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INTRODUCTION

This document presents the findings of the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for the State of Hawaii. 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 IV-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 Hawaii CFSR was conducted the week of June 1, 2009. The period under review for the onsite case review process was from

April 1, 2008 to June 5, 2009. The findings were derived from the following documents and data collection proeedures:

o The Statewide Assessment, prepared by Hawaii Department of Human Seivices (DHS)

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

e Reviews of 65 cases (40 foster care and 25 in-home services ommmmv at three sites: 17 cases in HAMEE County, 17 cases in Maui
County, and 31 cases in Oahu County

e  Interviews and focus groups (conducted at all three sites and at the State level) with stakeholders E&s&swu but not limited 8
children, %ocwr parents, foster and adoptive parents, all levels of child welfare agency personnel, collaborating agency Huono:b&
service baoﬂmmwm court personnel, child advocates, Native mmém:mb representatives, and attorneys

All 65 cases were open child welfare agency cases at some time during the period under review. H_um.w& characteristics of the
children in the-cases reviewed are presented in the table at the end of this section. For all Ezmm in this report, Tigures displayed Emw
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 Amaoaob 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. _ _ |



Key Characteristics of Cases Reviewed

| Case Characteristics , , Foster Care In-Home Services
| Total Number of Cases : , | 40 1 25
Date case was opened : , .
Open prior to the period under review , : : 28 (70%) 17 (68%)
Open during the period under review S . 12 (30%) 1 8(32%)
Child entered foster care during the period under review : ‘ . , 14 (35%) . | - N/A
Child’s age at start of period under review , , L , .
Younger than 10 , . v | 19 (47.5%) *
At least 10 but younger than 13 . , 6 (15%) *
At least 13 but younger than 16. . o 9 (22.5%) [ *
16 and older . , . 6 (15%) , *
| Race/Ethnicity : .
- American Indian/Alaskan Z&Z@ Non-Hispanic : ) : ] 0 o ®
| Asian Non-Hispanic . i . 2(5%) . *
Black Non-Hispanic . o B 0 *
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Non-Hispanic , . | "8 (20%) * )
Hispanic (of any race) , : 6 (15%) *
- White Non-Hispanic _ " " 3(7.5%) : *
Unknown/Unable to Determine - 3 - 125%) | *
_ Two or More Races Non-Hispanic** : o , B 20 (50%) ¥
Primary reason for opening case - L . :
Physical abuse . . | 9(22.5%) 61(24%)
Sexual abuse . : - 4(10%) . 3 (12%)
Emotional maltreatment , ; 0 0
Neglect (not including medical neglect) - . 12 (30%) . 4 (16%)
Medical neglect : A , . : | 0 , .0
Abandonment , o 2 (5%) . 0
Mental/physical health of parent o ~ 3(7.5%) ] 0
Substance abuse by parent . , 10 (25%) \ 5 (20%)
Child’s behavior . B 0 , 1 (4%)
Domestic violence in child’s home ] | 0 6 (24%)
Child in juvenile justice system - 0 0

* Information on in-home servicescases is not m<m:m§a for these characteristics.
** 18 of the 20-cases in Eum«omﬁomoJ\ represented children who are part-Hawaiian/Pagcific mm_mﬁmma



SECTION A: OUTCOMES

In the Outcomes Section of the CSFR Final Report, an overall rating of Streagth 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, €ach of which
incorporates one or more of the individual items. The evaluation options for these outcomes are “substantially achieved,” “partially
achieved,” and “not achieved.” For a State to be in substantial conformity with a particular-outeome, 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 approach is consistent with the goal of the CFSR to
promote continuous improvement in performance on these outcomes. .

Tt should be noted, however, that States are not required to attain the 95 percent standard established for the CFSR Onsite Review ot
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, foreach 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: (1) how much improvement the State will demonstrate
and/or the activities that it will implement to address the Areas Needing Improvement and (2) 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 CFSRs 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. S i . ,



The following sections provide information on how Hawaii 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 o@%ﬂ&m at that time NEQ the
strategies implemented in the Program HEHVHOAEE@E Plan to address those concerns are discussed.

Because many changes were made in the CFSR proeess 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. &m,mos# to compare performance across¥eviews

include, but are not limited to, the following: :

e An increase in the sample size from 50 to 635 cases

e Stratification of the sample to ensure a minimum number om cases in Wo% bSmSE 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 NSQ ensure an 1 assessment of critical areas mcor as child welfare
agency efforts to involve noncustodial parents in planning for their children

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



1. SAFETY

Safety Outcome 1

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from ab

use and neglect

Number of Cases Reviewed by the Team >nno—d_=m to Degree of

Outcome Achievement

| Degree of Outcome Achievement | Kauai County | Maui County | Oahu County Total Percent
| Substantially Achieved . v . 5 ‘ 6 | 9 20 - 87.0
Partially Achieved , 1 0 1 2 8.7
Not Achieved g . 0 0 1 1 | 4.3
Total Applicable Cases , 6 6 11 23
Not Applicable Cases R 11 11 20 42
| Total Cases ” 17 17 31 65
Substantially Achieved by Site ] 83% 100% 82%

