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Federal legislation (FL 96-272) recoudran that the osses of
children in foster care must undergo a review every six nontha.
In 1964, the Minnemobta Htate Leogislatuwes enactocd Leod el abdon
(Chapter S54) to provide for a Citizen Review Board Filot
Freoject y thus providing an opportuanity to examine the dopaoct of
raviews which include persons extermnal o the service doel i very
sywteam.  Thiyw demomstration project was careded out L0 Meroepdn
Gounty and was & Jodint vernturs of the Minnesota Departoanl of
Human- Services,  Henmnepin GCounty Commund bty Servioes Depare toent  and
the Hennspin Gounty Juvenile Gowrt. Thi e report  msummar § e
avaluation work completed for the Foster Care Review Proiject of
Hennepin Gounty. :

STUDY FOFULATION,  The wstudy popualation consistecd of a
wample of B63 ahildren who were in out of Mome placemnent @
under the superevision of Menmepin Courty GCommami by Sees i oo

Departmant dand met project eligibility requirements.  Randeam
gampling and random assignment bechnd gues were wsed to belp
enewre the comparability of the sample to all cases Lo out of
heome placament in Henmepin Couwnty. e cerivation of Ghe study
sample and results of a study @naminimg mgampl e comparalid Li bty are
deaseribed in the following sections

DESCRIFTION QF MODELS.  The Froject comsisted of Lhees
chifferent models for reviewing cames of ohdladren dn out of Fome
Placement,  The primary guestion to be addressed by bthae
wvaluation ie what are the comparative advantages and
el madvantages in terms of cost and afteotl venans of thae Lheees
raviaw board mechand ame employved during the Mennepin County
Foster GCare Review Demonsteation Feoject? Beiefly, the throe
mecels vakiad acoording to bthe compopition oFf revieaw board
membeare an Fol lowss -

2 Wk Gy owas compr il sed of

- : s b g Q of raviews and
'nmii+tcatxmﬁ feaar G s oroup was completad by proieot shatf
e wtoantm. e order to mnotidfy interested parties of
gohedul ed review, project statf comtacted the casewor ke Lo

E tbtain & list of persons who showld be notified of @ach

Coraview to be conducted.  Froject staff then produced the

Sletters of notification amd retwened them bo bhe oasmawoer e
for signature and mailing. Froject staff asslstants wera
aluwo Fesponniblae Ffor procdueing case sunmard es from cass File
drdormation and threowgh ol soussiong with caseworkers to
provide backoround infoarmation for board member s, ) Fren
cas@worker and the caseworkar 6 Superyvisor wera prosent,
Mewaver & citizen board member actoed as chalrpaerson et the
reviegw.,  The recommendations in this model werae detarmlnec
Chy madority vote by the five member board.
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Model Ll-BExperimental Gitizen Farticipation in, Wik
comprisaed of agency personnel (the cameworker
casaworker s supervisar, and an independent supervisor) with
the addition of two citizen members. MAn dndependent
BUPEFVLBOr Le an agency supervisor not associated with the
maeme dn terms of the development of the case plan, oasae
management or delivery of services, and is assigned by the
departmaent as an objective participant in reviews.
Beheduling, notification and case summary production for
thiw group was also carried out by the project stadf
assistants., The independent supervisor chaired the meebing
in thie model, and was notified that the project oWk
handling the scheduling., The recommendations in this model
ware determined by majority vote by the two citizens and the
independent supervisor,

Model. il-Gurrent Internal Administrative Reviews was
comprised entirely of agency personnel (Ghe caseworbsr, the
caseworker s supervisor, and an independent  supervisor) .
This group saerved as the "contral’ or "compardson’ aroup of
the stuwdy. Froject stafft are mnot involved with this model
smept to monlitor cases due for administrative reviaw via
the Adminlstrative Review Sunmmary Form.  For this grouwp,
there 1w someone in each division who notifies suparva sors
whi ek reviews are coming due on a gquarterly basis.. The
maseworker o superviaor will contact the indepandant
supervisor to negotiate the review date. Notification of
pargnts and others to be prement are wsuwally handlad by the
CRBEWOr ke,

Froijact. Staff

The project stadd comnsisbed of four persons who ey vead
throughouwt the duration of the project.  Fositions statded for
the project were the Project Coordinator, two project statf
assistants, and a project claerk.

