goal II and IV were each used infrequently
by one agency. Seven agencies changed the goal when risk to the
child was eliminated, and six agencies changed the goal if child

protective services were added to an existing case.

Plan for Pérmaﬁency

Since July 1, 1978, a law (Mn. Stat. 257.071) féquired a plan for
pérmanency for children, within 30 days following plaéement in a
foster family or group care home. Six of the 11 agencies always
met this requirément and five usually did. All agencies reviewed
have a system for develop{ng a plan for every chiid in placement

by July 1, 1979.

Since the requirement has been implemented, six agencies have

observed that parents were more involved in placements and that

‘parents were more aware of rights and obligations. Seven agencies

observed that children understood visitation rights, while five

P
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agencies observed that a child knew when he/she would return home.

The law has forced the development of a written plan for the child

in five agencies.

a.

Resources

Child Abuse/Neglect Team

Child abuse/neglect teams were operational in seven of the

11 agencies reviewed. A team was being organized in an
eighth county. Three agencies, who considered establishment
of a team, decided against it, citing large geographic areas
as a reason a team would not be effective. The agencies also
stated that an effective, informal communication system was

operating in their counties, making a team unnecessary.

Composition of the seven child abuse/neglect teams included
personnel from law enforcement, education and courts. Six
teams included personnel from public health, while five teams
included mental health center staff. Additional resource
persons on teams were medical personnei, ministers, private
attorneys, private social service agency staff, private child

therapists, CSP agency staff and Parents Anonymous members.

Six of the seven teams were financed by the donated services
of its members. The County welfare department paid some
expenses for two teams, and individual team members paid

their own expenses on one team.
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The teams have helped the development of resources in the
community, improved the referral process, resulted in a better
understanding of the functions of different agencies, and helped

serve children who might have been overlooked.

Positive results of the teams were most often described as:
(1) Development of a better treatment plan.
(2) Mobilization of more resources in working with the
family.
(3) 1Improvement of the referral process.
(4) Clarification of the roles of team members.
(5) Prevention of service gaps.
(6) Development of resources.
Five of the seven agencies with teams felt that the results

justified the amount of time spent in team activity.

Availability and Use of Resources

Many other community resources were available to provide pro-
tective services to children, according to the 11 agencies.
Mental health centers, residential treatment‘facilities for
chemically dependent individuals, emergency shelters, private
social service agencies, psychological/psychiatric services,
foster family homes and day care for children were available

in the 11 counties. One county had no facilities for residential
treatment for the mentally ill adult, residential treatment

for emotionally disturbed children, or group homes. All
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agencies felt they needed additional resources, especially
facilities closer to the county. They also wanted a better

quality of service from existing resources.

Ten of the 11 agencies had a policy authofizing the use of
emergency shelters. Social service staff in all 1l agencies
were authorized to_place children in an emergency shelter.
Law enforcement was authorized to do so in eight counties,

corrections in five counties and judges in three counties.

Juvenile Court

Nine of the 11 local social service agencies always developed
the treatment plan for a child and made recommendations to the
court, after a finding of dependency or neglect. This pro-
cedure was usually followed by two agencies. The juvenile
court judge usually accepted the agency's recommendations in

nine counties, and always accepted them in two counties.

When the judge did not accept the agency's recommendations,
it was because the treatment plan was considered not well

documented, or the judge or attorneys had a better plan.

Juvenile court judges seldom developed a treatment plan,
but when they did, the social service agency was usually or

always consulted in seven counties.
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Relationships with county attorneys, school persomnnel, law
enforcement personnel and health personnel were described as
excellent in at least six of the local agencies. They were
described as good in at least four of the agencies. One agency
stated relationships with school personnel, health personnel

and the juvenile court judge were fair.

Two of the 11 agencies had written, formal agreements on
procedures for the delivery of child protective services with
law enforcement. One agency has these written procedures with

schools, and another agency had them with health services.

Funding ' | ' ' /

In eight of the 11 agencies, the social service workers made the
decision as to the payment source for services provided for a

specific client.

The directors and accounting officers, as well as supervisors,

. were involved in funding decisions in some agencies.

Funding considerations affected the development of the service

plan with the family in eight of the 11vagencies. These considera-
tions usually involved availability of third party payment and

the comparative costs in various facilities. The availability of
federal and state funds was seldom a concern when making funding

decisions. (
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A treatment plan, developed with the family, was seldom changed
by four agencies because of funding considerations, and never
changed by seven agencies. In 10 of the 11 agencies, the welfare

board had never changed a treatment plan because of funding.

Homemakers
Homemakers were used in child protection situations by all 11
agencies. Eight agencies had homemakers on their staff and the

remaining purchased this service.

Homemakers were used to teach better homemaking and child rearing
skills in 10 agencies., They assisted with housework and acted as
case consultants in seven agencies. Other functions included

acting as a protective payee, teaching money management, teaching

health and nutrition standards, and acting as a substitute parent.
In nine agencies, homemakers, assigned to child protection cases,
had received training in child protection, and they were under

the supervision of the social worker responsible for the case.

Training of Personnel

Within the past 12 months, the 1l social service agencies stated
that their staff had received training, related to child protection,
in the following areas:

Sexual abuse, including incest

Homemaking

Money Management
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Family system therapy

Child Abuse Team workshop — DPW

Child abuse and neglect - Juvenile Officers Institute
Plan for Permanency workshop - DPW

Battered Women workshop - Dept. of Corrections

Oregon Project workshop

MSSA conference

American Humane conference

Child Protection workshop - DPW

Child Protection - University of Minnesota, Nolte Center
Child Protection - MSSA regional conferences

Social Workers workshop

All agencies had staff who received some training related to child

protective services.

Social service workers expressed a need for training in the
following areas:
Legal aspects of child protection
Criteria for determining the need for intervention
Social worker "burnout"
Physical, emotional and sexual abuse
Reporting procedures related to child abuse/neglect
Investigative techniques, with law enforcement emphasis
Court reporting
Identification of high risk families

Utilization of guidelines developed by DPW
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They also wanted regular and ongoing training from DPW and the
University of Minnesota, so that all social service agency staff

could participate.

Issues
Administrators and social service workers were encouraged to dis-
cuss issues or concerns they had, related to the provision of

child protective services.

The issues or concerns most frequently mentioned were:

Data Privacy

Title XX reporting system

Title XX recording requirements

Implementation of laws and rules without guidelines

Role of the social service supervisor

Guidelines for child protective services

Lack of communication with DPW

Conflict between requirements related to destruction of child
protection records (law enforcement and local social service
agencies)

Paperwork required by social services

Cost of residential treatment facilities

Lack of communication between legislators and service providers

New legislation without an adequate funding source
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Case Reading

The case reading schedules were completed by members of the Analjsis
and Assessment staff. Three hundred two (302) social service records,
related to child protection, were reviewed in the 1l agencies. Five
hundred seventy-five (575) children received protéctive services

in these cases, during the quafter'ending 6/30/78.

The ages of the children raéged from birth through age 20. Two

hundred fifty-six (256) children were in the age group one through 10,

and three hundred fourteen (314) children were in the age group 10

through 20. The ages of five children were unknown. The greatest

number (53) of children were age 16. Two hundred ninety-nine (299)
éhildren were male and 276 children were female. Four Hundred eighty-nine

(489) children were Caucasian, 54 were Américan Indian, 18 were Black, L

‘nine (9) were Mexican, three (3) were Vietnamese, one (1) was Korean

and one (1) child's ethnicity was unknown.

The case reading findings were divided into four areas. These areas

- documented previous social service activity in the record, the intake/

initial protective service plan, the current case plan, and the termination

of child protective services.

Discrepancies in the case reading tabulations mean that particular
information asked for by the case reading schedule was not found in the
record and, therefore, that item was not completed, nor could it be

tabulated.
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Previous Social Service Activity

Child protective services were offered to 122 of the 302 families,
prior to the date current protective services began. Seventeen (17)
social services, other than child protection, were provided to 152

of these families.

The five risk factors, identified most frequently .in families who had

previously received social services, were broken families, family

"discord, alcohol dependency, loss of control during discipline and

lack of tolerance to the child's disobedience and provocation.

Intake/Initial Protective Service Plan

Protective services provided prior to 6/30/76 were not reviewed.

The initial complaints of child abuse or neglect were most frequently
reported to the local social service agency by law enforcement,

courts, parent/substitute and public social agencies.

In 44 of the 61 cases opened for protective services, the agencies
responded to the complaint within the time required by DPW Rule 207.
The National Clearinghouse Report was completed and sent to DPW in

25 of the 46 cases reviewed for abuse only. The complaints were
classified as substantiated, unsubstantiated, or unable to be sub-
stantiated in 30 of the 43 cases reviewed. Destruction of complaints
classified as unsubstantiated or cannot be substantiated was not

carried out in any of the 10 records requiring it.
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Child abuse/neglect complaints most frequently identified: the
father or mother as the alleged perpetrator. The marital status of
‘parents was most often identified as legally married or divorced/

separated.

0f the 307 children given protective services at intake, 197 re-
mained in their own home, 59 ‘were in legal custody, 33 were in

voluntary placement, and 18 were under protective supervision.

The characteristics most frequently identified in children
receiving protective services at intake were emotional problems,

delinquency, dependency/abandoned and incorrigibility,

Risk factors most frequently identified in families at intake were
broken families, family discord, alcohol dependence and lack of

tolerance of child's disobedience and provocation.

Thirteen (13) Title XX eligibility codes were used in these cases at
intake; codes 01, 11 and 14 were used most frequently. All five
Title XX goals were used; Goal III-A was used in 62% of the cases

and Goal III-B in 28% of the cases., -

The initial service plans were reviewed to determine whether all
recording requirements were met. Risk factors were identified in
89% of the cases, the problem was identified in 94% of the cases and

mutual expectations and goals were identified in 83% of the cases.

TN
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Nineteen (19) Title XX services were identified in the initial

service plan, in addition to child protection.

The goals identifiéd for 310 children in the initial service
plans were for 269 children to remain in their homes, and for
131 to be temporarily out of their homes. Three (3) children were
referred for adoption and seven children were placed in permanent

foster care.

The initial service plan appeared to be realistic in 91% of the

.cases reviewed.

Current Social Service Plan

Whenever the case records contained a current social service plan,

in addition to the initial social service plan, it was reviewed.

The marital status of parents, according to the current social
service plans, was legal marriage in 77 cases and divorced or

separated in 79 cases. Parents in 51 cases had another status.

Title XX eligibility codes were documented in 241 cases. Seventy
(70) cases used code 01 .and 41 cases used code 1l4. Other codes
were used less frequently among the remainder of the cases. Of
221 cases reviewed, 144 cases used goal III-A, 55 cases used goal

III-B, and the remainder used the other Title XX goals.
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The legal status of 417 children currently receiving child protective
services was that 160 children remained in their own homes, 165 were
in legal custody, 47 were in voluntary placements and 45 were under

protective supervision.

The characteristic most frequently identified in children currently
receiving protective services was emotional problems. Mental
retardation, delinquency, dependency/abandoned and incorrigibility

also were often identified.

Risk factors, most frequently identified in families currently
receiving protective services, were broken families, alcohol

dependence, mental health problems and family discord.

The current case recording showed that the previous social service
plan was assessed in 87% of the cases, risk factors were identified
in 87% of the cases and mutual expectations and goals were documented

in 897% of the cases.

Nineteen (19) Title XX services were identified in the current
social service plans, in addition to child protection. Counseling

and residential treatment were frequently identified in these plans.

The goals identified for 405 children, according to the current
social service plans, were for 210 children to remain in their homes,

and for 135 children to be temporarily out of their homes. The
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goal for 49 children was permanent foster care and the goaI for 11

children was adoption.

The current social service plan appeared to be realistic in 86% of
the cases, and progress toward previous goals was indicated in 69%

of the cases.

Case records indicated that the situations of 422 chii&ren had
improved in 38% of cases, had remained stable in 45% of the cases
and had deterioriated in 17% of the cases. The current situations
of these children were satisfactory in 72% of the cases, and the

agency had fulfilled its responsibility in 83% of the cases.

In the last year, the situation for the families of children receiving
protective services had improved in 20% of the cases,vremained

stable in 59% of the cases and had deterioratedbin 17% of thé
situations. The current situations of these families was

satisfactory in 72% of the cases and the agency had fulfilled its

responsibility in 83% of the cases.

Termination of Child Protective Services

Reasons most frequently indicated for termination of child protective

services were that the goal was attained or that the family had moved.

Case records for 74 families of children, upon termination of child

protective services, indicated that the families' situation had
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improved in 39 cases, remained stable in 31 cases and had deteriorated

o~

in 14 cases.

Case records for 74 children, upon termination of child protective
services, indicated the child's situation was satisfactory in 65%
of the cases and the agency had fulfilled its responsibilities in

80%Z of the cases.,

Resource Interviews

Five community resource persons, involved in the child protection system,

were interviewed in each of the 11 counties in the sample.

Using an interview schedule, each resource person was asked to answer

—~

specific questions related to their work and child protective services.
Opinions, suggestions and general discussion of the child protective
syétem were shared with the interviewers. These are included in
section IV of the report, under "Conclusions" or section V, under "Issues".

1. Interviews with Juvenile Court Judges

' In nine of the 11 counties, a procedure had been developed with
the local social service agency to obtain an emergency court
order in child protection situations, if law enforcement was not

involved. In five counties, law enforcement was always involved.

Ten of the 11 judges were aware of the facilities in the county
that provide emergency care to children. Eight judges felt that
more foster homes should be licensed for emergency care or more

secure facilities provided for emergency care. k
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All 11 judges felt that the local social service agency was pro-

viding good emergency social services to children needing protection.

It was mentioned that more facilities are needed, especially

secure residential treatment facilities.

Six judges felt that the local social service agency workers were
always skilled in providing testimony on the facts of a case, while
five judges felt that agency workers were usually skilled in pro-
viding testimony on the facts of a case. Six judges felt that
local social service agency workers were always skilled in making
recommendations to the court; four judges felt that agency workers
were usually skilled in making recommendations to the court, and
one judge felt that agency workers were seldom skilled in making

recommendations to the court.

Five judges felt that local social service agency workers were
always well prepared when testifying in court, while five judges
felt agency workers were usually well prepared when testifying in
court. One judge felt agency workers were seldom well prepared
when testifying in court. The judges cited the following reasons
for poor preparation: investigative techniques were not well
developed, ﬁime limits beyond the control of the worker led to
poorly prepared testimony, and social workers were not good
investigators. The judges also stated that a social worker's

evidence is often hearsay, that rules of evidence aren't known
(

by them, that they want to be the judge instead of an investigator
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or reporter, and that social workers would like the judge to be a
rubber stamp. The judges stated that social workers don't fully
understand the role of the court. In the opinion of the judges,
social workers need training on court procedures and presentation

of facts in cases.

Four of 11 judges required a hearing on cases when legal custody

or protective supervision was renewed or terminated. A hearing was

not required when the agency requested continuance in writing, when

the child was in long-term treatment, when the parents were in long-

term treatment or incarcerated, or if a hearing was not requested.

