


REPORT ON 

COMMUNITY SOCIAL SERVICES MONITORING 

ANO 

EVALUATION 

1988 

Prepared by: 

Connunlty Services Evaluation Section 
Poltcy Coord1nat1on D1v11ton 
March 1989 



EXECUTIVE SU""ARY 

Hfnnesota Statute 256E.0S directs the Conrnfssfoner of the Department of Human 
Services to monftor and evaluate the adminfstration and delivery of conwnuntty socfal 
services by· county socfal service agencies. This report contains detailed 
information regardfng the purpose, methodology, ffndfngs, and reconrnendatfons 
pertafning to four maJor monttorfng and evaluation fnitfatives completed during 
calendar year 1988. The four major fnftfatfves were: 

l. Child Protection Rule Compliance Survey. 

2. Client Access to the Service Delivery System Review. 

3. Mental Health System Component Review. 

4. Welsch Negotiated Settlement Case Record Review and Site Observation Visit. 

Following fs a sunmary of each of these fnftfatfves. 

Child Protection Rule Conpliance Survey: 

On August 15, 1988 the Department's revised Child Protective Services Rule was 
adopted. This rule makes more explicit county social service agency responsibility 
in assessing, screening, and investigating reports of child maltreatment, and 
requires that the county agency provide protective services fn accordance with a 
written service plan. The purpose of the monitoring survey, conducted in all county 
social service agencies, was to determine the extent to which county superv4sors and 
child protection workers perceived that they were in compliance with the new rule, 
to gather fnformatfon on county agency policies and procedures pertaining to child 
protection services and to establish a base line for future monitoring and 
evaluation of county agency performance in delivering child protection services. 

This survey was not designed to gather information on all aspects of the new rule, 
but was focused on several critical areas of concern as Identified by the 
Department's Child Protection Sectfon. Informatfon was gathered on the following 
compliance issues: 

l. Use of established criteria In screening reports of maltreatment; 

2. Timely notfffcatfon of law enforcement; 

3. In-person observation of children reported to be maltreated; 



4. Use of the Tennessen Notice; 

5. Use of Department approved rfsk assessment tool; 

6. Written protective services plan developed with the family; 

7. Quarterly reassessment of protective services plans; 

8. Monitoring the delivery of child protection services; 

9. Appropriate termination of child protection services; 

10. implementation of protection services training requirements; and 

11. Time lines of resPonse to rePorts of maltreatment. 

County agency child protection supervisors and workers who were interviewed bel feved 
they were fn substantial c~1fance wfth most rule requirements. The areas of 
lowest reported compliance were: 

1. Timely notification of law enforcement; 

2. Use of the Tennessen Notice. 

3. Termination of protective services when there was insufficient grounds to 
proceed wfth court action; and 

4. Implementation of training requirements. 

As a result of these findings the Department recoornends the following actions: 

1. That the Chfld Protection Section arrange for or provide technical 
assistance to all county agencies, giving special attention to areas of 
lowest rePQrted c~liance. 

2. That special attention be given to the few county agencies that reported a 
lower overall level of COQ)liance. 

The Conrnunity Services Evaluation Section of the Department of Human Services wil I 
begin a systematic review of protective services case records to determine actual 
compliance with the rule requirements. These case record reviews will enable us to 
c~re actual COQ)lfance with perceived COQ)11ance. 
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CU ent Ac:ces s to the Service ~De 1 i very System Review: 

Minnesota Rules, part 9550.0010 through 9550.0092 establishes several minimum 
admfnfstrative standards with which county agencies must comply. While the 
comp1 fance survey conducted fn 1988 did not review all these standards, the 
Department deemed ft Important to look at those standards pertaining to client 
access to the service delivery system. Three specfffc rule requirements were 
monitored: 

l. Posted notice, prominently displayed, advising individuals of their right to 
apply for services without delay; 

2. List of services provided by the county agency is readf 1y available to 
individuals; and 

3. Persons applying for social services are advised of their rights and 
responsibilities and how data collected on them will be used. 

We found that 29 percent of the county agencies did not have the required posted 
notice of the right to apply for services and 25 percent of the counties did not 
have a 1 ist of offered services readily available. 

All county agencies documented the use of forms advising applicants of their rights 
and responsibf lfties and how information collected about them wil 1 be used. 

This report identifies the county agencies out of compliance wfth the rule 
requirements. These county agencies will be required to submit documentation that 
corrective action has been taken. 

Mental Health System Component Revlew: 

The Comprehensive Mental Health Act of 1987 required county agencies to develop a 
mental health plan; a part of this plan required each county agency to identify how 
they would make some basic mental health services available in their county by July 
of 1988. The mental health system component review was designed to look behind the 
county plans to document the avallabllfty of required services. The mental health 
services clusters reviewed were: 

1. Convnunity SuPPort Services; 

2. Education and Preventions Services; 

3. Emergency Services; 

4. Outpatient Services; and 

5. Residential Treatment Services. 

This review also looked at the composition and actfvfty of mental health advisory 
councils. The ful I report, Included fn the document, addresses each of these 
service clusters individually, and identifies how the services are 
provided - by contract or directly by the county agency. 
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As the report indicates, most county agencies are making aval !able and/or providing 
the services required by the Comprehensive Mental Health Act. However, many 
contracts between county agencies and mental health providers lacked the specificity 
needed to verify the availability of some services. 

As a result of this review the fol lowing action has been taken: 

The names of county agencies not appearing to be fn fuJ 1 compl lance wfth 
statutory requirements have been gfven to the Mental Health Division for 
follow-up. 

In addition, the following action is reconvnended: 

The Mental Health Division should follow-up wfth those county agencies that had 
insufficient documentation to verify the availability of some mental health 
services. 

The Convnunity Services Evaluation Section wf l 1 review county agency contracts with 
mental health providers to ensure compliance with the contract requirements of 
Minnesota Rules, part 9550.0040, governing the acinfnistration of cOOYnUnity social 
services. 

Welsch Negotiated Settlement Case Record Review and Site Observation: 

Over 300 case record reviews, selected from 10 county agencies, were conducted to 
comply with the requirements of the Welsch v. Gardebrfng Negotiated Settlement. 
Case records reviewed represented a sample of persons with developmental 
dlsabi I ities residing in RTC's, comnunity based ICF/HR's, SILS programs, waivered 
services programs, foster homes, and parental homes. This review was designed to 
determine the extent to which county agencies were meeting the requirements of Rule 
185. It involved a review of case record documentation and on-site observation of 
the subject of the case record, either at the subject's day program or place of 
residence. 

The Department found overall compl lance with the rule to be low. For example, while 
over 90 percent of the cases reviewed had an individual service plan, only 68 
percent had a timely plan (reviewed In the past 12 months), and only 2 percent of 
the plans were complete. We also found that only 25 percent of the cases reviewed 
contained al 1 the required assessments and only 2 percent of the case had timely 
assessments. 

Based on our findings, the Conwnunity Services Evaluation Section reconvnends that 
efforts currently underway to revise Rule 185 remain a high priority in the 
Department. We also reconmend that training of case managers be done incrementally 
with emphasis on "how to do it" issues. Topics like how to integrate assessments 
into an ISP and how to format an ISP are important to address. 

Staff of the Conmunfty Services Evaluation Section and the Developmental 
0isabil itfes Division are currently developing a protocol for reviewing additional 
case records. The focus wf 11 be on persons with developmental dfsabt 1 itfes who are 
receiving waivered services or services governed by the provisions of Rule 40. 
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CHILO PROTECTIVE SERVICES SURVEY 

oe,cription of the Project: 

The purpose of child protective services Is to protect children from maltreatment 
including: sexual or physical abuse, neglect, emotional maltreatment and infant 
medical negl·ect. In August 1988, the Department adopted a new protective services 
rule. The rule focuses on assessing, screening and tnvestfgating reports of chi Id 
maltreatment and ensuring that protectfve services are provided in accordance with 
written service plans. 