) FROJECT COORDINATOR.  This pomition was Fillecd by DIianpe
Daw, This position was hired from outside the agency especially
for this prodect. At the owtset of the proiject the coordinator
was responsible fFor conduebting a review of models employed in
other states Lo incorporate citizen involvement. Based on bhas
reaview, the project coordinator helped to develop the model of
involvemant to be wned at Menmepin County.  Obther dubies dnoluded
developing strategies for recruwitment, selection and training of
valuntear board members amd participating in these acbivitien.

Om an ongoing basie the project coordinator helped to coordinate
wtafsd aotivities, provided Liaison with the Departoent of Hosoan
Bervicesn, and the evaluators., The coardinator helped to produce
perrd oo newsletters and acted as bthe project contact for permsons
interested in the project.

FROJECT STAFF ASSTSTANTES, Thera were bwo project staft
assistant positions which were filled by two of the agency @
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senior social workers, Jean Lindgren ancd Richard Spreatt, At Lie
baeginning of the project responsibilities included assisting in
determining the project protocol . recrudtment stratecgles amd,
tralning strateqy and comntent. Thaey also provided owtreach to
describe the project to other Mennepin County wunits, and
participated in recruitment and training of volunteers, Ongoing
puties of the stafd ammistants incloded talking to caseworbarns to
gat a list of those who needed Lo be notified, preparing came
slmmarims for cltizen boards through case file rovioew ant
discussions with caseworkers, presenting case information to
boards and clarifying information, schaeduling the boards and
making physical arrangements for reviews, @rsuwelng
confidentiality of participants, and completion of the
administrative review summaries.

FROJECT CLERK. The project clerbk position wam £illed from
within the agency by David North, The project clerk provided all
clerical support for the project, incluwding typing notidication
letters, case summaries, and the training materials; and Lyping,
pamte up, layout and mailing of the project newsletter. e
project clerk was also responsible for maintaiming project £11es
and keeping them current, this included periodic ohecks of the
agency s discharge liste and couwrt lists, and sending mnobioses and
tracking cases for Model I1I.  The clerk aleo ansured that the
evaluators received appropriate case materials on & tionely basis.

Bradect. Evaluation
The major components of the evaluwation aret

e A descriptive study of the nature of the throe placement
review models being examinecdy and

2. A comparative analywsis of the characteristics anc
permanant placement oubtcomes of the ohildren whose
placements are reviewaed by the three study ogroups.

‘ CThe following report sections describe activities completed
in pursuwit of these objectives, Speclfically addressed Lo the
attached report are (1) documentation of the sampla seleotlon
comnpleted by Hernepin Cownty personnel , ) an analyvsis wihich
evaminegs the comparabllity of the study sample to the pool of all
cames @ligible for the study, O3 an amalyslis which edamlnes Lhe
Geomparabi Lity of canen randomly ammigrecd to each of the three
treatment groups, and (4) description of recruitment, salection
and training of board members, (5 description of study outoomes,
CwWhieh includes & description and comparison of reviews condacted,
information on costys and duration of placemants, admind steatlve

'_prmj@ct ﬁmata, the results of & case awdit pursuant to section

A7 af Fales 96=-272 which was conducted on canes seleoted o
inclusion in the three project models, and the views of key
informants on the effectivenewss of the study.
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DERIVATION OF THE %TUDY‘%AMPLH'

Batore the sample was given to the evaluators, much work in
penerating & random sample wam completed by Menmepin County
peraonnel .  Infoarmation regarding the procedures fol lowsd was
gatheracd in in-person interviews with Larry Olson, who completed
the random aelection and randonm assignment procedures and
Margareat Loneegan, who completed the reoplacement proeecharen. It
mhowld be noted that specific data from the inltial sample
welection were not available to the evaluators and are therefore
described in general terns.

Elinibility Reduwlcenents

Aacerding to eligibility requirements developed &t the
outset of the project, the study population from which thv Fancom
wample would be deawn includeds

1. Child Welfare and Child Frotection Gases with childean in
out—af-home placamaent as oFf Apridl 4, 1985 who were dncluced
an bthe Mennepin County computerized exteact file (HROEHTS and
Flacemant File data), AND who had been in placement for at
1 vt Four monthe, AND were lems than 17 1/8 years of age,
AND who were currently subject to admimistrative review., By
definition, this excluded children in correctional facilibties
mueh as treatment proogreams, detention settings and forestey
camps under the awthority of the Departoent of Coreactlons.
Thiw wowld edelude delinquent childran in the County Mome
Babhool and the Hemmepin County Detention Center.