Conformity of Statewide Uﬁw Indicators With National Standar

ds

Status of Safety Outcome 1

Hawaii is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 1.

reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required Hda

| National Data Indicators _ National Standard (%) | State’s Percent Meets Standards?

| Absence of maltreatment recurrence . 946+ 97.8 Yes ,
Absence of maltreatment of children in foster care . .

| by foster parents or facility staff 99.68 + 99.49 No

The outcome was substantially achieved in 87.0 percent of the cases
substantial conformity. In addition to case review findings, although

Hawaii met the national standard for the data indicator ﬁoH.EEEm to absence of maltreatment recurrence, the State did not meet the

national standard for the data indicator pertaining to absence of maltreatment ow children in foster care.

. Hawaii also was not in substantial conformity with this outcome
Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns chE the 2003 CFSR
The following key concerns were identified in the 2003 CFSR:

e DHS did not-consistently respond to maltreatment reports in
maltreatment report was classified as high risk.

in its 2003 CFSR and was required to address the outcome in its

accordance with State-established timeframes, omw@ow&_w when the
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e The State did not meet the national standard HnoH the wmahomﬂmmm of &E&mw experiencing more Emu one substantiated or Ea_om&om
child maltreatment report within a 6-month period. , ,
e The State did not meet the national standard for the measure RﬁﬁEbm to the mwmoboo of maltreatment of children in foster care 3\
foster parents or facility staff. 7

To address-the Eobmmaavnon@ogm the State WE@FBoan the following strategies in its Program Improvement Plan:

e Standardized intake, safety, and risk/strength assessments W

e Piloted Crisis Response Teams to respond within 24 hours & reports requiring immediate face-to-face assessment
o Expanded and enhanced the Differential W@mwozmm {DR) m%mﬁrspv including implementation of Voluntary Case Management
(VCM) services _ ,

e Improved data collection efforts re; mﬁ&ﬁm Eﬁoﬁ E&\qamgma and maltreatment in foster care

. The State met its ‘mow_m 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 mmﬁ&\ Outcome 1 are presented and discussed below.
Item 1. Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment

____Strength X __ Area Needing Improvement W

|

|

Case Review HE&Emm 7

'The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 23 (35 percent) of the 65 cases. Cases were not applicable when there were no child
maltreatment reports during the period under review. In mmmmmmim item 1, reviewers were to determine whether the response to a
maltreatment report occurring mcmwm the period under review rmm been EHSH& in accordance with the State child welfare agency
ﬁo:o% requirements. , , W

State policy pertaining to the timeframes required for investigating reports of child maltreatment is the following:

o Immediate response: The department shall make face- Sxmmom contact with the victim preferably within 2 hours but no later than 2
business days from the time the intake is mooo?om for E<mmﬂmmnow and assigned to a Child Welfare Serviees (CWS) unit.

o  Five-day response: If the report is assigned to a CWS unit, %@ department shall make face-to-face contact with the victim within 5
business days from the date the intake is accepted and mmmpmswa to a CWS unit. If the report is assigned through the DR system to
the VCM services program, the responding agency shall contact the family within 5 business days from the date the intake is

accepted and shall make face-to-face contact with the victim within 10 business days.




The results of the assessment of item 1 are presented in the table below.
Item 1 Ratings Kauai County Maui County Oahu County Total Percent .
Strength 5 6 : 9 20 87
Area Needing Improvement 1 0 2 3 13
Total Applicable Cases 6 6 11 23

1 Not Applicable 11 11 20 42

| Total Cases 17 17 31 65
Strength by Site ) 83% 100% 82%

Ttem 1 was rated as a Strength in 20 cases when %@Eﬁ%@mﬁom was initiated and face-to-face contact was made 59.5 the
timeframes required by State policy. ,

Ttem 1 was rated-as an Area Needing Improvement when reviewers determined the following: . ,

e The report assigned for immediate response was not wb<¢mm.,mwﬂ¢a in a timely manner (two cases). In both cases, although the
agency made face-to-face contact with-some of the children Lu the home within the required timeframe, the agency did not make
face-to-face contact with all children in the home within the required timeframe. _ .

e - The report assigned for investigation within 5 days was not w?\oﬂmammﬁm in a timely manner (one case).

| |
Rating Determination ﬁ _
Ttem 1 was assigned an overall rating of Area Zmoaim‘gﬁoﬁ%gﬁ In 87 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers determined that
the agency had initiated an investigation or an assessment of a j&,ﬁamgﬁa report and made face-to-face contact in accordance with

required timeframes. This percentage is less than the 90 percent required for a rating of Strength. Item 1 also was rated as an Area
Needing Improvement in Hawaii’s: 2003 CFSR. . _ _

Statewide Assessment Information _ _ ,
According to the Statewide Assessment, CWS are provided by the Child ‘Welfare Services Branch (CWSB), under the Social Services
" Division (SSD) of DHS to children and their families when children are reported to have been abused/neglected or are at risk of

abuse/neglect.