In conjunction with adoptfon of thfs rule, the CSES fnitfated an assessment of 
county agency chf ld protective services pol icles, procedures and practices. The 
purpose of the assessment is to establ fsh a base lfne measure of county agency 
performance that can be compared with performance after the new rule has been in 
force for a period of time. This comparison will gfve Department managers a 
pre-rule/post-rule picture of county agency performance fn child protective 
services. Further, the assessment will give managers information about staff 
training and technical assistance that wil 1 be necessary to ensure ful 1 
implementation of the new rule. 

Consequences of Failure to Comply: 

When county agencies fail to consistently and effectively tq:,lement the requirements 
of the rule, children may unnecessarily be placed at risk of maltreatment or, in 
some cases, children may be unnecessarily removed from their homes and famtl fes. In 
addition, county agencies that fall to substantially comply wfth the rule may be 
subject to a reduction fn their comnunity social services fund al location pursuant 
to M. S. 256E. _ _0_8 1 subd. 1 • 

Method Used to Monitor: 

A protocol for measuring county agency compliance with the provisions of the new 
rule was Jointly developed by the CSES and the Department's Child Protection 
Section. The protocol, consisting of 35 general questions with numerous parts, was 
designed to evaluate compl lance with the rule and to assess county agency chi Id 
protective services practices that are of high interest to the Child Protection 
Section. The protocol was used by CSES staff to collect data from county agency 
personnel. A child protection supervisor and a child protection worker were 
interviewed separately tn each agency. ln some of the larger agencies, additional 
supervisory and worker staff were interviewed. For purposes of this report, we 
consol tdated l'llJlttple responses fnto two sets of data, one from child protection 
supervisors and one from child protection workers. Agencies fn which multiple staff 
were interviewed will be given a printout of all staff and supervisory responses. 
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Sunrnary of Findings: 

NOTE• Following the Sunrnary of Findings, Conclusions, and Reconvnendatfons is 
detailed information on responses given by supervisors and chi Id protection workers 
to the questions asked at the time this review was done. 

A. Child PrQ_t_ectfon Rule Issue,: 

l. Depending on the county agency respondent, between 77 and 81 county 
agencies use the criteria established in the rule to screen reports of 
maltreatment. 

2. Seventy-eight county agencies notify law enforcement within 24 hours when 
they accept a report of maltreatment. However, there fs a significant 
amount of disagreement between supervisors and child protection workers 
regarding how law enforcement is informed. 

3. All but two counties surveyed reported that they conducted "in-person" 
observations of children who were subjects of maltreatment reports. 

4. County agencies report to befng lax In providing the Tennessen Notice. In 
particular, there is a high amount of disagreement between supervisors and 
workers about providing the notice In writing. 

5. Sixty-seven percent of the county surveyed reported that they used a risk 
assessment tool. The majority of the counties using a risk assessment tool 
properly used it to determine the need for chi Id protection services. 

6. Ninety percent of the county agencies reported that they developed, with 
the family, a written protective services plan, and 73 percent of •the 
counties reported that they conducted quarterly reassessments of the plan. 
Twenty percent, of the county agencies reported that the frequency of 
reassessments depended on the specifics of particular case situations. 

7. Thirty-nine percent of the supervisors and 29 percent of the workers 
surveyed reported at least monthly meetings with families receiving chi Id 
protection services. At the same time, 66 percent of the supervisors and 
54 percent of the workers said that frequency of contact depended on the 
specifics of the case situation. There was a high degree of disparity (37 
percent) withfn county agencies between supervisors and workers as to the 
question of monthly contact with the families. 

8. Sixteen percent of the supervisors and 19 percent of the workers respcnded 
that they were reluctant to terminate child protection services, even when 
they didn't have sufficient grounds to proceed with court action. 

9. County agencies are seriously out of compliance with rule requirements to 
have an overall annual child protection training plan for the agency and 
for fndfvidual child protection workers. At the same time, 93 percent of 
the supervisors and 88 percent of the workers agree that a record of 
training received is maintained by the agency. 
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10. The vast majority of counties (87-94 percent) reported lnwnedfate response 
to situations of neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse which p0sed 
inminent danger. 

11. Efghty-efght percent of the counties reported that they were not able to 
respond to reports of maltreatment where there was no fnwninent danger, by 
the end of the third working day. 

B. Other Cb f Id Protect f on ls sues: 

Regarding questions pertaining to Information about local Pol icfes and 
procedures, there were several responses which Indicated differing levels of 
awareness between supervisors and child protection worker. Example of thfs 
disparity are as fol lows: 

l. Overall, 58 percent of the workers and 51 percent of the supervisors 
responded that they had written instructions for when to complete forms 
pertaining to intake, assessment, and case opening. 

2. Thirty-one percent of the supervisors and 25 percent of the workers 
reported they had written criteria to help determine when a referral 
constituted an emergency. 

3. Thirty-four percent of the supervisors and 22 percent of the workers 
reported that the agency has standard training available for new child 
protection workers. 

4. Supervisors and workers disagreed over the array of services available 
In their agencies. 

5. Eighty-six percent of the workers and 82 percent of the supervisors 
said they had a chf Id protection team. 

CQ_nc 1-us ions : 

A. Perceived Conpl lance wfth Child Protection Rule: 

One of the purposes of thfs survey was to determine what county agency child 
protection workers and supervisors believed was their county's readiness to 
ir1')1ement certain key parts of the rule, and In conjunction with that purpose, 
to identify training and technical assistance needs to assist in fu1 I rule 
ir1')1ementatfon. 

The overall conclusion ts that most county child protection workers and 
supervisors perceived themselves to already be in conplfance with most of the 
key provisions of the new rule. There were two areas in which there was lower 
than average compliance in most county agencies, and a few county agencies where 
their overall readiness to meet key requirements of the rule was lower than the 
average. 
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B. E~ceptions to COOJ?l iance: 

l. Tennessen Notice: 

2. 

There were serious reservations noted by child protection workers and 
supervisors regarding the need for and use of the Tennessen Notice. 
Workers and supervisors often tended to view the Notice as a barrier to 
carrying out productive assessments/investigations. They noted that law 
enforcement would often object to use of the Notice when law enforcement 
was participating in the investigation. Most counties, at a minimum use 
parts of the Notice, but some staff clearly refuse to use other parts of 
the Notice, particularly with younger victims of maltreatment. In 
particular, some agency staff objected, when talking to younger victims, to 
having to advise them of their right to refuse to answer questions. 

Child Protectlon_lraining: 

Regarding the rule requirement that county agencies have an overal 1 annual 
agency plan for training in child protective services, and an annual plan 
for each Individual child protection worker, many supervisors indicated a 
lack of understanding as to what specifically was needed in the training 
plan to comply with the rule. In several small counties, the thought was 
expressed that it wasn't necessary to have an overall training plan to 
assure that necessary training was received. 

3. Dlf~_erence in Responses Between Superviso~s: 

The survey points out a number of differences between supervisors and 
workers in how they responded to the questions. Two predominant areas of 
disagreement were in use of the Tennessen Notice and use of a risk 
assessment instrument. In most instances where there was a disparity, 
supervisors tended to perceive their county as being at a higher level of 
c~l iance than did the child protection workers. 

We believe it is not unusual in a survey of this nature to find differences 
between workers and supervisors, because: 

a. the survey is prfmarl ly a query about perceptions and opinions; 

b. the social worker and supervisor come to the interview with 
different sources of Information about what is happening; and 

c. supervisors and social workers tend to have a somewhat different 
emphasis and orientation to the agency and fts work. The 
supervisor/manager tends to direct attention to the organization 
and its operations; the worker, on the other hand, tends to focus 
on the needs of the clients. 

