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INTRODUCTION

This document presents the findings of the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for the State of Virginia. The CFSR is the
Federal Government’s program for assessing the performance of State child welfare agencies with regard to achieving positive
outcomes for children and families. It is authorized by the Social Security Amendments of 1994 requiring the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) to promulgate regulations for reviews of State child and family services programs under titles 1V-B and
IV-E of the Social Security Act. The CFSR is implemented by the Children’s Bureau of the Administration for Children and Families
within HHS.

The Virginia CFSR was conducted the week of July 13, 2009. The period under review for the onsite case review process was from

April 1, 2008, through July 17, 2009. The findings were derived from the following documents and data collection procedures:

e The Statewide Assessment, prepared by the Virginia Department of Social Services (VDSS), the Division of Family Services
(DFS)

e The State Data Profile, prepared by the Children’s Bureau, which provides the State’s child welfare data for the 12-month CFSR
target period ending March 31, 2008

e Reviews of 65 cases (40 foster care and 25 in-home services cases) at three sites: 31 cases in Fairfax County, 17 cases in Hampton
City, and 17 cases in Tazewell County

e Interviews and focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State level) with stakeholders including, but not limited to,
children, youth, parents, foster and adoptive parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency personnel,
service providers, court personnel, child advocates, and attorneys

All 65 cases were open child welfare agency cases at some time during the period under review. The key characteristics of the
children in the cases reviewed are presented in the table on the next page. In this and all the tables in the report, figures displayed may
not total 100 percent due to rounding.

The first section of the report (Section A: Outcomes) presents the CFSR findings relevant to the State’s performance in achieving
specified outcomes for children in the areas of safety, permanency, and well-being. The second section of the report (Section B:
Systemic Factors) provides an assessment and discussion of the systemic factors relevant to the child welfare agency’s ability to
achieve positive outcomes for children.

In reviewing this report, it is useful to know that Virginia has a State-supervised, locally administered child welfare system with 120
local departments of social services (LDSS). The State is responsible for providing leadership, developing policies and budgets,
providing guidance and information to LDSS, collaborating with State-level partners, and identifying and disseminating information
on the programs it supervises. There are five regional offices that oversee LDSS operations. LDSS provide direct supervision of staff
and administration of child welfare services.



Key Characteristics of Cases Reviewed

Case Characteristics

Foster Care

In-Home Services

Total Number of Cases

40

Date case was opened

25

Open prior to the period under review 31 (77.5%) 17 (68%)
Open during the period under review 9 (22.5%) 8 (32%)
Child entered foster care during the period under review 10 (25% NA
Child’s age at start of period under review
Younger than 10 14 (35%) *
At least 10 but younger than 13 5 (12.5%) *
At least 13 but younger than 16 11 (27.5%) *
16 and older 10 (25% *
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaskan Native Non-Hispanic 0 *
Asian Non-Hispanic 0 *
Black Non-Hispanic 11 (27.5%) *
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Non-Hispanic 0 *
Hispanic (of any race) 8 (20%) *
White Non-Hispanic 17 (42.5%) *
Unknown/Unable to Determine 0 *
Two or More Races Non-Hispanic 4 (10%) *

Primary reason for opening case

Physical abuse 2 (5%) 2 (8%)
Sexual abuse 2 (5%) 2 (8%)
Emotional maltreatment 0 0
Neglect (not including medical neglect) 15 (37.5%) 11 (44%)
Medical neglect 1 (2.5%) 3 (12%)
Abandonment 1 (2.5%) 0
Mental/physical health of parent 2 (5%) 1 (4%)
Mental/physical health of child 2 (5%) 2 (8%)
Substance abuse by parent 4 (10%) 4 (16%)
Child’s behavior 5 (12.5%) 0
Domestic violence in child’s home 1 (2.5%) 0
Child in juvenile justice system 2 (5%) 0
Other 3 (7.5%) 0

*Information on in-home services cases is not available for these characteristics.




SECTION A: OUTCOMES

In the Outcomes Section of the CSFR Final Report, an overall rating of Strength or Area Needing Improvement is assigned to each of
the 23 items reviewed. An item is assigned an overall rating of Strength if 90 percent or more of the applicable cases reviewed were
rated as a Strength. The item ratings are used to determine the performance of a State on the seven outcomes, each of which
incorporates one or more of the individual items. The evaluation options for these outcomes are “substantially achieved,” “partially
achieved,” or “not achieved.” For a State to be in substantial conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percent or more of the
applicable cases reviewed must be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome. Two outcomes—Safety Outcome 1 and
Permanency Outcome 1—also are evaluated based on State performance with regard to six national data indicators. For a State to be
in substantial conformity with these outcomes, both the national standards for each data indicator and the case review requirements
must be met. A State that is not in substantial conformity with a particular outcome must develop and implement a Program
Improvement Plan to address the areas of concern identified for that outcome.

The Children’s Bureau has established very high standards of performance for the CFSR. The standards are based on the belief that
because child welfare agencies work with our nation’s most vulnerable children and families, only the highest standards of
performance should be considered acceptable. The standards are set high to ensure ongoing attention to achieving positive outcomes
for children and families with regard to safety, permanency, and well-being. This is consistent with the goal of the CFSR to promote
continuous improvement in performance on these outcomes.

It should be noted, however, that States are not required to attain the 95-percent standard established for the Onsite Review or the
national standards for the six data indicators by the end of their Program Improvement Plan implementations. The Children’s Bureau
recognizes that the kinds of systemic and practice changes necessary to bring about improvement in particular outcome areas often
take time to implement. Also, improvements are likely to be incremental rather than dramatic. Instead, States work with the Children’s
Bureau to establish a specified amount of improvement or to determine specified activities for their Program Improvement Plans. That
is, for each outcome that is not in substantial conformity or item that is rated as an Area Needing Improvement, each State (working in
conjunction with the Children’s Bureau) specifies the following: how much improvement the State will demonstrate and/or the
activities that it will implement to address the Areas Needing Improvement and the procedures for demonstrating the achievement of
these goals. Both the improvements specified and the procedures for demonstrating improvement vary across States. Therefore, a State
can meet the requirements of its Program Improvement Plan and still not perform at the 95-percent (for outcomes) or the 90-percent
(for items) levels established for the CFSR.