The Statewide Assessment notes that maltreatment reports can be made to CWS, the county police-department, orcentralized statewide
CWS Intake Units through a toll-free reporting hotline at any ﬁBL. However, the Statewide Assessment acknowledges that investigation
“caseworkers are not available to provide face-to-face response to mE reports after normal working hours, on weekends, or on holidays. The

Statewide Assessment indicates that after-hours calls are referred ,uﬁ;moﬂ the police who can provide an immediate response. The Statewide
Assessment reports that Immediate Response Teams have been piloted to provide an immediate response within 24 hoursto include
evenings, weekends, and holidays. For example, the Kauai and Maui section offices respond immediately at all times including evenings,
émowms%umwawomam%m._ _ 7 , ,
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The Statewide Assessment reports that CW'S uses standardized intake, safety assessment, and comprehensive strength and risk assessment
screening tools to determine the level of risk present and the most appropriate, most effective, and least intrusive response. ,

The Statewide Assessment also notes that the State has implemented a DR system, which has resulted fewer cases referred for CWS
investigation. The DR system categorizes child abuse and neglect referrals in the following way: _
o Reports assessed as high risk or having a safety issue present are assigned for an investigation by a CWS Child Protective Serviees
(CPS) specialist. : : - _
o Reports assessed as moderate tisk with no safety issues are assigned to the VCM services program. ,
e Reports assessed as low risk with no safety issues may be cither screened out with no further action or assigned for Family
Strengthening Services (FSS). , , , :
The Statewide Assessment reports that, in addition to conducting investigations to evaluate risk and safety, CWS forwards all reports
received to the county-police department and the police determine whether they will conduct a criminal investigation. The county police
" may investigate with the CWS CPS specialist or conduct their own investigation. The Statewide Assessment notes that law enforcement
officers are the only officials with the legal authority to remove a child from his or her parents. The Statewide Assessment notes that the
* CPS system {CPSS) captures responses to the report by DHS staff only, although other staff such as police or hospital personnel could be
first responders. - \ o . | _ .

The Statewide Assessment reports that the State reviews 100 cases every year to assess the quality and effectiveness of practice, following
the CFSR model for case review. As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, in State fiscal year (SFY) 2008, 99 cases were reviewed, and
reviewers determined that 87.10 percent of the cases were investigated in a timely manner. .

The Statewide Assessment indicates that in some-cases an investigative caseworker cannot locate the family despite concerted efforts. In
such instances, the cases are kept open for 60 days to provide investigative caseworkers with the opportunity to locate the family.

The Statewide Assessment notes that a review-of the DR system conducted in 2006 found that there is a need to reinforce procedures that
have been-established for cases to be returned to CWS if safety factors are discovered during the DR assessment. In addition, the Statewide
Assessment reports that CWS and the family court developed a Protocol and Referral Form for Information Exchange Between the Family
~ Court and CWS to facilitate reports of suspected child abuse or neglect to CWS from the family court.

Stakeholder Interview Information ,

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State generally is-effective in .
responding to reports of abuse and neglect in a timely manner. ‘Several stakeholders noted that the CWS Intake hotline s available 24 ,
hours per day, 7 days per week. On Oahu, investigative caseworkers are on call at all times, and on neighbor islands (i.e., all islands



other than Oahu) there are informal arrangements that involve caseworkers volunteering to be on call after normal working hours to
ensure that reports are investigated in a timely manner.

Despite the positive opinions Q%Rmmma by most stakeholders, others identified the following concerns about %m proeess of responding
to reports of abuse and neglect:
e On neighbor islands, the eentralized intake process has increased the time it takes for a caseworker to be apm@mﬁoroa to the scene.
e There are-cases in which law enforcement personnel remove a-child without the presence of a CWS caseworker.
e Cases with similar circumstances are not consistently referred for investigation to CWS or to VCM for an assessment. For
- example, a case presenting with-domestic violence is sometimes referred to VCM and sometimes to CWS.
e There is confusion among reporters, including law enforcement agencies, as to the criteria required to aceept a report of abuse or
neglect.
e Courts are ordering CWS to investigate cases in which a temporary restraining order is issued rather than use the protocol to refer
cases to the centralized intake Eogmm to determine s%m&am the case demonstrates a level of risk or harm that would require an
~ investigation.

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment

Area Needing Improvement

X _Strength

Case Review Findings

The assessment of item 2 was mﬁﬁrom_&m for 12 (18 percent) of the 65 cases.: Ommom were boﬂ mﬁﬁrdm,c_o 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.