Eight of the 11 judges appointed a guardian ad litem for each child
appearing in court. A guardian was always appointed if the parents
requested one, if the case warranted the appointment, if there was
a conflict between parent and child, or if the parents were

indifferent to their child.

- Parents were always or usually represented by legal counsel in the
11 counties. Legal counsel was always or usually appointed in 6 of
the 11 counties, if parents were financially unable to provide their
own legal counsel, if parents specifically requested counsel, or if

the case was going to trial.

Ten of the 11 judges expected the local social service agency to

develop and recommend a service plan before coming to court. Six

=~
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of the judges developed treatment plans or were involved in
developing a plan, and they always consulted the local social
service agency about services. The local social service agency
was consulted by 9 judges about funding necessary to carry out

the service plan.

Nine of the 11 juvenile court judges usually agreed with the local
social service agency's recommendations on protective supervision,
legal custody to the county agency, child's placement in a licensed
?
facility and the family to receive specific social services. Ten of
the judges usually agreed with the local social service agency's
recommendations on a child's placement with a relative or guardian-
ship to the Commissioner. Two judges never agreed with the agency's

recommendation of legal custody to someone besides the local social

service agency.

When parental rights were terminated, seven of the 1l judges re-

quired a plan for permanency for the child.

Local social service agency reports to the court were usually
on time according to eight judges, and always on time according
to three judges. These reports were usually complete in the
opinion of seven judges, and always complete in the opinion

of four judges.
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Seven of the judges were usually satisfied with the social services
given children needing protection; three judges were always

satisfied and one judge was seldom satisfied.
The judges felt that services could be improved by statewide pro-
fessional training, and orientation of the bar association to

child protective services.

Interviews with County Attorneys

The 11 county attormeys' offices have provided training to local

.. social service agency staff on providing testimony; 10 county

attorneys' offices have provided training to them on admissible

evidence, what constitutes a case for petition, and documentation.

Nine of the county attormeys' offices have provided training to

agency staff on court procedure; six offices have provided
training on preparing petitions. Usually, the training was not for-

malized but given as needed, on a case by case basis.

All 11 county attorneys consulted with agency staff on the
possibility of filing a petition alleging dependency and neglect.

The following considerations entered into a decision to file a
petition: the physical risk to the child was always considered by

10 county attorneys; it was usually considered by one county attormney.

Physical injury to the child was always a factor comsidered by all

11 attorneys, The emotional condition of the child was always

—~
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considered by five county attorneys; it was usually considered by
five county attorneys and it was seldom cbnsidered by one county
attorney. Admissibility of evidence was always a consideration to
seven county attorneys, it was usually a consideration of two

county attorneys and was never considered by two county attorneys.

Knowledge of the judge's position on child protection cases was
~usually considered by five county attorneys when deciding to file
a petition. It was always a factor to one county attorney.

.
The local social service agency's recommendation was always taken
in;o consideration by six county attorneys and it was usually taken

into consideration by five county attorneys.

Community attitudes usually affected the decision to file a petition
for five county attorneys; it always affected the decision for three
county attorneys and never affected the decision for three county

attorneys.

Ten county attorneys stated that local social service agency staff
were usually well prepared when they came to the county attormey

for a petition alleging dependency and neglect. Ten county attorneys
always gave assistance to local social service agency staff in pre-
paring a case before going to a hearing and one county attorney

never gave assistance to local social service agency staff before
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going to a hearing. One county attorney stated that he conferred
with social service workers but did not assist them because of

the Data Privacy Act.,

Six county attorneys felt that local social‘service agency staff
were always prepared to recommend a treatment plan after a
finding of dependency and neglect; four county attorneys felt
agency workers were usually well prepared and one county attorney

stated the social service workers were never prepared.

Ten of the 11 county attormeys felt that the local social service
agency recommendations were usually accepted by the judge, when the
recommendation involved termination of parental rights. Nine of
the county attorneys felt that the local social service agency
recommendations were usually accepted, when the recommendation in-
volved protective supervision, legal custody, or that the child
receive specific services. Eight attorneys felt that the local
social service agency recommendations were usually accepted, when
the recommendation involved placement with a relative or protective
custody pending court hearing. Five county attorneys felt that

the local social service agency recommendations were always
accepted, when the recommendation stated that the family receive

specific services.

Six of the 11 county attorneys said they would always bring criminal

charges against an alleged perpetrator if the child died, if the
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child was badly injured physically or if the child had been
sexually assaulted. Eight county attorneys would usually bring
criminal charges against an alleged perpetrator if the perpetrator
was uncooperative in accepting treatment or services, or with the
recommendation of law enforcement. If strong supporting evidence
for a criminal casé was found, six county attorneys would usually
bring criminal charges against the alleged perpetrator. Five
county attorneys would always bring criminal charges against an
alleged perpetrator for repeated injury of a child by the same
perpetrator, or with injury of more than one child by the same
perpetrator. In all substantiated cases of neglect, when the
perpetrator was identified, six county attorneys would usually

or always bring criminal charges against the alleged perpetrator.
Seven county attorneys would always or usually bring criminal
charges against an allege& perpetrator, in all substantiated
cases of abuse where the perpetrator was identified. Other
reésons cited for bringing criminal charges against an alleged

perpetrator were abuse by foster parents and prostitution.

County attorneys were members of the child abuse/neglect team in

six of the seven counties with teams.

Six county attorneys described their relationship with the local
social service agency as excellent, one county attorney described

his relationship as good, and another county attorney described his
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relationship as fair. Three county attorneys did not answer the

question.

Interviews with Health Personnel.

Ten public health representatives and one physician were interviewed.

In the seven counties with a child abuse/neglect team, health

- personnel were represented on these teams. The seven representa-

. tives felt the teams were effective.

Ten of the 1l health personnel called the local social service

agencies when making a decision on whether to make a formal com—

plaint of child abuse/neglgct. Eight of the health personnel

have always been encouraged and supported by the local social

service agencies in making a report.

All 11 health personnel preferred to report a complaint of child
abuse/neglect to the local social service agency rather than a

law enforcement agency.

The local social service agencies were preferred because health
personnel believed social workers have more expertise in child pro-
tection, were not as punitive, and were less threatening to a family

than law enforcement agencies.,
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Six health personnel stated they had reported complaints of child
abuse/neglect to the local agency during the past year. Three
health personnel always received a follow-up on their reports and
were satisfied with the response. Two health personnel usually
received a satisfactory follow-up report, and one seldom received

a satisfactory follow-up report.

When appropriate, six health personnel were usually included in the
child protection investigations made by the local social service
agencies and three health personnel were always involved by the

local social service agencies. When appropriate, five health
personnel were usually involved in the development of a treatment

. plan by local social service agencies and three health personnel
were always invglved when a plan was developed by the local social
service agencies. Three health personnel were always asked for input
regarding the child's progress, adjustment/behavior by local social
gervicg agencies and six health personnel were usually asked for

input by local social service agencies.

The relationships of health personnel and the local social service
agencies were described as excellent by five health personnel, good

by five health personnel, and fair by ome health person.

Nine health personnel felt they were usually appropriately used in
the delivery of child protective services and two felt they were

always appropriately used.
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Four health personnel had been asked to provide identification
and referral of high risk families to available programs and (
services. These requests came from mental health centers,

research studies and projects, child abuse/neglect teams, hospi-

tals, and local social service agencies.

Nine of the 11 health personnel have been asked to provide programs
or services for high risk families. Such programs were requested
by local social service agencies, hospitals, physicians, schools,
parenting classes, developmental achievement centers, special

projects and the clergy.

Training on identificationband reporting of child abuse/neglect had
been received by nine of the 11 health personnel interviewed. This
training included dynamics of abuse and neglect, indicators of pos-
sible abuse and neglect, provisions of the Minnesota Reporting of
Maltreatment of Minors Law (Mn. Stat. 626.556), names and telephone
numbers of persons in the local social service agency and law
enforcement to whom reports should be made, information to be in-
cluded in a report, what happens when a report is made, and what
community resources are available for treatment of abused and

neglected children and their families.

Five of the 11 health personnel had a written policy regarding

their role in the community child protection program.
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a ‘teponsibility to

'i'aggess parénting problems’, to asséss and monitotr ‘the progress and
" ‘development bf yoiung children’, to" teach normal’ growth' and development

" to'‘parents), 'to teach’ adequate child care’” health cate ‘and nutrition,

and to work with parentg“fégﬁf&iﬁgbagéﬁiiﬁ]ﬁﬁdé%élbpﬁéﬁtal delays.

Four ‘hehlth"personnel deseribed theit relitionship with the local
‘social ‘Servite’ aglncy hs’ excellent’, six dedéribéd’ theift relationmship
as good' and’ bne” described the relationship” as’ fair.' 7
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Interviews with Education Personnel

‘One”sthool &ystem had™a Writtdn®agreeddnt with' ths 16641 social
servicéiéééﬁcﬁgéﬁfiiﬁiﬁégp%ﬁééﬁﬁréé”%b%”fﬁé”ﬁélivery of child pro-

tective sérvicés. "Five of' the 1l dchools had written procedures

for reporting child abﬁseYﬁeélect;

School personnel were represented on four of the seven child
abuse/neglect teams operating in the 11 counties. Six of the
11 personnel interviewed felt a team would be effective; five persons

did not feel qualified to answer.

Training on identification and reporting of child abuse/neglect
was available to nine of the education personnel interviewed.
School social workers,'counselofs, and nurses were given this
training more often than administrators, teachers or support
personnel. ‘About 70% of the teachers and administrators had

received most of the training offered.’
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Principals were designated to make reports on child abuse/neglect
in the schools, according to nine of the 11 education personnel
interviewed. Social workers and counselors were designated to
make reports on child abuse/neglect in schools, according to four

education personnel interviewed.

Nine education personnel called the local social service agency
when deciding whether to make a formal child abuse/meglect complaint.
When the local social service agency was contacted, ten of the 11

education personnel were encouraged in making a report.

Nine of the education personnel would prefer to report a complaint
of child abuse/neglect to the local social service agency rather
than a law enforcement agency. School personnel felt that social
workers in the local social service agency had more knowledge and
training in child protection than law enforcement personnel, and
that law enforcement was more of a prosecuting, than investigative,

agency.

Ten of the 11 education personnel stated that schools had reported
complaints of child abuse/meglect to the local social service agency
during the past year. Five education personnel always received a
follow—up report from the local agency, and three education personnel
seldom received any follow-up report.

A
Four educatipn personnel were always satisfied with the response

they received from the local agency when a child abuse/neglect
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complaint was made, five school personnel were usually satisfied
with the response, and one person was seldom satisfied with the

response,

Six education personnel stated that school personnel were always
included in the child abuse/neglect investigations made by the
local social service agencies, when appropriate; three education
personnel said they were usually included in these investigations,
when appropriate. Two education personnel said they were seldom

included in these investigations.

Six education personnel said they were always appropriately

included in treatment plans developed by the local social service

_agencies; two education personnel said they were usually appro-

priately included in these treatment plans. Three education

personnel said they were seldom included in these treatment plans.

Six of the 1l education personnel were always asked for input
regarding the child's progress/adjustment/Behavior after a
treatment plan was developed with the local social service agency.
Two of the education personnel were usually asked for such input

and three were seldom asked for input.

Four of the 11 education personnel felt that schodls were always
appropriately used in the delivery of child protective services,

and four felt that schools were usually appropriately used.
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Three education personnel felt that schools were seldom appro-
priately used to deliver child protective services. Six education \
personnel described their relationship with the local social service
agency as excellent, three said the relationship was good and two

said it was fair.

Interviews with Law Enforcement Personnel

Two sheriffs and three members of the sheriff's department were
interviewed, in addition to three police chiefs and three members

of police departments.,

There was an interagency agreement between law enforcement and the
local social service agency detailing conditions which lead to
referral of cases for law enforcement investigation in nine of the (

11 counties, according to law enforcement personnel interviewed.

Ten of the 11 law enforcement personnel said that suspected child
abuse/neglect was immediately reported to the local social service

agency in writing.

Written agreements with the local social service agencies regarding
emergency care procedures for children taken into immediate custody
had been developed by five of the 11 law enforcement agencies,

according to personnel interviewed.

Ten of the 11 law enforcement agencies conducted joint investiga-—

tions/interviews with local social service agency protection workers. Q
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These joint investigations were conducted in cases involving

i

incest, child abuse/neglect, detoxification services, or a female.

Seven law enforcement personnel were members of a child abuse/neglect
team in the seven counties with teams. The teams were described as

effective by the seven law enforcement members.

Trainihg on identification and reporting of child abﬁse/neglect was
available to 1a§ enforcement persbnnelrin nine of the 11 counties.
They received this training from county welfare departments, county
attorneys, and law enforcement workshops. The tréining included
information on the djnamicslof‘abuse and néglect, indicators of
possible abuse and neglect, the provisions of the Minnesota Reporting
of the Maltreatment of Minors Law (Mn. Stat. 626.556), names and
telephone numbers of persons in the local welfare agency to whom
reports should be made, information to be included in a report, the
results of a report, and the community resources available for

treatment of abused and neglected children and their families.

Four law enforcement personnel said that records containing unsub-
stantiated complaints of child abuse/neglect were immediately
destroyed by their agencies. Ten law enforcement personnel said
that records containing substantiated complaints -of child abuse/
neglect were not destroyed by their agencies, seven years after the
final entry in the record. Nine law enforcement personnel said
that their agencies did not destroy records of child abuse/neglect

complaints which could not be substantiated.
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'Ten oé the 11 law enforcement personnel interviewed stated they
would aiways file a petition for criminal charges against an
alleged perpetrator if the child died; nine would always do so,
if the child was badly injured physically. Sexual assault always
would be a basis for criminal charges, according to nine of the

officials. Repeated injury of a child by the same perpetrator

would also bring criminal charges against the alleged perpetrator,

according to eight law enforcement personnel.

Law enforcement personnel frequently stated that, in the final
analysis, the county attorneys made the decision as to whether a

petition would be filed.

Seven law enforcement personnel described their relationship with

the county welfare department as excellent; four described it as good.

Self-Assessments

1.

state
The management and staff, Division of Social Services, Department
of Public Welfare, completed the State Child Welfare Program Self-
Assessment. Social Services management completed pprtions of the

Self-Assessment related to five administrative functions: planning,

~resource development/allocation, implementation, monitoring and evaluationm.

Social Services staff completed portions of the Self-Assessment related
to six child welfare programs: protective services, preventive/sup-

portive services, foster family care, residential/group care and adoptioy
\
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Two of the five Social Services staff inadequately completed por-
tions of the Self-Assessment and, therefore, the findings do not

present an accurate picture of current child welfare programs

in the State of Minnesota.,

The chart below gives a complete visual summary of Children's

Services Goal Attainment by program area and administrative function.

