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Executive Summary

General Purpose of the Peer Quality Case Review (PQCR)

The purpose of the PQCR is to learn how to improve outcomes for children and families
in California. The PQCR provides a focused examination of a selected area of practice
to better understand the child welfare system and youth placed in out-of-home care in
the probation system.

Selection of the PQCR Focus Areas

Both Child Welfare and Probation chose State Measure 4B: Least Restrictive Point-in-
Time: Relative Placement. These agencies agreed that they wanted to increase the
number of children safely placed in relative or kinship homes, also referred to as Non-
Related Extended Family Member (NREFM) homes. (The terms ‘relative” and “NREFM”
will be used interchangeably throughout this report). Once this measure was selected,
CWS and Probation agreed to look closely at the placement approval process and
- stability of children placed in these homes.

Summary of Recommendations

Child Welfare

The following is a condensed list of recommendations that came from social workers,
relatives and youth interviewed during the PQCR process. The complete list can be
found in the body of the report.

Placement Approval Process

Exemption Process

» Placement supervisors should have direct access to FBI, DOJ and CACI clearances
so they can retrieve the results from livescans right away.

« All policies should be followed uniformly across all regions.

Family Finding

« Genograms and ecomaps should be used by all placement social workers to locate
relatives when children first come into protective custody.

« There should be a uniform place to document family finding efforts in the CWS/CMS
application.

Assessments

« Simplify the process. There should be fewer forms used for the home evaluation.

« Assessment questions need to be more in-depth, and should address how to make
a placement work.

Team Decision Making Meetings (TDMs)

«  TDMs should be held before initial placements and before changes of placement.

« Placement workers and other relevant people should attend TDMs to ensure that
relative caregivers are prepared to take the child into their home.
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Preparation
»  The focus in the home evaluation should shift to evaluate the needed resources,

rather than making the caregiver feel scrutinized and investigated.

» Caregivers should be provided front-loaded services where they can get all of the
information (such as an explanation of the placement process, the history of the
child, behavior of the child, and available support services) before, or as soon as,
the child is placed in their home.

Policy Challenges

+ Emergency placement policies should be clarified and implemented uniformly
among all regions.

« The program guide needs to be updated and simplified. The sections on placement
should be reduced from 18 files to two files: Placement Approval Process and
Support/Placement Stability. Minimizing the number of forms would allow placement
workers to focus more on the actual assessment than on the paperwork associated
with making a relative placement.

Placement Unit Challenges

» Placement Units should be fully staffed, with all staff associated with placement in
one unit, working for a supervisor who is very knowledgeable about the policies and
procedures of placement.

* The roles and expectations of all members of the Placement Unit should be clear.

Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children (ICPC)/ Inter-County Transfer (ICT)
« Inter-County Transfer and ICPC policies need to be revisited to ensure that relative
caregivers get approved, served and funded in a timely and consistent manner.

Support/Placement Stability

Funding Issues

¢ Relative placement rates should be commensurate with foster care rates.

» Payment to the relative caregiver should start from date of placement, even if the
home is not approved.

Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help

- A Relative Support Association should be created, with hired staff, facilitation, a
budget, training capacity, and peer support services. This would allow relative
caregivers to receive support and resources equal to what foster care providers
receive.

» Partnerships should be developed with childcare centers in San Diego County to
place relative caregivers higher on lists for discounted childcare. Funds should be
established to augment the relative’s ability to pay for child care.
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Family Engagement

e Caregivers want to feel more support, trust and respect from social workers and the
court. They request that the child welfare system focus on building trust between
social workers and relatives. They want to be treated with a sense of gratitude.
They want to feel they are a part of a team. They want to have their anxiety reduced
by a positive working relationship with the social worker.

Case Practice

« Monthly home visits should reduce stress rather than create stress for the family.

« Social workers, or other designees, should supervise visits between parents and
children.

Probation
The following recommendations came specifically from probation officers interviewed
during the PQCR process.

Placement Approval Process

Exemption Process

» The “traveling road show” to educate other probation officers about how to make
referrals for home evaluations should be repeated.

» Intake probation officers should be trained in the home evaluation process so that
relative placement is considered in more cases.

Preparation
» Up-front orientation training for all new relative placements should be provided.

» Probation officers outside of the Placement Unit should receive training about
relative placements.

« An in-person meeting with the relative and the youth at the very beginning of the
placement to discuss the rules of the home and the court orders should be reviewed.

ICPC/ICT
« State technical assistance should be sought to improve the quality of documentation
on inter-county transfer cases that involve relative placements.

Support/Placement Stability

Funding Issues

« An emergency fund should be created to purchase essential items for new relative
placements. Consideration could be given to partnering with community non-profits
to apply for grant funding to meet this need. Contracts could be amended to include
tangible items, such as beds and dressers, for probation youth placed with relatives
and NREFMs.

- Policies and laws that hold relative caregivers responsible for a probation youth’s
fines or restitution should be revisited.
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Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help
« More transportation assistance for relative caregivers is needed.
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Introduction

General Purpose of the Peer Quality Case Review

In January 2004, Assembly Bill 636 was passed in California. The intent of this Bill was
to establish outcome measures and accountability in Child Welfare Services. The three
primary outcomes that are measured are: safety, permanency and wellbeing. Four
components drive this process:

Continuous Quality Improvement
Interagency Partnerships

Community Involvement

Public Reporting of Program Outcomes

This process is referred to as the California Outcomes and Accountability System, or
the California Child and Family Services Review (C-CFSR). There are three primary
components of the C-CFSR:

o A Peer Quality Case Review (PQCR)
e A County Self-Assessment (CSA)
o A System Improvement Plan (SIP)

The C-CFSR is undertaken every three years, starting with a PQCR.

The purpose of the PQCR is to learn how to improve outcomes for children and families
in California. The PQCR provides a focused examination of a selected area of practice
to better understand the child welfare system and youth placed in out-of-home care in
the probation system. The completion of a literature review, highlighting existing
research related to the focus area, provides a framework to guide the inquiry into
practice. The PQCR recognizes that line and supervisory social workers and probation
staff have hands-on knowledge of the system and the families that they serve. They
can offer tangible suggestions about how to improve practice and outcomes for children
and families. The alignment of the findings with the research in the focus area provides
a guide for practice improvement that may lead to specific strategies for the County to
consider in the subsequent SIP.

The goals of the PQCR are to:

o Perform a research guided analysis of practice as it relates to a specific group of
cases pertinent to the focus area.

o Identify key patterns of agency strengths and challenges, and arrive at a
consensus among interview team members.