The second round of the CFSR assesses a State’s current level of performance by once more applying the high standards and a
consistent, comprehensive, case review methodology. The results of this effort are intended to serve as the basis for continued
Program Improvement Plans addressing areas in which a State still needs to improve, even though prior Program Improvement Plan



goals may have been achieved. The purpose is to ensure that program improvement is an ongoing process and does not end with the
completion of a Program Improvement Plan.

The following sections provide information on how Virginia performed on each outcome in the first round of the CFSR as well as the
current CFSR. If the outcome was not substantially achieved during the first round, the key concerns observed at that time and the
strategies implemented in the Program Improvement Plan to address those concerns are discussed.

Because many changes were made in the CFSR process based on lessons learned during the first round and in response to feedback

from the child welfare field, a State’s performance in the second round of the CFSR is not directly comparable to its performance in

the first round, particularly with regard to comparisons of data indicators or percentages regarding Strength and Area Needing

Improvement ratings. Key changes in the CFSR case review process that make it difficult to compare performance across reviews

include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Anincrease in the sample size from 50 to 65 cases

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

e Changes in criteria for specific items to enhance consistency and ensure an assessment of critical areas such as child welfare
agency efforts to involve noncustodial parents in planning for their children

For each outcome, a table presents the data for the case review findings and national indicators (when relevant). The table is followed
by a discussion of Virginia’s status with regard to substantial conformity with the outcome at the time of its first CFSR, which was
held in fiscal year (FY) 2003, the State’s status relevant to the current review, and a presentation and discussion of each item
(indicator) assessed under the outcome. Performance of individual sites included in the Onsite Review is presented in the tables.
Variations in outcome and item ratings as a function of type of case (i.e., foster care or in-home services) also are identified when
appropriate.



. SAFETY

Safety Outcome 1

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect

Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement

Degree of Outcome Achievement Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Substantially Achieved 3 3 2 8 53.3
Partially Achieved 3 2 1 6 40.0
Not Achieved 1 0 0 1 6.7
Total Applicable Cases 7 5 3
Not Applicable Cases 24 12 14
Total Cases 31 17 17
Substantially Achieved by Site 43% 60% 67%
Conformity of Statewide Data Indicators With National Standards

National State’s Meets
National Data Indicators Standard (%) Percent Standards?
Absence of maltreatment recurrence 94.6+ 97.9 Yes
Absence of maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents or facility staff 99.68+ 99.79 Yes

Status of Safety Outcome 1

Virginia is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1. The outcome was substantially achieved in 53.3 percent of the cases

reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determination of substantial conformity. However, the State met

the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to the absence of maltreatment recurrence within 6 months and the absence of

maltreatment of children in foster care by foster parents or facility staff. The State also was not in substantial conformity with this

outcome in its 2003 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns From the 2003 CFSR

The key concerns identified in the 2003 review were that the agency was not consistent in its efforts to initiate an investigation of a
maltreatment report and/or establish face-to-face contact with the child subject of a maltreatment report in accordance with State or

local required timeframes.

To address the identified concerns, Virginia implemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:




e Established statewide requirements regarding minimum timeframes for initiating a response to reports of abuse or neglect
e Implemented a pilot program incorporating policies and tools related to the acceptance and prioritization of reports of
maltreatment in 30 local agencies

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan implementation period.

Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 1 are presented and discussed below.
Item 1. Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment
Strength __X___Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Findings

The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 15 (23 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were not applicable when there were no child
maltreatment reports during the period under review. In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determine whether the response to a
maltreatment report occurring during the period under review had been initiated in accordance with the State child welfare agency
policy requirements.

Virginia has a differential response system (DRS), which means that a maltreatment report that is accepted may be assigned for either
an investigation or a family assessment. The local department must consider all information collected at the time of the referral to
determine the appropriate response based on the child’s immediate safety or other factors. One of the following three response levels
may be assigned to a maltreatment report:

e Response 1 (R1): The response must be initiated as soon as possible but no later than 24 hours from the time of the referral.

e Response 2 (R2): The response must be initiated as soon as possible but no later than 48 hours from the time of the referral.

e Response 3 (R3): The response must be initiated as soon as possible but no later than 5 working days of the date of the referral.

Virginia policy defines “initiation” of a response as the first “meaningful contact” that provides information pertinent to determining
whether or not the abuse or neglect occurred. This contact is usually in person with the victim to collect information about the safety
of the child. However, Virginia policy also notes that the first meaningful contact may occur by telephone and may be with a collateral
contact if the information contributes to the assessment of initial child safety. If a face-to-face contact with the alleged child victim
and siblings is not conducted at the initiation of a response, child protective services (CPS) caseworkers are required to have a face-to-



face interview with these children at some time during the investigation or assessment process. However, there is no specific
timeframe for face-to-face contacts with the alleged child victim and siblings if they do not occur as part of the first meaningful

contact.

The results of the assessment of item 1 are presented in the table below.

Item 1 Ratings Fairfax County Hampton City Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 4 3 2 9 60
Area Needing Improvement 3 2 1 6 40
Total Applicable Cases 7 5 3

Not Applicable 24 12 14

Total Cases 31 17 17

Strength by Site 57% 60% 67%

Item 1 was rated as a Strength in nine cases when the investigation or family assessment was initiated within the timeframes required
by State policy. Item 1 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in six cases when the investigation or family assessment was not
initiated within the required timeframes. There were eight reports included in the six cases rated as an Area Needing Improvement for
this item. Two reports were classified as R1, five were classified as R2, and one was classified as R3. Four reports were assigned to
the family assessment track, and four were assigned to the investigation track.

Rating Determination

Item 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 60 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had initiated an investigation of a maltreatment report or a family assessment in accordance with required timeframes. This
percentage is less than the 90 percent required for rating of Strength. Item 1 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in the
State’s 2003 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, when an LDSS receives a report of suspected abuse or neglect, a caseworker must determine
if itis a valid complaint. All of the following criteria must be met for the complaint to be determined valid:

The child must be younger than age 18 at the time of the complaint.