@ Mental Retaedation Cames with ohiladrem i out--of-homna
placemant as of April 4, 1965 who were Listed on a
campuatarised $ile generated from & swwyvey of the MR DI v sl on
ragarding maentally retarded ohildren in placement (updated
froom an effective date of March L, 1985 to April 4, 1988,
AND whe had been in placemant for at Least fouwr months, QND
were less than 17 1/72 years of age, AND who were currently
wubjent to administrative review, AND who were not in @ Btate
Mespital .

The evaluators were later informed that there were indeed
children who reside in anothaer county but waere financial ly supportod
by Menmepin County were included in reviews, as were MR children who
wer e residing in Btate Hospltals. '

The following sections describe (1) how appropriate cases (GHobe
maeting the aforementioned eligibility reguirements) from the total
Wi verass of all cases in placement at Mennepin Cowaty were §dentd 6 ed,
and (&) how these cases ware randomly assigrned to the three treatment
CF LA B o ‘

Al dewscribed above, data for ohild welfare and child protection
canes were avallable on Hennepiln County s computer syetoem filas, while
mental retardatlon cases were not yet integrated into this systeamn,
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Fecause of this difference in recordkesping methods, cases from bl
welfare and child protection were selected in a separatae, bhut
parallel , process from the mental retacrdation casemn. These processoes
are described below.

Acdditionally, 1t should be mentioned bere, that in order to
maimtain the balance among the number of cases n the theee divisions,
a bype of proportional sampling wan usecd.  That io cases were rancdomly
selected from the Mental Retardation division in the same proportion
that they existed in the total county placement population,

DEAWING, GABES FROM, GHILD WELEARE AND ERCTECTION, GASELOADS. The
bames for generating the random samples for child protection amnd oahilad
werl fare cases were two filen extracted from the Communlty Seevioe
Information Symtem wutilized by Hernepin County.  The first was an
extract of cehildren in out-of-home placanent, amnd the secone wan an
antract of the total system. Two files needed to be wsed in ordec to
wxamine all pertinent variablew., These two extracts werse net up o
files for use with the FOCUS program, amd were them examined using
FOGLES reaport routine.

Firat, the total system extract was examined. ALL open cases
where there were children listed were selected. AL the same hime, bthe
birtheates of childean were picked wp dn order bo answure that omnly
cases of the appropriate age group wers incluaded,

Becone, the canes selected during step one waerse matobed with the
mames on the placensnt listing., This allowsed the selection of cases
wherre the children in the firet extract werae in placement on the

gecond. Concurrently the type of placement, the continuous placement
cate, and the current placement date were colleoctad from the i le.
ALl of this information was combined into a new extract file. This
third file now contained all pertinent vardables on obildren in
placemant (N = 1258), and couwld mnow bhe wsed o deaw cases for the
Btudy sample.

After the new file wan created, a random numbar generator Wwas
Wweed to asslan & random number to each case in the new Filae.  The
camen were then ordered aceording to these random mnumbers.  The coanes
ware then arbitrarily assigred to each of the three models, the firet
PE cases were ansigned to Model 1, the second 98 cases to Fodel TL and
the third 98 cases to Model LID.,  The remalning cases were LR seb up
to bhe wtilized for the replacemesnt pool. See Figurae 1.

Because there were multiple children in some families, it wan
naecaensary to o theough the canes again. In this rum, the random
number generator was used to assign random numbers o each of the
chiloren within familiesn. The children in each family were thean
ordered according to their random numbers. The lowest numbered ohild
Became the child which was assigned to the study from within the case.
Im this way, the second or third randomly numberead child, eta. within
a fFamily wat not included in the sample, nor were they in the
replacemaent pool., This eliminated the possibility of childeren in the
wame family experiencing different review models, and thas condounding
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the reswltes of the atudy.

Figure 1
Diagram of the Sampling Frocoms
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DREAWING, CASBES FROM MENTAL RETARDATION GASELQALE. At the time of
wample selection, 236 MR children were in placenamnt Lo Menmepin
Cosamty The MR group bad to be handled somewhat differently Daoause
Lhey were not included on the County ‘s automated database at the Cioe
of sample welection,  The basis of sample selection for mentally
Fretarded children was a survey of MR children completed by Richard
Dattloff of the Management and Flanning Qffice, omne month betore the
mample was drawn.,  This survey was conducted wsing paper foroms aent Lo
MF e mss e ke o .