° Report interview team findings and recommendations on improving practice in the
area of focus for the host county.

The PQCR provides a rich and deep understanding of actual practices in the field. The
PQCR brings in outside expertise, such as the California Department of Social Services

9
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(CDSS), child welfare and probation peers from other counties, and community
stakeholders, to assess the strengths and needs of County probation and child welfare
services delivery and practice. The PQCR, along with the CSA, informs the
development and revision of the SIP. The PQCR is not intended to be an audit of case
practice, but rather an opportunity for every county to benefit from an additional source
of information.'

San Diego County is currently in its third triennial cycle. The PQCR was conducted the
week of May 9 - 13, 2011. The CSA event will follow in Fall 2011, with the report due
1/15/12. The final SIP report is due 5/15/12.

General Demographics of San Diego County/Unique County Issues

San Diego County is the second most populous county in California, with 3,095,313
people. Los Angeles is first with 9,818,605 and Orange is third with 3,010,232 people."

San Diego County shares an 80-mile border with Mexico and has 70 miles of coastline.
The County covers 4,261 square miles."

The chart below describes the ethnic breakdown of San Diego County's citizens:

Ethnicity 2010 %
Hispanic 991,348 32%
Non-Hispanic 2,103,965 68%
+  White 1,500,047 48%
+ Black 146,600 5%
*  American Indian 14,098 <1%
+ Asian 328,058 11%
. :—;?aav:/]z(aji(iaarn & Pacific 13,504 <1%
+ Other 6,715 <1%
+ Two or More Races 94,943 3%
All Ethnic Groups 3,095,313 100%

The median household income is $62,771.
http://www.sandag.org/resources/demographics and other data/demographics/fastfact
s/regi.htm

San Diego County is home to a large military population. Military installations cover
nearly 6% of the County. Although less than 1% of the entire U.S. population lives in

10
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Juvenile Field Services are delivered through four divisions:
» Juvenile Supervision

« Juvenile Intake/Investigations

» Breaking Cycles

» Special Operations

A supervising probation officer leads the Placement Unit and they operate under the
Juvenile Supervision division. The unit consists of 11 Probation Officers, two Probation
Aides and one Public Health Nurse to serve 115 youth in the Placement Unit.

Selection of the PQCR Focus Areas

After reviewing data trends for the last six years, both Child Welfare and Probation staff
selected measure 4B: Least Restrictive Point-in-Time: Relative Placement as their
focus area for the 2011 PQCR. Both wanted to increase the number of children safely
placed in relative or kinship homes, also referred to as Non-Related Extended Family
Member (NREFM) homes. (The terms ‘relative” and ‘NREFM” will be used
interchangeably throughout this report). Once this measure was selected, CWS and
Probation agreed to look more closely at the placement approval process and
placement stability. :

Probation chose to focus on least restrictive Point-in-Time: Relative Placement because
they realized that they have been completing a large number of home evaluations but
their data is showing that youth are remaining in relative homes for a short period of
time (less than six months) and they are having multiple placements. Probation hoped
that by selecting this measure, they could identify practices that would enhance the
probation officer's ability to better identify relatives and provide stability for youth in
placement.

. Methodology

How the Focus Area Was ldentified

Child Weilfare identified the focus area by reviewing the 27 outcome areas on a report
from UC Berkley, data extracted 8/26/10. Then they identified those areas where the
most recent data was not meeting targets. Next, they selected three of those areas to
look at trend data. A trend report was completed on the three measures: Least
Restrictive Point-in-Time: Relative Placement; Reunification within 12 Months; and
Adoptions within 24 Months. The reports were presented to the executive team and to
the management team for discussion. Child Welfare was already working on
Reunification within 12 Months and Adoption within 24 Months on their System
Improvement Plan, so they selected Least Restrictive Point-in-Time: Relative
Placement for the PQCR.

13
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*  Conduct imminent risk and emergency placement Team Decision Making
meetings.

* Apply up front TDMs in tandem with other strategies. ‘

«  Conduct Family Finding as frequently and as early as possible."

SUPPORT/PLACEMENT STABILITY:

There is an increase of placement stability when kids are placed with kin:

« Child welfare researchers have generally found that children in kinship foster care
experience fewer moves than children in non-kinship care.”

+ Itis not known whether the better behavior of the children in kinship care is a cause
or a result of their living with relatives, or of some background differences.""

Time before the child is placed with a relative matters:

+ Placement stability over the first 18 months was significantly related to all
permanency outcomes, demonstrating that placement stability over the first 18
months is highly predictive of future stability and permanency. *

*  One study suggested that a first option is to use 23-hour receiving centers that
permit child welfare workers to provide a clean, safe, and entertaining place for a
child to be brought by a first responder and then allow for a rapid assessment of the
child and some time for the child welfare worker to locate relatives and get
fingerprint clearances.

Baseline behavior problems influence outcomes: ~

« Children in foster care have more problems than children in kinship care. Those in
group home care have far and away the most behavior problems and the worst
outcomes.”

Caregivers have low levels of education:

» Generally, both kinship and non-kinship foster parents have limited educational
achievement, with 55% of kinship caregivers and 58% of non-kinship caregivers
having a high school education or less.*

« The fact that 25% of kinship caregivers have less than a high school education and
only 42% of non-kinship foster parents have educational attainment beyond high
school indicates that the growing concerns about educational underachievement of
foster children may require substantial educational support in their homes, which are
not, otherwise, educationally enriched."

Caregivers have low levels of income:
« There is a need to examine the reasons why such a large proportion of kinship and
non-kinship homes (more than one in five) is below the poverty level.*"

Children don't tend to get the mental health, developmental services, and/or educational
assistance that they need once in care:

16
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Even when children have behavior problems, educational problems, and a need for
mental health services, they do not routinely get them.”

Children who have been placed into out-of-home care are entering the child welfare
system with substantially lower cognitive and academic abilities, fewer skills, more
problem behaviors, and even poorer physical heath than their counterparts in the
general population. According to Felitti, et al. (1998), “a confluence of measured
developmental risks, compounded by the high rates of exposure to poverty and
violence, explains why the population of maltreated children is at such a lifetime risk
of health, mental health and legal problems.”™"

Placement instability is a salient predictor of developmental outcomes, possibly one
of the key active ingredients in the creation of better outcomes for the children in
kinship care. ™"

There is evidence of punitive behavior by caregivers:

Rates of “psychological violence” did not differ for kin and non-kin foster parents. A
review of the National Survey of Child and Adolescent Wellbeing (NSCAW) found
that in both kinship and non-kinship homes, the rate of punitive behavior was about
30% in both settings.*"

As many as one in five caregivers can be considered from the home environment

Xix

observation to be punitive and to have low responsiveness to the children.