We bel feve the worker responses are probably more lfkely to reflect the 
Policies, practices, and procedures as they are in individual agencies, 
while supervisory responses tend to reflect how thfngs are supposed to be. 
The disparity of respcnses between supervisors and workers also may reflect 
some problems with tnternal coomunication fn some county agencies. 
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R ecorrrnendat 1 Q_n_S : 

1. That the Child Protection Section of the Department of Human Services provide 
information to all counties, spelling out the necessary elements of an overal 1 
annual training plan and of the annual individual child protection worker 
training plan. By October of 1989, the Child Protection Section will be fssuing 
a request bulletin, asking the county agencies to send the Department their 
annual child protection training plans. These will be due in the Department by 
November 1, 1989. Staff of the coovnunity Services Evaluation Section will be 
fol lowing up with those county agencies not submitting annual training plans on 
a timely basis. 

2. That the Child Protection Section provide information about, including the use, 
value and utility of, the Tennessen Notice, and examine alternate ways of 
providing the Notice without disrupting the assessment and investigative 
processes. At about the same time this child protection survey was completed, 
staff of the Child Protection Section began regional training, for chf Id 
protection staff, on the provisions of the new rule. One of the areas covered 
was proper use of the Tennessen Notice. We expect that levels of compliance 
with the rule provision has risen since this training. 

3. That the Conrnunfty Services Evaluation Section monitor compliance with the 
Tennessen Notice and training plan requirements no sooner than four months after 
additional training has been provided to county staff. The Conrnunity Services 
Evaluation Section will develop a plan to monitor compliance with the Tennessen 
Notice by February of 1990. This monitoring wf 11 be done in conjunction with a 
review of overall county agency child protection training plans. 

4. That the Child Protection Section review the respanses from counties showing an 
unusually low state of readiness to implement the rule and assist those· counties 
in moving toward full fmplementatfon of the key provisions identified in this 
report. The Child Protection Section began to provide this assistance within 
two weeks of the rule promulgation. As the Conmunity Services Evaluation 
Section begins its rule compliance monitoring in April of this year, county 
agencies identified as being seriously out of compliance with the rule wil 1 be 
referred to the Child Protection Section on an ongoing basis. 

Deta i 1 ed_ f J_nd i ngs : 

This section contains detailed Information on county agency respanses to questions 
pertaining to compliance with the rule, as well as respanses to a number of 
informational questions incorparated into this survey. 

NOTE: You will note that the total number of county agencies with a supervisory 
resPQnse totals 81 and the total with a worker resPQnse totals 82. There are 83 
county agencies tn the universe (Faribault/Hartin/Wantonwan and Region VIII North 
are counted as one agency each). In two agencies the supervisor was so new ft was 
not practical to conduct an interview, and in another agency the child protection 
worker was so new that interviewing this person would not have been practical. 
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Rule Conplfance Questions: 

Although thfs survey was not intended to result fn sanctions for county agencfes not 
fully fn c~lfance wfth the new rule, ffndfngs as to how well the county agencies 
are coming fnto c~llance wfth rule requirements are as follows: 

l. Minnesota Rules part 9560.0216, subp. 3 requires county agencies to use 
certain criteria when screening reports of maltreatment. Our survey 
revealed the following: 

Sueervisor Worker 
Rul_e Crf terfa Yes No Yes No 

Al legations constitute maltreatment. 79 2 78 4 

Contains sufficient Identifying 81 a 81 
information. 

Contains information not previously 81 0 77 5 
received. 

2. For all reports of maltreatment accepted after screening, part 9560.0216, 
subp. 4 requires that the local law enforcement agency be notified verbally 
and fn writing within 24 hours. Our survey indicated the fol lowfng: 

Sueervisor Worker 
Yes No Yes No 

Law enforcement notified within 24 78 3 78 4 
hours. 

Verbally? 72 9 77 5 

In wrftfng? 72 9 70 12 

NOTEi In 13 county agencies, there was internal disagreement regarding 
notfffcatfon of law enforcement fn writing. In 8 of the 13 county agencies 
the worker safd that law enforcement was not informed fn writing while the 
supervisor said they were informed. 

3. Rule part 9560.0216, subp. 6 requires county agencies to make an In-person 
observation of the child reported to be maltreated, while c~letfng an 
assessment. Our review revealed the following: 

In-person observation of the 
child fs conducted? 
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Sueervlsor 
Yes No 

79 2 

Worker 
Yes No 

80 2 



4. Rule part 9560.0216, subp. 7 requires county agencies to routinely provide 
the "Tennessen Notfce" to persons being interviewed as part of a child 
protection assessment investigation. Our survey revealed the fol lowing: 

Supervisor Worker 
Yes No Yes No 

County provides warning? 64 17 60 22 

Verbally? 66 15 66 16 

In writing? 53 28 40 42 

NOTE: There fs a rather high disparity of resp0nses on thfs question 
when supervisors resp0nses are compared to worker, resp0nses. This becomes 
even more significant when you consider that fn 15 counties there fs 
disagreement between supervisor and worker regarding whether the notice is 
given verbally and in 14 counties there is disagreement about whether the 
notice is given in writing. Thirteen workers say the notice Is not given 
in writing while supervisors in these agencies say the notice Is given in 
writing. Efght of 15 workers say the notice is not given verbally whf le 
their supervisors say it is given verbally. 

5. County agencies were queried as to whether they currently use a risk 
assessment fnstrument in accordance wfth Rule part 9550.0220, subp. 6.8. 
Our survey revealed the following: 

Use risk assessment tool: 

a. to prioritize protective 
service reports. 

b. to determine ff 
maltreatment has occurred. 

c. to determine if chf Id 
protective services are 
needed. 

d. to determine what services 
are needed. 

Supervisor 
Yes No 

55 

26 

36 

52 

38 

26 

55 

45 

29 

43 

Worker 
Yes No 

53 

22 

32 

49 

30 

29 

60 

50 

33 

52 

NOTE• The rule requires the county agency to use a risk assessment tool 
to determine ff chf Id protective servfces are needed fn accordance with 
5.c. above. 
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6. Minnesota Rules part 9560.0226, subp. 2, 3, and 4 requires that when child 
protective services are mandated or when protective services are 
voluntarily accepted~ there must be a written plan of service developed, 
wfth the family; the rule further requires that when child protective 
servfces are purchased, the county agency must retain case management 
services; and In either case the plan must be reassessed quarterly with the 
family. Our survey revealed the fol lowing: 

Su12ervisor Worker 
Yes No Yes No 

There Is written service plan? 75 6 76 6 

LSSA retains case management? 74 7 76 6 

Quarterly reassessment? 60 21 62 20 

7. Minnesota rule part 9560.0028, subp.4 and 5 require at least quarterly 
reassessments of social service case plans when child protective services 
are involved. County agencies were queried as to their current policy on 
reassessment of cases requiring child protection services. Our survey 
revealed the following: 

Frequency of Reassessment 

Annually 

Sem 1-annua 11 y 

Quarterly 

Depends on case 

Su.e!.,r-'Li sor 

3 

22 

54 

3 

WQrker 

5 

23 

52 

2 

Fourteen county agencies repcrted that besides minimum requirements for 
reassessments, the frequency of reassessment was often related to the 
specifics of a particular situation. Hore volatile situations or cases 
Involving frequent court action tended to result In more frequent 
reassessment. 
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8. Rule part 9560.0228, subp. 4 requires the county agencies to monitor the 
provision of child protectfve services, including at least monthly meetings 
with the famf 1y. Survey results are as fol lows: 

Supervisor Worker 

Weekly 5 8 

Bf-weekly 9 9 

Monthly 32 24 

Quarterly 8 7 

Depends on Case 27 34 

Fifty-ffve supervisors and 45 protection workers stated that frequency of 
meetings with the famfly depended on the specifics of the case. It should 
also be noted that the response to thfs question revealed a high degree of 
disparity between supervisors and workers In individual agencies. For 
example, fn 31 agencies there was disagreement over the questfon of monthly 
contact with the family. In 19 of the county agencies the workers said 
monthly meetings were not held, while their supervisors said they were. In 
the other 12 county agencies, the workers said monthly meetings were held 
and the supervisors safd they were not held. 

9. Rule part 9560.0228, subp. 6 requires the county agency to terminate chi Id 
protective services either when the goals of service have been met and 
services are no longer needed or when the goals are not met, but there are 
Insufficient legal grounds to proceed with court action. Our survey 
discovered the following: 

Case closed/goals met. 