Information gathered via this swevey was loaded onto o oBlawe file
on the TEM PG, amnd was further transformed into a SYMPHONY $ile.
BYMFMONY was then able to assign random numbers to casaen i the same
manner that FOOWS was used for the child protection and ahild welfare
groups.  GCases were then ordered, and selected for the three models in
the same proportion (19%) that they edisted in the general placement
population (23 cases dnto each model), thus bringing each model &
total to 121 casem.
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Fadenaere @
Diagram of Initial Sample
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[ WMw I ey
to determine whether the initial samples dra euentative of
the population of children in placement within mennpxn Gounty,
statistical tewts (t-teants and ahi-souares) were run on the Child
Frotection and Child Weltare samples. The samples were compared o

one another and to the general population.

VERIEYING THE REFRESENTAT L VEMESS!

P L L A T

The following variables were umed in these anal yees: ) Lenogth
of current placemeant, ) leangth of continuous placement, () age, (d)
race, ard (@) s@x.  Analysis of these variables indicated that there
were no statistically asignificant differences betwean thaem Detfore any
Feaplacemnent was done, Additiomally, the proportion of clilad wel fara
ancd chilod protection casen in the selected subsample wae checked and
wam Found to be comparable to the propordions existing within the
genaral population.

REELACEMENT, QF CABES WITHIN THE SAMELE. 1o order to assuee an
appropriate sample, & further verification process was Careled out by
Margaret Lonergan. When the sample listing and the replacemaent Lable
wepre provided to her, she sent Listoe of cases to the appeopedate
workera., The workersa were asked to verity that the target ohild was
in fact in placemnant, and to Inform the project when the next
administrative review was due. A an owtcome of this process, (L was
found that #87 cases from the Child Freetection and Child Welfare
caseloads had to be replaced wsing canes from the replacement pool.

TNITIA, SAMFLES VERTF TCAT TNy FREF LGB MEINT NI, B 5

TREATMENT (BRELIE MEETE CRITERIMA THREMNTMENT  GEFROQLIE
MODEL. 1 (M = 121) REMATNEG TN SAMES..E MUD% il (N i 1?1)
TREATHMENT GROUP i h MlNENT URUHP
MODEL, 2 (N wm 1521) FaThg CRITERTA MODEL, & (N w121
7% 6 i . e g 1 e e e DELETED FROM SAMPLE e et i e e S e e i
TREATMENT GROLF ABE REM.LAGED FROM TEEMTMENT  GROLF
NHDEL AN e 121 REFLAGEMENT  FCOL. MODEL. 25 (h o owm L3000

110 140 VL L et A U frs G AL G0 Ay SV G T TR LT B

The primary reason for replacement was that the child was ne
Tangear 4n placement. The second most common reason for replacemant
wans that the project was not going to be ready to start reviewling
camas wtil June 17, 1985, I the mext raview was cuwe i Jumne before
the 18th, (hetween the date the sample was finalized and June 176h),
the cawe was replaced - cases raviewad o May were kept o an bthe seople.
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A few casen were excluded becauss the County was basioal by
involved only for fimnancial reasons although the ohild lives in
anether county orF another state and Meonepin Gounty does not do an
adminigtrative review = that is done in the county of rFresldaence. In
any came whore the County was mnot currently conducting admindatratl ve
reviaws and was not required to do so, the case was replaced.  Anotber
raasan for replacemnent of ooases was bhe statum of cases in Gtate
Mawspital , or correctional placements, which were speclitically
@ el ueleel,

I adeition te th 87 cases replaced from Child Frotection and
Ghild Welfare, approximately 12 cases were replaced from the MR
caseloacd, Aside from cases not cwrrently bedng dn o placement, theare
wer e o number of these cases that couwld mot be identified as MR cases.
I thewse casew a worker oumber hac been assianed that odidd not belong
e them or there was no worker name attached to those cases. This was
the majdor reason for replacemant dn this group.

Replacement of cases was terminated at the end of May, and the
sample wam finalired.

MESCELLANEQLIS SaMil TNEG  TeasuiEs, In addition to the repl acemnents
describad above, there were nine cases which the GCounty’'s legal
seation requested that the project not review at the present tlme
beocawse of pencding dinvoluntary termination of parental riakbbts tedale.
These cases do, however, remain in the sample. Ratbher than edsking

potantial problems, the project followsd wp on these cases befora
assigning review dates., The next review wounld be due siy months from
the date of termination of parental rights (Gf this was indeed the

outeome of the trial), since placement is considered to bhave started
all over again at that point.  The cases would themn be included in s
Later review period. If the ahild remainsg in care, the mext review
woulad be at most & months from the deate of the hearing. Adcddtionally,
there may be a couwt order, and that would supersede any athar welGhen
@ .
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RESULTS OF THE SAMPLE COMFARASEILITY &S1TUDY

the Hennepin Couwnty Foster Care Review Froject were eeproser
of the pool of b4é6 canes meeting the study criteria whioh
clirawn from the entire popuwlation of ohildren in foster care by bthe
wtatf of Hennepin County.