Item 2 Ratings Kauai County Maui County Oahu County Total Percent
| Strength 3 5 4 12 100
Area Needing Improvement 0 0 0 -~
| Total Applicable Cases 3 5 4
Not Applicable . 14 12 27
| Total Cases 17 17 31
Strength by Site 100% 100% 100%

Item 2 was rated as a Strength in all 12 applicable cases because there was oE% one substantiated or indicated B&gmmgoa report on
the family within a 6-month period.
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In addition to the recurrence of substantiated maltreatment reports, reviewers 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 dEm @oB the date of the first
allegation of abuse or neglect to the time of the Onsite Review):

o In 22-cases, there was-one report.

e In 36 cases, there were between two and five Ho@onm

e In four cases, there were between six and nine reports.

o In three cases, there were 10 or more reports.

Rating Determination |

Item 2 was assigned an overall rating of a Strength. In 100 percent of the applicable cases, there was no recurrenee of substantiated or
indicated maltreatment within a 6-month period. This percentage is greater than the 90 w%ooa required for a rating of Strength. Item 2
was rated as an Area Zam&bm Improvement in Emég s 2003 CFSR.

‘Statewide Assessment Information _
According 1o the Statewide Assessment, all new reports on cases open for services, both active in-home cases and foster care cases,
must be directed to the CWS Intake Unit for initial review and assessment.

The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY 2008 case RS@E 96.67 percent of- 9@ cases did not indicate 3@@2 maltreatment
within a 6-month ﬁmdoa

Stakeholder Interview Information , _

- Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR-expressed the opinion that the State generally is effective in

preventing repeat maltreatment. Some stakeholders noted that, when a risk for repeat maltreatment is evident, the DR system includes
a process to facilitate the transfer of cases from VCM to CWS. A few stakeholders boﬁa that a special E&W@ unit investigates all
reports of maltreatment of children in foster care.

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 | XKanai County’ Maui County | . Oahu County Total Percent
| Substantially Achieved , 10 12 18 40 61.5
| Partially Achieved 1 3 4
| Not Achieved 6 2 9
Total Cases 17 17 31
{ Substantially Achieved by Site '59% 1% 58%
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Status of Safety Outcome 2

Hawaii is not in substantial conformity with Safety Outcome 2. The outcome was substantially achieved in 61.5 percent of the cases
reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. Hawaii also was not in substantial
conformity with this outcome in its 2003 Oﬂmmw and was required to address the outcome in its Program Improvement Plan.

Key Concerns From the 2003 CFSR

The mobogmbm _8% concerns were identified in the 2003 CFSR:
e There was alack of appropriate service provision with regard to HoacoEm the risk of gﬁb to the &E&as remaining in their
homes.

e There was a lack of adequate attention to %oﬁﬁﬁ& risk factors in the child’s home or during a child’s visitation with parents.

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

e Developed and implemented a standardized decision-making process to assess the safety and risk of WB.B to children and the
needs of children and families throughout the life of acase
- Revised assessment tools and processes that link %@ assessment of .wmmmJ\ and risk to the services booommmaw to strengthen families -
and address risk factors

e Engaged children and families in case planning through the expansion of Ohana conferencing (family team meetings)
The State B,Q its ,,mom_m for this outcome by the end ow its Program Improvement Plan wBEoE@bSmob 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 E.c,:wna child(ren) in the home and prevent a.mEcﬁ-_, or reentry ?8 foster care
_____Strength . __X_ Area Needing Improvement |

Case Review Findings ,

An assessment of item 3 was applicable in 45 (69 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 i :mB 3 are presented in the table that follows.
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Item 3 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the womos.Em

Item 3 Ratings Kauai County Maui County Oahu County Total Percent
| Strength 9 9. 13 31 69
Area Needing Improvement 4 2 8 31
Total Applicable Cases 13 11 21
| Not Applicable 4 6 10
Total Cases 17 17 31
m:.mum:u by Site 69% 82% . 62%

e Although no services were provided when the child was RBOS& from a,wa home; the removal was necessary to ensure the safety

- of the child Q.:\o €ases).

o Services were provided to the family to-ensure the safety of the child and prevent removal (18 cases).
¢ Services were provided to the family o ensure the safety of the aEE womﬁ -reunification and ?@33 reentry into foster care Aﬁmg

cases).

Case review information indicates that a range of services was-offered or provided to families. This range included, but was not
limited to, the mo:oﬁswm VCM services, domestic violence counseling, parenting services, family therapy and counseling, sexual
abuse counseling, psychological evaluation and therapy, anger management, substance abuse treatment, Ohana conferencing, post-
reunification services, drug court oversight, and Healthy Start.