SUMMARY CHART: CHILDREN'S SERVICES
GOAL ATTAINMENT BY PROGRAM
AREAR_ AND ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION

over-a
program
score
(Total/5)

68
I1. Nanagement

35
111. Protective

IV. Protective/ 20
Supportive

. Foster Family 18
~Care

Residential/ 37
Group Care

44
Adoption

TOTAL
Total
2=

(over-all
administrative
function score

*NOTE : GOAL ACHIEVEMENT SCORES

P = Planning Not at all achieved

R = Resource Development/Allocation or slightly achieved 0-10
I = Implementation '

M= Mgﬁitoring Moderately achieved 11 - 50

E = Evaluation
Substantially achieved 51 - 80

Completely achieved 81 - 100
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Planning in relation to preventive/supportive services and foster
family care services was perceived as slightly achieved, while
planning in relation to protective services was perceived as

substantially achieved.

Resource development/allocation were perceived as moderately

achieved in relation to all services.

Implementation was perceived as substantially achieved in relation
to residential/group care services and adoption services, and

moderately achieved in relation to preventive/supportive services.

Monitoring was perceived as not yet initiated in relation to
foster family care services; it was perceived as moderately

achieved in relation to all other services.

Evaluation was perceived as substantially achieved in relatiom to
adoption services, and not yet initiated in relation to.protective
services, preventive/supportive services and residential/group

care services.

The highest overall administrative score was 56 in implementation;

the lowest score was 22 in evaluation.
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The profile below gives a visual sumhary of the state's overall

oS

performance in the area of Children's Services by administrative

functions, as measured by the self-assessment materials.

VISUAL PROFILE: ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

P = Planning

R = Resource Development/Allocation
I = Implementation

M = Monitoring

g = Evaluation

The highest, overall score in administrative functions was 56

for implementation. The lowest, overall score in administrative

functions was 22 for evaluation.
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The profile below gives a comparative visual summary of the overall perfor-
mance of the Child Welfare Programs as measured by the self-assessment

materials.

VISUAL PROFILE: CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS

C Y EE LT LT TP

M = Management
P = Protective Services
P/S = Preventive/Supportive Services
. FFC = Foster Family Care
R/GC = Residential/Group Care
A = Adoption

The highest, overall score in child welfare programs was 68 for management.
The lowest, overall score in child welfare programs was 18 for foster

family care.

TN
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Local
The 11 local social servicesbagencies completed the Local Child

Welfare Services Self-Assessment.

The seven sections of the self-assessment were organized to
\
reflect the sequence of decisions or activities which occurred in

an agency offering child welfare services. The first two sections,

- emergency/protective services and intake/service choice, addressed

agency activities from initial service contact to the point of
ongoing service prévision}~ The next four sections presented the
main service areas: in-home services, foster family care, adoptions
and residential group care. The final section, case management/
administration, covered mattefs of general concern to all divisions

of the agency providing child welfare services.

The self-assessment instruments consisted of seven checklists. Each
checklist included goals, performance indicator questions, objectives,
rand criteria questions. The agencyis responses to these questions
indicated how actual agency outcomes in each service area compared

with those that are generally considered best practice.

Each of the 11 agencies then calculated the percent of "No"

answers under each goal; these percent scores were entered on the
Goal Summary Chart. This chart allowed each agency to compare
their performance across all program areas and to examine strengths

or weaknesses of individual programs.
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The chart below lists the administrative and program goals most frequently

ranked on the Goal Summary Charts by the 11 agencies.

TEN ADMINISTRATIVE & PROGRAM GOALS
AS RANKED BY 11 LOCAL SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES

' # OF AGENCIES
GOAL ) » . o : ; '} RANKING THIS GOAL

Enough foster family homes to satisfy agency needs

An effective information system -

Enough in-home services to meet need

Efficient record and case management procedures

Appropriate criteria for decision miking

Reduction of staff turnover

Complete, consistent and manageable case records

Effective in-home services

Successful residential group care placements

Moving children out of foster care into permanent placement
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CONCLUSIONS

A.

C.

Definition of Child Protection

The 11 local social service agencies reviewed used a wide variety of
definitions for child protection servi;es. The Title XX definitiom of
child protection is narrow, and does not address other services pro-
vided by the agencies in relation to child protection services such as
foster care, residential treatment, counseling, and homemaking. Title
definitions are difficult to use for planning or case management be-
cause they overlap and, in some instances, describe an activity rather
than a service. Possible or known harm to the child was the basis for

provision of protective services in all 11 agencies reviewed.

County Operational Plan

None of the 11 agencies reviewed had changed the operational portion
of their county service plan in the past year. Staff in all of the
agencies reviewed stated that the operational plan was not relevant to
the provision of protective services by their agencies and questioned
the usefulness of this portion of the plan at both the state and

local level.

Reporting
1. DPW Rule 207

DPW Rule 207, Protective Services to Children, requires immediate
destruction of records relating to unsubstantiated reports of
child abuse or neglect. The rule also requires the local social
service agency to disclose the name of the reporter in certain

circumstances. These requirements hinder the provision of protec-
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tive services according to the social service staff in the agencies
reviewed and, in many instances, these requirements are ignored.
Local agency staff stated that full compliance with DPW Rule 207
causes reporters to hesitate before making a complaint if their
names are released upon the request of the subject of the report.
Destruction of unsubstantiated complaints and those unable to be
substantiated also leaves the agency without a record of previous

involvement with the family.

Law enforcement agencies are required to maintain records on all

child abuse/neglect complaints including those unsubstantiated and

those unable to be substantiated. Contrary to the intent of
DPW Rule 207, local social service agencies can destroy their own
records and continue to have ready access to this information under

cooperative working arrangements with local law enforcement agencies.

National Clearinghouse Report

The Nationmal Clearinghouse Report is seen as having little value

to the local social service agencies reviewed and is, therefore, not
always completed by child protection workers. None of the local
social service agency staff interviewed had seen the Department's
Annual Child Abuse Report for 1977. Agency staff stated they would
not mind reporting if they received regular feedback useful for
local social service planning and management, community education,

and public information.
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3. Title XX
Title XX reporting requirements were generally met in the 11
agencies reviewed. The agencies understand that reporting is
necessary. However, when the information reported to DPW is
incorrect, it is usually because the agency has failed to properly
report required information. Failure to report, and to report
accurately, is explained by the complexity of the system and
because the reporting does not serve an agency need. Some of
the agencies did not follow the Title XX requirements to change
goals when the protective status of the case had changed, because

of the paperwork involved.

Plan for Permanency -

The plan for permanency law (Minnesota Statute 257.071), effective

July 1, 1978, has been well received by the local social service agencies
reviewed. Local agency staff felt that it is benefiting both children
and parents, and that it has forced social service workers to develop

written plans for children in foster family or group care homes,

Resources

1. Child Abuse/Neglect Teams

Child abuse/neglect teams are currently operating in seven of the

11 counties reviewed. These teams were seen as helpful in developing
better treatment plans for clients, mobilizing resources to work
with the family, improving the referral process, clarifying member
agency roles, and preventing gaps where children are not served.

Local social service agencies were not in favor of mandating these
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teams statewide, however. Community need, community support, and
voluntary involvement of team members were seen as the primary

strengths of existing teams.

Community resource persons interviewed, who are generally members
of these teams, felt‘ﬁhat the teams are effective in providing
better child protective services. Better and more complete
social service plans can be developed for the child and the

family with input from the different resources in their opinion.

2. Community Resources

Community resources relating to thé provision of protective services

are generally available to all of the local social service agencies
reviewed. Localvagency‘Stdff in all of the agencies'reviéWed felt they
needed additional resoufces; especially secure facilities for emotion-
ally disturbed adolescents, and facilities located closer to them.

They also desired better quality of service from existing resources,

especially residential treatment facilities for children.

Interagency Relationships

Local agency staff interviewed usually described their working relationships

with other community resources as excellent or good. Community resources

‘usually described their relationships with the local social service agencies

as excellent or good. Law enforcement relationships were rated best by
local staff, while relationships with county attorneys rated poorest.
Generally, there is good cboperation among all community agencies providing

child protective services. S - (
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The social service staff decided on funding sources to be used for

specific clients in the agencies reviewed.

In these agencies, the

county funding policies are known by all staff, and funding is seldom

a factor in deciding the type of treatment for clients. Though funds

have been restricted in some counties, this does not appear to affect

the type of services given to children in need of protection.

Homemakers

Homemakers assist in providing child protective services in all local

agencies reviewed. They are employed as a part of the staff in eight

agencies. They usually teach homemaking and child rearing skills and

sometimes assist with housework and act as case

makers are usually under

for the child protection

Training
Training is viewed as an

the local social service

the supervision of the

case.

'important component to

agencies reviewed, and

consultants. Home-

social worker responsible

service delivery in

staff have been sent to

numerous training sessions related to child protective services.

The need for more training in the following areas was expreseed:

Legal aspects of child protection

Determining the need for intervention

Physical, emotional,

and sexual abuse

Investigative techniques

Presentation of testimony in court

Social Worker "burnout"
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A need for regular ongoing training to compensate for staff turnover
and to allow more staff to participate at various times was also

expressed.s

Community resource personnel did not participate in training related

to child protective services as frequently as local agency staff. Law
enforcement personnel, school personnel, and health personnel generally
received more child protection training than the other resource persons

interviewed.

Case Reading

Children of all ages received protective services; the greatest need

for protection was in the 10 through 20 year old age group. The

 greatest number of children receiving protective services were age 16. (

The ratio of males to females was comparable, Eighty—five percent

(85%) of children in the records reveiwed were Caucasian.

Forty percent (40%) of the families currently receiving protective
services had previously received various social services in addition
to protection. The same risk factors ranked high in both groups:

broken families, family discord, and alcohol dependence.

Fifty-five percent (55%) of the parents were legally married at the
time of intake, and 317 were divorced or separated. The current social
service plan stated that 37% of the parents were legally married and
38% were divorced or separated. The marital status of parents did

change while child protective services were given. S (
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The legal status of children receiving protective services changed

from the intake plan to the current social service plan. Initially,

68% of the children remained in their own homes and 25% were under

protective supervision or in legal custody. The

current plans indi-

cated that 50% of the children were now under protective supervision

or in legal custody.

The goal for more than 50% of the children at intake was for the

children to remain in their homes; the goal remained the same for

children in the current service plans.

i
‘Most of the Title XX eligibility codes were used
cases reviewed. Thirty-one percent (31%) of the
at intake, and 33% of the families were coded 01
plan. Title XX Goal III-A was used in more than
reviewed. This goal was seldom changed from the

to the current service plan.

in the child protection
families were coded 01
in_the current service
60% of the cases

initial service plan

The most frequently listed characteristics of the children receiving

protective services were emotional problems, delinquency, dependency,

and incorrigibility. These characteristics were

identified in the

initial social service plans and remained the same in current social

service plans.

The review of current social service plans found

that the situation of

children had improved or remained stable in 83% of the cases; these
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situations were satisfactory in 72% of the cases. The local social
service agencies had fulfilled their responsibilities in 837% of the
cases. This review indicates that, on the whole, agencies are doing a

satisfactory job in providing child protective services.

Child protective services were usually terminated when goals had been
attained or families had moved. The closing narratives indicated that
the situation of the child was satisfactory in 657% of the cases, and
that the agency had fulfilled its responsibility in 80% of the cases and

services provided by the agency were usually satisfactory.

Title XX recording requirements were generally met in the records
reviewed. However, it should be pointed out that compliance with
these requirements did not necessarily reflect the quality of ser-

vices provided in these cases.

State and Local Self-Assessments

The State Child Welfare Self-Assessment identified administrative and
program strengths and deficiencies in the Division of Social Services.
An administrative strength identified was implementation, especially in
relation to residential group care services, adoption services and
preventive/supportive services. Evaluation, in relation to protective
services, preventive/supportive services and residential/group care
services, was identified as an administrative deficiency. A major
program strength identified was management, while a major program

deficiency identified was foster family care.
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The Division of Social Services may find this self-assessment of

value for future administrative and program planming.

The Local Child Welfare Services Self-Assessment, completed by the 11
local social service agencies, identified adminiétrative and program

~ goals which are not currently being achieved in these agencies. Three
adminiétrative goals and seven program geals ranked among the 10
goals in these agencies needing improvement. Achievement of these goals

would meet current best practice standards.

Information provided in the local self-assessments can be of value

to the 11 sample agencies in future administrative and program
planning. Identification of local needq in these self-assessments can
also be useful to Division of Social Services staff in their efforts

to assist local agencies in improving service delivery.

RELATED ISSﬁES

Local social service agency staff and;commuﬁity resource personnel inter-
viewed were encouraged to discuss any problems relating to administration of
programs or service delivery. The following issues were most frequently

mentioned.

Although it is recognized this is a relatively small sample of the total

number of local social service agencies in the state, these issues may be

“an indication of statewide concerns.
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Data Privacy

Minnesota Statutes 15.162 and 15.169 and DPW Rules 160 and 207 describe
the requirements of data privacy and maintaining confidentiality of
client records. However, most of the local social service agencies
staff and resource personnel interviewed feel thé laws and rules are
not clear as to how information is to be collected, used, and shared
with other agencies.. Most local agency staff stated that the delivery
of serviceé is hampered when other resource agencies refuse to share
information, because their interpretation of data privacy is different

from that of the local social service agency.

Technical Assistance from the Department of Public Welfare

Local social service agency staff believe they have lost valuable
communicétion‘with the Department of Public Welfare since the field
staff operation was discontinued, The Division of Social Services
generalist/speéialist concept has not completely replaced this liaison
function with the Department of Public Welfare. Some of the local

agency staff interviewed had no contact with their designated generalist

or specialist.

Generally, local agency staff say they receive little or no technical
assistance from the Department of Public Welfare. They consistently
requested that someone in the Division of Social Services be designated

to answer questions and concerns.

The desire for training on an ongoing basis was expressed. Especially,

in the area of child protection, there is a need for training on a
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regular basis so that all staff in a local social service agency can

participate at some time.

Although two of the 11 local social service agencies reviewed have
developed social service case load standards, all the agencies reviewed
requested that guidelines for case load standards be developed by the

Division of Social Services.

Role of Supervisors

Social Service supervisors in most of the local social service agencies
reviewed have been given additional administrative résponsibilities

and they are not able to provide direct supervision as needed. Com—
munity resource personnel, as well as local social service staff

interviewed, recognize this as a problem.

Regorting

Local social service agencies describe the reporting requirements
for Title XX as complex. The& admit that sometimes changes iﬁ the
case status are not reported. Dﬁplication of reporting also occurs.
This results in an inaccurate informational system. An example
cited by one of the agencies is that five different reports are

required for the same information.

If a local social service agency could receive feedback from the child
abuse/neglect reports, information needed for planning and management
could be retrieved. Reporting would be more meaningful and social

service staff would be more conscientious in submitting reports.
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Destruction of Records

DPW Rule 207, Protective Services to Children, outlineé specific pro-
cedures for destruction of records relating to child abuse/neglect.
chal social service staff interviewed do not totaliy agree with these
requirements; Some ageﬁcy staff.exgressed a need to retain.records
containing unsubstantiated child abuse/neglect complaints and those
unable to be substantiated, so the agency would have a history of
families who return for services. Since law enforcement records on
child abuse/meglect complaints are not destroyed, 10631 social service

agencies could continue to have access to these records anyway.