MAm discuassecd din the previous section, Menmnepin Gownty
personnel had already determined the represenbtativernsss of bhe
imitial samples of 363 cases (the three treatment groups of 12
each) to the pool of all eligible cases within the County (4 w
brdés) (It wmhowld be noted that while the eligibility pool
includes only cases from Child Frotection amnd Child Welfare, the
raplacement samples ueed i this compardson aloo oo buoe cnses
fram the Mental Retardation Divigion, This s because data
reacedved from the county on bthe dndbi el sample canes from the MR
RDivision was nobt available in & format conpatible with the initial
mample from the other two divishonm.)

Variables Included in the Conparabllity, Stady
MAuneaaments of Che comparabllity of the initial saoples to
the eligibility pool (completed by Hennepin Gounty) o ancd of the
replacemnsnt samples to the eligibility pool (discussed in detail
M) were bhased on comparisaons of tLhe same five variables, Chi-
aquare tests of significancs La tewt which conpares the
composition of 2 ooroups anc ausesses the Likelibood that
differences are systematic or due to chance-this toest is
appropriate for variableas to whioh meaningful numbers cannot be
assigned] ware conducted for the variables gender, and racey and
tetasts [which assems the differences belween averages and
distributions araund the mean of two grouwps amnd caleulates Lhe
probability that differences are symstematic or odue to ohancel were
conducted for the variables agQe, length of cuwrrent placement, &mo
Llength of continuous placement. HMowever, for the Lamt two
variables, date for the MR portion of the final sample was nob
Aavallable for comparison, and only 294 cases (Shose oasas §reon
Ghild Welfare and Child Frotection) were included in the tests.

v

A adgnifioance level of p < @O0 was weed in all wsbtatistical
testa. This significance leavel can be interpreted as neaning thak
an observeu diffarence between the groups ~ in this case the
@ligibility pool and replacement samplas - would ocowr puraely by
chante in five ouwlt of omne~hundred teet trials,. Thuas, only when &
test result was sigrnificant at & level of less than 0% was the
result held to be statistically significant.
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Results
(Bencler

The ohi-soguare test run on the variable gencer yed Lded o ohd-
asoquare statistic of S.,.626, 2 dafe, with & mignificance Llevel of
CPEL That de. there was no statistically sigmificant difference
found between the eligible and study samples as regards the
dismbtribution of gender.  Simllardties of the eligibility pool and
replacenant samples can be seen in Table 1. Females compred sed
44, 1% and 44,027 respectively, and malen compedsed Bda, 0% and U 7%
Faapectively, Data were not avallable in L35 of the casews, L.4% of
the mlioibility pool, and L.2% of the study samples.

Table I

PO Gkt LSS EFR/8 WALS AP0 POAYD TS LESEE EOL 1AV Airee 11T MRS STE FOIAA SRS HITTN LALVR AVRE OUSAA URAD GALSN PYTO SALSO YD RATMA MLTY HareR e 11LI

Y

Elinible Gamow
N

Feamal e 3% Ad )% 1é@ Ao 2%
Mal e W i, L itk T A

Ghi ~soguare = S5, 686 w odebay wiog. w98

1y e At aner

Rage

Ae ameen G Table 11, no significant cdliffarence wam found in
the racial distribubions of the eligibility pool and the
raplacenent wanplewn. The reported obi-souare was Lo, 584, 9 d.fa,
a significamce Llevel of .%é4. bt owhowld be mnoted that V5D cases
were g Mot dreluded dn this test, because data were not avad lable
for 48 cames from the eligibility pool and for 89 cases from the
e L acemeant  mampl e,
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AL

A teteal was wused to examing the averages of barget
children ‘s agews. The average ages of the e@ligibility pool and
replatement samples were 11.40 and 11,69, respectivelyv. Thiew
roumlting sglignificance level of %6, aws shown in Table 1511,

incdicates that thare wan no sigrificant difference in the avers
ages.  Data from three cases are missing from the replacenent
sample becauwse their birthdates were not avedlable.