There are lower incidents of child abuse reports when children are placed with kin:

Analysis of the NSCAW found that about 3% of children in kinship care at baseline
had a substantiated report of maltreatment compared to 10.6% of children living in
foster care.™

More support services are needed for kinship care:

Few training resources are available to help these well-intentioned families achieve
their objectives.™ |

There is a need to expand the resources given to kinship providers with a national
kinship guardianship program and to endeavor to notify kin and place children into
kinship care more expeditiously. These are low-cost strategies that deserve
implementation given the evidence that children prefer to be placed with relatives
and that the care of relatives may support better behavioral outcomes.™

The Children’s Research Center developed a tool to evaluate the needs of relative
and foster care homes so that supportive services could be applied in a targeted
Way.xxm

Children who spend a long time in kinship care have worse outcomes:

Children raised in out-of-home care who spent more time in kinship care had more
problems in functioning than children raised with more time in non-kinship care. The
kids raised in kinship care had worse outcomes in terms of delinquency, sexual
behaviors, substance abuse, total risk behaviors, tickets and arrests, and grades.™”

There is no conclusive evidence that kinship care is a better placement option than
foster care. The research literature is limited by small samples, methodological

17
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problems and a lack of baseline measures from which progress comparisons can be
drawn (Connolly, 2003). ™

How the PQCR Planning and Peer Teams Were Selected

The County of San Diego followed the recommendation of the Peer Quality Case
Review Process Guide, Version 2.0, of 2009, when it selected the members of the
Planning Team. '

PQCR Co-Chair Leesa Rosenberg, Child County of San Diego

Welfare Services Manager | Child Welfare Services
PQCR Co-Chair Pablo Carrillo, Supervising | County of San Diego
' Probation Officer Probation Department
PQCR Co-Chair Julie Cockerton, Program California Department of
Consultant Social Services
PQCR Coordinator Antonia Torres, CWS Policy | County of San Diego
Analyst Child Welfare Services
PQCR Focus Group Contract | Richele Swagler, County of San Diego
Coordinator Administrative Analyst Child Welfare Services
PQCR Coordinator Leah van Lingen, CWS County of San Diego
Policy Analyst _ Child Welfare Services
Regional Training Academy Anita Aldrich, Training Public Child Welfare Training
Specialist Academy (PCWTA)
CWS Placement Partner Elizabeth Edwards, County of San Diego
Protective Services Child Welfare Services
Supervisor
Community Partner Danielle Davis, Director of YMCA
Kinship Programs
Facilitator/Consultant Karen Martin, Outcome Public Child Welfare Training
Innovations Academy (PCWTA)
Intern Erica Grobler San Diego State University,
School of Social Work

The Planning Committee met weekly during the months of January, February, March,
April and May, with the exception of three times when there were scheduling conflicts.
CDSS co-chair, Julie Cockerton, participated in person for two meetings and she joined
by conference call for the rest.

The Peer Team was selected by scanning the UC Berkeley data for similar sized or
larger counties which were doing better than San Diego County in the area of 4B: Least
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Restrictive, Point-in-Time: Relative Placement. Child Welfare sent request letters to
the following counties:

* Alameda County

* Los Angeles County

* QOrange County

» San Francisco County
» Santa Clara County

¢ Santa Cruz County

All but Santa Cruz County approved the requests. Alameda County sent a Program
Manager from their Placement Unit. Orange County sent a social worker from their
Placement Unit. Los Angeles County sent a manager and a supervisor from their
Placement Unit. San Francisco County sent a supervisor from their Placement Unit.
Santa Clara County sent a social worker from their Placement Unit.

In addition to the peers from Child Welfare Services visiting counties, the planning team
wanted to have community representation on the peer team. The YMCA sent two social
workers from their Kinship Navigator Program and the Casey Family Programs sent one
social worker from their Kinship Care Program.

The Probation Department sent request letters to the following counties:
+ Orange County

« Kern County

¢ Humboldt County

Ultimately, Orange County sent two probation officers and Kern County sent one
probation officer. Humboldt County determined they were not able to spare an officer
for the entire week.

‘Method Used to Select the Cases

Child Welfare Services ran a data report of all relative placements beginning January
2010. Then the list was sorted between those who had a child stay in placement for a
year and those who had not. Next, a random number sorter was used to select cases
from both lists. Finally, both lists were reviewed to make sure all regions were evenly
represented and that no social worker was being interviewed more than once. Thirty
cases were selected to review during the PQCR week. Of those, two cases were kept
as back up and one was dropped due to social worker unavailability. In total, twenty-
seven cases in Child Welfare were selected.

The Probation Department took a random sample of youth who were currently in
relative placement and of those who had exited relative care between January and
December, 2010. A total of twenty cases were pulled. From that cohort, nine cases
were selected for review, with three alternate cases, during the PQCR week. The
criterion used to reduce the list from twenty down to nine was to determine if the
Probation Officer supervising the case had had the case for the bulk of the time that the
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youth was in care. The goal was to select cases where the Probation Officer would be
more familiar with the specifics of the case.

How the Review Tools Were Developed

The Planning Team developed two types of review tools: One was a Case Summary
Tool and the other was an Interview Tool. Both tools were customized to meet the
needs of CWS cases and Probation cases, so there were a total of four tools created.
The Planning Team gathered examples of Case Summary Tools and Interview Tools
from other counties that had done PQCRs on similar topics. The consultant went
through each of those tools and compiled them into four sample tools for San Diego's
PQCR. Planning meetings were used to refine the questions and topic areas on each
of the four tools.

It was determined that the Case Summary Tool would be primarily used to gather
logistical and case history information for the interview teams. Thought was initially
given to running statistical reports from the Case Summary Tool to identify trends. That
idea was shelved in light of the short time frames associated with this PQCR planning
process and the small sample size.

The Consultant conducted two mock interviews with case-carrying social workers not
involved in the PQCR process to test the CWS Interview Tool before PQCR week. The
mock interviews helped to further refine the questions and ensured that the Interview
Tool was not too lengthy. The PQCR Coordinator and intern also mocked the Interview
Tool.

See Appendix A for samples of the Case Summary Tools and Appendix B for samples
of the Interview Tools.

How Case Summaries Were Completed

In Child Welfare, Policy and Program Support divided the twenty-seven cases among
three policy analysts, three statisticians and one intern to complete the Case Summary
Tool.

The Probation Department had the two senior officers complete the case reviews. Their
case review primarily gathered background information about the case and how it got to
its present state.