Recording Requirements

Mény of the social service case records reviewed meet the Title XX
recording requirements but contain little substance. Agency social
workers interviewed feel that routine recording to meet requirements

does not necessarily indicate that good social services are being

‘provided. The volume of paperwork is also increased by requiring

recording at specified periods of time.

Residential Treatment

For some local social service agencies, the cost of residential
treatment has made the service prohibitivé. In manyvcases, even
though the treatment provided by the residential facility is effective,
the results do not warrant the cost. There is an increasing tendency
by some local social service agencies to develop and utilize more

local facilities such as specializéd foster and group home care.
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Child Neglect

Minnesota Statute 626.556 defines child neglect as failure by a parent,

guardian or bther person responsible for a child's care, to supply a
child with necessary food, ciothing, shelter or medicai care when
reasonébiy able to do so. Reporting of child neélect isvnow mandated.
Neglect is not as visible as‘abuse and the statute does not specify
what constitutes necessary food, clothing, shelter or mediéallcére.
Cultural and economic factors aiso affect the way invwhich-chilaren

are cared for.
Local social service agencies and community resource personnel inter-—
viewed requested that some guidelines be developed to help them better

define child neglect.

Local Agency Staff Capabilities

Many of the community resource personﬁel associated with law enforce-
ment and the judicial system stated that social workers in local social
service agencies need to develop better skills in investigative techni-

ques and court procedures. They expressed concern about frequent staff

turnover, lack of training for staff and the differences in the philosophy

of social work and legal profession practices.

Education and health resources asked for better coordination and com-
munication between their agencies and the local social service agency.

These resources stated they are sometimes not included in providing




-60-

the services in which they have training and expertise. A turf problem
has resulted in several counties, where health and education personnel
expressed the opinion that local social service staff believe they are

the only persons qualified to provide protective services to children.

Je Legislation

Local social sérvice agencies would like more input into legislation.

They are aware that the Department of Public Welfare works closely with

the Legislature and they feel that local needs are not always understood
by the state department. In addition, local social service agencies object
to bills being passed which require expenditures with no provision made

for local funding.




EXHIBIT 1

REVIEWERS NAME DATE: __

P -

NAME OF COUNTY _

- e pea ——

NUMBER OF ABUSE REPORTS RECEIVED BY DPW FOR QUARTER ENDING 6/30/78

(To BE COMPLETEC PRIOR TO VISIT)

NUMBER .OF TITLE XX CHILD FROTECTION CASES IN THE AGENCY SHOWN ON TITLE XX
INFORMAT iON SYSTEM FOR QUARTER ENDING 6/30/78

(To BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO VISIT)

-ADMINISTRATIVE SCHEDULE

A. DEFINITION

1. HOW IS CHILD PROTECTION SERVICE DEFINED [N YOUR AGENCY?T
(CoMPLETE ONE OR MORE)

A, TiTLE XX GoaL {IIA

B. ALLEGED OR SUSPECTED CHILD NEGLECT

C. ALLEGED OR SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE

D. POOR HOME ENVIRONMENT

€, PLACEMENT IN FOSTER CARE

F. STATUS OFFENDER (INCORRIGIBLE, TRUANT, RUNAUAY)

NRRRN

B. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE YES _NO

1. HAVE YOU CHANGED ANY PROCEDURES FROM THOSE OUTLINED IN YOUR CURRENT

OPERAT/ ONAL PLAN FROM 8/77 TO 8/78. [_:]

2. DOES YOUR AGENCY HAVE A COUNTY MANUAL OR OTHER WRITTEN GUIDELINES
DEFINING THE RESPONSIBILITIES AND TASKS PERTAINING TO CHILD PRO~-

TECTION SERVICES? l 5]

3. DOES YOUR AGENCY PROVIDE 24 HOUR~-A-DAY, SEVEN DAYS A WEEK PRO-

TECTION SERVICES?T [":ﬂ [::]

4, Is & MEMBER(S) OF YOUR STAFF DESIGNATED TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

YOUR CHILD PROTECTION PROGRAM? [11] [:
5« CHILD PROTECTION CASELOAD
WORKER - # oF cHILD % OF TIME ON
PROTECTION CASES CHILD_PROTECTION CASES

CLEARWATER 3 8-8-9 30-350%
CHIPPEWA 3 ‘ 52 ’ 28155 T
St. Louts 59 16 A ‘ .
Ramsey 47 19 1
WILKIN 1 N 30 T — .

(over)




WABASHA 3
NoBLES 23
NicoLLET 1
WaDENA 2
PoLk 5
STEARNS 8

24
57
1
40

23




Te

10.

11.

12,

-2- YES NO N/A

DOES YOUR AGENCY HAVE A DES!GNATED CASELOAD STANDARD FOR
CHiLD PROTECTION CASES? ST. LOUIS, RAMSEY , WaDENA , [E

A. IF YES, WHAT 18 THE STANDARD? (NUMBER OF cAses)_21
B. HOW IS THE STANDARD DETERMINED? (COMPLETE ONE OR MORE)

(1) sTaFF avaiLABLE ]

(2) EXPERIENCE HAS SHOWN THE # OF CASES A WORKER
CAN HANDLE 2

(3) Ovher (sPecIFY)_ARBITRARY ~ EXPERIENCE BASED ON_STAFF_TURNOVER

¢. IF No, STATE REASON (COMPLETE ONE OR MORE)
(1) sTAFF RESTRICTIONS__3
(2) caseLoaps wnoT sPEcIALIZED__3
(3) wo avAiLABLE GuiDELINES __ 1

(4) OtHeEr (SPECIFY)_NO OFFICE SPACE; ROTATING |NTAKE

COMPLAINTS OR REFERRALS FOR CHILD PROTECTION ARE NORMALLY N
ACCEPTED BY?

Ae INTAKE WORKER 4

B. SOCIAL WORKER ASSIGNED TO INTAKE_ _ 2
C. CHILD PROTECTION SOCIAL WORKER___ 7T __
p. OTHEr (speciFy)_supervisor (3)

WHO DOES THE INVESTIGATION ON A COMPLAINT?
Ao SOCIAL WORKER ASSIGNED TO CHILD PROTECTION 8__

8, INTAKE WORKER i

c. OTHER (SPECIFY)_S,W, NOT ASSIGNED TO PRoTechou; LAW_ENFORCEMENT ON ABUSEj
CRISIS WORKER

CAN ALL AGENCY WCRKERS IDENTIFY THE NEED FOR CHILD PROTECTION

SERVICES? ‘ ' ' . [B] [3:]

DO WORKERS NOT DESIGNATED AS CHILD PROTECTION WORKERS HANDLE i,
CHILD PROTECTION CASES? E E]

[F MORE THAN ONE AGENCY WORKER IS INVOLVED IN THE CASE, IS )
ONE WORKER DESIGNATED AS CASE MANAGER? (1]

[F MORE THAN ONE AGENCY IS PROVIDING SERVICES, |S THE CHILD
PROTECTION WORKER IN THE COUNTY OF SERVICE THE CASE MANAGER? - [l [

C. INTAKE

1.

Do YOU RECORD |N-COMING REFERRALS OR REPORTS OF SUSPECTED CHILD
NEGLECT AND ABUSE BY: (COMPLETE ONE OR MORE)

' A. LOGGING ON INTAKE REGISTER___9

B, OPENING SLIGHT SERVICE OR ADMIN!STRATIVE‘CASE 8

C. KEEPING WORKER NOTES ONLY UNTIL AFTER INVEST|GATION

AND ASSESSMENT___T
D. OPENING FORMAL CASE_8 __

OTHER (SPECIFY) |&R_FORM3




2.

9.

.10,

1.

12,

13.

-3- YES NO N/A
OF NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS AGENCY necenvzo, WHAT PERCENT BECAME CASE?
AVERAGING 8 oF 11 COUNTIES, : ﬁgﬁ
ON ACCEPTING A COMPLAINT, DO YOU INFORM THE REPORTER THAT IF THE
REPORT IS FOUND TO BE UNSUBSTANTIATED THE REPORTER'S NAME WILL BE
RELEASED ON REQUEST OF THE SUBJECT OF THE REPORT?

aLways 1 y USUALLY__ 4 s SELDOM 2 s NEVER____ 4

Do You FOLLOW THROUGH ON A TELEPHONE CALL COMPLAINT BY SENDING
A FORM TO THE REPORTER TO BE COMPLETED AND RETURNED TO THE AGENCY? [i:] [i:]

TN

iF No, ARE REPORTERS CONSISTENT IN GIVING You THE INFORMATION
IN WRITINGT ' ‘

ALWAYS 4 USUALLY__ 5 . SELDOM 1 9 NEVER !

Do YOU PROVIDE THE REPORTER WITH FEED BACKT?T

ALwAYS__ 1 , UsuaLLY T 4 SELDOM____ 3, NEVER __ O
Do YOU OPEN A CASE RECORD ON ALL SUBSTANTIATED CAses°

ALWAYS__ 9 ’ USUALLY 2 s SELDOM 0 y NEVER __ QO

Do YOU DESTROY ANY RECORDS YOU HAVE ON REPORTS OF CHILD NEGLECT
AND ABUSE IMMEDIATELY AFTER DETERMINING THEY ARE UNSUBSTANTIATED°

(Rute 207) 8] [E

IF No, HOW LONG ARE THEY KEPT?_2=INDEFINATELY$ 1=UNT|L NOTES ARE DESTROYED

Do YOU HAVE A PROCEDURE FOR RELEASING THE REPORTER'S NAME TO THE
SUBJECT OF THE. REPORT. AT HIS/HER REQUEST)IF A CASE |S DETERM INED

TO BE UNSUBSTANTIATED? E Ej

DO YOU HAVE A SYSTEM FOR RETAINING OR DESTROYING RECORDS OF REPORTS
OF CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT,WHEN YOU ARE UNABLE TO MAKE A DETERMINA=
TION OF SUBSTANTIATION OR UNSUBSTANTIATION? . 1 =]

IF A REPORT CANNOT BE SUSBTANTIATED AFTER ONE YEAR, DO YOU RELEASE
THE NAME OF THE REPORTER TO THE SUBJECT OF THE REPORT AT HIS/HER _
REQUEST OR WITH THE CONSENT OF THE REPORTER? (RuLE 207) [3:] [:]

Do You DOCUMENT AN INCIDENT AS SUBSTANTIATED OR UNSUBSTANTIATED
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF THE REPORT? (RULE 207) '

ALWAYS _ 3 y USUALLY__ 8 y SELDOM s NEVER

AFTER A DETERMINATION OF SUBSTANTIATION OR UNSUBSTANTIATION,

DO YOU NOTIFY THE SUBJECT OF THE REPORT IN WRITING THAT THE RE- ,
PORT WAS DETERMINED TO BE SUBSTANTIATED OR UNSUBSTANTIATED AND- - L T T
OF Hns/kan RIGHT TO REVIEW THE RePorRT? (RuLe 207)

ALWAYS y USUALLY_ 2  , SELDOM__ 3 , NEVER__6 -

Do YOU HAVE A PROCESS FOR DESTROYING THE {KFORMATION ON RECORDS OF .
SUBSTANTIATED REPORTS T YEARS AFTER THE FINAL ENTRY IN THE RECORD?

(RuLe 207) | ” | (71 4]

SiNceE AuausT 1, 1978 (MINN, STAT, 626) THERE 1S A REQUIREMENT TO ‘ ¢
REPORT NEGLECT AS WELL AS ABUSE., .




(# 13 cont,)

A. Do OTHER AGENCIES KNOW OF THIS REQUIREMENT? (LAW -ENFORCEMENT,
HEALTH, SCHOOLS, ETC.)
B. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROBLEMS IN IMPLEMENTING THIS REQUIREMENT?

IF YES, PLEASE EXPLAIN_PROBLEM IN RECORD KEEPING BY LAW

ENFORCEMENT

€. HiVE REPORTS OF NEGLECT INCREASED SiNCE AucusT 1, 19787
How MUGCH:__ (EsTiMATE)
14. HOW 1S A COMPLIANT HANDLED,IF IT 1S DETERMINED FROM THE COMPLIANT,

THAT SOMEONE OTHER THAN THE CHILD'S CARETAKER 1S AN ALLEGED PER=~
PRETRATOR?

A. ASSESSMENT MADE__ 11 :
B. REFERRED TO LAW ENFORCEMENT 11

C. CASE OPENED FOR CHILD PROTECTION SERVICES_ 6
D. CASE OPENED FOR OTHER THAN CHILD PROTECTION SERVICES__4
€. SLIGHT SERVICE/kDHIN!STRATlVE CASE OPENED i

Fe REPORT FILED 5

Gs NO ACTION TAKEN_O
H. OoTHER (EXPLAIN)__2-DISCUSS WITH PARENTS - |&R

D. REPORTING TO DPW

1. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE REPORT

A. DO YOU REPORT INCIDENTS OF CHILD NEGLECT AND ABUSE TO STATE AGENCY’

WITHIN 20 DAYS OF RECEIVING A cOMPLIANT? (RuLe 207)

ALWAYS___ 5 , USUALLY__4 , SELDOM__2 , NEVER_ O

B. DO YOU SEND IN AMENDED REPORTS TO THE STATE AGENCY WHEN THE
CLASSIFICATION OF SUBSTANTIATED OR UNSUBSTANTIATED IS CHANGED
FROM THE ORIGINAL REPORT? (RuLE 207)

ALWAYS _ 4 sy USUALLY__2 y SELDOM_ 1 y NEVER__4

Cc. DOES THE NUMBER OF ABUSE REPORTS SENT TO DPW IN THE QUARTER -
ENDING 6/30/78 INCLUDE ALL REPORTS YOU HAVE RECEIVED OF SUS=-
PECTED ABUSE?T

IF No, WHY NOT:
(A) ULACK OF STAFF RESOURCES__3 _
() Too MuCH PAPER WORK __3
(c¢) ForM ToO compLEX___2

(D) REPORTING TO STATE AGENCY IS NOT .
RELEVANT TO PROVIDING SERVICE___2

(E) DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING THE FORM_Q
(r) otner (EXPLAIN)_No TIME; DON'T GET ARQUNR TO 1T FQRGET

- va e e S — 8. ¥ e m—

YES_NO N/A

LIE]
Blel
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p. HOw COULD THE REPORT BE MADE MORE RELEVANT?

2. TiTLE XX REPORTING

A. DOES THE NUMBER OF CHILD PROTECT!ON CASES REPORTED TO DPW
THROUGH THE TITLE XX INFORMATION SYSTEM FOR THE QUARTER ENDING
6/30/78 CORRESPOND WITH YOUR CHILD PROTECTION COUNT?

Be IN YOUR AGENCY) WHICH TITLE XX GOAL IS ROUTINELY USED WHEN
A CASE IS OPENED?