The alleged abuser must be the alleged victim child’s parent or other caregiver.

The social service department receiving the complaint is the department of jurisdiction.

The description of circumstances alleges suspected child abuse and/or neglect as defined in law.



The Statewide Assessment notes that LDSS have 5 days to determine if a complaint is valid. If a complaint is considered valid, a
response time is assigned. As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, every valid report of abuse or neglect must be assigned to either
the family assessment or investigation track, and responses are to be initiated in accordance with the timeframes established for the
three response categories. The Statewide Assessment reports that the track decision should be made at intake, if possible. In making
the track decision, the intake caseworker and/or supervisor must take into consideration the following variables:

e Any history of abuse or neglect (e.g., the intake worker uses the investigation response if there are more than three valid CPS
reports in 1 year)

The type and severity of alleged abuse

The child’s age and ability to self-protect

The presence of a disability that affects the child’s ability to self-protect

Whether or not the caregiver’s behavior is violent or out of control

Whether living conditions are hazardous (e.g., the presence of firearms or drugs)

As noted in the Statewide Assessment, additional local criteria for track assignment may be developed, but the criteria must be
consistently applied within the locality. If sufficient information cannot be obtained from the complainant, the track assignment can be
made at the first meaningful contact with any parties named in the complaint.

The Statewide Assessment notes that reports involving the following situations must be assigned for an investigation: sexual abuse;
child fatality; abuse or neglect resulting in a serious injury; the child has been taken into LDSS custody; or reports involve a caregiver
at a State-licensed child care center, religiously exempt child care center, regulated family day home, private or public school, or
hospital or institution. The Statewide Assessment also notes that when an investigation is not mandated, the decision whether to assign
a report to the family assessment track or to the investigation track is predicated on immediate concerns for the child’s safety and the
perception of the ability of LDSS to work with the family and community service providers.

The following information about the family assessment and investigation tracks was provided in the Statewide Assessment:

e There has been an increase in assignment of reports to the family assessment track from 55 percent of valid reports in 2002 to
70 percent of valid reports in 2007.

e With the exception of sexual abuse reports, the two tracks are similar in the types of abuse or neglect assigned to each track.

e Data from 2007 show that in both tracks physical neglect is the most frequent allegation, comprising 46 percent of investigations
and 57 percent of family assessments. The second most frequent allegation is physical abuse, which is found in 36 percent of
investigations and 38 percent of family assessments.

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, the most recent data regarding the timeliness of investigations comes from a new statistical
report that was developed to measure timeliness of response to CPS reports and was published statewide in April 2009 using February



2009 data. The report uses data from Virginia’s On-Line Automated Services Information System (OASIS) to provide both summary
and case detail about the timeliness of response to CPS reports in three areas:

e The response time occurred within the assigned response priority.

e The first victim contact occurred within the response priority.

e The first meaningful contact to begin the CPS response occurred within the response priority.

The Statewide Assessment reports that although the data indicate that the first meaningful contact occurred within the timeframes
established by the response priority in 52 percent of the reports received during February 2009, caseworkers do not appear to be
checking the appropriate box in OASIS that signifies the first meaningful contact. The Statewide Assessment suggests that because
caseworkers and managers will now be able to see how LDSS are doing in making the contacts within required timeframes,
compliance with using this box is expected to improve.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item during the Onsite Review expressed different opinions regarding the agency’s effectiveness in
initiating a response to a maltreatment report within the timeframes established by policy. Some stakeholders said that responses
usually are timely; others said that responses are not. A few Tazewell County stakeholders noted that when responses are not timely, it
sometimes is due to poor weather conditions, poor directions to a rural home, and/or long distances to travel. A few Fairfax County
stakeholders suggested that timeliness can be a problem when cases are transferred within the investigations unit or when a number of
high priority (R1) reports are received at once.

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment
__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Findings

The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 14 (22 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were not applicable for this item if there was no
substantiated or indicated maltreatment report during the period under review. For all applicable cases, reviewers were to determine if
there had been a substantiated or indicated maltreatment report on the family during the period under review, and, if so, whether
another substantiated or indicated report involving similar circumstances had occurred within a 6-month period before or after that
identified report. The results of the assessment of item 2 are presented in the table below.
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Item 2 Ratings Fairfax County Hampton City Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 5 5 3 13 93
Area Needing Improvement 1 0 0 1 7
Total Applicable Cases 6 5 3

Not Applicable 25 12 14

Total Cases 6 5 3

Strength by Site 83% 100% 100%

Item 2 was rated as a Strength when there was only one substantiated or indicated maltreatment report on the family within a 6-month
period. A report assigned to the family assessment track that is opened for services is considered to be “substantiated or indicated” for
purposes of analysis of this item. Item 2 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in one case because there were two reports
received within a 6-month period and both reports were assigned to the family assessment track with the determination of “services
needed.”

Case reviewers also reported the following findings with regard to the number of maltreatment reports on the family during the life of
the case (“life of the case” refers to the time from the date of the first allegation of abuse or neglect to the time of the Onsite Review):
e In 38 cases, two or fewer reports

e In 15 cases, between three and four reports

e In 12 cases, five or more reports

Rating Determination

Item 2 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. In 93 percent of the applicable cases, there was no recurrence of substantiated or
indicated maltreatment within a 6-month period. This percentage is greater than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item
2 also was rated as a Strength in the State’s 2003 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, nearly 70 per cent of all reports of abuse or neglect are handled as a family assessment.
Because there are no dispositions for family assessments, children who are the subject of a report that receives a family assessment
response are not included in the determination of repeat maltreatment. In addition, OASIS does not provide a mechanism to include
reports assigned to the family assessment track with a determination of services needed in the analysis of maltreatment recurrence.

As reported in the Statewide Assessment, if a valid report is received on an open CPS case, the type of allegations and the time

elapsed since the initial report determines whether the new allegations are treated as a new report. If the allegations do not provide
new or different information, they may be incorporated as part of the ongoing investigation or family assessment. If the additional
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allegations address new types of abuse/neglect, and if 14 or more days have elapsed since the first report, the additional allegations are

treated as a new report.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Most Tazewell County stakeholders commenting on this item during the Onsite Review expressed the opinion that maltreatment

recurrence is rare in that county due primarily to efforts to follow up with the families and to provide services. The few Hampton City

stakeholders commenting on this item also indicated that follow-up services and ongoing support help prevent maltreatment

recurrence.