How Focus Groups Were Selected and Conducted

Child Welfare Services ran a data report of all relative placements beginning in January
2010. They sorted the list between those who had stayed in placement for a year and
those who had not. This list was sent to the YMCA Kinship Navigator Program Director,
Danielle Davis. The YMCA was contracted to conduct five focus groups with
relative/NFREM caregivers and one focus group with youth. Probation ran a similar list
and also gave the results to the YMCA Kinship Navigator Program.

The chart below describes the focus groups that were scheduled by the YMCA:
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Time , #

Attended
Spanish Speaking South Region Tuesday, April 26, | 12:00 - 2:00 pm 2
Caregivers 2011
Caregivers North Coastal Thursday, April 28, | 5:30 - 7:30 pm 6
Region 2011
Caregivers Central Saturday, April 30 | 12:00 - 2:00 pm 7
Youth Central Wednesday, May 4 | 5:00 - 8:00 pm 3
Caregivers North Inland Thursday, May 5 5:30 - 7:30 pm 10
Region
Caregivers East Saturday, May 7 12:00 - 2:00 pm 2

At each group, food and childcare were provided. The YMCA sent flyers advertising the
groups and called each person on the list to invite them to the groups. Reminder calls
were made a day before each focus group.

The YMCA facilitated the Youth and Spanish-Speaking focus groups. The PQCR
consultant facilitated the other four focus groups. CDSS observed the North Coastal
and Youth focus groups. The YMCA and CDSS took notes during focus groups. The
YMCA, CDSS and the PQCR consultant debriefed all the focus groups.

In addition to the focus groups of caregivers and youth, three additional focus groups
were conducted. On April 27, a focus group for child welfare social workers and
probation officers who work in placement units was held. Later that day a focus group
for child welfare and probation supervisors of placement units was held. The PQCR
consultant facilitated both these groups. CDSS observed both groups, took notes, and
debriefed both groups with the PQCR consultant. On Monday May 2, a focus group
was held at Juvenile Court. All judges, County Counsel, parent and children’s attorneys
were invited to attend. The PQCR consultant facilitated this group and the YMCA
partner took notes. Only three individuals attended this focus group.

The Child Welfare managers were surveyed via Survey Monkey (see questions in
Appendix C) to gather their thoughts about the placement approval process and
placement stability. Their feedback was gathered and the PQCR consultant held a
debrief session with the managers to further gather and discuss their feedback about
relative and NREFM approval process and placement stability.

The questions used for each focus group are attached in Appendix C. Ken Miller's
book, The Change Agent's Guide to Radical Improvement ™' was used as a guide to
create the focus group questions. Miller suggests that when conducting focus groups
pertaining to government services, the first step is to determine what the product is. In
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this case, the product was split into two groups: the components of the Relative
Approval Process and the components of Placement Support Services. Two lists were
compiled for each product area and were shown to focus group participants. Each
group was asked four questions about each of these two areas:

1. What would you change?

2. What worked well?

3. What is your desired result from this product?

4. What is NOT your desired result from this product?

For the caregivers, a final question was asked at the end of each focus group, “As a
relative/NREFM caregiver, what are you most proud of?”

Each of these questions generated much discussion, and in some cases, even tears.
Nearly all of the caregivers stated that the focus group allowed them to feel listened to
and supported.

It should be noted that the Probation Department was represented at the two placement
focus groups only. Even though relatives caring for probation youth and probation
youth were invited to focus groups, none attended. Additionally the court focus group
was only attended by judiciary staff that deal with CWS cases.

How the Interviews Were Conducted

Interviews took place over three days of the PQCR week. There were four interview
teams comprised of three people. Each team conducted three interviews per day. The
teams had one hour for the interview and one half-hour to debrief the interview. At the
end of the day, all four teams gathered in one room to do a large group debrief around
nine areas of inquiry: promising practices; barriers and challenges; system/policy
change; training; resource issues; documentation issues; state technical assistance;
other unique ideas; and recommendations.

The PQCR co-chairs from the County assigned the 27 social workers and nine
probation officers from the selected cases to each of the teams in a random fashion.
The Planning Team decided against having mixed interview teams. Instead, Child
Welfare peers interviewed Child Welfare staff and Probation peers interviewed
probation officers. Mixed interview teams were considered but decided against by the
County co-chairs due to past experience with the PQCR and differences between the
child welfare and probation population.

Prior to the PQCR week, the 27 social workers and nine probation officers were invited
to a two-hour orientation about the PQCR process. The PQCR consultant, PQCR co-
chairs from CWS, Probation and CDSS facilitated this meeting. The attendees were
shown the interview schedule, told of the importance of attending and arriving on time,
and the case selection method was explained. The Interview Tool was provided so they
could prepare their answers beforehand. Great care was taken to put the social
workers and probation officers at ease, by letting them know that this was a confidential
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and qualitative peer driven review, not an audit. As a result of this preparatory session,
26 of the 27 social workers arrived for their PQCR interview, and all but three arrived on
time. These same three social workers had not attended the orientation session. All
nine of the selected probation officers arrived for their PQCR interview on time.

. Summary of Practice

The peer interviews and focus groups all provided valuable information about CWS and
Probation practices regarding relative placements. CWS and Probation staff have
reviewed and analyzed the information that was gathered. The following sections
highlight important information and trends that emerged from the PQCR process.

CHILD WELFARE SERVICES - PQCR WEEK INTERVIEWS, PLACEMENT FOCUS
GROUPS, COURT FOCUS GROUP, and CWS MANAGER SURVEY

Strengths and Promising Practices
Placement Approval Process

The following are promising practices associated with a timely and safe placement
approval process:

1. Exemption Process

« The Adoption Program has the ability to complete local criminal clearances with a
fast turn-around time.

* In some cases it works best when tasks are done concurrently, such as turning in
background check paper work, completing forms and securing needed supplies.
In other situations, it makes more sense to complete the process sequentially, to
ensure that a relative will clear before extra work is completed.

¢ Placement workers talked about the value of using a “checklist” to make sure that
all steps are completed when making a placement.

2. Assessment

« Ownership of the assessment is important - either by the placement social
worker or the case-carrying worker. The ownership can shift on a case by case
basis, but someone must take ultimate responsibility for making the assessment
and recommendation to place a child in a home. One placement unit supervisor
said, “This is not a box ticking exercise.”

» Carefully assessing the relative’s motive for wanting to care for the child is
important.