Ttem 3 was rated as an Area Z@o,&bm Improvement when reviewers determined the following:

e Services were not provided to the family, and the children remained at risk in the home (four cases).
o Services were provided, but they did not target the key mmma\&\ concern in the family, leaving the children at mmw in the WOBm (three

cases).

e - No services were provided to prevent the oEERu s removal from the woBm m:rocmw the removal was boﬂ immediately booommm&\
to ensure the children’s safety (four cases).

e No services were provided at the time of reunification, and the children were at risk in Eo home (three cases).

Rating Determination

Item 3 was assigned an overall rating of Area Zoo&bm HmeoﬁwBoE In 69 percent of the applicable cases, reviewers aﬂoﬁ:boa that
the agency had made coneerted 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 Hawaii’s 2003 Omww ,
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Statewide Assessment Information _ , :

According to the Statewide Assessment, caseworkers-conduct safety assessments to determine whether the home can be made safe
with the support of an In-home Safety Plan. The Statewide Assessment reports that, in SFY 2008, the DR system resulted in 1,627
families statewide being assessed as low risk and referred to FSS providers, and 1,141 families statewide being assessed as moderate -
risk and referred to VCM providers. The Statewide Assessment notes that a Child Safety Assessment must be completed for-every
family referred to VCM within 2 business days of the first face-to-face contact with the family to determine whether risk and safety
can be managed in the home. The Statewide Assessment also notes that FSS may be provided for up to 6 months, and VCM may be
provided for up to 12 months. _ : : v

As indicated in the Statewide Assessment, when a law enforcement officer has removed a child from a home, CWS has 3 working days to
assess the safety of the home. CWS may ask the family to sign a voluntary foster custody agreement (VFCA) to allow the child to stay in
foster care while CWS works with the family to identify the services that are needed to make the family home safe for the child. In the
absence of a VFCA, CWS determines whether it is-safe to return the-child home or whether to petition the court for foster carecustody.

The Statewide Assessment notes that the State often prevents out-of-home placements by using flexible wraparound funds to address
immediate needs such as paying rent and/or utility bills, house cleaning, and transportation. Despite this creative use of resources, the
Statewide Assessment indicates that there is a need for additional programs that allow Tamilies to stay together, such as residential
treatment programs where mothers can reside with their children while receiving substance abuse treatment.

The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY 2008 case 3&9& services were provided to the family to protect children in the
home and prevent removal into foster care in 91.23 percent of the cases.

Stakeholder Interview Information , , ,

Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State’s DR system, and-especially
the VCM program, generally are effective in protecting children in their home and preventing removal or reentry into foster care.

Item 4. Risk assessment and safety management
| Strength : X _Area Needing Improvement
Case Review Findings o ,
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 that follows.
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Total

| Item 4 Ratings Kauai County Maui County Qahu County Percent
Strength 10 12 20
Area Needing Improvement 7 5 i1
Total Cases 17 17 31

| Strength by Site 59% 71% 65%

—

Item 4 was rated as a Strength in 42-cases when reviewers a@,ﬁg& that the risk of harm to-children was addressed approprately by
the agency through the following: conducting initial and ongoing assessments of risk and-safety either in the children’s home or in the
children’s foster home and addressing m: mﬂ@@é&ﬂoa concerns identified through the assessment.

Item 4 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 23 cases when reviewers- moﬁHBEmm one or more of the mo:ocsbm

o There was no initial safety or risk assessment (five cases).

o Hwﬁo was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the child’s home during the period under review (11 ommmmv

¢ There was no ongoing safety and risk assessment in the foster home during the period under review (nine cases).

o There were continued risk concerns in the child’s home that were not addressed and/or monitored by the agency, and the children
were at risk in the home (11 cases). - o

The case was closed without any safety and risk assessment (four ommamv

o Safety and-risk were not assessed for all children in the home (three cases).

Rating Determination

Item 4 was assigned an overall rating of Area Zoo%bm HE?O,\@B@E In 65 percent of Em cases, reviewers determined that Ea 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 Hawaii’s 2003 CFSR.

Statewide Assessment Information

According to the Statewide Assessment, CWS, VCM, mbm FSS.caseworkers are expected 8 complete the Child Safety Assessment
during the initial investigation or assessment. The Child Safety Assessment can be used prior to reunification, at case closure, or at
other times during the life of the case. The Comprehensive Strengths and Risk Assessment is-expected to be completed within 60 days
of CWS case opening (within 45 days for VCM cases), for reassessments whenever evidence or-case circumstances suggest a change
in risk levels, and prior to closing the case at investigation to determine whether a case should be w,owﬁ open with CWS, referred to
VCM or FSS, or closed. The Statewide Assessment notes that if a safety issue is assessed as present in a family m:cmﬂon by VCM or
FSS, there is a process to return the case immediately to CWS for action.

‘The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY Noomw case review, Emw mﬁm safety were mﬁ?oﬁdmﬁ@ assessed and memmma in
82.83 percent of the cases.
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Stakeholder Interview Information

- Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State generally 1s-effective in
assessing risk and managing safety. Various stakeholders identified Ohana conferencing and the Comprehensive Strengths and Risk
Assessment as facilitating factors in the agency’s effectiveness with regard to assessing risk and managing safety for families.