Safety Outcome 2

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate

Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement

Degree of Outcome Achievement Fairfax County | Hampton City Tazewell County Total Percent
Substantially Achieved 24 10 11 45 69.2
Partially Achieved 1 2 2 5 7.7

Not Achieved 6 5 4 15 23.1
Substantel T g —
Substantially Achieved by Site 771% 59% 65%

Status of Safety Outcome 2

Virginia is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2. The outcome was substantially achieved in 69.2 percent of the cases
reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. The State also was not in substantial
conformity with this outcome in its 2003 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns From the 2003 CFSR

The following concerns were identified in the 2003 review:

e The State closed cases when the parent refused to comply with services although the child was still at risk.

e The State was not consistent in its efforts to reduce the risk of harm to children.

e There were no safety assessments in some cases or the safety assessment was not sufficiently comprehensive to capture critical
family issues relevant to the child’s safety, such as domestic violence.

To address these concerns Virginia implemented the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:
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e Developed and implemented training for local CPS and foster care staff on the knowledge and skills needed to engage families
effectively in safety and risk assessment and reassessment

e Piloted a Structured Decision Making (SDM) assessment of risk of harm to children living in their own homes in 30 agencies

e Clarified policy related to the management of CPS in-home services cases, including policy regarding the intensity of service
provision and the frequency of caseworker contacts based on risk

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan implementation period.

Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

The findings pertaining to the specific items assessed under Safety Outcome 2 are presented and discussed below.
Item 3. Services to family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or reentry into foster care

____Strength __X___Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Findings

An assessment of item 3 was applicable in 41 (63 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were excluded if the children entered foster care
prior to the period under review and there were no other children in the home, or if there was no substantiated or indicated
maltreatment report or identified risk of harm to the children in the home during the period under review. For applicable cases,
reviewers assessed whether, in responding to a substantiated maltreatment report or risk of harm, the agency made diligent efforts to
provide services to families that would prevent placement of children in foster care and at the same time ensure their safety. The
results of the assessment of item 3 are presented in the table below.
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Item 3 Ratings Fairfax County Hampton City Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 14 7 7 28 68
Area Needing Improvement 6 4 3 13 32
Total Applicable Cases 20 11 10 41

Not Applicable 11 6 7 24

Total Cases 31 17 17 65

Strength by Site 70% 64% 70%




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

e Although no services were provided when the child was removed from the home, the removal was necessary to ensure the safety
of the child (four cases).

e Services were provided to the family to ensure the safety of the child and prevent removal (24 cases).

Case review information indicates that a range of services was offered or provided to families. This included (but was not limited to)
the following: assessments for substance abuse; in-patient, out-patient, and in-home substance abuse treatment; intensive in-home
family preservation services; anger management services; mentoring; financial assistance services (including payment of utility bills
and vouchers for food); housing services; concrete services such as vouchers for rodent control; in-home parenting education services;
case management services; in-home counseling services; transportation services; respite care services; psychological services (mental
health screenings, medication management, and treatment); educational assessment services; child care services; behavioral therapy;
assistance to parents to meet children’s medical needs; and services for parents of children with developmental disabilities.

Item 3 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

e Services were not provided to the family, and the children remained at risk in the home (five cases).

e Services were provided, but they did not target the key safety concern in the family, leaving the children at risk in the home (eight
cases).

Rating Determination

Item 3 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 68 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the agency
had made concerted efforts to maintain children safely in their own homes. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a
rating of Strength. Item 3 was rated as a Strength in the State’s 2003 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, services can be offered to families during a family assessment or investigation and must be
offered to any family whose case is opened for ongoing CPS. The Statewide Assessment reports that an ongoing CPS case can result
from either the family assessment or investigation track. Service needs are determined by working with the family to identify their
strengths and needs, and services either are provided directly by an LDSS caseworker or arranged through another provider. The
Statewide Assessment reports that agencies using the SDM model use the Family Strengths and Needs tool from that model to
determine service needs.

The Statewide Assessment also reports that CPS policy requires that when moderate or high risk is determined in a completed family
assessment or investigation, LDSS must consult with the family to provide or arrange for necessary protective or rehabilitative
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services. However, as indicated in the Statewide Assessment, LDSS have no authority to enforce the provision of services if a family
refuses to accept them, and a social service department may petition the court to order necessary services to maintain children safely in
the home.

The Statewide Assessment notes that a DRS evaluation conducted in 2008 included a limited review of ongoing CPS cases. One
analysis included whether ongoing services prevented a need for foster care in some families. The case reviewer examined 89 cases in
which the family had received services and the child had not been removed from his home. The reviewer found clear evidence that
services helped to prevent foster care in 10 percent of the 89 cases and some evidence that services may have prevented foster care in
30 percent of the cases. In 29 percent of the cases, the reviewer determined that foster care was not really at issue, and in 30 percent of
the cases, the reviewer could not make a judgment.

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, one barrier to providing services to children and families to prevent removal or reentry into
foster care is a general lack of consistent assessment strategies and service resources. The Statewide Assessment notes that when the
Citizen Review Panels were asked to comment on services provided to families and children, responses indicated a gap in resources
for at-risk families that creates challenges for LDSS in preventing removals. However, the Statewide Assessment also notes that these
panels described LDSS as partnering with the local community to find ways to meet service needs.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the Onsite Review expressed the opinion that LDSS generally make concerted

efforts to maintain children safely in their homes rather than removing children when services may have prevented the removal.

Various stakeholders across the CFSR sites identified the following as strategies implemented by LDSS to prevent removals or

reentries into foster care:

e Short-term respite services for biological parents to allow a cool-down period (for juvenile justice cases) or to assist families when
parents are in short-term treatment programs

e Specialized in-home services programs to prevent placement such as Healthy Families, the family stabilization program, and the
transition home services

e The use of court protective orders and monitoring by LDSS

e Voluntary placement with relatives either as short-term respite or long-term placement without the agency taking custody of the
child

e The use of the Family Assessment and Planning Team (FAPT)

Item 4. Risk assessment and safety management

Strength __X__Area Needing Improvement
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Case Review Findings

An assessment of item 4 was applicable for all 65 cases. In assessing item 4, reviewers were to determine whether the agency had
made, or was making, diligent efforts to address the risk of harm to the children involved in each case. The results of the assessment of
item 4 are presented in the table below.