» Using genograms and family finding techniques to identify as many relatives as
possible immediately when the child first comes into protective custody helps
social workers to make an assessment as to who is the best relative or NREFM
to care for the child.
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Including the child’s voice in their assessment of a relative placement works well.
One social worker involves biological parents, children and caregivers in every
step of the process; asking the children where they want to live.

3. Team Decision Making Meetings (TDM)

It's important to get the right people around the table. This is a good forum to get
the family’s input on the placement and to prepare the family to meet the
individual needs of the children. It's ideal when a placement social worker can
attend the meeting to answer specific questions about the placement process.

4. Preparation

Preparing relatives up front is critical to making a successful, stable and safe
placement.  Preparing caregivers for the child’s behaviors is of utmost
importance.

Social workers spoke of being as transparent as possible - focusing on the
strengths of the family as well as acknowledging the family history and
challenges.

Discussion of concurrent placement options up front helps prepare caregivers for
all possibilities and determine their level of commitment.

Gradual transition processes, including lunches and then overnights, before the
actual placement is made, have also proven to be an effective practice.

5. Placement Unit Challenges

Relationships between the Placement Unit and case-carrying social workers are
important. Relationships form most quickly when the Placement Unit is located
within close proximity to units that make the most placements, such as
Emergency Response, or Court Intervention units.

Joint decisions between placement workers and case-carrying workers about
relative placements work best. There is a sense of teamwork among all the
involved social workers. One Placement Unit looks at itself as the “Shepherd” of
the placement process, but they see it as a joint effort with the case-carrying
worker.

Prioritizing home evaluation requests allows placement units to work quickly and
thoroughly on the most urgent placements and not get spread too thinly or miss
important deadlines.

Fully staffed placement units with home evaluators, TDM facilitators, registrars
and social workers who provide support to caregivers appear to be the most
productive and efficient.  Fully staffed placement units also allow for the
development of expertise in a complex area of practice. The work is completed
faster, with fewer errors. Finally, a placement unit that operates with flexible
hours, such as evenings and weekends, is ideal.

Support/Placement Stability

The following are examples of how support services are working best to stabilize
relative/NREFM placements:
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. Funding Issues

Use of funds such as the Kinship Fund, Specialized Care Incentive Assistance
Program (SCIAP) and a non-profit fund to support relative placements have
provided immediate, hands on resources to families, such as beds and dressers.

. Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help

Placement social workers in one Placement Unit offer a cell phone number that
they will answer 24/7 in order to troubleshoot problems or answer questions.
Units that do this find that they don’t get many calls after hours, but the act of
giving the relative a contact number puts them at ease and builds trust with the
Agency.

A general “hand holding” approach, where placement workers do their best to
engage families by working collaboratively with them, works well. |

There is a Structured Decision Making (SDM) tool that helps determine the level
of support the relative home will need that helps placement workers get the right
services for relative caregivers up front.

Timely support to relatives is critical. Getting consents signed up front so
services can start immediately, especially for out of state placements, was noted
as a promising practice. A social worker said, “The difference between
responding right away instead of waiting until the next day is the difference
between taking ten minutes of my time to solve a problem or an entire day
solving an even bigger problem.”

The County of San Diego’s Kinship Book is handed out to relatives when they get
a child placed in their home and it provides valuable information.

Knowledge of available community resources for caregivers is critical in
placement units.

The Comprehensive Assessment and Stabilization Service (CASS) program and
Casey Family Programs are said to be helpful programs that support relative
caregivers and stabilize placements.

Social workers’ use of the internet to set up services in other states was noted as
an effective practice to maintain placement stability on Interstate Compact on the
Placement of Children (ICPC) and Inter-County Transfer (ICT) cases.

. Family Engagement

Investing time in communicating with caregivers, ICPC social workers, Court
Appointed Special Advocates (CASAs),-and therapists is a key strategy to
preserve placements. Caregivers of siblings not placed together also spend time
communicating in order to best meet the children’s needs in placement and
stabilize placements.

Reviewing case notes and reports to get to know the family dynamics allows
social workers to provide more support to the family-and the relative caregiver,
and preserve placements.

A “make it happen” attitude by social workers is a key factor in providing
necessary supports to caregivers and preserving placements. One social worker
improved the family dynamics by utilizing the therapist and other providers to
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keep the child connected to extended family members and addressing issues to
repair damaged relationships.

Paying attention to literacy issues with relatives ensures that children’s ongoing
needs are met. One social worker discovered that the relative caregiver couldn’t
read, so she make sure that she read all documents and forms to the caregiver.
She also attended the child’s Individual Education Plan (IEP) with that caregiver.
Tailoring support and services to the family and relative caregiver's specific
needs and avoiding a cookie cutter approach was a promising practice.

One member of the Peer Review Team stated, “We heard over and over again that the
social worker had maintained a positive relationship with the parents and kept them tied
in. So if the kid went AWOL, the parent would call the social worker and tell them where
the kid was. Or when the kid had to take meds, the social worker found the parent and
the parent told the kid it was okay to take the meds.”

4. Case Practice

Ongoing use of genograms to ensure that all family members have been
identified ensures familiar placements for children and permanency. One social
worker goes to the child’s baseball games, and when she meets a new relative,
she adds them to the genogram. Another social worker always has a Plan B
relative or NREFM ready for all her kids, even if they are in a stable
relative/NREFM placement.

Barriers and Challenges

Placement Approval Process

The following are barriers and challenges that affect a timely and safe placement
approval process:

1. Exemption Process

Delays of up to a month for Livescan results to be returned to the regional
placement workers. Background clearance delays cause delay of both
placement and payment.

Fingerprints of elderly people tend to be rejected because their fingerprint ridges
smooth out over time.

If a caregiver moves, it can delay payment or put the placement in jeopardy if the
new home does not pass the exemption requirements.

Many caregivers feel they have to meet more requirements than the parents do.

2. Assessment

There is a need to better assess the ability of the caregiver versus their
willingness to care for the child. Their ability to care for the child includes their
ability to meet the child’s education, behavioral and child care needs; their ability
to financially provide for the child; and most importantly, their ability to protect the
child from the parent they were removed from.
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" Not enough relatives come forward in the beginning, so social workers are limited

in their choice of with whom they can place a child. Later in the case, other
relatives tend to come forward who might be a better fit for the child, but then it's
a hard call to determine if an additional placement is in the child’s best interest.

Communication

Social workers and the courts struggle to communicate about the placement
approval process. In some cases, social workers purposely won't have a
relative’'s home evaluated because they realize they would not pass the
background check or be a safe placement for the child. Then, the court
mandates that the child be placed in that home. At the same time, court staff
complains that just because a home is approved, it doesn't mean that it's the
best placement for a child. One court official said that social workers don't
understand the relative preference law to the degree that they need to.