GoaL |
GoaL 11
GoaL I11A
GoaL 1118
GoAL |V
GoAL V

11

€. IF THE RISK FACTOR (HARM TO THE CHILD) IS ELIMINATED, DO
YOU CHANGE THE GOAL?

O. |F THERE IS ALREADY AN OPEN CASE WITH A GOAL OTHER THAN
I1lA AND CHILD PROTECTION SERVICES ARE ADDED, DO YOU CHANGE
THE GOAL?

PLAN FOR PERMANEBNCY

Since JuLy 1, 1978 (MiNN. STAT. 257.071) THERE IS A REQUIREMENT
THAT THERE BE A PLAN FOR PERMANENCY FOR CHILDREN WITHIN 30 DAYS
FOLLOWING PLACEMENT IN FOSTER FAMILY OR GROUP CARE HOMES.

1. 1S YOUR AGENCY NOW MEETING THIS REQUIREMENT?
ALWAYS 6 , USUALLY__ 5 » SELDOM 0 s NEVER__ O

2. DO YOU HAVE A SYSTEM FOR DEVELOPING THIS PLAN FOR EVERY CHILD IN
PLACEMENT BY JuLy 1, 19797

3. TO THE EXTENT THAT THIS REQUIREMENT HAS BEEN [MPLEMENTED, WHAT
HAVE YOU OBSERVED?
A. PARENTS MORE INVOLVED IN PLACEMENT _6
B, PARENTS MORE AWARE OF RIGHTS, OBLIGATIONS, ETC., 6
C. PARENT MORE AWARE OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY_ 4
D. CHILD KNOWS WHEN Hs/éne WiLL RETURN TO OWN HOME__5

Es CHILD UNDERSTANDS VISITATION RIGHTS z

(7] [4]

FAREY

Fo OTHER (EXPLAIN)_5~HAS FORCED PLANNING IN WRITING; 3~T00 EARLY TO TELL




~6- YES NO N/A
‘F.  RESOURCES
1. CHiLe hbuse/NecLECT TEAM
A. DO YOU HAVE A CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT TEAM? [:i] 4]
IF YES, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING FUNCTIONS IS IT USED FOR:
) (1) case consuLTaTiON_T ___ |
- (2) pusLic epucaTion_4
(3) DEVELOPMENT OF RESOURCES_4
(4) otHer (ExPLAIN)_PROFESS)|ONAL EDUCATION} INTERAGENCY COOPERATION}
INTERDISCIPLINARY WORK AND TREATMENT
IF No, HAVE Yous
A. CONSIDERED ESTABLISHING A TEAM AND DECIDED AGAINSf T 3] [I:l
(EXPLAIN) INFORMAL NETWORK WORKS; TOO LARGE GEOGRAPHIC AREA
B. CONSIDERED AND WORKING' TOWARD A TEAM?
B. WHAT IS THE COMPOSITION OF THE TEAM?
(1) vraw enForcemMeNT T '
(2) eovcaTion_ _ T
(3) courts__T
(4) MINISTERS 1
(5) PRIVATE AGENCIES__3 )
(6) pusLic HEALTH_ 6
(7) meoicar_4
(8) cOMMUNITY RESOURCES
MENTAL HEALTH CENTER = 5 PRIVATE CHILD THERAPIST =1
CAP ~ 1 PARENTS ANONYMOuS - 1
PRIVATE ATTORNEY - 1
(9) oTHeR
C. HOW IS THE TEAM FINANCED?
(1) ALL SERVICES DONATED : v _ AR
2 (2) COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT _ 2] ]
(3) PaID BY TEAM MEMBERS : 1 g
(4) otHER (EXPLAIN)
D. DOES THE TEAM:

(1) oEvELOP RESOURCES te | L_Jlal
(2) |IMPROVE REFERRAL PROCESS : (¢] [::][:E]

(3) RESULT IN BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF FUNCTIONS OF DIFFERENT

AGENCIES . : m [:] m

(4) HELP SERVE CHILDREN WHO MIGHT OTHERWISE FALL THROUGH THE

CRACKS | [§E] EE]':E]
(5) SsTAFF ALL cASES 2] Callad




YES NO N/A

(6) sTAFF seLecTED cases 4 21
(7) sTAFF cRists cases : =7 (3] 1]

(8) STAFF SUBSTANTIATED CASES ONLY 211
E. ReESULTS OF THE TEAM (CHECK GNE OR MORE)
(1) DEVELOPS A BETTER TREATMENT PLAN 6
(2) oeveLops resources__4
(3) mMoBiLIZES MORE RESOURCES IN WORKING WiTH A FAMILY_ §
(4) (MPROVES THE REFERRAL PROCESS_6
(5) PROVIDES MORE iIN-HOME SERVICES_ 4 .
(6) PREVENTS OUT~OF=HOME PLACEMENTS 2
(7) RESULTS UUSTIFY THE AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT_5
(8) CLARIFIES AGENCY ROLES OF MEMBERS_ T
(9) OEFUSES PROTECTIVE SERVICES WORKER'S_ RESPONSIBILITY 2
(10) RESULTS IN MORE COMPLAINTS OR REFERRALS_ 4
(11) cRisSis SITUATIONS ARE LESS FREQUENT_ 1
(12) cASEs COME TO AGENCY ATTENTION SOONER 4
(13) PREVENTS GAPS WHERE CHILDREN ARE NOT SERVED 5 -
(14) ovner (ExPLAIN) DEVELOPS BETTER PUBLIC |NFORMATION TO_GOMMUNITY
SUPPORT SERVICE TO WORKERS$ FACILITATES INTRA AGENCY
2. AVAILABILITY AND USE OF RESOURCES RELATIONSHIPS
FaciLiTy AVAILABLE CONTRACT ENOUGH NeED
YES | NO YES | NO
MENTAL HEALTH CENTER 11 0 2 6 5
RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT=MENTALLY K
ILL = ADULT 10 1 1 _ 6 2
RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT=
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED A
CHILOREN . 10 1 5 7. 4
RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT=
MENTALLY RETARDED :
CHILDREN 11 0 3 8 3
|RESIDENT(AL_TREATMENT=
CHEMICALLY DEPENDENT 11 0 7. T 4
DeTOX 10 1 5 2 2 _
GROUP HoME 10 1 6 6 5
EMERGENCY SHELTER 11 0 3 8 3
PRIVATE SOCIAL SERVICE ‘ : -
AGENCIES 11 0 4 9 2
PsycHoLoaicaL/ " ‘ (
PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES 11 0 1 8 3
FOSTER _FAMILY HOMES 1 0 1 2 9
DAY CARE 11 0 3 16 2




8- YES NO N/A

A. DO YOU HAVE A POLICY AUTHORIZING THE USE OF EMERGENCY
SHELTERS?

Li B

B. WHO IS AUTHORIZED TO PLACE CHILDREN IN AN EMERGENCY SHELTER?
(coMpLETE ONE OF HORE)
1. LAW ENFORCEMENT 8
2. CORRECTIONS 5
-3, COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT 11
4.  JuoeE__3 ___ ’

e

5. OTHER

3+ JUVENILE COURT

A. WHEN THERE HAS BEEN A FIND{NG OF DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT, DOES
YOUR AGENCY DEVELOP THE TREATMENT PLAN AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS?

ALWAYS_ 9 y USUALLY 2 __y SELDOM y NEVER

B. AFTER A FINDING OF DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT; DOES THE JUDGE ACCEPT
YOUR AGENCY'S RECOMMENDATIONS?

ALWAYS__ 2 _, usuALLy__9 y SELDOM » NEVER

Ce IN THOSE INSTANCES WHEN THE JUDGE DOES NOT ACCEPT YOUR RECOM=-
MENDAT!ION, WHAT IS THE USUAL REASON?

1. cosT Invorven 0O
2. PLAN CONSIDERED NOT WELL DOCUMENTED__3
3. OTHER JUDGE DISAGREES WITH PLANj JUDGE HAS BETTER PLAN§ ATTORNEYS

NEGOTIATE FOR BETTER PLANj CONTESTED HEARING

D. DOES THE JUDGE EVER DEVELOP A TREATMENT PLANT

ALWAYS_ y USUALLY s SELDOM 11 s NEVER

E. |S YOUR AGENCY CONSULTED IF THE JUDGE DEVELOPS A TREATMENT PLAN?T
ALWAYS 4 g USUALLY___3 , seELboM_2 y NEVER 2

4. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE FOLLOWING AS$

EXCELLENT Gooo FAIR PooRr
COUNTY ATTORNEY yi 4
L SCHOOLS 6 4 1
LAW ENFORCEMENTY
PoLICE 6 5
SHER|EF L} 4 2
HEALTH_ 6 4. 1
[ Juoee 4 1 4 1 \

0




G,

1.

3

Do

-G-

YOU HAVE WRITTEN, FORMAL AGREEMENTS ON PROCEDURES FOR THE

DELIVERY OF CHILD PROTECTION SERVICES w|THS

FUNDI NG

COUNTY ATTORNEY © 0 60500 6006060000000 0000080000P0isassrcsestosccscsissocoy

SCHOOLS L I N N N N N N N N RN NN RN N RN RN NN NN NN RERNEERENENELRX]

LAw ENFORCEMENT

POL'CECOQIOII.‘l'...0..'.‘...0..0.....'...l.ll"l.l..ll.'...
sHERlFF...o.lloOICll...0000-.100000000000t."ool-.'onolo.l.

HEALTH.ID..l..'lI.'Ol......'...I..'..l.‘...‘..C..'....C.........

GENERALLY, WHO DECIDES WHAT FQND&NG SOURCE 1S USED TO PAY FOR
SERV|CES PROVIDED TO A SPECIFIC CLIENT?T

Ao
B.
C.
Do

E.

Do
A.
8.
c.
D.
€.
Fe
s
BY
IF
A,
B.
c.
0.
E.
Feo
G,

He

SOCIAL WORKER____§
ACCQUNTING OFFICER__2
SUPERVISOR_ 4 _
DIRECTO&_‘_g__., “,_.ﬂAfﬂ

WELFARE BOARD (

WORKERS KNOW THE FUNDING POLICY FOR? (CHECK ONE OR MORE)

TiTLe XX __11
CosT oF CARE_ 10

AFDC-FC ano FCI_9

CHILD WELFARE ASSISTANCE - STATE_6

CHiLD WELFARE ASSISTANGE - LOCAL 11

SuBsSiDI1ZED ADOPTION_7

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SERVICE PLAN WITH THE FAMILY AFFECTED

FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS? ;

YES, WHAT ARE THE CONSIDERAT{ONS? (CHECK ONE OR MORE)
AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL FUNDS _ 4 ’
AVAILABILITY OF STATE FUNDS_ 4 ~
AVAILABILITY OF LOCAL FUNDS_5
FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY _§

AVAILABILITY OF THIRD PARTY PAYMENT_ 6 _

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVIGE IN VARIOUS FACILITIES 5§
WELFARE BOARD POLICY __ 2
oTHER (EXPLAIN)

<
m
wn
=
1
=

FEE 28
BIFE B




-10- YES NO N/A

4. DOES THE AGENCY CHANGE A PLAN AFTER |IT HAS BEEN DEVELOPED
WITH THE FAMILY, BECAUSE OF FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS?T

ALWAYS s USUALLY s SELooM___ 4, Never__T

IF OTHER THAN NEVER, CHECK THE MOST COMMON CHANGES
(COMPLETE ONE OR MORE)
- A, DENY RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT___3
B. DENY GROUP HOME CARE
C. DENY FOSTER FAMILY CARE
D. REFER TO RESOURCE ON OUTPATIENT BASIS___1
E. EXPECT AGENCY WORKER TO PROVIDE SERVICES_2
F. CHANGE FACILITY RECOMMENDED__2
6. OTHER {EXPLAIN)

5. DOES THE WELFARE BOARD CHANGE A PLAN AFTER IS HAS BEEN DEVELOPED
WITH THE FAMILY, BECAUSE OF FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS?T

ALWAYS y USUALLY y seLoom 1 , NEVER 10

- IF OTHER THAN NEVER, CHECK THE MOST COMMON CHANGE (COMPLETE ONE OR MORE )
A. DENY RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT__1
B. DENY GROUP NOME CARE_____
C. DENY FOSTER FAMILY CARE
D. REFER TO RESOURCE ON OUTPATIENT BASIS_ ___
€. EXPECT AGENCY WORKER TO PROVIDE ALL SERVICES
Fe CHANGE FACILITY RECOMMENDED

6. oTHER (EXPLAIN)

He. HOMEMAKERS
1. DO YOU USE HOMEMAKER SERVICES IN CHILD PROTECTION SITUATIONS? | 11 | QI[Q l

|F YES, PROVIDED BYS

HOMEMAKER ON STAFF__8

PURCHASED__ 5

IF YES, WHAT 1S THE FUNCTION OF THE HOMEMAKER? (CHECK ONE OR MORE)

Ae  TEACH BETTER HOMEMAKING 10

Bs TEACH CHILD REARING SKiLLS_10
Ce ASSIST WITH HOUSEWORK__ T

D. CASE CONSULTANT__T __

€. SUBSTITUTE PARENT__ 4

Fo OTHER (EXPLAIN) _1. PROTECTIVE PAYEE 2. TEACH MONEY MANAGEMENT
3. HANDLE MONEY MANAGEMENT 4. TRANSPORTATION
5. HeaLTH NEeps 6. NUTRITION




2. s THE HOMEMAKER IN A CHILD PROTECTION CASE UNDER THE SUPERVISION
OF THE SOCIAL WORKER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CASE?

3« HaVE HOMEMAKERS ASSIGNED TO CHILD PROTECTION CASES HAD TRAINING
I{N CHILD PROTECTIONT

PERSONNEL

1. WHAT TRAINING HAS THE AGENCY HAD N CHILD PROTECTION IN THE LAST
12 MONTHS?

2. WHAT TRAINING WOULD YOU LIKE TO HAVE?

|SsSUEs

Discuss THE FOLLOWING ITEMS AND REQUEST COMMENTS ON PROBLEMS OR
CONCERNS. ADD ANY ADDITIONAL ISSUES THE AGENCY MAY HAVE,

A, DaTA PRivACY

B. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED BY DPW

€. WHAT ASSISTANCE IS NEEDED FROM DPW

D. [MPLEMENTING LAWS AND RULES

E. COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR THE CHILD PRCTECTION SYSTEM

4. ATTITUDES:
Ao, COMMUNITY
8. PARENTS
C. COURTS
D. LAW ENFORCEMENT

Fs CHILD VS PARENTS RIGHTS

G, POSSIBLE LEGISLATION ON SEPARATE OPERATIONAL PLAN FOR CHILD
PROTECTION SERVICES,

-
w

&

I3

K
N N

o I
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EXHIBIT 2
CASE _READ|NG SCHEDULE .

i ;
. o FYR
< CoL

- COUNTY, » REVIEWER CASE #

" PRIMARY CLIENT MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY

CHILDREN RECEIVING PROTECTIVE SERVICES, AS OF 6/30/78.