Item 4 Ratings Fairfax County Hampton City Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 24 10 11 45 69
Area Needing Improvement 7 7 6 20 31
Total Cases 31 17 17 65

Strength by Site 77% 59% 65%

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

Item 4 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

e There was no initial safety or risk assessment (two cases).

e There was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the child’s home during the period under review (eight cases).

e There was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the foster home during the period under review (one case).

e There were continued risk concerns in the home that were not addressed and/or monitored by the agency, and the children were at
risk in the home (10 cases). Seven of these involved cases that had been opened as family assessments, and two involved cases in
which a CPS report had been screened out despite serious allegations.

e The case was closed without a safety and risk assessment (one case).

e There was a safety concern related to the target child in foster care during visitation with parents due to insufficient monitoring of
visitation (five cases).

Rating Determination

Item 4 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 69 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made diligent efforts to assess and address the risk of harm to the child. This percentage is less than the 90 percent
required for a rating of Strength. Item 4 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in the State’s 2003 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, in both family assessment cases and investigations cases, the caseworker completes an initial
safety assessment and safety plan to determine whether any children are in immediate danger of serious physical harm that may
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require an intervention and to decide what protective interventions should be initiated or maintained. The assessment must result in

one of the following determinations:

e Safe: There are no children likely to be in immediate danger of moderate to serious harm and no safety plan is required.

e Conditionally safe: Safety interventions are in place and have resolved the unsafe situation for the present.

e Unsafe: Without controlling interventions, a child is in immediate danger of serious harm, and a court order or safety plan is
required to document intervention.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that in addition to the initial safety assessment, when a family is assigned to the family
assessment track the caseworker must complete a Family Needs Assessment (which includes a risk assessment) within 45-60 days of
initiation of receipt of the complaint or report. When a family is assigned to the investigation track, the caseworker must complete an
Investigation Dispositional Assessment and individual child risk assessments within 45-60 days of receipt of the complaint or report.
With regard to ongoing risk assessments, the Statewide Assessment reports that for in-home services cases, an ongoing risk
reassessment and risk determination must be completed with the family as part of the service plan or service plan review, which
occurs at least once every 3 months or more often if there is a change in the level of risk to the child. The Statewide Assessment notes,
however, that for in-home services cases, risk reassessment is not required at the time of case closure. The Statewide Assessment
reports that although there are no required standardized processes or tools for assessing ongoing safety and risk to a child while in
foster care, policy requires that child safety must be addressed in each caseworker visit with a child in foster care.

The Statewide Assessment also reports that the Court Appointed Special Advocate/Children’s Justice Act (CASA/CJA) Advisory
Committee was asked to comment on the level of services to reduce risk to children. The group responded that in general they saw
services offered, but the services did not always work. One concern expressed by committee members was that there are times when
all services are offered, the situation remains unsafe or unstable, but LDSS will not bring that child into foster care. Another concern
expressed was that sometimes, when services are provided by another entity a social service department tends to back away.

Stakeholder Interview Information

During the Onsite Review, only stakeholders from Fairfax County commented on the effectiveness of the agency in assessing risk of
harm. Most of them reported that Fairfax County uses the SDM tool but that the tool is not very useful, and often the caseworker just
records information on it rather than using it to drive decision-making. In particular, stakeholders noted that because the SDM tool
focuses on the perpetrator and not the child, it is not useful in sexual abuse cases in which the perpetrator usually has been removed
from the home.

Most stakeholders commenting on the effectiveness of the agency in managing safety expressed the opinion that safety generally is
addressed by providing services to families or through a court order of protection.
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1. PERMANENCY

Permanency Outcome 1

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations

Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team According to Degree of Outcome Achievement

Degree of Outcome Achievement Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Substantially Achieved 6 4 4 14 35.0
Partially Achieved 14 6 5 25 62.5
Not Achieved 0 0 1 1 2.5
Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10 40

Substantially Achieved by Site 30% 40% 40%

Conformity of Statewide Data Indicators With National Standards

National Data Indicators National Standard State Score Meets
(Scaled Score) (Scaled Score) | Standards?
Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification 122.6+ 118.3 No
Composite 2: Timeliness of adoptions 106.4+ 75.1 No
Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for extended time periods 121.7+ 102.5 No
Composite 4: Placement stability 101.5+ 102.3 Yes

Status of Permanency Outcome 1

Virginia is not in substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. The outcome was substantially achieved in 35 percent of the

cases reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for a determination of substantial conformity. In addition to case
review findings, Virginia did not meet the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to timeliness and permanency of
reunification, timeliness of adoptions, and permanency for children in foster care for extended time periods. However, the State met

the national standard for the data indicator pertaining to placement stability. The State also was not in substantial conformity with this

outcome in its 2003 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns From the 2003 CFSR

The following concerns were identified in the 2003 review:
e The State was not consistent in its efforts to ensure children’s placement stability while in foster care.
e The State was not consistent in establishing permanency goals in a timely manner, and permanency goals were not always

appropriate to meet the needs of the child.
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e The State was not consistent in its efforts to attain the goal of reunification in a timely manner.
e The State was not consistent in achieving finalized adoptions in a timely manner due to both agency- and court-related barriers.

To address the identified concerns, the State implemented the following strategies:

e Submitted regulations to mandate pre-service and in-service training for resource parents, foster parents, and adoptive parents to
prepare families to meet the needs of children entering foster care

Developed and implemented strategies to strengthen the screening and assessment of children’s needs to improve placement
matches

Piloted concurrent planning to ensure that appropriate permanency goals are selected and achieved for children in a timely manner
Established a process for filing petitions for termination of parental rights (TPR) simultaneously with petitions for an initial
permanency planning hearing to change the goal to adoption or to document, in OASIS, the reasons for not pursuing termination
Piloted SDM tools in the decision-making process for reunification in 30 localities

Promulgated regulations and developed policy that allows for dual approval of resource parents, foster parents, and adoptive
parents

Developed Progress to Excellence Reports as a management tool for assessing efforts to expedite adoptions and ensure timely
documentation of final orders of adoption and other actions

Collaborated with the Court Improvement Program (CIP) to identify child welfare best practices and issues influencing timely
permanency for children in foster care, and educate agency and court staff about these practices and issues

The State met its goals for this outcome by the end of its Program Improvement Plan implementation period.