Case closed/insufficient grounds. 

Supervisor 
Yes No 

80 

68 13 

Worker 
Yes No 

81 

66 16 

10. Rule part 9560.0234, subp. 1, 3, and 5 requires county agencies to develop 
an overall annual agency training plan for child protection workers, to 
have an annual training plan for each child protection worker, and to 
maintain a record of training c0f1¥)1eted by each child protection worker. 
Our survey revealed the fol lowing: 

Supervisor Worker 
Yes No Yes No 

Overal 1 annual plan. 17 64 l l 71 

Annual worker plan. 23 58 20 62 

Record of training. 77 4 73 9 
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11. Rule part 9560.0216, subp. 5.A. requires the county agency to take 
ininedfate action upon receipt of a report whtch Indicates a chi Id to be in 
lmnfnent danger. we· asked the county agencies to tel I us the percentage 
of reports fndfcatfng fmnlnent danger to which they responded to 
fnlnedlately. Our survey indicated the fol lowfng: 

TYPE DANGER 

Neglect 

Physical Abuse 

Sexual Abuse (Number 
of counties by 
category) 

Neglect 

Physical Abuse 

Sexual Abuse 

Cht1d Protection Worker 
lnmedJate Response 

90-1001, 

75 

78 

76 

90-1001 

77 

78 

78 

75 to 89' 

2 

3 

4 

50-751 

2 

2 

Social Service Supervisor 
Inrnediate Rese2nse 

75_ t0_891 

2 

2 

2 

50-751 

0-494& 

3 

0 

0 

0-494& 

2 

NOTE1 Numbers fn columns equal number of county agencies reporting by 
the various percentage categories. 

12. We also queried the county agencies concerning the response time to rep0rts 
of maltreatment when there is no indication of inmfnent danger. Rule part 
9560.0216, subp. 5.C. requires a response time within one working day, with 
a grace period of up to 72 hours provided the local agency has reasonable 
grounds to believe the child wf11 not be In lnmfnent danger and there is 
the need to respond to more serious reports. Nine counties Indicated they 
were able to respond to between 90 and 100 percent of these reports wfthfn 
one working day. 

On the other hand, 73 county agencies Indicated that up to 50 percent of 
these reports could not be responded to by the end of the third working 
day. 
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Informational Questions: 

Besides looking at how wel I the county agencies are coming Into compliance wfth the 
new child protective service rule, adopted on August 15, 1988, the survey was 
designed to look at several other fssues related to the child protection service 
delivery system. The areas queried, and responses, are as fol lows: 

l. Does your county agency accept reports of maltreatment when there is a 
concurrent custody study or visitation dispute between the parents. Our 
sufvey results~ by supervisor and child protection worker, are as fol lows: 

2. 

Su£:!ervfsor Worker 
Yes No Yes No 

Accept reports. 79 2 82 0 

Require additional information. 57 24 66 16 

Remind parties that reports 59 22 62 20 
must be made fn good faith. 

Remind reporting party that 71 10 71 11 
custody studies must be 
court ordered. 

Question motivation of reporting 60 21 67 15 
party. 

Use other additional criteria. 28 -53 25 57 

County agencies were queried as to whether they had written crlterfa to 
help intake workers evaluate and determine whether a referral is an 
emergency. Our results are as follows: 

Written criteria. 

Supervisor 
Yes No 

26 55 

Worker 
Yes No 

21 61 

3. County agencies were asked ff they had written instructions detailing which 
forms are to be completed for the chi Id protection service delivery 
system. Responses are as follows: 

For Intake. 

For assessment. 

For open case. 

Sueervisor 
Yes No 

39 

40 

48 

42 

41 

33 
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Worker 
Yes No 

49 

44 

52 

33 

38 

38 



4. County agency staff were queried about how their new child protection 
workers are trained. Here are the affirmative responses to the question: 

Supervisors Worliers 

Agency has standard training available. 28 18 

Agency supervisor does the training. 78 74 

Peer supervision by more experienced staff. 76 77 

Send new staff to available training. 79 77 

Asks nefghborlng county to do training. 10 8 

Other training avaf 1able (unspecffted). 26 23 

5. County agencies were asked for Information on what percentage of chi Id 
maltreatment reports assessed in the past year they were accompanied by 
law enforcement when doing an fnvestfgat1on. Our survey Indicated that law 
enforcement accompanied county agency staff by type of maltreatment alleged 
according to the following: 

90-1001. 75-891. 50-751. 0-491. Unknown 
~ Sue. Wrk. Sup. Wrk. Sup. Wrk. Sup. Wrk. Sup. Wrk. 

Nunber of counties where law enforcement 
accompanied county staff. 

Neglect 1 l 7 6 3 8 13 55 55 20 22 

Physical Abuse 37 36 9 4 16 13 17 25 21 22 

Physical Abuse 63 62 8 3 8 4 0 9 21 22 
(Criminal) 

Sexual Abuse 69 69 9 1 5 2 0 6 19 22 

6. County agencies were queried as to whether procedures had been developed 
with law enforcement for responding after hours to referrals determined to 
be emergencies. Our survey produced the following results: 

Procedures with law enforcement. 

Procedures tn wrftfng. 
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Supervisors 
Yes No 

79 

39 

2 

42 

Workers 
Yes No 

76 

41 

6 

41 



7. County agency staff were queried as to how cases were assigned chi Id 
protection workers once a determfnatfon of the need for services is made. 
Our survey produced the following results: 

Sueervisors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

0ecfsfon made at untt meeting or 41 40 32 50 
·case staff f ng. 

Worker doing assessment keeps case. 44 37 42 40 

Assigned on basts of equal number 37 44 39 43 
of cases. 

Assigned on basis of equal 48 33 52 30 
difficulty of case load 

Assigned on basis of worker 62 19 62 20 
expertise/speciality. 

Other method than above. 34 47 32 50 

Based on county agency resp0nses to the question, more than one criterion 
are used in determining how to assign new child protection cases. 

8. As a follow-up to the question above, county agencies were asked to 
fdentffy who fn the agency usually assigns cases. Our survey results are 
as follows: 

Supervisor 

Intake Worker 

Other 

Supervisors 
Yes No 

70 

7 

l 1 

1 I 

74 

70 

Workers 
Yes No 

70 

15 

12 

82 

67 

9. County agency staff were queried about how long ft takes to develop a 
complete written protective services plan, once a determfnatfon of service 
need is made. Resp0nses were as follows: 

SuP!rvisors Workers 
Plan d~veloped In: Yes No Yes No 

Less than l week 10 71 6 75 

1-2 weeks 29 52 29 53 

2-3 weeks 24 57 28 54 

3 weeks to a month 23 58 23 59 
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10. County agencies were queried as to the avallabf llty of an array of services 
for persons In need of child protective services. Our survey produced the 
following: 

Case management 

Counse If ng. 

Family-based Service 

Professional famf ly-based service 

•Paraprofessional family-based service 

*Homemaking 

Social and Recreational 

Transportation 

Adoption 

Day Care (non-training or employment) 

Respite C~re 

Residential Facllfty Placement 

Emergency Shelter 

Child Foster Care 

Group Homes 

Correctlonal Facilities 

Extended Respite 

*Other Services 

Supervisors 
Yes No 

80 

79 

68 

70 

57 

56 

81 

79 

78 

79 

80 

80 

81 

81 

78 

45 

37 

2 

13 

1 l 

24 

25 

2 

3 

2 

0 

0 

3 

36 

44 

Workers 
Yes No 

81 

82 

72 

63 

66 

55 

79 

82 

76 

78 

82 

82 

82 

82 

75 

46 

31 

0 

10 

19 

16 

27 

3 

0 

6 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47 

36 

51 

*The dtfference In the responses between supervisors and child protection 
workers fn these areas ts big enough to warrant a special notation. 
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11. County agencies were querfed as to whether they had a child protection team, and 
If so, what functions the- team performed. The survey results are as fol lows: 

Sueervtsors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

Have child protection team1 68 13 71 l l 

Does case consultation? 67 14 65 17 

Does convnunlty education? 46 35 47 35 

Does professional education? 41 40 34 48 

Coordination of/Advocacy for resources? 52 29 45 37 

Comnunfty prevention council. 36 45 31 51 
(Children's Trust Fund) 

Other non-specified. 17 64 8 74 

12. When child protection teams were used to provide case consultation, we 
queried the county agencies to determine the percentage of child 
maltreatment reports, by type maltreatment, for which consultation by the 
team was sought. 