" CHILDREN AGE __ Ace Sex ETHNICITY
1-unbord [27- 2 r " ) )
A, 518 2-1 4]-13 - 39 - -
2%-2 4y - 4 _
B. 323 |4-15  |Male-1999] 54 - Tudiw ._
3 25-9 |53 - 16
C. 23-5 {44 -1] q - MexicaN
24-6 -8
D, 26-7] 219 (g - Black
' 26-9% |- 20
J_EL. 22 -9 | 5- unkuogl } - Roaeg\b
32 +10
F, 23 - || 2 - \ietnanese
le PREVIOUS SOCIAL SERVICE ACTIVITY . YES NO N/A
A. DATE CURRENT PROTECTIVE SERVICES BEGAN |3 5&2&(@68 [:3
\ \\ B. PRIOR TO THE ABOVE DATE, WERE3
1« CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES OFFERED TO THIS FAMILY? (122 [180] |
2. SOCIAL SERVICES GIVEN TO THIS FAHILY? w‘ KBTI
IF YES, LIST: 1¢)Residental TH - 1) Social «Recreattonal -2 N)Tmuspo a}—:.w 2

-4 B DAC -8 1 _Mb\wo.\) H'd <% 10) Wealth - 2 13) Leq al-4

D Adoption
NChoee - 2 . 5D 4(!ggg 9 g)EQMI y Elmmgé Zﬂwgmtklng 1] lﬂ)ﬁﬁmt!l !!Q@ﬁ!!glit 4

MmL&s.e.Lng_‘ll____)_Emmﬂ'ﬂ 'Q)F@MW__@WJI_
Chi
. RISK FACTORS IDENTIFIED IN THIS FAMILY? IDENTIFY BY CODE

FAMILY PARENTAL CAPACITY
A. BROKEN FAMILY K. Loss oF CONTRoL DURING DiISCIPLINE
B. FaAMILY Di1SCoORD L. LACK OF TOLERANCE TO CHILD'S
C. INSUFFICIENT lncons/Mlsuse OF DiSOBEDIENCE AND PROVOGATION
ADEQUATE |NCOME M. INCAPACITY DUE TO PHYSICAL
D. New Basy IN Hons/PReeNAch HAnochP/bnaoulc | LLNESS
E. HEavY ConNTiINUOUS CHILD CARE N. ALCOHOL DEPENDENCE
RESPONSIBILITY 0. DRUG DEPENDENCE
F. PHYSICAL ABUSE OF SPousz/FleHTING . P« MENTAL RETARDATION
G. PARENTAL HISTORY OF ABUSE AS A Q. MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEM )
CHILD R. PoL1CcE/COURT RECORD ‘
He RECENT RELOCATION (EXCLUDING TRAFFIC)
le INADEQUATE HOUSING ~S. NORMAL AUTHORITARIAN METHOD
Je. SOCIAL |SOLATION : OF DISCIPLINE

< ‘ T. OTHER




2= YES NO N(A
Ile INTAKE/INITIAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE PLAN
ZIF PRIOR To 6/30/1976, DISREGARD SECTION || AND PROCEED TO
SecTioN |11) ‘ {
A. INTAKE

N —

1. SOURCE OF INITIAL REPORT = IDENTIFY BY CODE

3-A. PRIVATE PHYSICIAN 1*K. COURT
3-B. HOSPITAL/CL'NIC PHYsICIAN I¥L. LAw ENFORCEMENT
3C. HospiTAL/CLINIC PERSONNEL M. Conouen/MsochL EXAMINER

*D. Nurse 2°N. VicTIM
2°-E. ScHooL NURSE 100, RELATIVE
4-F. TEACHER P. SiBLING :
2G. OTHER SCHOOL PERSONNEL , 11'R. PARENT/SuBSTITUTE
2H. DAY CARE, HEADSTART, ’ S. ANONYMOUS

, . BABYSITTER, ETC, 10-T. FRIEND/NElGHeon
12|, PuBLIC SOGIAL AGENCY q-U. OTHER (SPECIFY)

4-Jo PRIVATE SOCIAL AGENCY

2. |F THIS CASE IS OPEN FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES BECAUSE OF CHILD
ABUSE OR NEGLECT, DID THE AGENCY RESPOND TO THE COMPLIANT WITHIN

THE TIME REQUIRED BY DPW RuLe 2077 ' _ @ @E

24 HOURS FOR ALLEGED PHYSICAL OR SEXUAL ABUSE)
T2 HOURS FOR ALLEGED NEGLECT)

3. |F APPROPRIATE, WAS THE NATIONAL STUDY ON CHILD NEGLECT AND
ABUSE REPORTING COMPLETED AND SENT TO THE STATE AGENCY, @ Eﬂl |57
(aBUSE ONLY) 5

4. |F APPROPRIATE, WAS THE COMPLAINT CLASSIFIED AS SUBSTANTIATED, :
UNSUBSTANIATED, OR CANNOT BE SUBSTANIATED. 0] O3]

5. IF THE COMPLAINT WAS CLASSIFIED AS UNSUBSTANIATED, WAS THE
" INFORMAT!ON REGARDING THE COMPLAINT DESTROYED WITHIN 90 DAYS

OF RECEIVING THE COMPLAINT. D III@

6. |IF THE COMPLIANT WAS CLASSIFIED AS CANNOT BE SUBSTANIATED,
WAS THE INFORMATION REGARDING THE COMPLIANT DESTROYED

WITHIN 1 YEAR OF RECEIVING THE COMPLIANT, | 1 BE10%9
T. ALLEGED PERPETRATOR - IDENTIFY BY CODE : [Z:]
4-A. NATURAL CHILD \-F. SiBLING K. TEACHER
B. ADOPTED CHiILD G. BABYSITTER/CHILDCARE 123-L. FATHER
1-C. STEPCHILD |-He OTHER RELATIVE 2#M. MOTHER
I*D. FOSTER CHILD l« Boy FRIEND 2-0. OTHER

E. GRANDPARENT/bHuLo Jo INSTITUTION STAFF

’ 6
8. MARITAL STATUS OF PARENT(S)/SussTiTuTE(S) - IDENTIFY BY CODE

6b- A, LEGAL MARRIAGE YE. Wioow/WiDower
3-B, CONSENSUAL UNION Fe MARRIAGE PARTNER TEMPORAR!LY ABSENT
t4-Co NEVER MARRIED Ge MARRIAGE PARTNER PERMANENTLY ABSENT (

39D. DIVORCED/SEPARATED  7-H. UNKNOWN




9. LEGAL STATUS OF CHILDRENS _ '
CHILDREN NoNE _ FORUMRARY BOBIRSTLYEw EB84boy
307 191 33 18 59
10. CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILDREN RECEIVING PROTECTIVE SERVICESS
MENTAL nornoﬁAL]PuvsicAL CHroNIC [DELIN= | -~  ‘|DEPenoENCYAINCORRE=~ |RUN
CHILDREN __ JRETARD, JPROBLEMS JHANDICAP [ILLNESS |QUENQY TRUANCY [ABANDONEQ:- 18 LEHCHTY laWAY JOTHER |
293 14 38 6 | 4 37 {20 | 3 29 13 | 96
~ , i YES NO N/A
11. RISk FACTORS = IDENTIFY BY CODE _____ . D
FaMiILY PARENTAL CAPACITY
14-A, BROKEN FAMILY 19-K. Loss OF CONTROL DURING DISCIPLINE
.53-B. FAMILY DISCORD 33-Le LACK OF TOLERANCE TO CHILD'S
24-Co  INSUFFICIENT Iucone/Mlsuss OF D1SOBEDIENCE AND PROVOCATION
ADEQUATE [NCOME ?-M. INCAPACITY DUE TO PHYSICAL
12-D. New BABY 1IN HoMe/PREGNANCY HANDIcAP/CHRONIC |LLNESS
-E. HeEAvVY CONTINUOUS CHILD CARE U¢-N. ArcoHoL DEPENDENCE
RESPONSIBILITY 8-0. DRuG DEPENDENCE
4-F. PHYsICAL ABUSE oF Spouse/FiIGHTING 5-P. MENTAL RETARDATION
9-G. PARENTAL HISTORY OF Asuss AS A 26Qes MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEM
. CHILD 1-R. PoL1GE/COURT RECORD t
16-He RECENT RELOCATION (ExcLubiNG TRAFFIC)
171+ INADEQUATE HOuSING 3-Se . NORMAL AUTHORITARIAN METHOD
4-Jo SOCIAL |SOLATION "OF DISCIPLINE i
" 32-T. OTHER
12, TiTLE XX ELIc1BILITY CODE 1 -1-14)(02-2)(11-15)(11-2-1)(11-3-8)(12-6)
(12-5-4)114-42)(14—3—16)520~4§226-3—e)(19x-
13, TITLE XX GOAL

(||y7A¢1o9)(|||-B-49)(|-3)(||-7)(|v-5)(v-3)
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B. INITIAL SERVICE PLAN ~ DaTES

1. THE INITIAL SERVICE PLAN IDENTIFIES THE FOLLOWINGS
A. RISK FACTORS '
B. THE PROBLEM
C. MUTUAL EXPEOTATIONS/@OALSV
D. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED
E. PLANNED FREQUENCY OF CONTACTS

EEEEEE
SER[ElEE

Fe REASSESSMENT DATE

2. TITLE XX SERVICES IDENTIFIED IN INITIAL SERVICE PLAN ARE!

FAMILY MEMBER SERVICES PROVIDER
PeotecTion ~ 212 — |[Romemaker ~ 9
408 _ACoun - {15 -

Fostern CaRe+ 1 i ous (N4 -
rﬂ_e_ﬂ_‘l'h 1A .A&o#’_. oy - |
Res. Tz’fm't'- 15 amily Plawning- 2
%l?ﬂiflﬁﬁtA CJmasf.-l

TRQY swﬁuﬁm- Legal- |

oNey gogg[ < gegggé]oﬁg‘& -1

N@Mm\%’dbmq .

3« THE GOAL FOR THE CHILD iS: ' T
CHILD REMAIN IN HOME TEMPORARILY OUT=OF=HOME REFERRED FOR_ADOPTION PERMANENT FC
: — SRS '
310 269 , 131 | 3 7
| )
4. THE INITIAL SERVICE PLAN APPEARS TO BE REALISTIC, @ [___]
I11. CURRENT CASE PLAN - DaTes [::]
IF NONE, DOES THIS APPEAR TO BE APPROPRIATE? ﬂj
(17 none, DISREGARD SECTION ||l AND PROCEED TO SecTioN [V. ). (
L
Ae 1. MARITIAL STATUS OF PARENT(s)/$uesrlrura(s) - IDENTIFY BY GODE ]
1A, LeGAL MARRIAGE " 4%E, Wipow/Wioower
5°B. CONSENSUAL UNION - 3-F, MARRIAGE PARTNER TEMPORARILY ABSENT
TL-C. NEVER MARRIED 1Ge MARRIAGE PARTNER PERMANENTLY ABSENT

19-D. DIVORCED/SEPARATED  |3-H. UNKNOWN .




2, TITLE XX ELiateiLiTy Cope_(01=70)(01-1-17)(01-1~1)(03-1)(06-5)

e

(06-1-2) 1-24)(11-2-6-)(11-3-7)(12-6)(12-3-2)(14—36)(14—1-3 (14~2-]
: 3. T(||T|L|E :x1§4)( ST (20-2)(20=3- )(20-4-1)(14-3-16§ ﬁ:l ]
- 11|=B= 1=2)(11-8 - -
4. LEGAL STATUS OF CHo?? é ) Yv=1)(v 5)
CHILDREN NONE VOLUNTARY. PLACEHENT PROTECTIVE SUPERVISION LEGcAL CusToDY
417 160 41 45 165
5. CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILDREN CURRENTLY RECEIVING PROTECTIVE
SERVICESS
MENTAL [EMOTIONAL [PHYSICAL JCHRONIC |[DELIN- DepeNpencY/]I NcorrRE- |RUN-
fnnLonen RETARD., |PROBLEMS |HANDICAP |ILLNESS |QUENCY |TRUANCY|ABANDONED JGIBILITY |AWAY |OTHER
£ 319 41 62 14 3 41 18 38 38 30 | 38
6. RISK FACTORS = IDENTIFY BY CODE ]
AMILY PARENTAL_CAPACITY
102-A, BROKEN FAMILY 21- K. Loss oF CONTROL DURING DiSCIPLINE
38-B. FAMILY DiSCORD 29-L. LAcKk oF TOLERANCE TO CHILD'S
-3 23-C. INSUFFICIENT I ncoME/M1 susE DiSOBEDIENCE AND PROVOCATION
OF ADEQUATE |NCOME 23-M, INCAPACITY DUE TO PHYSiCAL HANDICAP/
n-D. New BaBy IN HoMe/PREGNANCY CHRONIC JLLNESS
"12-E. HeAavy CONTINUOUS CHILD CARE 49-N. ALCOHOL DEPENDENCE
RESPONSIBILITY 12-0. DRUG DEPENDENGE
W-F. PHYSICAL ABUSE OF SPoUSE/FIGHTING 1-P. MENTAL RETARDATION
4-G, PARENTAL HISTORY OF ABUSE AS 43-Q. MeNTAL HEALTH PROBLEM
A CHILD I3R. PoL1CE/COURT RECORD
, N-H. RECENT RELOCATION (excLubING TRAFFIC)
( 4-l« INADEQUATE HoOUSING 2-S., NORMAL AUTHORITARIAN METHOD
‘ {0-Je SOCIAL |SOLATION OF DISCIPLINE

."G'To

OTHER




B

T. WAS THE PREVIOUS SERVICE PLAN ASSESSED?

8. THE CURRENT SERVICE PLAN IDENTIFIES THE FOLLOWINGS

Ae RISK FACTORS
8. THE PROBLEM

C. MUTUAL EXPECTATIONS/GOALS

D. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED

E. PLANNED FREQUENCY OF CONTACTS

Fe REASSESSMENT DATE

9. TITLE XX SERVICES IDENTIFIED IN CURRENT SERVICE PLANS

EFAMILY MEMBER

SERVICE

52|

PRoTecTion -

Ce«m&hg;ﬂ_
Tosten Cake-130

Ges. Tatut - 31

PROVIDER

HEEERA
AEEEEE

-

Day Care

li-q% ;gg ‘\‘a}non- 1%
Heo

‘4{m~cﬁf¥‘g-m
Education - ¥

E‘M?.lmtm -1

ﬁo;c- (5

Housing - 3

DHC~ 3°

ﬁhurfa (Healll -3

10. THE GoAL FOﬁ THE CHILD

1S3

REMAIN IN HOME TEMPORARILY OUT OF HOME REFERRED FOR

210

135

ADOPT I ON

PERMANENT FC

11

49

11. THIS CASE WAS REVIEWED BY A CHILD Aauss/bAss CONSULTATION TEAM?

12. A CASE MANAGER |S IDENTIFIED IN THIS SERVICE PLAN?T

13, THE CURRENT SERVICE PLAN APPEARS TO BE REALISTIC?