In-person Relative Home Approval meetings for placement workers and
supervisors in all regions are only happening every six months now.

. Team Decision Making Meetings (TDM)

TDMs are not being held consistently before a child changes placement. Three
interview teams reported that in one day, they heard five cases where there was
a change of placement and only one TDM took place before the placement
change.

Low attendance at TDMSs, with just the social worker, caregiver and child, is not
effective. There were reports of children feeling “on the spot” and then having to
go home with the caregiver, where the unsatisfactory situation was intensified as
a result of a poorly attended TDM.

Preparation

Most relatives struggle with the surprise factor involved with assuming full-time
care of the child. They didn't intend to become full-time caregivers, and because
of that, most are not prepared financially, emotionally or with adequate supplies
for the child.

Relatives are held to the standards of foster parents, but they don’t always
understand this. They see themselves as doing a good deed, and are surprised
to be met with demands and high expectations from social workers.

Relatives are not always told up front how the process works or what will be
expected of them on an ongoing basis. If they are told, it's not always in an
organized fashion or in a way that “sticks”. '

Policy Challenges

Emergency placement polices are unclear and practice appears to vary among
regions. The courts worry that with unclear protocols, social worker bias could
drive decision-making.

The criteria used by the Adoptions Program to approve a placement are higher
than the criteria used by regions. This can cause placement disruptions at a later
point in the case.
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ICPC policies are unclear and do not appear to be uniformly applied in practice.
Policies that guide relative home approval grievances are applied unevenly
among regions.

The 58 counties in California appear to have different processes to evaluate
relative homes. When a placement worker in San Diego County needs a
courtesy home evaluation, it is a challenge for them to get the information they
need to make a placement decision.

It's not easy to find answers to placement questions in the program guide. For
example: should the CACI fax date be used for the date of placement or the date
of payment? Are waivers required for evaluated out and unfounded referrals?
Assessment forms used by placement workers are extensive and time-
consuming and they don't yield the information that the social worker actually
needs. These forms are used differently in regions. Some placement workers
complete the forms in-person with the families. Others complete the forms over
the phone.

The requirements to pass State audits are unclear and the technical assistance
provided by the State is not clear to the placement social workers and
supervisors.

If a caregiver moves, a placement worker has to evaluate their new home within
one to two days of their move. Their homes are almost never ready to be
evaluated this quickly, which causes the placement worker to have to make two
trips to evaluate the home.

7. Placement Unit Challenges

There are questions about who is responsible for what - the placement worker or
the case-carrying social worker? The quality of the assessment could be getting
lost in the meantime.

Some placement units have supervisors and/or managers who don’t know the
rules of placement. High turnover in the “non-case-carrying” role of placement
can diminish expertise in a challenging area of practice.

There is confusion about the role of ICPC workers in other states and case-
carrying workers in San Diego County in terms of who is responsible for what in
making and supporting out-of-state placements.

Support/Placement Stability

The following are identified barriers and challenges to ensuring placement stability:
1. Financial Issues

Relatives are not consistently paid from the date of placement. Any delays in the
placement process or the background check cause them to be paid from the date
that their home clears, not the date that the child was placed in their home.
County Treasury Funds have been used to close this gap, but this is an
expensive option. Payment delays can impact placement stability.

Inter-county transfers and ICPC placements are another source of major delays
of payment to relative and NREFM caregivers.
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Caregivers either receive CalWORKS or Title IV-E federal foster care rates. The
difference between CalWORKS rates and federal foster care rates is vast, and
most relatives only qualify for the CalWORKS rate.

Relatives don’t typically understand the rules that guide their financial
reimbursement for caring for the child, or when the funds will arrive. They don't
typically understand how the funding will change if they take guardianship or
adopt the child. This lack of understanding negatively impacts placement
stability and permanency.

Most social workers don't clearly understand the funding eligibility for relatives.
As children grow older, the requirements for room sharing become more
stringent, and some relative caregivers are forced to move to larger homes to
meet regulations. When a family is already poor, this puts the placement at risk.

. Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help

Affordable, accessible childcare for relative caregivers is lacking.

Medi-Cal coverage is frequently delayed when a child is removed from their
home and placed with a relative, or when the case is transferred among counties
or out of state.

Sometimes too many services are arranged for caregivers and they can't keep
track of them all. They also may not perceive them as helpful.

. Family Engagement

Social workers report that it takes a lot of time to work with and build trust with
relative caregivers.

Relatives are often treated as if they have done something wrong. A social
worker who was interviewed during PQCR week commented that we tell relatives
what to do, but we don’t show them what to do.

One attorney stated, “If a social worker is biased or unqualified, it doesn't
become support anymore. It becomes a witch-hunt.”

There is a general lack of cultural competence when dealing with relatives,
especially around socioeconomic issues.

Several relatives report feeling “bullied” or “threatened” to adopt the child in order
for the child to achieve the highest level of permanence.

Relatives are concerned that their family roles change dramatically when they
start caring for a child in their family. Aunts become mothers, and cousins
become siblings. This causes a lot of confusion and emotion in families, and
there was a sense that social workers needed to be better at engaging families
as they worked through these issues.

Some social workers reported that when they place a child with a relative, they
don’t need to spend as much time with that case because the child is now with
family.

Some social workers reported that placing children with relatives causes them
more work, so they try to avoid making relative placements.

There is a lack of father engagement and assessing paternal relatives.
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4. Case Practice

» Frequent case transfers are problematic because details about family dynamics
and how best to support relative caregivers are lost over time.

* A‘“silo” approach to casework can leave the family and child feeling left out of the
equation. Adoptions workers stated during interviews that they were more
concerned with getting the child adopted than attending to the details of the
family relationships.

Policy and Systemic Issues
The following policy and systemic issues were identified as consistent themes:
Placement Approval Process

1. Exemption Process

* Non-violent crimes that are a decade or more in the past are holding up
emergency and general relative placements. There are inconsistencies among
managers in how they waive criminal history.

e There are also inconsistencies among managers on how much time it takes to
approve a home. Some managers prefer that all the documents are received
about the placement before they will consider signing a waiver. Other managers
allow the placement while certain documents are still pending.

2. Family Finding
» There is not enough family finding. The lack of resources for family finding up
front prevents the selection of the first best placement of the child with a familiar
person.