90-1001. 75-891. 50-751. 0-491. Unknown 
Sue. Wrk. Sue. Wrk. Sue. Wrk. SYE!. Wrk. Sue. Wrk. 

Number of counties reporting use of team by percentage. 

Neglect 19 23 9 2 8 9 34 39 l 1 9 

Physical Abuse 26 27 1 3 6 5 31 38 1 1 9 

Sexual Abuse 29 30 8 3 4 5 29 35 11 9 
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13. Counties were also queried regarding the use of the chi Id protection team 
in relation to: 

a. repcrts of neglect: 

Sueervisors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

Use team at screenfng/fntake. 24 57 22 60 

At fnftfal assessment. 48 33 38 44 

Case planning. 60 21 60 21 

b. rePorts of physical abuse: 

Sueervisors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

Use team at screening/Intake. 25 56 22 60 

At fnfttal assessment. 50 31 42 40 

Case planning. 60 21 61 21 

c. repcrts of sexual abuse: 

Sueervfsors Workers 
Yes No Yes 

Use team at screentng/fntake. 24 57 23 

At initial assessment. 47 34 34 

Case planning. 58 23 63 

14. County agency respcndents were asked what percentage of child protection 
cases referred to the county attorney's office for ff ltng of a Juvenile 
court petition were accepted. Our survey results are as fol lows: 

Percent Accepted by 
County Attorney 

90-1001. cases 

75-871. cases 

50-741. cases 

0-491. cases 

Unknown 
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Nl.lnber of Counties 
S..YJ2!rv i s0_r_$ Wor:ke_r_, 

48 

15 

8 

7 

3 

54 

10 

8 

7 

3 

No 

59 

36 

19 



15. County agency respondents were also queried as to what percentage of chf Id 
protection cases referred to the county attorney's offfce for crfmfnal 
charges are accepted. 

Percent Accepted for Nunt>er of Counties 
Ff ling Crfmfnal Charges Supertls0rs WQrkers 

90-1001. cases 29 30 

75-891. cases 18 10 

50-741. cases 10 9 

0-491. cases 6 18 

Unknown 18 15 

16. County agency respondents were also queried as to the reasons the county 
attorney's office decides not to pursue court action on certain chf Id 
protection cases referred to them. Our survey found the following: 

Supervisors 
Yes No 

Workers 
Reason for not pursuing court actfon: 

Lack of evidence. 

Child not a good witness. 

Situation not serious enough to warrant 
Juvenile court petition or criminal 
charges. 

This type case not successful In court. 

Not enough alternatives pursued prior to 
court. 

Other (nonspecific). 

10 

51 

49 

36 

28 

13 

1 l 

30 

32 

45 

53 

68 

Yes No 

77 

53 

62 

32 

40 

16 

5 

29 

20 

50 

42 

66 

17. County agency respondents were queried as to the criteria they used to 
define chronic neglect. Responses are as follows: 

Supervisors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

Service provided family for more than 26 55 26 56 
one year. 

Services appear to have little or no 42 39 37 45 
f~ct on improving family functioning. 

Other reasons (nonspecific). 25 56 25 57 

We don't have agency definition of 43 38 46 36 
chronic neglect. 
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18. County agency respondents were asked to Identify and prioritize the 
problems/condftfons they saw most frequently in situations of chronic 
neglect. Supervisors and workers prioritized the problems/conditions In 
the followlng ranking: 

5,Yeerviiors Wo_r~ers 

l. Lack of supervision. l. Lack of supervision. 

2. Emotional maltreatment. 2. Emotional maltreatment. 

3. Inadequate food and clothing. 3. Inadequate food and clothing. 

While the above three problems/conditions are considered the most frequent 
indications of chronic neglect, the fol lowing are other stated 
problems/conditions. 

S\4eervfsors 

4. Inadequate housing. 

5 • A I coho I f sm. 

6. Lack of medical care. 

Workers 

4. A I coho 1 f sm. 

5. Inadequate housing. 

6. Lack of medical care. 

19. County agency respondents were asked ff they had a sexual abuse treatment 
program available locally and If they thought the services were effective. 
Survey results are as follows: 

Local avaf labflfty of program. 

Program effective. 
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Supervisors 
Yes No 

so 

so 

31 

31 

Workers 
Yes No 

50 

44 

32 

38 



20. Ffna11y, county agencies were queried as to whether they have a Chi Id 
Mortal fty Review Comnfttee and, if so, what agencies or professions are 
represented. Responses are as fol lows: 

Sueervisors Workers 
Yes No Yes No 

Have Chf 1d Mortal lty Review Conmittee. 14 67 1 l 71 

Representatives from: 

Social Services - public 13 68 10 72 

Law Enforcement 12 69 8 74 

Hospitals 5 76 4 78 

Pub I i c Hea I th 10 71 6 76 

Physician 7 74 6 76 

Social Services - private 6 75 3 79 

Schools 2 79 2 80 

Other (nonspecific) 7 74 3 79 
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CLIENT ACCESS TO SOCIAL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTE" 

Oescrfptton of the ProJect: 

Minnesota Rules, part 9550.0010-9550.0092, require county social service agencfes to 
advise individuals by written notice, of their right to sign an application for 
social servtces at any time during the agency's normal business hours. ln addition, 
the rules require the county social service agency to gfve each prospective 
applicant a written 1 ist of the services available according to the county's 
approved conrnunfty socfal services plan, to inform prospective clients of their 
rights and responsibilities, and to tel I them how data collected about them wi 11 be 
used. 

Consequences of Failure to Cogply: 

Failure of a county social service agency to comply with the rules governing 
applications and notification of services available could Indicate that the county 
has effectively denied some individuals access to the social service system. In 
addition, counties that faf 1 to substantially c~ly with the rules may be subject 
to a reduction in their conrnunfty socfa1 services fund pursuant to N. S. 256E.08, 
subd. 1. 

Method Used to Monitor: 

Comnunfty Services Evaluation staff used a three question protocol to determine 
compliance with these provisions of the Acintntstratfve Rule. The questions were as 
follows: 

l. Has the county agency Posted notice fn a prominent place advising 
individuals of their rfght to apply for social services? (Rule part 
9550.0070, subp. 1.) 

2. Does the county agency have a written list of services available according 
to the county's conrnunity social services plan to gtve to the 
client/applicant? (Rule part 9550.0070, subp. 2.) 

3. Does the county agency have a form, prescribed or approved by the 
conwnfssioner that contains Information on the applicants rights and 
resPQnsfbflttles and on how data collected about the applicant wi 11 be 
used? (Rule part 9550.0070, subp. 4.) 
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Sum1ary of Findings: 

A. N.Qttffcatfon of "client right to apply": 

l. Fifty-one county agencies had a prominently placed notification at the time 
the Department's review began. 

2. Nine addftfonal county agencies had a prominently displayed notification 
before the Department's review was completed. These county dgencies were 
Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, Olmsted, Pipestone, Ramsey, Scott, Washington, and 
Winona. 

3. Two county agencies were undergoing major reorganization and stated they 
would be in full compl lance by March of 1989. These county agencies were 
Chisago and Mower. 

4. The fol lowing 24 county agencies were not fn comp1 lance with this rule 
requirement: Becker, Benton, Blue Earth, Carver, Cass, Clay, Douglas, 
Grant, Itasca, Kandiyohi, Kittson, Marshall, Nicol let, Norman, Otter Tai I, 
Pennington, Polk, Pope, Red Lake, Rock, Roseau, Stevens, Waseca, and Wilkin. 