II. PERMANENCY

wowiw:,o:n% Outcome 1

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

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

| Degree of Outcome Achievement Kauai County | Maui County Oahu County Total Percent
| Substantially Achieved | 5 4 10 19 475
' Partially Achieved . 4 5 7 16 40.0
Not Achieved | 1 1 3 5 125
Total Foster Care Cases , - 10 10 20
Substantially Achieved by Site 50% 40% - 50%
| Conformity of Statewide Data Indicators With National Standards v
National Standard State Score Meets
| National Data Indicators {Scaled Score) (Scaled Score) Standards?
| Composite 1: Timeliness and bm:zmwgo% of reunification 122.6 + 120.4 No
| Composite 2: Timeliness of adoptions 106.4 + 112.5 Yes.
{ Composite 3: Permanency for children in foster care . _
for extended time periods 121.7 + 123.5 Yes
Composite 4: Placement stability 101.5+ 102.4 Yes

Status of Permanency Outcome 1

Hawaii is not in substantial conformity with Permanency Outcome 1. The outcome was substantially achieved in 47.5 percent of the
cases reviewed. This percentage is less than the 95 percent required for substantial conformity. In addition to case review findings,
although Hawaii met the national standards for the data indicators pertaining to timeliness of adoptions, permanency for children in
foster care for extended time periods, and placement stability, the State did not meet the national standard for the data indicator

pertaining to timeliness and permanency of reunification.

Hawaii also was not Ewswmgﬂm_ conformity with sz outcome in its 2003 Om«mW and was required to address the outcome in its

Program Improvement Plan.
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Key Concerns From the 2003 CFSR

The following key concerns were identified in the 2003 CFSR:

DHS was not consistently effective in preventing reentry into foster care.

DHS was not consistently-effective in-ensuring children’s placement stability while in foster care.
DHS was not consistently effective in establishing appropriate permanency goals in a timely manner.
DHS was not consistent in its efforts to achieve permanency goals in a timely manner.

There were delays in achieving termination of parental rights (TPR).

There were high caseworker caseloads and a high rate of turnover in the caseworker position.

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

Developed a-comprehensive case feview proeess and supervisory review tool and enhanced CORE HSHEEW for staff to ensure
consistent statewide application of practice standards with regard to achieving timely permanency

Improved Tamily engagement through the use of Ohana conferencing and safety planning prior to reunification to prevent reentry
into foster care | .

Increased transportation, visitation, and Eﬁbm?m homze-based supports to prevent reentry into foster care

Provided training to caseworkers on substance abuse relapse and safety planning to prevent reentry into foster care
Strengthened teamwork between licensing staff and placement staff to enhance placement stability

Enhanced resource family recruitment efforts, training, supports, and feedback mechanism to enhance placement stability
Increased access to therapeutic foster homes to enhance placement stability

Monitored, identified, and addressed placement disruption factors

Increased the use of concurrent permanency planning (CPP) to expedite the achievement of permanency goals

Increased collaboration with the courts to improve petmanency and expedite the TPR process

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 mmm@.mmom under Permanency Outcome 1 are mﬁ@mgﬂ@m and discussed below.

Item 5. Foster care reentries

X _ Strength

Area Needing Improvement
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Case Review Findings

An assessment of item 5 was applicable for 14 (35 ﬁmaoozc of Em 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 @mnom 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.

Item 5 Ratings Kauai County Maui County Oahu County Total Percent
Strength 4 .4 6 14 100
Area Needing Improvement 0 0 0 0 0

| Total Applicable Foster Care Cases 4 4 6 14
Not Applicable Foster Care Cases 6 6 14 26

| Total Foster Care Cases 10 10 20 40
Strength by Site 100% 100% 100%

Item 5 was rated as a Strength in all 14 applicable cases when reviewers determined the-following:

e The child’sentry into foster care during the period under review did not take place within 12 months of discharge from a prior
episode (12 cases).

e Although the child reentered momﬂmm care within 12 months, there was evidence that concerted efforts were made to prevent reentry
(two cases).

Rating Determination
Item 5 was assigned an overall rating of mﬁgmﬁr “The item was rated as a Strength in 100 percent of the mEuromEa cases reviewed.

This percentage is greater than the 90 percent required for a rating of wqoum% Item 5 was-rated as an Area Needing Improvement in
Hawaii’s 2003 CFSR.