3. ICPC/ICT lssues
* There is role confusion among the ICPC liaison, case-carrying social workers,
and the social workers in other states. It is unclear who is supposed to be
providing the services. v
» Judicial officers are confused by unclear policies that guide out-of-county and
out-of-state placements. They see these policies applied inconsistently.
Standards of minimum care appear to vary from state to state.

Support/Placement Stability

1. Family Engagement/Confidentiality
» Policies pertaining to confidentiality can prevent the social worker from properly
supporting the relative caregiver and therefore the stability of the placement. In
one case, a mother had a confidential medical issue that the caregivers did not
know about and they misinterpreted some of her behaviors as a result. When
the relatives eventually found out about the mother’s condition, they felt that the
social worker had been “withholding” information from them.
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2. Permanency Policies
.+ Relatives report feeling pushed into adoption, and some social workers reported
that adoption is not always the best option for all families. They would prefer that
the level of permanency be decided on a case-by-case basis, instead of being a
policy-driven decision.

Resource Issues
The social workers during PQCR week identified the following gaps in resources:

Placement Approval Process

1. Preparation
« Orientation materials should also be in booklet form, not just manual form. The

manual can be overwhelming, especially for relative caregivers who have literacy
challenges.

Support/ Placement Stability
1. Eunding Issues

« Some caregivers need to be helped through the process of applying for
CalWORKS.

2. Support/Community Resource/Tangible Help

« Caregivers want more tangible resources, such as childcare, immediate medical
and dental coverage, tutoring, and simple tools such as behavioral and
developmental charts to help caregivers track the child’s development.

»  Most resources are strictly for foster parents. For instance, foster parents
receive newsletters and training class announcements. Relative caregivers don't
get these. Foster parents can get reimbursement for transport to visitation.
Relatives don't typically get such reimbursements.

« More long-term support resources are needed, after a relative takes guardianship
or adopts the child. Once they get permanency, it seems that most resources

dry up.

Training Needs
Training needs were identified in three primary areas:

1. Orientation/Preparation Training for Relative/NREFM Caregivers

This training would be similar to PRIDE, and would be provided right up front to help
relatives/NREFM’s understand how the system works, how to navigate the system, how
the court process works, and what would be expected of them. Relatives would be told
up front that this placement could turn into a permanent placement, so if reunification
fails, they wouldn’t be surprised. At this training, the relatives would be taught
information about childhood trauma, common behavior problems and how to respond,
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the importance of documentation, and how to supervise visits. Childcare would need to
be provided at trainings so the caregiver would be able to attend.

There was also a suggestion that orientation training should be offered on an ongoing
basis. Relative/NREFM caregivers get so much information up front and it doesn't
always sink in.

2. Training for Social Workers about Relative/NREFM Caregivers

This training would cover the benefits of relative placements; funding sources; a day in
the life of a relative caregiver; discipline issues for new relative caregivers; how to talk
about permanency and concurrent planning and the adoption process with caregivers;
how to connect caregivers to community resources; how to connect undocumented
caregivers to community resources; and how a kinship placement affects the family
dynamics in the relative’s home and in the larger family system.

3. Ongoing Issue Training for Social Workers & Relative/NREFM Caregivers

Topics could include family finding; how trauma impacts kids; attachment and bonding;
how to deal with angry parents; issues related to elder caregivers caring for
grandchildren; disproportionality issues; LGBT issues; working with undocumented
families; how to link caregivers with community resources; military issues, ICWA issues,
and ICPC issues.

Documentation
Placement Approval Process

1. Family Finding

« There is a lack of documentation related to family finding efforts and extended
family information.

« There does not appear to be a field in CWS/CMS to capture information that
specifically pertains to relatives and NREFMs. Therefore, there were questions
on several of the reviewed cases as to whether or not other relatives had been
explored, or how a particular relative was selected. It was also unclear how long
search efforts were underway for relatives, and whether or not that caused the
child to have more initial placements.

« There was a lack of genograms or ecomaps present in the selected cases.
When they were present, there were inconsistencies among regions.

« A general lack of documentation of fathers and paternal relatives was noted.

2. ICPC/ICT
« There are concerns that home studies are not as thorough as they could be.
« Social workers can’'t access important information in the CWS/CMS system when
work was completed in another county.
« Transfer documents are not thorough and come in at stages. One social worker
said, “The left hand doesn’t know what the right hand is doing.”
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State Technical Assistance

State Technical Assistance is needed in the following areas:"
Placement Approval Process

1. Financial Issues

« Relative placements need to be prioritized by financially supporting these
placements at an equal or higher rate than foster placements.

2. Family Finding
« Instruction is needed on how to perform a thorough and accurate “search” in
CWS/CMS.

3. ICPC/ICT
« Assistance is needed to unify documentation, funding processes, Medi-Cal
applications.

Support/Placement Stability

4. Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help
« Counties should be encouraged to create specialty units to deal specifically with
relative care providers.
« Assistance is needed to complete KinGAP applications, and to simplify the
appeal process when there are problems with initiating KinGAP.

CHILD WELFARE SERVICES - CAREGIVER FOCUS GROUPS

This section consists of information gathered during the five relative caregiver focus
groups.

Strengths and Promising Practices
Placement Approval Process

1. Exemption Process

» Caregivers appreciate a home approval process that is expeditious and allows
the children to be placed in their home either the same day they come into
protective custody, or shortly thereafter. The relatives noted that this put the
child at ease after the trauma of being removed from their parent’s home.

« Caregivers appreciate that the background check was thorough. It made them
feel that all safety measures were taken for the good of the child. One relative
said, “I liked that they did check my home. | think it's good that they are making
sure the home is safe for the child and they are checking the home and people.”
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Support/Placement Stability

1. Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help

Initial help with bunk beds and dressers for the children were helpful and much
appreciated.

Relatives appreciate when social workers get their child into sports, provide
assistance for their child at school, and provide gift cards for Christmas.

Support groups for kinship caregivers provide valuable peer support and
connection to resources.

YMCA Kinship Services, CASS, Casey Family Programs, Community Services
for Families, Straight from the Heart, Women’s Resource Center, respite and day
care, and the Discovery School were the most helpful resources.

Bus passes and help applying for Food Stamps were also appreciated.

Several caregivers used Google to find resources on their own.

2. Case Practice

Caregivers prefer to not supervise visits between the children and their biological
parents.

Caregivers appreciate it when the social worker sets limits with the biological
parents, and put those limits in writing.

Caregivers appreciate it when their adoption workers give them information about
the adoptions process.

Most caregivers felt they got more support from their continuing services case
workers, and they didn’'t get as much support up front.

3. Relationships

All the caregivers shared how proud they are of the children, and they described
in detail how far they have come since they came to live with them.