B. Written I ist of service,~ to give to applicants/clients: 

l. Sixty-one county agencies had a current listing of social services readily 
available to give to social service applicants and clients. 

2. Two county agencies, Chisago and Hower, were undergoing major organizational 
changes and planned to have a current l fsting of services available by March 
of 1989. 

3. One county agency, Mahnomen, had a current listing of services, but did not 
routinely make ft avai table to applicants or clients. 

4. Twenty-one county agencies dfd not have a current list of social services 
available for applicants/clients. These county agencies were: Becker, 
Benton, Cass, Clay, Douglas, Ff I lmore, Freeborn, Grant, Itasca, Kandiyohi, 
Kittson, Nicollet, Norman, Otter Tail, Polk, Red Lake, Rock, Steele, 
Stevens, Todd, and rraverse. 

C. The county agency had a OHS approved form containing information on applicants 
rights and responstbtlftieS_~and information on how data collected about 
~licants would be used: 

1. Every county agency was tn compliance with the requirements of this rule 
provision. The primary reason for the high level of compliance with this 
provfsfon fs the county agency use of the DHS-2140, Applfcatfon and lnitial 
Plan for Social Services, which contains this Information. 
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o. Recomnendatfons/Correctlve Action Steps: 

l. County agencies out of comr:,lfance wfth these rule requirements were advised 
of the same. The Department fs requfrfng each county agency out of 
compliance wtth provisions A and B to provide us wfth documentation that 
corrective action has been taken. This documentation can take the form of a 
copy of the county agency's "Clients Right to Apply for Social Services 
Without Delay," and a brochure 1 fstfng available services, including any 
spec.fa 1 e 1 f g I b I 1 I ty prov f s ions , i f app 1 i cab I e . 

2. Some county agencies thought that ft didn't make sense to have the "Right to 
Apply" notification because that's the reason applicants come to the county 
agency. There was concern that such a notification expressed the obvious. 
Our experience tells us that not all Potential clients are gfven the right 
to apply, on the basis of such things as presuned Income ineligibility or 
the unavailabl ity of particular services the app1 leant is seeking. 
Regardless of ctrcunstances, any Potential applicant must be gfven the right 
to apply for services without undue delay. It is this process that provides 
the basis for due process in those Instances when applicants are determined 
to be fnel fgfble, for whatever reason. 
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P£NTAL HEM.TH Pl.AH SERVICE SYSTEM COfFONEHT REVIEW 

0e~crfptfon of the Project: 

In 1987, the "Comprehensive Mental Health Act" was enacted to assure that mental 
health services become available to al I Minnesotans. The Mental Health Act required 
local county_ agencies hereafter referred to as county agencies to develop an array 
of comprehensive mental health services. In conjunction with a review of the status 
of mental health advisory councils, the Department decided to review the 
implementation of the fol lowing services, required by the Mental Health Act to be 
available by county agencies by July I, 1988. 

Education and Prevention 
Emergency Services 
Outpatient Services 
Residential Treatment 
Comnunlty Support Services 

Under the Mental Health Act county agencies were requfred to submit a plan showing 
how they would make the basic mental health services avai table by July l, 1988. The 
purpose of the mental health plan "look behind" assessments was to determine the 
extent to which the county agencies had implemented their mental health plans. 

CQnseguences of Failure to Conply: 

If county agencies faf 1 to Implement their approved mental health plans, rudimentary, 
mental health services will not be avaf lable to prevent long-term and recur~ing 
treatment and the mental health of Minnesota's citizens wf 1 I be In Jeopardy because 
of an inability to access needed mental health services. County agencies that are 
found to be substantfal ly out of complfance are subject to having mental health 
funds withheld pursuant to H.S. 245.483, subdivisions 1 through 4 unti I comp! iance 
is achieved. 

Method ~sed to Monitor: 

The Comnunfty Services Evaluation Section, In conjunction with staff of the Mental 
Health Division, developed a standardized protocol, containing sfx basic questions 
and some 50 subparts to the questions. The protocols were used to review county 
mental health services and determine the extent to which county agencies had 
implemented thefr mental health plans. Information about mental health plan 
implementation was collected through interviews with social services administrators, 
supervisors, and mental health case managers and reviews of documentation (i.e., 
county board minutes, contracts with mental health providers). 
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SU11nary of Findings: 

Between July 1 and Oeceni:>er 9, 1988, the Mental Health System Review protocol was 
acinfnfstered in each county agency. For thfs review F/M/W (Faribault, Martin, 
Watonwan) and Regton VIII North (Lincoln, Lyon, Murray) were each cons1dered as one 
agency. The universe ot county agencies reviewed was therefore 83 rather than 87. 
The results of thfs review are as follows: 

A . Mental }tea Lt~Adv I sory ~Counc i 1 : 

l. MINNESOTA STATUTES 2•5 •• 66, SU80IVISION 5, requires each county board of 
conm1ssioners to establish a mental health advisory councf I, or a mental 
health subconmfttee ot an existing advisory council. The law also requires 
representation on the advisory council by a mentat health consumer, a family 
mentler ot a consuner, a mental health profess1ona1, ana a member ot a 
comnunity support services program. Our review revealed the fol lowing: 

a. All 83 county agencies had a mental health advisory council. 

b. Efghty of 83 county agencies had a mental health consumer 
representative on the advisory council. 

c. Seventy-eight of 83 county agencies had family merrt>er representation 
on the advisory council. 

d. All 83 county agencies had representation by a mental health 
professional on the adv1sory council. 

e. Eighty-two of 83 county agencies had representation by a comnunity 
support services program on the advisory council. 

Notea We found a few vacancies because of council resignations, turnover 
of Conrnunity Support Program staff representatives, and Job transfers. One 
county agency was reluctant to Identify the consuner and family member 
because of data privacy concerns. 

2. "INNESOTA STATUTES 2•5 •• 66, SUBOIVISION 5 also requires the mental health 
advisory council to "meet at ,east quarterly to review, evaluate, and make 
recomnendattons regarding the local mental health system;" to at least 
annually "arrange for Input from the regional treatment center's mental 
11 lness program unit regarding coord1nat1on of care between the RTC and 
camlUnity based services;" and requires the county bOard to "consider the 
advice of the local mental health advisory council in carrying out 1s 
authorftfes and responstbf lftfes." 

Our review of the local agencies resulted in the followfng findings: 

a. Seventy-six mental health advisory councils were meeting or were 
scheduled to begin meeting quarterly to review, evaluate, and make 
reconrnendat1ons regarding the local mental health system. In seven 
county agencies there was no documentation that the advisory counci 1 
had been or was scheduled to begin meeting quarterly. 
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b. Whf le the Comprehensive Mental Health Act does not require that 
actual meetings between the adv\sory councf I and the RTC-Ml program 
unit occur, the Department has determined that such meetings would 
be a good indicator ot coordinated efforts. Thirty-four advisory 
counc1ls or designated council member, have met wfth staff of the 
mental illness unit ot the Regional lreatment Centers in order to 
facf lltate the coordination of mental health services. Twenty-two 
addftfonal advisory councils or designated counci I members had plans 
to meet with the RTC mental ii lness program units before the end of 
the state fiscal year. In 26 instances, we found no documentation 
that meetings between these two groups was planned. 

c. While the Comprehensive Mental Health Act only requires the advisory 
councf I to provide input to the county board, the Department 
believes that council representation at meetings of the county board 
or human services board Is a good indicator that mental health 
system concerns are being brought to the board. Thirty-four 
advisory councils or members of these councils have met with their 
county board of comnissfoners this year. Twenty-four additional 
mental health advisory councils had plans to meet with the county 
bOard prior to the end ot the current state fiscal year. We could 
find no documentation of the advisory council's Intent to meet with 
the county bOard in 24 county agencies. 