14. THE CASE RECORD INDICATES PROGRESS TOWARD PREVIOUS GOALS?

O O/
o A

m3 [
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15. THE CASE RECORD INDICATES THAT THE SITUATION OF THE CHILD,
IN THE LAST YEAR, HAS:

/
\
CHILD |MPROVED REMAINED STABLE DETERIORATED
422 160 1 190 72
_
!
16. THE CASE RECORD INDICATES THAT THE SITUATION FOR THE FAMILY OF THE CHILD,
IN THE LAST YEAR, HAS:
FAMILY | MPROVED REMAINED STABLE DETER 1 ORATED
255 51 134 70
o 17. COMPLETE GRID BELOWS
A. [IDENTIFY THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE CHILD,
B. |IDENTIFY WHETHER THE AGENCY HAS FULFILLED ITS RESPONSIBILITIES
IN THE LASTAYEAR. __ B8 |
SITUATION ' AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY
' SITUATION | SITuATION AGENCY PWPYLLED| AGENECY DID NOT
CHILD SATISFACTORY UNSAT | SFACTORY RESPONSIBILITIES|FULFILL RESPONSIBILITY]|.

M7 302 115 1 346 1




18, COMPLETE GRID BELOWS
A. |IDENTIFY THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE FAMILY, (
B. |IDENTIFY WHETHER THE AGENCY NAS FULFULLED ITS RESPONSIBILITIES
IN THE LAST YEAR,
A ]
SITUATION 1 AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY
SITUATION SITUATION AGENCY FULFILLED | AGENCY DID NOT )
FAMILY SATISFACTORY UNSATISFACTORY RESPONSIBILITIES | FULFILL RESPONSIBILITIES
/
244 125 119 - 206 38
IVe TERMINATION OF CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICE: DaTE: EZ&
(1F NONE, CHECK N/A BOX, AND DISREGARD THIS SECTION) [::I
A, THE CASE RECORD INDICATES THE REASON FOR TERMINATION IS
VOLUNTARY )
GoAL FAMILY JCHILD PROTECTION CHILD REACHED | CHILD CHiLD
CHILD - {ATTAINED | MOVED . - | 8O LONGER WANTED 7 _MAJORITY DIED ADOPTED |OTHER
93 39 | 29 2 5 2 2 14

B. 1. THE CASE RECORD INDICATES THAT THE SITUATION FOR THE FAMILY OF THE

CHILD, AT TERMINATION OF CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES, HASS
FAMILY |MPROVED REMAINED STABLE DETERIORATED

74 39 31 14




2. COMPLETE GRID BELOWS

Ve .
S Ae |DENTIFY THE SITUATION OF THE CHILD, UPON TERMINATION OF
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVIGES,
B, [|DENTIFY WHETHER THE AGENCY HAS FULFILLED ITS RESPONSIBILITIES
UPON THE TERMINATION OF CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES,
A | -8
SITUATION AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY
¢ " e S—— AL LA AR AL LSS
SITUATION SITUATION AGENCY FULFILLED AGENCY DID NOT
CH LD SATISFACTORY UNSATISFACTORY RESPONSIBILITIES |FULFILL RESPONSIBILITIES

74 48 26 59 15







NAME OF RESOURCE PERSON ' DATE:

: EXHIBIT 3
JUVENILE COURT JUDGE INTERVIEW = '

PosITION NAME OF REVIEWER —

COUNTY

A.

B.

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN TO YOUR EXPERIENCE DURING THE LAST YEAR.
EMERGENCY SERVICES YES
1. HAS THE COUNTY AGENCY WORKED OUT A PROCEDURE WITH YOU TO ENABLE

THE AGENCY TO OBTAIN AN EMERGENCY COURT ORDER ON A CHILD PROTEC-

TION SITUATION IF LAW ENFORCEMENT IS NOT INVOLVED? CZ[]

2. IS THIS PROCEDURE WORKING SATISFACTORILY? 1]
IF No, EXPLAIN_COMMENT = IN CHANGING COURT SYSTEM, BETTER PROCEDURE

SHOULD BE DEVELOPED

3« ARE YOU AWARE OF FACILITIES IN THE COUNTY THAT PROVIDE EMERGENCY
CARE TO CHILDREN NEEDING PROTECTION?

SYSTEM WHEN HAVE TO ACT FAST, NEEDS SHELTER AND SECURE FACILITY
4. 1S THE COUNTY AGENCY PROVIDING GOOD EMERGENCY SOCIAL SERVICES TO

A. ARE THEY ADEQUATE? ONE =~ FOSTER CARE ONLY, MORE ON CALL FOSTER HOMES,
CHILDREN NEEDING PROTECTION?T m

IF No, EXPLAIN

COURT HEARING

1¢ ARE COUNTY AGENCY WORKERS SKILLED IN PROVIDING TESTIMONY ON¢ w S

NO

A. FACTS OF THE CASE

A
. 1 3] [o]
B. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COURT m 1.4] U_l
51151 [

2. WHEN A COUNTY WORKER TESTIFIES IN COURT, IS SHE/HE WELL PREPARED?

IF No, EXPLAIN_ INVESTIGATE TECHNIQUE NOT GOOD AS SHOULD BE PERHAPS

AGENCIES NEED INVESTIGATORS — TIME LIMITS BEYOND CONTROL LEAD TO POORLY

PREPARED TESTIMONY - WORKERS EVIDENCE 1S OFTEN HEAR SAY -~ WORKERS DON'T

ALWAYS KNOW RULES OF EVIDENCE ~ WORKERS TEND TO WANT TO BE JUDGES INSTEAD (OVER)
3, DO YOU REQUIRE A HEARING ON ALL CASES WHERE LEGAL CUSTODY OR PROTECTION

SUPERVISION IS RENEWED OR TERMINATED? RENEWED 1 - TERMINATED 11

IF NO, IN WHAT INSTANCES DO YOU NOT HAVE A HEARINGS

A. COUNTY AGENCY RECOMMENDS CONTINUANCE IN WRITING 1
B8 CHILD IN LONG TERM TREATMENT 1
C. PARENTS IN LONG TERM TREATMENT OR INCARCERATION 1

D. OTHER |F HEARING 1S REQUESTED

VAl




OoF lNVESTIG‘TOR OR REPORTER .~ WORKERS AND TEAMS WANTS JUDGE TO RUBBER STAMP
RECOMMENDATION = DON'T FULLY UNDERSTAND ROLE OF COURT, NEED TRAINING ON COURT
PROCEDURES ~ ARE BETTER TRAINED ON RECORDING THAN FACTS




-2-

ALWAYS USUALLY SELDOM NEVER

(W CLIENT REPRESENTATION

1. DO YOU APPOINT A GUARDIAN AD LITEM FOR EACH CHILD COMING INTO COURT?

) IF No, EXPLAIN {F WANT, IF NEED, IF CONFLICT BETWEEN PARENT AND CHILD

Yes No

& &

OR INDIFFERENGE OF PARENTS, IF CONTESTED
2. ARE PARENTS REPRESENTED BY LEGAL COUNSEL? zZ =@ O 08
IF WANT, ALWAYS, OTHERWISE DEPENDS ON CASE, IF TRAIL
3. |F PARENTS ARE NOT REPRESENTED, DO YOU APPOINT
COUNSEL? UNLESS REQUESTED OR FINANCIALLY UNABLE = = 4 0J
TO OBTAIN OWN ATTORNEY.
SERVICE PLAN '
4. Do YOU EXPECT THE COUNTY AGENCY TO DEVELOP AND RECOMMEND A TREATMENT
(SERVICE) PLAN BEFORE COMING TO COURT?
2. DO YOU EVER DEVELOP A TREATMENT PLAN? ] =
IF YES, DO YOU CONSULT WITH THE COUNTY AGENCY ABOUT SERVICES? EJ o]
IF YES, DO YOU CONSULT WITH THE COUNTY AGENCY ABOUT THE FUNDING
NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT THE TREATMENT PLAN? o] 2
3. How OFTEN DO YOU AGREE WITH THE AGENCY'S RECOMMENDATION ON
THE FOLLOWING: N/A
L A. PROTECTIVE SUPERVISION 2] O O I
B. LEGA. CUSTODY TO COUNTY AGENCY - =3 o O L4
¢. LEGA. CUSTODY TO SOMEONE BESIDES AGENCY O M 4O =]
D. CHILD'S PLACEMENT WITH RELATIVE Ll Lo L1 L 1
E. CHILD'S PLACEMENT IN LICENSED FACILITY [N 19} (1} L L
F. GUARDIANSHIP TO THE COMMISSIONER 1] 119 R L [:] D
G. FAMILY TO RECEIVE SPECIFIC SERVICES !
(E.G., COUNSELING, CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY) 2] L [O JLd
H. CHILD TO RECEIVE SPECIFIC SERVICES
(E.G., DAY CARE, RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT) =2 B [ O
4. WHEN RIGHTS OF PARENTS ARE TERMINATED, DO YOU REQUIRE A PLAN FOR

PERMANENCY FOR THE CHILD} 1.E., PERMANENT FOSTER CARE, PLACEMENT
T WITH A RELATIVE, ADOPTIONT STATE GUARDIANSHIP WOULD MAKE PLANy COURT
SERVICE ARE ENDED = JUDGE HAS NOTHING MORE TO SAY,

RePORTS TO COURT

& Qu
4. ARE AGENCY REPORTS TO THE COURT ON TIME? [}:] [§:]
2. ARE COURT REQUESTED REPORTS COMPLETE? [_'_2_[_'] [I]
IF No, ExpLAIN_SOMETIMES CUSTODY STUDIES ARE LATE.
ASSESSMENT
4. ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL SERVICES GIVEN CHILOREN

oo B
0o ™

NEEDING PROTECTION?

EXPLAIN
T0 CHILD PROTECTION TRAINING NEEDED FOR A

CY WORKERS §

IMPROVEMENT IN AGENCY IN LAST YEAR = BAR ASSOCIATION NOT ORIENTED TO
TOE gy pROFESSIONALS.
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COUNTY ATTORNEY |NTERVIEW

NAME OF RESOURCE PERSON : DATE:
PosiTiON - NAME OF REVIEWER
COUNTY

YES _ NO N/A
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN TO YOUR EXPERIENCE DURING THE LAST YEAR,

1. HAS THE COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PROVIDED TRAINING TO COUNTY AGENCY
. STAFF ON:

A. ADMISSABLE EVIDENCE

B. PROVIDING TESTIMONY

C. PREPARING PETITIONS ’

D. WHAT CONSTITUTES A CASE FOR PETITION

E. DOCUMENTATION

Fe COURT PROCEDURE

2. D0 YOU CONSULT WITH AGENCY STAFF ON THE POSSIBILITY OF FILING A
PETITION ALLEGING DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT?

LEREER
El HERMOME

e How OFTEN DO THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS ENTER INTO YOUR DECISION
TO FILE A PETITION FOR DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT?S

ALWAYS USUALLY SELDOM NEVER

A. PHYSICAL RISK OF CHILD fio]

Be PHYSICAL INJURY TO CHILD

D. ADMISSABILITY OF EVIDENCE

]
C. EMOTIONAL CONDITION OF CHILD =]
S il

E. KNOWLEDGE OF JUDGE'S POSITION ON CHILD PROTECTION

HEF BEOE

F. COUNTY AGENCY RECOMMENDATION ]

0 5 008 O0H00
B [ B0 BOOO

GASES
G. COMMUNITY ATTITUDES
4. ARE COUNTY WORKERS WELL PREPARED WITH THE FACTS WHEN THEY COME TO
YOU FOR A PETITION ALLEGING DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT? ] 9
5. How OFTEN DO YOU ASSIST THE COUNTY STAFF IN PREPARING A
CASE BEFORE GOING TO A HEARING? L10 (]

CoMMENTS: _CONFER, BUT DON'T ASSIST BECAUSE OF DATA
PRIVACY = TALK TO BEFORE GOING TO COURT

6. ARE WORKERS PREPARED TO RECOMMEND A TREATMENT PLAN AFTER

A FINDING OF DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT? el 14 L4 1

COUNTY ATTORNEY {GNORED WHEN DIFFERENCE OF OPINION




-2= o ALWAYS USUALLY SELDOM NEVER NfA

Te. How OFTEN ARE COUNTY AGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS ACCEPTED
BY THE JUDGE WHEN THE RECOMMENDATION INVOLVES:

A. PROTECTIVE SUPERVISION

B. LEGAL CusToDY

Coe PLACEMENT WITH RELATIVE

v

D. TERM{NATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS

E. FAMILY TO RECEIVE SPECIFIC SERVICES
(E.G., COUNSELING, CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY)

B 0000
1 0 gooe

1 0 0000

F. CHILD TO RECEIVE SPECIFIC SERVICES
(E«G.y RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT, DAY CARE)

d B BEEE

I .

o)
||

G. PROTECTIVE CUSTODY PENDING COURT HEARING

8. IN WHAT INSTANCES WOULD YOU BRING CRIMINAL CHARGES
AGAINST AN ALLEGED PERPETRATOR?

i

A, CHILD BADLY INJURED PHYSICALLY

B. CHILD BADLY INJURED EMOTIONALLY

C. CHILD DIED

D. PERPETRATOR UNCOOPERATIVE IN ACCEPTING TREATMENT
OR SERVICES

E. ALL SUBSTANTIATED CASES OF NEGLECT WHERE THE
PERPETRATOR IS IDENTIFIED

F. ALL SUBSTANTIATED CASES OF ABUSE WHERE THE
PERPETRATOR IS IDENTIFIED

G. LAW ENFORCEMENT RECOMMENDATION

He STRONé SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR CRIMINAL CASE

l. REPEATED INJURY OF CHILD BY SAME PERPETRATOR
Jo |NJURY OF MORE THAN ONE CHILD BY SAME PERPETRAfOR

NEERERE B 0 ONED
0000000 B 8 HRED

S

Ke SEXUAL ASSAULT

HEEHEEMEE B B BER0 BF B B8

PIMEERER B E HERO

L. OTHER

<
m
(]

A

9. ARE YOU A MEMBER OF A CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT TEAM?

IF No, WHY?

|

—

10, DESCRIBE THE COUNTY ATTORNEY'S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COUNTY AGENCY?
EXCELLENT 6 Goop 1 Fair 1 " POOR
(3 o1 NOT RESPOND)




HEALTH RESOURCE INTERVIEW

NAME OF RESOURCE PERSON DaTE:
/

PosiTiION NAME OF REVIEWER

CounTYy

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN TO YOUR EXPERIENCE DURING THE LAST YEAR.

<
m
[0

1. ARE HEALTH PERSONNEL REPRESENTED ON A CHILD ABUSE/bHILD NEGLECT TEAM?

HHI
dHFE

2, |S THE TEAM EFFECTIVE?

IF No, wHY

3. WHOM DO HEALTH PERSONNEL CALL WHEN MAKING A DECISION ON WHETHER TO MAKE
A FORMAL COMPLAINT OR NOT. )

A. LAW ENFORCEMENT_1

N

B. COUNTY weLFarRe_10
c. OTHER NURSING SUPERVISOR i

4. IF YOU CONTACT THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT, ARE YOU ENCOURAGED AND

A U s
SUPPORTED IN MAKING A REPORT. | 2 | 1!