Key Findings of the 2009 CFSR

The findings pertaining to the items assessed under Permanency Outcome 1 are presented and discussed below.

Item 5. Foster care reentries

__X__ Strength Area Needing Improvement

Case Review Findings

An assessment of item 5 was applicable for 10 (25 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. Cases were not applicable if the child did not
enter foster care during the period under review. In assessing this item, reviewers determined whether the entry into foster care during

the period under review occurred within 12 months of discharge from a prior foster care episode. The results of the assessment of
item 5 are presented in the table below.
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Item 5 Ratings Fairfax County Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 5 3 1 9 90
Area Needing Improvement 1 0 0 1 10
Total Applicable Foster Care Cases 6 3 1

Not Applicable Foster Care Cases 14 7 9

Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10

Strength by Site 83% 100% 100%

Item 5 was rated as a Strength when the child’s entry into foster care during the period under review did not take place within
12 months of discharge from a prior episode. Item 5 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in one case when the child’s entry
into foster care occurred within 6 months of the date of discharge from a prior foster care placement episode.

Rating Determination
Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of Strength. The item was rated as a Strength in 90 percent of the cases reviewed. This
percentage is equal to the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 5 also was rated as a Strength in Virginia’s 2003 CFSR.

Performance on the Composite 1 Measure Relevant to the Permanency of Reunification

The data below are presented to provide additional information about foster care reentry. There is no national standard for the measure
of foster care reentry. National standards with regard to permanency have been established only for the scaled composite scores. The
measure of foster care reentry is part of Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification. The State’s performance on
Composite 1 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

Virginia’s performance on the individual measure of foster care reentry (measure C1.4) included in Composite 1: Timeliness and
permanency of reunification was the following: In the 12 months prior to the CFSR 12-month target period for the data indicators,

5.6 percent of children exiting foster care to reunification reentered foster care in less than 12 months from the time of discharge. This
percentage is less than the 25th percentile of 9.9 percent. (For this measure, lower percentages reflect higher levels of performance.)

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, a variety of tools are used by LDSS to assess risk of harm prior to a child returning home.
These tools, intended to prevent reentry into foster care, include the following:

e The Risk Re-assessment and Reunification Assessment in the SDM tool

e The Individual Family Service Plan (IFSP) used during the FAPT meeting

e The Safety Assessment document, Safety Plan, or the Family Strengths and Needs Assessment
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The Statewide Assessment reports, however, that members of the CASA/CJA Advisory Committee reported that they do not see many
services in place when a child returns home. They noted that, in general, once the child is at home the case is closed, and the services
that may be offered are very focused and limited. The Statewide Assessment notes that this is not consistent with foster care policy,
which states that services should be provided to the child and his or her family to prevent the need for the child to reenter foster care.

The Statewide Assessment attributes Virginia’s generally low reentry rate to the use of trial home visits to help ensure the safety of the
child when he returns home. In a trial home visit, physical custody is with the parent or other caregivers, but the legal custody remains
with LDSS allowing for needed services to remain in place. It was noted that on average, a trial home visit lasts 6 months in Virginia.
The Statewide Assessment reports that if the trial home visit does not work out, LDSS are able to return the child to foster care, and it
is not recorded as a reentry. The juvenile and domestic relations (JDR) district court judge hears the case a final time to release
custody of the child back to his parents at the end of a successful trial home visit.

Stakeholder Interview Information
There were insufficient substantive comments from stakeholders regarding this item during the Onsite Review.

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

Case Review Findings

All 40 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 6. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the
child experienced multiple placement settings during the period under review and, if so, whether the changes in placement settings
were necessary to achieve the child’s permanency goal or meet the child’s service needs. Reviewers also assessed the stability of the
child’s most recent placement setting. The results of the assessment of item 6 are presented in the table below.

Item 6 Ratings Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 16 10 7 33 82.5
Area Needing Improvement 4 0 3 7 175

Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10 40
Strength by Site 80% 100% 70%
Item 6 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the child’s current placement was stable and that the child either did

not experience a placement change during the period under review or that the placement changes experienced were in the child’s best
interests (i.e., they were intended to further achievement of the child’s permanency goal or provide specialized services for the child).
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Item 6 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in six cases when reviewers determined that the child was in multiple placement
settings during the period under review, and at least one placement change was not planned by the agency to attain the child’s
permanency goal. In five of these cases, the child was age 15 or older, and the placement changes were due to children with behavioral
problems being placed in a foster home or care facility that was not appropriate to the child’s needs. Item 6 was rated as an Area
Needing Improvement in one case in which the child’s placement was not stable.

Additional findings of the case review were the following:

e Children in 24 cases experienced only one placement during the period under review.

e Children in nine cases experienced two placements during the period under review.

e Children in seven cases experienced three or more placements during the period under review.

Rating Determination

Item 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 82.5 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that children
experienced placement stability. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 6 also was rated as
an Area Needing Improvement in the State’s 2003 CFSR.