8. Education and Pre~entfon Services: 

Minnesota Statutes 2•s.•68 requires the county board to provide directly or 
contract for education and prevention services to persons residing In the 
county. Our review prod~ced the following results: 

•1. Sixty-seven county agencies provided Education and Prevention Services 
through contract with a mental health provtder. 

•2. Eight county agencies provided these services directly. 

3. Twenty-eight county agencies provided these services both directly and 
under contract. 

*4. In~ county agencfes we found no documentation that these services 
were being offered. Readers of this report are cautioned that lack of 
documentation does not necessarily mean the service Is unavailable. In 
~ county we found evidence that education is provided by their 
vocatfonal/technlcal Institute, but could ffnd no "prevention" provider. 
In two counties, agency staff indicated the service was being provided, 
but the contractual relationship dfd not specfffcally identify the 
service, or there was no contract in place. 

• 
•1, 2, and 4 (underlined numbers) identifies the universe of county agencies. 
3 is a subset of I. 
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C. Emergency SeryJces: 

Minnesota Statutes 2•5.•69 requfres county boards to provfde directly or 
contract for emergency servfces to meet the needs of county residents who are 
experiencing emotional crises or mental t11ness. Our review findings are a~ 
follows: 

•t. Seventy-five county agencies contracted for emergency services. 

•2. Fi~e county ag~ncies offered emergency services as a dfrect servfce. 

3. Thirty-four county agencies provided emergency services both directly and 
under contract. 

*4. Three county agencies lacked the docll'flentation necessary to make a clear 
determination that the services were available. One county had some 
service documented - crisis hot line, trained staff and 30 minute 
telephone access to a psychiatrist According to staff of another county 
agency, the county had the service available, but the contract did not 
give evidence of fts availabf 1fty. 

5. Speciffc components of emergency services Include supervised after hours 
service access, 30 minute availabf lfty of a mental health professional, 
911 staff trained in crisis intervention skills, and the avai labilfty of 
acute hospital care. Our review revealed the followfng: 

Servtce 

a. Supervised, "after hours" service 
available. 

b. 30 minute access to mental health 
profess f ona I • 

c. 911 service used: 

1. training in crfsfs intervention 
provided/arranged for 911 staff. 

d. Acute care hospital care available. 

Number of Counties 
With Service 

73 · 

72 

33 

18 

76 

NOTE1 911 service Is not required to be provided, ff the county agency has 
alternative methods of providing emergency services. 

•1, 2, and 4 above equals the universe of counties reviewed. 
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o. Qut~fent Services: 

Minnesota Statutes 245.470, subdfvfsfon l requires county boards to provide or 
contract for enough outpatient services to meet the needs of persons wfth mental 
illness resfdfng in the county. Our review findings are as follows: 

•1. Seventy-seven county agencfes contracted for outpatient services. 

•2. Four county agencies both provide and contract for the services. 

•3. Two county agencies dfd not have sufffcfent documentation to determine 
the availability of these services. 

4. Outpatient services include dfagnostfc assessments, psychological 
testing, development and modfffcation of indfvldual treatment plans, 
making referrals and placements, therapy and medfcatfon management. Our 
review, by service cOfll:)Onent, resulted fn the following ffndfngs: 

Nunber of Counties 
Service With Service 

a. Dfagnostfc Assessment 77 

b. Psychological Testing 72 

c • lndivfdual Treatment Plans 71 . 
d. Referrals and Placements 74 

e. Therapy 79 

f. Medication 11anagement 75 

Our review indicated that 14 county agencies could not document the availability 
of al 1 sfx components of Outpatient Services. In four of these county agencies 
we could find no documentation of any service components, but in two of these 
county agencies, we dfd find docunentatfon of outpatient services, but no 
identffication of the service component. 

•1, 2, and 3 equals the universe of county agencies reviewed. 
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5. Minnesota Statutes 245.470, subdlvfsfon 2 also requfres that appointments 
for outpatient services be tfmely (within 3 weeks) and that 
mu1tf-discip1 inary mental health professional staff be used. These staff 
include a medical doctor, licensed consulting psychologist, clinical social 
worker, 1fcensed psychologist, and nurse practitioner. Our review indicated 
the fol lowing: 

Service 

a. Service avaflab1e within three weeks. 

b. Access to mu1tf-dfscipl fnary mental health 
professionals. 

E. Resid_eotial Treatment Services: 

Nunt>er of Counties 
With Service 

61 

76 

Minnesota Statutes 245.472 requires county boards to contract for enough 
resfdentfa1 treatment services to meet the needs of al I persons with mental 
ii lness residing fn the county who are fn need of that service. The law also 
requires that provfders of this service be appropriately I fcensed. Our review 
results are as follows: 

1. Seventy county agencies showed evidence of having contracts for residential 
services for children (Rule 5) and adults (Rule 36). 

2. County agencies who did not have resfdentfal service providers within their 
geographic borders had placement agreements as evidence that the service was 
provided as appropriate even though they had no service providers located in 
thefr counties. In these instances, services were being purchased under a 
host county agreement between another county and the service provider, and 
placement agreements between the county of financial responsibility and the 
residential provider were in place. 

F. Comnuru tY Support Services: 

Minnesota Statutes 245.471 requires county boards to provide or contract for 
comnunity suPSX>rt services within the county to meet the needs of persons with 
serious and persistent mental illness residing fn the county. Our revfew 
resulted in the fol lowing ftndlngs: 

., 

•1. Twenty-one county agencies provide conrnuntty support services only as a 
direct service. 
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•2. While the Mental Health Dfvfsion of the Department provided Rule 14 
cOf'l'fMJnity supp0rt services (CSP) dollars to local agencies, only 
sixty-one county agencies had clearly doce.mented the avaf labi lity of the 
comnunlty supp0rt services under an approved grant applfcat1on. The 
Mental Health Division believes that this discrepancy Is caused by 
multi-county Rule 14 grants where documentation may exist in only one 
county. There were no ldentlffable contracts In place between the county 
agencies and the conmunfty support services projects. 

3. Thfrty county agencies made CSP services available both directly and 
through a Department of Human Services approved grant application. 

*4. In Q!).§. county, we could not find the documentation necessary for us to 
make a determination that CSP services were available. 

•1, 2, and 4 equals the total nunt>er of county agencies reviewed. 

Comnunlty Supp0rt Services Programs include the following components: client 
outreach, medication management, independent lfvfng skills, supported 
work/employability, crisis assistance, psychosocial rehabflltatfon, assistance 
in applying for government benefits, housing assistance, and day treatment (by 
July 1, 1989). Our survey produced the following results: 

Servlce 

1 • Cl f ent Outreach 

2. f1edfcatlon Management 

3. Independent Living Skills 

4. Employabf lfty/SuPPorted Work 

5. Crisis Assistance 

6. Psychosocial Rehabflftatfon 

7. Assistance/Government Benefits 

8. Housing Assistance 

9. Day Treatment (not required until 7/89) 

Nunber of 
County Agencies 

80 

81 

80 

80 

82 

81 

77 

80 

72 

Our review found that 12 county agencies did not have docllnentatfon that al 1 
components of CSP were fn place. Six of these county agencies were missing 
only the day treatment component - a con-,onent not required to be in place 
until July l, 1989. 
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G. Conclusions: 

l. Our review found that the county agencies appear to be making a sincere 
effort to have broad representation on their mental health advisory 
councils. 

2. Many of the contractual agreements between county agencies and mental health 
providers lacked specfffcity regarding services being purchased, the unit 
cost of services and a process for determining Income eligibi1 ity for the 
service. As a result of this conclusion, the Department will, thfs year, 
undertake a revfew of all county agency contracts with mental health 
providers to ensure c00¥)1fance with Minnesota Rule part 9550.0040, Grants 
and Purchase of Service Contracts. 