5. DO HEALTH PERSONNEL PREFER TO REPORT A COMPLAINT OF CHILD ABUSE OR

NEGLECT TO: . _ 1 5] m

A, LAW ENFORCEMENT

B. COUNTY WELFARE_11 _ ,
WHY BELIEVE SOCIAL WORKER MAVE MORE EXPERTISE IN CHILD PROTECTION

THAN LAW ENFORCEMENT NOT AS PUNITIVE = NOT AS FRIGHTENING TO CLIENT
- LESS THREATENING

6. To YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAVE HEALTH PERSONNEL REPORTED ANY [:E] [g:]
COMPLAINTS OF CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT IN THE LAST YEAR? DR
ALWAYS USUALLY SELDOM NEVER

0 O
0 ™

(2 ™

IF Yes:
A. DID YOU RECEIVE A FOLLOW=UP ON YOUR REPORT.
B, WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE RESPONSE.

o WHEN APPROPRIATE, ARE HEALTH PERSONNEL (INCLUDED IN AN
INVESTIGATION BEING MADE BY COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT.

"~ 8. WHEN APPROPRIATE, ARE HEALTH PERSONNEL INCLUDED IN THE

DEVELOPMENT OF A TREATMENT PLAN BY THE COUNTY WELFARE

DEPARTMENT, - ]

9. WHEN APPROPRIATE, ARE HEALTH PERSONNEL ASKED FOR INPUT
REGARDING THE CHILD'S PRoaREss/kouUSTMENT/EEHAV|oa AFTER
A PLAN |S DEVELOPED,

21 [

H H O HH
I R I |




10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16,

2=

DESCRIBE THE RELATIONSHIP OF HEALTH PERSONNEL WITH THE COUNTY
WELFARE DEPARTMENT,

EXCELLENT ___ 5 y GOOD__ 5 s FAMIR____ 1 s POOR

R ———

ARE HEALTH PERSONNEL APPROPRIATELY USED IN THE DELIVERY OF CHILD
PROTECTIVE SERVICE?

ALWAYS____ 2, usuALLy___ 9 SELDOM _s NEVER
HAVE HEALTH PERSONNEL EVER BEEN ASKED TO PROVIDE IDENTIFICATION AND

REFERRAL OF "HIGH RISK" FAMILIES TO AVAILABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES?

IF YES, BY WHOM_MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS, RESEARCH STUDIES & PROJECTS,
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT TEAMS, HOSPITALS, COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT
HAVE HEALTH PERSONNEL EVER BEEN ASKED TO PROVIDE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
(E.G., PARENTING CLASSES, INFANT STIMULATION PROGRAMS, PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSING SERVICES, ETO.) FOR MHIGH RISK"™ FAMILIES,

IF YES, BY wHOM__PUBLIC WELFARE, HOSPITAL, PHYSICIANS, SCHOOLS, PARENT!NG
CLASSES, DAC, SPECIAL PROJECTS, CLERGY ;

HAVE HEALTH PERSONNEL RECEIVED TRAINING ON THE IDENTIFICATION AND
REPORTING OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT?

IF YES, BY WHOM DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS, DR, TEN BENZEL

COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT
IF YES, DID THE TRAINING INCLUDE INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWINGS

A. THE DYNAMICS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT 2
B. INDICATORS OF POSSIBLE ABUSE AND NEGLECT 2

C. THE PROVISIONS OF THE MINNESOTA REPORTING OF THE
MALTREATMENT OF MiNors Law (M.S. 626.556)__ 9

D. THE NAME AND. PHONE NUMBER OF THE PERSON(S) IN THE LOCAL
WELFARE AGENCY AND LAW ENFORCEMENT TO WHOM REPORTS SHOULD
BE MADE 9

E. WHAT INFORMATION SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN A REPORT, 2

Fe WHAT HAPPENS WHEN A REPORT 1S MADE 2

Gos COMMUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR THE TREATMENT OF ABUSED
AND NEGLECTED CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES 2

DO HEALTH PERSONNEL HAVE A WRITTEN POLICY REGARDING THEIR ROLE IN THE
COMMUNITY CHILD PROTECTION PROGRAM INCLUDING [IN=AGENCY IDENTIFICATION,
REPORTING AND TREATMENT PROCEDURES.,

. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING IN=-HOME SERVICES DO YOU SEE AS YOUR RESPONSI|=-

BILITY?
A. ASSESSING PROBLEMS IN PARENTING 11

Be ASSESSING AND MONITORING THE PROGRESS AND DEVELOPMENT
OF YOUNG CHILDREN11 :

C. TEACHING NORMAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT TO PARENTS_ 11
D. TEACHING ADEQUATE CHILD CARE, HEALTH CARE, AND NUTRITION 11
E. PROMOTING MATERIAL ATTACHMENT_11

Fe WORKING WITH PARENTS TO DEAL WITH CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENTAL
pELAYs___ 11

—

<
m
(7]

,Eg '
“H F

PN
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17. DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT.
EXCELLENT _ 4 , Gooo 6 , FaIr__1 , POOR







EDUCATION RESOQURCE | NTERVIEW

NAME OF RESOURCE PERSON

PoSITION

CouNnTy

1.

DATE:

NAME OF REVIEWER

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN TO YOUR EXPERIENCE DURING THE LAST YEAR.

DOES THE SCHOOL HAVE A WRITTEN AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY WELFARE

DEPARTMENT OUTLINING PROCEDURES FOR THE DELIVERY OF CHILD PROTECTION

SERVICEST

DoES THE SCHOOL HAVE WRITTEN PROGEDURES FOR REPORTING CHILD ABUSE/

CHILD NEGLECT UlTHlN THE SCHOOL E‘oYSTEM'P

ARE THE SCHOOLS REPRESENTED ON A CHILD ABUSE/%HILD NEGLECT TEAM?

IS THE TEAM |a|=|=ec'r|vs'P
IF No, WHY? __

<
m
(7]

H
UEFH B

HHH
M I

IS TRAINING AVAILABLE TO THE SCHOOLS ON -I
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT?

DENTILFICATION

AND REPORTING

]

IF YES, DOES IT INCLUDE INFORMATION IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS = AND TO

=
o

S

[2]

WHOM IS IT GIVENT?
; ; ADMINISTRATIONS [TEACHERS [SOCIAL WORKERS [SUPPORT
9 oF 11 RECEIVE SOME TRAINING SUPERINTENDENT COUNSELORS PERSONNEL
PRINCIPALS NURSES

1. _THE DYNAMICS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT 6 T 9 5
2. INDICATORS OF POSSIBLE ABUSE AND NEGLECT 7 7 9 5
3. THE PROVISIONS OF THE MINNESOTA REPORTING

OF THE MALTREATMENT OF MiINORrs Law (M,S.
L__626.556) 8 8 9 5
. THE NAME AND PHONE NUMBER OF THE PERSON(S)

IN THE LOCAL WELFARE AGENCY AND LAW ENFOR-

CEMENT AGENCY TO WHOM REPORTS SHOULD BE

MADE 8 8 8 8
5« WHAT INFORMATION SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN
. A _REPORT , 8 2
6. _WHAT HAPPENS WHEN A REPORT IS _MADE 7 7 8 6
7. COMMUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR THE

TREATMENT OF ABUSED AND NEGLECTED
, CHILDREN AND THE|R _FAMILIES { 7 9 5




9.

10.

11.

12,

2= | Yes, No N/A

WHO IN THE SCHOOL IS DESIGNATED TO MAKE REPORTS ON CHILD ABUSE
OR NEGLECT? ‘ (

A. SUPERINTENDENT_ 1
B. PRINCIPAL_Q

¢c. TeacHer ___2

p. CounseLor__4

E. S0CIAL WORKER &

F. RECEPTIONIST

WHOM DOES THE SCHOOL CALL WHEN MAKING A DECISION ON WHETHER TO MAKE
A FORMAL COMPLAINT?

A, LAW ENFORCEMENT 1

B. COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT_9

C. OTHER COUNTY ATTORNEY - 2 (IN ONE COUNTY, BOTH COUNTY ATTORNEY AND COUNTY WELFARE
, DEPARTMENT ARE CONTACTED)

IF YOU CONTACT THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT, ARE YOU ENCOURAGED AND/bR

SUPPORTED IN MAKING A REPORT? [EZH [3:]

WOULD THE SCHOOL PREFER TO REPORT A COMPLAINT ON CHILD ABUSE OR

NEGLECT ToO: , -
A. LAW ENFORGEMENT___2__ ]
B. COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT__9 ) {

WHY__LAW ENFOQRGEMENT IS NOT TRAINED IN INVESTIGATING CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
LAW ENFORCEMENT 1S LN PROSECUTING BUSINESSI COUNTY WELFARE HAS MORE KNOWLEDGE

AND TRAINING,
TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS THE SCHOOL REPORTED ANY COMPLAINTS OF CHILD

ABUSE OR NEGLECT IN THE LAST YEAR? Go 04

A. |IF Yes,
1. DID YOU RECEIVE A FOLLOW-UP ON YOUR REPORT°

ALWAYS 5 "USUALLY, 2 SELDOM 3 9 NEVER

2. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE stpouss?
ALwAYS__ 4 USUALLY 5 SELDOM ] NEVER

WHEN APPROPRIATE, 1S THE SCHOOL INCLUDED IN THE INVESTIGATION BEING MADE -
BY THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT?'

ALWAYS 6 s USUALLY___ 3 s SELDOM _ 2 s NEVER

WHEN APPROPRIATE, IS THE SCHOOL INCLUDED IN THE TREATMENT PLAN DEVELOPED
BY THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT?

ALWAYS _ 6 USUALLY, 2 s SELDOM__ 2 .9 NEVER__ 1




o

13.

14.

15.

-3-

WHEN APPROPRIATE, IS THE SCHOOL ASKED FOR INPUT REGARDING THE CHILD'S
PROGRESS/ADJUSTMENT/BEHAVIOR AFTER A PLAN IS DEVELOPED?

aLways_ 6 s USUALLY 2 s SELDOM 3 s NEVER

IS THE SCHOOL APPROPRIATELY USED IN THE DELIVERY OF CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICET?

ALWAYS & g USUALLY, ﬁ s SELDOM 2 ) NEVER .

DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT.

EXCELLENT__6 , Gooo___3 g FAMIR__2 ___, POOR







NAME OF RESOURCE PERSON. . . ‘ . I DATE:.

POSITION NAME OF REVIEWER_ _

‘  OF : ——
COUNTY, Yes . No N/A

1.

THE FOLLOWIMG QUESTIONS PERTAIN TO YOUR EXPER|ENCE DURING THE LAST YEAR.

IS THERE AN INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT BETWEEN YOUR AGENCY AND THE
COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT DETAILING THOSE CONDITIONS WHICH WILL
LEAD TO IMMEDIATE REFERRAL OF CASES FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT INVESTIGA=
TION?

&

IF No, WHY? |S THERE A NEED FOR ONE?

IS SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT IMMEDIATELY REPORTED TO THE
COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT IN WRITING?

iE

IS THERE A WRITTEN AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT
REGARDING EMERGENCY CARE PROCEDURES FOR CHILDREN TAKEN INTO IMMEDIATE
cusroov° :

H

DOES LAW ENFORCEMENT STAFF. CONDUCT JOINT lNVESTlGATlous/lNTERvnsws
WITH COUNTY PROTECTION WORKERS?

|F SOy IN WHAT INSTANCES?T WHEN FEMALE OR. | NCEST :I'S | NVOLVED- ~ DE~TOX ~ NEGLECT
AND ABUSE -~ IN ALL GASES, ABUSE

2
H

5

=

[

I's LAW ENFORCEMENT REPRESENTED ON A CHILD ABUSE/bHILD NEGLECT TEAM?T

|s THE TEAM EFFECTIVE?

CRE

[ B

IN No, WHY? _ TEAM MEMBERS NO MORE EFFECTIVE THAN ANY OTHERS

IS TRAINING AVAILABLE TO LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL ON IDENTfFIOATION
AND REPORTING OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT?

(a) 1IF Yes, FROM WHOM? CWD, LAw ENFORCEMENT SPONSORED woaxsuor

(e) IF YES, DID THE TRAINING INCLUDE INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING:
1. THE DYNAMICS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT T '
2. INDICATORS OF POSSIBLE ABUSE AND NEGLECT_ 7
————

3. THE PROVISIONS OF THE MINNESOTA REPORTING OF THE
MALTREATMENT oF MiNors Law (M.S. 626.556) 8

4. THE NAME AND PHONE NUMBER OF THE PERSON(S) IN THE
LOCAL WELFARE AGENCY TO WHOM REPORTS SHOULD BE MADE__8

5. WHAT INFORMATION SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN A REPORT_ 9
6. WHAT HAPPENS WHEN A REPORT IS MADE_9

T COMMUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR THE TREATMENT OF
ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES Z

M HH

[




10,

-2-

How ARE RECORDS OF REPORTED CHILD ABUSE/leLD NEGLECT HANDLED

BY
A,
B.

C.

YOUR AGENCY?
UNSUBSTANTIATED = DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY

SUBSTANTIATED ~ DESTROYED 7 YEARS AFTER FINAL ENTRY IN THE

CASE YEAR

CANNOT BE SUBSTANTIATED = KEPT FOR 1 YEAR AND THEN: DESTROYED

(Minn, STAT. 626.556)

IN WHAT INSTANCES WOULD LAW ENFORCEMENT FILE A PETITION
FOR CRIMINAL CHARGES AGAINST AN ALLEGED PREPETRATOR?Y

A.

Ce..

D.

E.

Fe

G.
He

Je

DESCRIBE LAW ENFORCEMENT'S RELATIONSHIPS

CHILD BADLY INJURED PHYSICALLY
CHILD BADLY INJURED EMOTIONALLY

CHILD DIED

PERPETRATOR UNCOOPERATIVE IN ACCEPTING TREATMENT OR
SERVICES o

ALL SUBSTANTIATED CASES OF NEGLECT WHERE THE PREPETRA-~
TOR 1S IDENTIFIED

ALL SUBSTANTIATED CASES OF ABUSE WHERE THE PERPETRA-~-
TOR 1S IDENTIFIED

STRONG SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR CRIMINAL CASE
REPEATED INJURY OF CHILD BY SAME PERPETRATOR

INJURY OF MORE THAN ONE CHILD BY SAME PERPETRATOR

\

SEXUAL ASSAULT

N v

DEPARTMENT,

EXCELLANT T , FAIR_ " POOR

, 600D,

A

YES

Bl B L
B HI

LWAYS USUALLY SELDO

e

=
[«]
=<
>

M NEVER

FEEER B B @EE0

WITH THE COUNTY WELFARE

AFEAR B F BEEED

1

HOOOE ©® B 0800

S

00nO0 B 0 0000




	791669
	20160325090828171