, _.vol.cn:us:oo 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 smﬁosm_ mﬁmbmma for @5 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 wo%odbm:oo on
OoBHuowna 1 is-shown in the table moH w@gmbmbo%OEooEoH : :

Hawaii’s performance on the individual measure of »,,o.mﬁa care reentry (measure C1.4) included in Composite 1: Timeliness and
permanency of reunification was as follows: In the 12 months prior to the CFSR 12-month target period for the data indicators, 15.1
percent of children exiting foster cate to reunification reentered Toster care in less than 12 months from the time of discharge. This
percentage is greater than the national median of 15.0 percent. (For this measure, lower percentages reflect higher levels of
performance.) ‘ . .
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Statewide Assessment Information _ o

According to the Statewide Assessment, the Comprehensive Strengths and Risk Assessment is completed within 60 days of case
opening to determine whether a case should be kept open or closed and the Child Safety Assessment can be completed prior to
reunification to determine whether to-close an ongoing case. The Statewide Assessment notes that the State is conducting a pilot
“(including Kauai, Maui, and Oahm) to test the use of six rapid assessment instruments (RAI) to rate the level of family readiness with
regard to reunification and resolution of CPS risk factors, case service plans, legal issues, and caregiver understanding of child
treatment needs. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that DHS uses the multidisciplinary team on a consultative basis prior to
reunification: : : , , .

The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY 2008 case review, &&Eﬁb did not experience reentry into foster care in 100
percent of the cases. ‘ ,

Stakeholder Interview Information . , :
Most stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed the opinion that the State generally is effective in
preventing foster care reentries. Some stakeholders noted that there are cases in which children reenter foster care due to substance
abuse relapse by parents. v

, H._nnE 6. Stability of foster care placement
, ,m:.oﬂ.mzu | X Vﬂnw 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 | Kaunai County | Maui County Oahu County " Total . | Percent
Strength , : 9 - 7 , 12 28 ) 70

| Area Needing Improvement . 1 , 3 ] 8 12 | 30
Total Foster Care Cases 10 | 10 20 _ 40

| Strength by Site 90% | 70% 60%

Ttem 6 was rated as a Strength when reviewers determined the following: :

e The child’s current placement was stable and the child did not experience a placement change during the period under review
(24 cases). | :
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e The child’s current placement was stable and Emoogma changes experienced were in the child’s best interests, i-€., they were
Eﬁsaom to further achievement of the child’s permanency goal or to ?oﬁao mﬁoﬁmﬁoa services for the child QOE cases).

Ttem 6 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 12 cases when reviewers determined one or doﬁ of the following:

e The child was in multiple placement settings during the period under review, and at least one Emoﬁboa change was not H.&E@&
by the agency to attain the child’s permanency goal (10 ommomv

e The-child’s placement setting at the time of the onsite CFSR was not stable (five cases).

Additional findings of the case review were the following:

e Children in 26 cases (65 percent) experienced only one placement during the period under review.

e Childeen in five cases (12.5 percent) experienced two placements during the period under review.

e . Children in nine cases @w 5 percent)-experienced three or four placements during the period under review.

Rating U&o—.EEﬁ:E

Item 6 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In 70 percent of the cases, reviewers determined 9& children
experienced placement stability. This percentage is less than the 90 percent 3@&3& fora Hmﬁum of Strength. Item 6 also was H&om as
an Area Needing Improvement in mmém: 52003 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, Hawaii’s performance on Eo individual measures Eo_c%m in

Composite 4: Placement stability was as follows:

e C4.1: 86.0 percent of the children in foster care for at least 8 days but less than 12 months experienced two ot mﬁz@a placement
settings. This percentage is equal to the national 75th percentile of 86.0 percent.

e (4.2:68.7 pereent of the children in foster-care for at least 12 months but less than 24 Boﬁrm mxwoﬂmboma two or fewer placement
settings. This percentage is greater than the national 75th percentile of 65.4 percent.

e (C4.3:40.2 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, DHS has a contract with the Partners in Development Foundation (PIDF) to provide a
comprehensive approach to recruitment, home study, training, and support of foster homes. PIDF is responsible for providing an
adequate number of resource foster families to increase the ability to make appropriate placements, provides sufficient training to help
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prepare families to meet the needs of the child, and Eoﬁmmm a support network for resource foster families following placement. The
Statewide Assessment notes that Purchase of Services (POS) contracted services support children in out-of-home placements by
providing counseling, visitation, transportation, and therapy. In addition, the Statewide Assessment notes that the decrease in the

" number of children in foster care ﬁmoS@om caseworkers with a decreased caseload and more time for each foster family.

The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY 2008 case review, children were in-stable placements and did not experience
placement changes that were not in their best interests in 85.94 percent of thecases.

The Statewide Assessment notes that, although significant resources have been put in place to identify relative resources early in the
case, delays in identifying family resources can mean 5& an m@waowﬁma Hﬁmﬁ/\o placement is not identified for some time and that
children experience placement changes.

Stakeholder Interview Information

Stakeholders commenting on this item during the onsite CFSR expressed different opinions regarding the State’s mm,ooﬁ,\ob%m in

EoSmEm stable placements for children in foster care. Some stakeholders noted that caseworkers conduct a search for relatives early

in the case to improve placement stability because relative placements tend to be more stable than placements with non-relative foster

parents. However, various stakeholders identified the following barriers to the agency’s-effectiveness with Homwa to providing stable

foster care placements for children:

o . There is frequent use of sheltercare, both congregate care settings and short-term foster woBo settings.