Performance on the Individual Measures Included in Composite 4: Placement stability

The data below are presented to provide additional information about placement stability. There are no national standards for
performance on these measures individually. National standards have been established only for the scaled composite score. The
State’s performance on Composite 4 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Virginia’s performance on the individual measures included

in Composite 4: Placement stability was the following:

e (C4.1: 88.8 percent of the children in foster care for at least 8 days but less than 12 months experienced two or fewer placement
settings. This percentage is greater than the national 75th percentile of 86.0 percent.

e (C4.2: 65.3 percent of the children in foster care for at least 12 months but less than 24 months experienced two or fewer placement
settings. This percentage is greater than the national median of 59.9 percent but less than the national 75th percentile of 65.4
percent.

e (C4.3: 39.9 percent of the children in foster care for at least 24 months experienced two or fewer placement settings. This
percentage is greater than the national median of 33.9 percent but less than the national 75th percentile of 41.8 percent.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, there are different reasons that foster children may have more than one placement change
throughout their stay in foster care. It was noted that most localities in Virginia use temporary placements, such as an emergency
foster home, to provide a safe place for a child to live when he or she is initially taken into foster care. In some cases a child must be
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placed in a temporary home due to a lack of an appropriate foster family setting. This is done to stabilize the child in a crisis or to
learn more about the child so an appropriate home can be found. The Statewide Assessment notes that although this type of placement
is intended to be temporary, there are occasions where a child has remained in an emergency placement for more than 30 days due to a
lack of another appropriate placement.

The Statewide Assessment also notes that stakeholder input received from a CASA directors’ meeting attributed placement instability

to the following:

e Some children have severe behavior problems that cause conflicts within the foster home.

e In some situations, the extent of a child’s behavior problems are not fully known by the foster parent until after the child has been
placed, and the foster parents may not be equipped or trained sufficiently to deal with the problems.

e There is a lack of therapeutic or specialized foster homes, which results in some children being placed in a home that is not
equipped to meet their needs.

e Some foster parents report feeling “burned out” due to lack of training, perceived lack of support, or other stressors that lead them
to ask for children to be removed from their homes.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Some Hampton City stakeholders commenting on this item expressed the opinion that placements there generally are stable. A few
attributed stability to the expectation of the agency that “the first placement will be the last placement” and to the provision of services
to foster families to support placement stability. Stakeholders in Fairfax and Tazewell counties did not provide substantive comments
on the stability of placements. However, many stakeholders in those sites expressed the opinion that when placements fail, it is due to
poor matching and lack of sufficient support and training for foster parents, especially for foster parents caring for children with
behavioral or mental health concerns.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child
Strength _X__ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings
All 40 foster care cases were applicable for an assessment of item 7. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether the
agency had established a permanency goal for the child in a timely manner and whether the most current permanency goal was

appropriate. Reviewers also were to determine whether the agency had sought TPR in accordance with the requirements of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) when relevant. The results of the assessment of item 7 are presented in the table below.
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Item 7 Ratings Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 13 4 6 23 57.5
Area Needing Improvement 7 6 4 17 42.5

Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10 40

Strength by Site 65% 40% 60%

Item 7 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the child’s permanency goal was appropriate, had been established in a
timely manner, and, if relevant, that the agency had filed for TPR in accordance with the requirements of ASFA.

Item 7 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

e The child’s permanency goal at the time of the Onsite Review was not appropriate given the case situation and the needs of the
child (nine cases).

e The child’s permanency goal was not established in a timely manner (12 cases).

e The agency had not sought TPR in accordance with the requirements of ASFA, particularly with regard to documenting
compelling reasons in the case file for not seeking TPR (five cases).

ASFA requirements with regard to filing for TPR were met in 81 percent of 26 applicable cases.

The following case goals were identified for the 40 foster care cases:

e Adoption only (12 cases)

e Reunification only (including reunification with relatives) (10 cases)

e Other planned permanent living arrangement (OPPLA) only (15 cases)

e Concurrent goals of reunification with parents and reunification with relatives (three cases)

Rating Determination

Item 7 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 57.5 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined
that the agency had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timely manner and had met ASFA requirements.
This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 7 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in
the State’s 2003 CFSR.
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Performance on the Individual Measures Included in Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for extended

time periods

The data below are presented to provide additional information about permanency for children in foster care for extended time
periods. There are no national standards for performance on these measures individually. National standards were established only for
the scaled composite score. The State’s performance on Composite 3 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Virginia’s performance on the individual measures included

in Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care for extended time periods was the following:

e (C3.1: 15.5 percent of the children in foster care for 24 months or longer at the start of the 12-month CFSR target period were
discharged from foster care to a permanent home (adoption, reunification with parents or other relatives, or guardianship) by the
end of the target period. This percentage is less than the national median of 25.0 percent.

e (3.2: 89.2 percent of the children exiting foster care during the target period who were legally free for adoption at the time of exit
were discharged to a permanent home. This percentage is less than the national median of 96.8 percent.

e (C3.3: 45.2 percent of the children who were discharged from foster care during the 12-month target period with a discharge reason
of emancipation had been in foster care for 3 years or longer at the time of discharge. This percentage is less than the national
median of 47.8 percent but is greater than the national 25th percentile of 37.5 percent. (For this measure, lower percentages reflect
higher levels of performance.)

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, State statute requires that “each child in foster care shall be assigned a permanent plan goal to
be reviewed and approved by the JDR district court having jurisdiction of the child’s case.” The Statewide Assessment notes that in
Virginia permissible plan goals are the following: transfer custody of the child to his prior family, transfer custody of the child to a
relative other than his prior family, finalize an adoption of the child, place the child in permanent foster care, transition to independent
living, or place the child in another planned permanent living arrangement (APPLA).

The Statewide Assessment also notes that in 2003 Virginia implemented a concurrent planning pilot program in 20 LDSS and
developed a concurrent planning handbook with assistance from the National Resource Center for Foster Care and Permanency
Planning. It was reported that the pilot concluded in 2006, but that VDSS is exploring the possibility of implementing concurrent
planning statewide as a strategy for the Virginia Children’s Services System Transformation (the Transformation) initiative. The
Statewide Assessment notes that the practice of using concurrent planning has served to increase the percentage of children who have
an appropriate permanency goal established in a timely manner. However, no data were provided in the Statewide Assessment to
support this assertion.

With regard to filing for TPR in accordance with ASFA requirements, the Statewide Assessment indicates that VDSS partnered with
CIP to develop and disseminate policy on filing petitions for TPR simultaneously with petitions for an initial permanency planning
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hearing to change the goal to adoption. The policy was distributed to LDSS, JDR courts, guardians ad litem, CASAs, and LDSS
attorneys. The Statewide Assessment also reports that VDSS began tracking petition dates in OASIS and developed a report that
identifies the percentage of cases that have petitions for TPR filed simultaneously with the petitions for the initial permanency
planning hearing. It was noted that generating reports from OASIS has helped to promote the timeliness of filing the petition for TPR.
The Statewide Assessment did not provide data pertaining to the percentage of cases in which TPR is filed in accordance with ASFA
requirements.