3. our mental health system component review indicates that the county agencies 
are, for the most part, implementfng the basic mental health services 
required by the Comprehensive Mental Health Act. Even in those 14 county 
agencies where we could not find documentatfon of all sfx components of 
Outpatient Services, we were able to find substantial evidence of compliance 
in several of these county agencies. Five county agencies had documentation 
of five of the six components, two county agencies had docunentatfon of four 
of the sfx components, and two county agencies could docunent three of the 
six components. At the time thfs rep0rt fs being published, staff from the 
Mental Health Division have already begun to follow-up with county agencies 
not having documentation of the availabf lfty of some mental health services. 

4. One county agency dfd not have sufficient docl.lnentation to ascertain the 
availability of basic mental health services, except for resfdentfal 
treatment; one county agency did not have docl.llM!ntatlon of the avai)abi lity 
of Education and Prevention, Emergency and Outpatient Services; and one 
county agency did not have documentation to ascertain the availability of 
Education and Prevention and Emergency Servfces. At this time thfs repert 
fs belnQ published, staff from the Mental Health Division have already begun 
fol lowing up with these county agencies to ensure ful I compliance with the 
COO¥)rehensfve Mental Health Act. 

-34-



WELSCH V. GARDEBRING CASE RECORD 
AND SITE OBSERVATION REVIEW 

Oescrfptfon of the Project: 

The Welsch Y.:. Gardebrfna Neaotfated Settlement requfred the Department of Human 
Services to conduct field revfews of the case records and services delivered to 250 
Minnesotans wfth developmental disabflities. The case record reviews included a 
review of fndfvfdual service plans, fndividual habilltation plans and county agency 
compliance with some of the requirements of the Minnesota Rules governing case 
management for persons wfth developmental dfsabilftfes (OHS Rule 185). On-site 
revfew of the servfces delivered to persons with develapmental dfsabfl tttes in their 
homes, day programs, and out-of-family home resfdentfal programs Included assessment 
of the approprfateness of program actfvftles, the degree to which persons wfth 
develapmental disabflitfes were physically and socially integrated fnto their 
con1nUnitfes, whether they were receiving services In the least restrictive manner 
and the linkage between the servfces described In written service plans and the 
actual del fvery of services in the con1nUnity. 

Consequences of Failure to Conply: 

If the Department had failed to conduct these fteld reviews fn accordance with the 
time frames required by the Negotiated Settlement the Department would have been out 
of c~l fance with the settlement approved by the federal court. 

Method Used to '1onitor: 

ConlnUnfty Services Evaluation Section staff used a structured protocol and 
assessment lnstrl.lnents to review county agency case records and conduct on-sfte 
.observations of conl'nUnity services provided to persons with developmental 
dfsabtlftfes. 

S"""'8ry of Findings: 

Over 300 ff.eld reviews were conducted In 10 counties. The following county agencies 
c0f1¥)rfsed the county sample: 

Blue Earth 
Crow Wing 
Hennepin 
Meeker 
Olmsted 
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Ramsey 
St. Louts 
Scott 
Wright 



The ffndlngs of the field reviews were analyZed along with data on county case 
management ratios in a report con-,iled for the Dlvisfon for Persons with 
Develef:)rnentat Dfsabf lftfes by Greystone Group, Inc. In addftfon, the Department 
con-,iled the following information from the data base developed from the field 
reviews. 

A. Rule 185 requires that case managers be responsible to see that all required 
assessments are completed. There are 10 areas fn which assessments must be 
made. We found all assessments completed fn 78 of 303 cases reviewed, or in 25 
percent of the sa,q:,Je. 

B. Rule 185 requires that assessments be timely. Timely is defined as from current 
up to 365 days depending on the type of assessment. We found only 6 of 303 
assessments, or 2 percent of the case load sample, meeting the definition of 
timely in al 1 10 assessment areas. 

C. We also found a number of assessments mfssfng from the case records. The most 
frequently missing assessments fol low: 

Social Environment 
Hearing Screenfng 
Dental 
Physfcal Environment 
Vfsfon Screening 
Gross and Fine Motor Skills and Mobility 
Physical 

Number of 
Cases 

102 
101 
99 
96 
92 
83 
56 

O. Rule 185 requires the development of an Indfvfdual Service Plan for each person 
who Is developmentally disabled. In the sample review of 303 case records, 280 
cases contained an lndlvfdual Service Plan; 23 case records contained no 
Identifiable Individual Service Plan. 

Whf le 280 or 92 percent of the cases reviewed had an fdentfffabte Individual 
Service Plan, only 205 cases or 68 percent had a timely Individual Service Plan. 

Timely fn thfs case means that the lndfvldual Service Plan has been reviewed, 
and updated as appropriate, within 12 months of the date of the case record 
review. 

E. Only 2 percent or 7 of the 303 cases reviewed contained all the lndfvfdual 
Service Plan Information required in Rule 185. 
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F. Rule 185 requires the county agency case manager to convene the 
interdtsciplinary team to develop a single clfent-spectftc lndtvfdual 
Habtlftatton Plan which Integrates the services provtded by all providers and 
subcontractors. The case record review process fdentffled 50 lndfvfdual. 
Habflftatton Plans, or 16.S percent of the total, which were developed In 
accordance with the requirements of Rule 185. 

Case record reviews resulted In the Identification of 247 lndlvfdual 
Habl1ftatton Plans which were developed by service providers. In 7 Instances, 
no fdentfffable Individual Habllftatfon Plan was found fn the case record. 

G. Of the cases reviewed, the Department was interested fn looking at the nll'llber of 
cases reviewed where all skills were taught fn natural c0fllm.lnfty setting. We 
found 20 cases or 6 percent of the cases sampled where virtually all skills were 
being taught fn natural conrnunfty settings. 

H. Of the 303 cases reviewed, there was no current case manager assigned fn 4 cases 
or 1.3 percent of the s~le universe. 

Recomnendat I ems : 

1. The Department should maintain, ff not strengthen Its efforts to train case 
managers in the various provisions of Rule 185. Rather than conduct training in 
all aspects of the rule, consideration should be given too incremental training 
- assessments, relationship of assessments to Individual service plans, services 
plan development, how to develop IHP's, etc. It fs as fQ)Ortant to focus on the 
"how to do ft" piece as on the "what Is the standard" piece. The 0fvfston on 
Developmental Dfsabllftfes will be hosting a conference, April 18 and 19, 1989 
in Bloomington, entitled "Tailortng the System to Meet Indlvtdual Needs." Case 
managers have been fnvfted to attend this conference. Also, the Case f'lanagement 
Training Manual fs now c~leted and will be dtstrfbuted at this conference and 
at future training sessions around the state. This manual does contain a number 
of ex~les of the "here's how to do ft" variety. 

2. The Department should standardize outlines for use In ISP and IHP development 
and reassessment. In conjunction with this, the Department should be explicit 
regarding what should be Included fn clfent case records and how the Information 
should be organized. The Case Management Trafnfng Manual does contain s8111)1e 
outlines for ISP and lHP development, and case managers are encouraged to fol low 
the respective outlines. Use of these outlines, or formats, is not required. 
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3. In revising Rule 185, the Department should focus on streamlining case 
management requirements and sfmp1ifyfng record keeping. The case manager's role 
fn the development of the IHP should also be examined. Revision of Rule 185 is 
fn progress now wfth a target completion date of December 31, 1989. Both county 
and provider staff are interested In this revfsfon process, so the Division for 
Persons with Oeve1cpmental Ofsabf I ftfes Is approaching this effort with a 
conrnftment to listen to all the input being provided. The areas of assessments, 
IHP's and, to a lesser extent ISP's are befng revised. Efforts wil I also be 
made to strengthen the monitoring resPonsibf1fties of case managers. It is 
frll)Ortant to note that Rule 185 revision fs a major revfsfon and nothing has yet 
been finalized. 

4. The Department should continue case record reviews of persons with developmental 
dfsabf llties wfth special attention given to persons recefvfng watvered services 
and who may or may not be covered by the provisions of Rule 40. The Conwnunfty 
Services Evaluation Section fs currently In the process of developing protocols 
designed to revfew case record documentation of services provided to persons 
fdentfffed above as receiving wafvered services. Field reviews will be 
conducted, beginning by June 1, 1989. 
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