¢ The focus on relative caregivers leads to a reliance on shelter care as a first placement in some cases and, in other cases, to an
initial placement with a non-relative that would be stable ‘but for the intention to move the child to the home of a relative.

e The lack of sufficient supportive services, such as mental health services, substance abuse services, and services for adolescents,
leads to frequent placement changes due to the behavior of the child. _

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

appropriate. Reviewers also were o determine whether the agency had sought TPR in accordance with the requirements of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA). The results of the assessment of item 7 are presented in the table that follows.
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| Item 7 Ratings Kauai County | Maui County Oahu County Total Percent

| Strength 7 5 12 24 60
Area Needing Improvement 3 5 8 16 40
Total Foster Care Cases 10 10 20 40

| Strength by Site 70% 50% 60%

Item 7 was rated as a Strength in 24 cases when reviewers determined that the child’s permanency goal was appropriate and had been
-established in a timely manner and, if relevant, that the agency had filed for TPR in accordance with the requirements of ASFA.

Jtem 7 was rated as an Area Needing Improvement in 16 cases when reviewers determined one or more of the following:

e The child’s permanency goal at the time of the onsite CFSR was not appropriate given the case situation and the needs om the child -
(four-cases).

e The child’s permanency goal was bogmﬁm@:mroa in a timely manner (13 cases).

e The agency had not filed for TPR in accordance with the requirements of ASFA (five cases).

ASFA Ho@cw@aﬁﬁw with ﬂd..mm.a to filing for TPR were met in 72 percent (13 cases) of 18 applicable cases.

Thefollowing case goals were identified for the 40 foster care cases:

¢ Reunification only (including reunification with relatives) (22 cases)
Guardianship only (four cases)

Adoption only (nine cases)

Concurrent goals of adoption and guardianship (four cases)
Oonosﬁma goals of reunification and guardianship (one case)

Ww:-um Determination

Item 7 was assigned an overall rating of Area Needing Improvement. In mo percent of the cases, reviewers: determined that the agency
had established an appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timely manner and had met ASFA requirements when relevant. 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
Hawaii’s 2003 CFSR.

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 N&oﬁ permanency for children in foster care for mﬁobmmm 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.
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For the target 12-month CFSR period established for the data indicators, Hawaii’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: 34.5 percent of the children in foster care for 24 months oz longer at the start of the 12-month CFSR S,ﬂmﬂ period were
discharged from foster care to a permanent home (adoption, reunification with parents or other relatives, or mcma_mbmw@ by the
end of the target period. This percentage is greater than the national 75th percentile 0f 29.1 percent.

e (3.2: 85.8 percent of the children exiting foster care mcﬂbm the target period who were legally free for adoption at 9@ time of exit
were discharged to a permanent home. This pereentage is less than the national median of 96.8 percent.

e (3.3: 44.0 percent of the children who were discharged from foster care msHE.m the 12-month target b@ﬂom 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 but 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, DHS policy stipulates that, if a child cannot be returned home to a mm:.oa family, the goals for a
permanent family are either adoption or legal guardianship. When reunification is not likely, DHS policy provides for an initiation of
proceedings to TPR in compliance with Federal guidelines. The Statewide Assessment indicates that a recent ogsmo in State statute
clarified that TPR is not required before legal guardianship proceedings.

The Statewide >mw®mmBo§ identifies the following types of custody arrangements:

.o Foster Custody transfers temporary custody of the child to Umm because the family is anoba% EZS:EM or unable to provide the
-child with a safe home.

e Permanent Custody (PC) terminates parental rights and transfers oﬁwﬁo&\ of the child to DHS for timely permanent placement.

The Statewide Assessment also identifies the following practices that facilitate permanency:

o The requirement that ommoéo%owm must apply CPP as a means of achieving permanency for children more promptly

e The use of Ohana conferencing as a tool to mb,mmmo family members in the identification and support of the permanency goals for
children in foster-care

e The requirement fora written service plan to be mo<o_owom within 60 days of intake

o,;omo,,\io%ugoamsa BosﬁE% HwﬁméommgowoCmﬁbo?&bmmzo?ERbE.WOmoHﬁ&oE Eoua Hmso_moba.aa ﬁoﬁb@b@ﬂﬁa@&
home ,

The Statewide Assessment indicates that perceptions by family members meﬁ&bm the sanctity of the relationship between parents
and children result in a tendency on the part of the agency to designate guardianshipas a more feasible alternative than adoption.

The Statewide Assessment reports that, in the SFY 2008.-case review, children were assigned an appropriate permanency goalin a
ﬁB&% manner in 84.38 percent of the cases.
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