The Statewide Assessment also reports that caseworkers were asked to rank the following reasons for not filing a TPR in accordance
with ASFA timeframes: child opposed to TPR, parent opposed to TPR, unavailability of services, child perceived as unadoptable, and
availability of adoptive parents. The survey results were the following:

e 43 percent indicated that the number one reason for not filing was “child opposed to TPR.”

e 24 percent indicated that “parents opposed to TPR” was the second most common reason.

e 26 percent and 29 percent indicated that “unavailability of services” was the third and fourth most common reason.

e 29 percent indicated that the lack of “availability of adoptive parents” was the fifth most common reason.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item during the Onsite Review did not provide substantive comments regarding whether appropriate
permanency goals are established in a timely manner. However, several stakeholders expressed the opinion that the child welfare
agency uses concurrent planning when it is appropriate. A few stakeholders reported that caseworkers discuss the concurrent planning
process and concurrent goals with parents. A few stakeholders also reported that the concurrent plan usually involves exploring
relatives as options for permanent custody while pursuing reunification with parents.

Stakeholder comments pertaining to the agency filing for TPR in accordance with the timeframes established by ASFA are provided
under item 28 in the Systemic Factors section of this report.

Item 8. Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives
Strength _X__ Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings
Item 8 was applicable for 13 (32.5 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessing these cases, reviewers were to determine whether
the agency had achieved the permanency goals of reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives in a timely

manner or, if the goals had not been achieved, whether the agency had made, or was in the process of making, diligent efforts to
achieve the goals. The results of the assessment of item 8 are presented in the table below.
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Item 8 Ratings Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent

Strength 4 4 1 9 69
Area Needing Improvement 2 0 2 4 31
Total Applicable Foster Care Cases 6 4 3

Not Applicable Foster Care Cases 14 6 7

Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10

Strength by Site 67% 100% 33%

Item 8 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the goal had been achieved in a timely manner or that the agency had
made concerted efforts to achieve the goal in a timely manner. Item 8 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in four cases when
reviewers determined that the agency had not made concerted efforts to achieve reunification or permanent placement with relatives in
a timely manner.

Rating Determination

Item 8 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 69 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had made diligent efforts to attain the goals of reunification or permanent placement with relatives in a timely manner. This
percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 8 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in the
State’s 2003 CFSR.

Performance on the Individual Measures Pertaining to Timeliness Included in Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency

of reunification

The data below are presented to provide additional information about the timeliness of reunification. There are no national standards
for performance on these measures individually. National standards have been established only for the scaled composite score. The
State’s performance on Composite 4 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Virginia’s performance on the individual timeliness measures

included in Composite 1: Timeliness and permanency of reunification was the following:

e (C1.1: 64.0 percent of the reunifications occurred in at least 8 days but less than 12 months of the child’s entry into foster care. This
percentage is less than the national median of 69.9 percent.

e (C1.2: The median length of stay in foster care for children discharged to reunification was 8.0 months. This length of stay is
greater than the national median of 6.5 months. (For this measure, a lower number of months reflects a higher level of
performance.)

e (C1.3: 23.1 percent of children entering foster care in the 6 months prior to the 12-month target period were discharged from foster
care to reunification in more than 7 days but less than 12 months of entry into foster care. This percentage is less than the national
median of 39.4 percent.
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Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, foster care policy indicates that reunification usually is the initial permanent case goal and
when reunification is the goal reasonable efforts must be made to reunite the child with his or her family. Reunification services must
be provided to the child and parents early in the placement process to ensure that parents have adequate time to remedy the conditions
that brought the child into foster care.

The Statewide Assessment notes that Virginia’s Progress to Excellence Report indicates that 66.31 percent of the reunifications
occurring from July 1, 2007, to June 30, 2008, were completed within 12 months of the children entering foster care.

Stakeholder Interview Information
There were insufficient substantive comments from stakeholders regarding this item during the Onsite Review.

Item 9. Adoption
Strength __X__Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings
Item 9 was applicable for 12 (30 percent) of the 40 foster care cases. In assessing this item, reviewers were to determine whether

diligent efforts had been, or were being, made to achieve a finalized adoption in a timely manner. The results of the assessment of item
9 are presented in the table below.

Item 9 Ratings Fairfax County | Hampton City | Tazewell County Total Percent
Strength 2 0 2 4 33
Area Needing Improvement 4 3 1 8 67
Total Applicable Foster Care Cases 6 3 3 12

Not Applicable Foster Care Cases 14 7 7 28

Total Foster Care Cases 20 10 10 40

Strength by Site 33% 0% 67%

Item 9 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined that the State had made diligent efforts to achieve finalized adoptions in a
timely manner. Item 9 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in eight cases when reviewers identified the following:

e Delays in filing for TPR (one case)

e Delays in the TPR process due to appeals (two cases)

e Delays in completing or approving home studies (two cases)

e Delays due to a general lack of effort to finalize an adoption (three cases)
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Additional findings relevant to this item were the following:

Of the 12 children with a goal of adoption, 7 achieved the goal during the period under review.
Of the seven children who had a finalized adoption during the period under review, one had been in foster care for 24 months,
three had been in foster care for 25 to 30 months, and three had been in foster care for more than 30 months.

Of the five children with a goal of adoption who were not adopted during the period under review, three had been in foster care for
at least 24 months.

Rating Determination

Item 9 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 33 percent of the cases, reviewers determined that the agency
had made concerted efforts to achieve a finalized adoption in a timely manner. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for
a rating of Strength. Item 9 also was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in Virginia’s 2003 CFSR.

Performance on the Individual Measures Included in Composite 2: Timeliness of adoptions

The data below are presented to provide additional information about the timeliness of adoptions. There are no national standards for
performance on these measures individually. National standards have been established only for the scaled composite score. The
State’s performance on Composite 2 is shown in the table for Permanency Outcome 1.

For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, the State’s perform