All of the relatives said they were committed to caring for the children for the long
run. Many had moved back to San Diego from other states and countries to care
for the children.

When the relatives talked about how much the children had changed and
improved in their care, they felt the numerous sacrifices they made along the way
were well worth it.

Barriers and Challenges

Placement Approval Process

1. Exemption Process

Most caregivers felt that the background process took too long, up to 120 days.
Caregivers complained that when they moved, they received no financial
assistance until their home was re-approved.

In some cases the background check divided family because the maternal and
paternal sides of the family both wanted the children.
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The interview questions asked during the exemption process felt invasive to
some caregivers.

There was concern about inconsistency during approval process, depending on
the social worker. One caregiver said, “You get different information based on
which social worker you talk to.”

There does not seem to be a consistent process for locating relatives. One
caregiver said the only reason she got her nieces and nephews placed with her
was because her 15-year-old nephew asked the social worker why he couldn't
stay with his aunt and uncle.

Inter County Transfer cases had delays in payment and services. Relatives felt
that no one took ownership — the counties pitched her grandson’s case back and
forth and provided no help or support in the meantime.

Preparation .

Most caregivers reported that they had no initial support with clothing, supplies,
or diapers.

Several relatives reported that they began caring for the children when the kids
showed up on their doorstep and they had to scramble for resources.

Caregivers struggled with a lack of information. The approval process was quick,
but then they were left hanging. “| was given no preparation, | had no idea what
resources there were.” :

Caregivers reported that in most cases, the social worker didn’t ask if the relative
needed anything. The caregivers said they had never done this before and it
would help if the worker could tell them what they might need in the near future,
instead of the relative having to ask the social worker.

Most caregivers said they felt unprepared to deal with the children’'s behaviors.
They would have appreciated some up front help, rather than receiving help after
the crisis.

Most caregivers were under the impression that they would only be caring for the
children temporarily, maybe 2 - 3 weeks. They had no idea that their care of the
child could become permanent.

Support/Placement Stability

1.

Funding Issues

Caregivers do not consistently receive same rates as foster parents.

It takes too long to get payment, in some cases up to six to eight months.
Caregiver's have difficuity qualifying for food stamps. In one case the biological
parent was still getting aid while the relative was caring for the child without any
compensation or assistance.

2. Support/Community Resources/Tangible Help

A consistent challenge was obtaining necessary services. It was difficult to
determine which services were available, and it varied among regions. One
region would claim they assisted with supports and the region they moved to said
they did not.
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It was difficult to qualify for some services. One relative said, “| have to prove
how poor | am.”

Affordable childcare and respite care are the most difficult services to obtain.
Once the caregiver became the guardian of the child, KinGAP took over and they
lost their supports, such as bus passes and counseling.

. Family Engagement

There was a strong theme of a lack of trust and a feeling of disrespect. One
grandmother said, “I don't think it's fair that the social worker takes the opinion of
the biological parent, the person that abused the child, over the opinion of the
caregiver.” Most caregivers report that they have no trust in CPS, “the system”
or the social workers.

Most caregivers reported having to be careful about what they did and said, for
fear that the child they dearly love might be removed from their home.

Nearly all caregivers described feelings of being judged and scrutinized. Yet the
parents are allowed to continually “mess up” and even get financial assistance
from the system.

Caregivers report that they feel like they have to watch the youth constantly.
They can't let them go to sleepovers or even play outside. They fear that
something will happen and CPS will be called. They feel that they are
continuously “being investigated by CPS”.

Caregivers universally stated that they do not feel listened to or heard by the
social worker. Their calls are not returned, their opinions are not asked for when
social workers are making recommendations about returning the children home
to their parents, and they are not allowed to speak in court. One aunt tried to
speak at a court hearing, and the judge told her she could not speak and that,
“You are JUST the caregiver’. Yet they are the people who provide all of the
care to the children, and who know the ins and outs of their family dynamics.
Some grandparents wondered if there was a stigma that if they raised the parent,
they must have done something wrong, so the social workers might not be sure
they could trust the grandparent to care for their grandchild.

Caregivers don't feel like they are an equal party in the case. They rarely get a
history about what happened to the child.

Caregivers report that they feel that CPS just wants them to say yes they will
take the youth and then they can “wash their hands” of the case. Their calls are
not returned. A social worker told a grandmother, “I have caller ID. | saw that you
have been calling.” Caregivers said that they feel like tattle-tales when they are
forced to call the supervisor for help because the social workers won’t return
calls. Caregivers felt that their calls were mainly returned when the social worker
needed something from them. _
There was a sense of broken promises. When they agreed to take the child, they
were told they would receive mileage, special care rates and services. But then
they didn't hear back or get resources or get calls returned.

A grandmother said, “l survived in spite of the agency that is there to help me.”
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4. Case Practice

Monthly visits from social workers were a concern. Either the social worker did
not visit the child at all, or the visits felt meaningless and the caregivers
wondered about the purpose of the visits. Others expressed concern that they
visit the social worker each month at their office. One asked, “Who is checking
on kids in their placements?”

Supervising visits between the parents and children pushed many caregivers
over the edge. Caregivers reported feeling caught in the middle” when they had
to supervise visits. Many reported feeling threatened by the parents, or receiving
dirty looks from the parents in front of the children, which caused a great deal of
tension that lasted even after the visit ended. They felt that they were expected
to give up their lives with no notice, scramble to get resources on their own to
care for the kids, then adjust their busy schedules to ensure the parent visited the
child, and then be made to feel uncomfortable or even unsafe during visits.

5. Permanency Policies

Adoption paperwork was described as “overwhelming”.

One grandmother was concerned about the pressure she felt to adopt her three-
year-old granddaughter, when she felt a guardianship was a much better option
for the child and the dynamics in her family. An adoptions worker told her, “If you
don’t adopt your granddaughter, (who had been in this grandmother’s care for
nearly two years) we will take her out of your home and put her in a home where
she will be adopted. There is a very long list of families waiting to adopt three-
year-old little girls.”

CHILD WELFARE SERVICES - YOUTH FOCUS GROUP

Since there was only one youth focus group, the responses from this group did not fall
into the theme patterns noticed in the relative caregiver focus groups. The highlights
from the youth group are as follows:

The youth said they would prefer to live with a family member over a foster family
or a group home, but that it depended on the family member. They all said that
they had had a bad experience in a previous foster home.

All three youth were very satisfied with their placements, they were happy where
they were, and they felt like it was home.

The youth were most concerned about how many placements they had to go
through before they ended up with their relative. Two young people were placed
in several foster 