Takle TILI
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kanath, ef, burrent  Placemnant

Langth of acuwrrent placement values also proved to be siollare
For the eligibility pool amd replacement sample, as seen in Takble
IVe  The t-test on this variable resulbted in & significance Lavel
af B8R4, This level incdicates that there see no sionidicant
diffarences in the Length of placement in the current setbing
betweean the eligibility pool and study sample Cases. OB Wae
previously mentioned, the data for this variable was not avadl Lable
for the MR cases in the replacement sample.

Table IV
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enath of Gontinuous FLacanesnt

Table V shows that the length of continuoun placement i also
quite similar for the eligibility pool and replaced sample, The
t-test condueted on this variable yielded a signdficance Lavel of
JA79, indicating that there is mno statistically signidicant
difterence between the two grovps ragarding Length of continuouns
placement., A8 with the other placemnent variable above, the
reaplacament sample wead dn this best includes only thowse cases
frcaam Child Frotection and Child Welfare, not thowse $rom the MR
D vi wi o

Takble V
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Im conclusion, no statistical ly sigrnificant oifferances ware
found hetween the total eligibility pool and the replacemnent
wampl e For the variables stodlieds race, gender, age, Lenoth of
et nuous placement and length of aurrent placamnesnt. It can be
coneludaed then, that the roeplacement sample of 267 chasen 1o o Ffale
representation of the eligibility pool with regard to the five
v d @b les wtal daec,
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GOMFSRTSONS OF MODEL  CGOMEOSTTITONS

METHODE

to ascertaln the comparability of the composition of the three
traatment qroup models.  Comparison was again based on the £ive
variabhles of gender, race, age, Length of current placemant and
bength of continuouws placement. MAs in the praeaviowsly oescedbeo
analysis, the purpose of comparison was to deteromine whether thoere
were any statistically significant differences bhatween the oameas
in the three models on these five variables, or whether any
chifferances that might exist shouwld be attributed teo random
ChAarnCeE.

A ehi-souare test of significance wam wsed for the vioed abl es
Gender and Race. Each chi-sgquare statistic 16 associated with a
probability factor, 1.e. the probability that any difference in
the model compositions was due Lo chance. A probability Level of
» S was chosen for the tewste.  The ohi-souare statistlos werae
considered statistically sigmificant only if their associated
probability level was 08 or lewss.  Sueh a finding wowld be
interpreted am S7% probability that any differencs between the
mecela i cdue o chances.

A analysles of vardance (ANOVA)  was wmec for the vard bl es
age, langth of cwrent placement and Length of comtimuous
P acement,  ANCOYS determinesn the total deviatlon for all oakom
fram the overall mean and the deviation for cases in each mnodel
fromm Lhe mean for that model.  Tha ratid o of these 2 asummed
deviations 48 known as an F btest and indicates how mnueh of the
vard ations Freom the mean de due to bthe effaot of the model . A
with chi-sguare, each f statistic is associated with a probakbility
Level.  Again, Q% was chosen as the oribtical value., F tests were
Meld to be significant if the value of the associated sionificance
Tevel was eoual bto or less than . @08,

=
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FRES UL T 6
BENDER

Aw stated above, a chi-sguare test was ruan on Gender by
madel . Three, hundred tifty~aight cames were included, ogender
labels were miassing for five cases and these were not dncluded in
the test. The chi-sguare of PHQ2E, 2 d.f.y with a sianlficance
Level of 62 sugoested that there were mno significant ol fferences
in gender distribution among the three models.

Takble VI
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P

B chi-souare test was aloo computed for the vardable race, by
medel . A probability lavel of 357 was generated, suggeeting that
there ware no atatistically significant differemnoces in ractal
dighribution betwesn mocdels.  Two-hundeeod seventy—alaght CaBen wera
included dn the toest, O5 cases were exceluded becaume the data on
FACE wWere missineg.

Table VI
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Table X illustrates that the
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pecldtionally, the maedian age (the age thabt odvidens the
cistribution in half, or the middle age) for each model is olose
e 13 years old. Median age for models T, LD oand 1D are 13 0@,
13,08 and 135,22 respaectively., The modal age (that age category
which appears most freguently in & distribution) ds still biaher.
The modal ages for models [, L0 amnd 10 are 16,00, 1%,.0@ and Lb. w0
yoarw ranpectlvely.

inmee MR placements may be influencing this hilgbher aoa, they
were renoved and data were again examined.  Overall, W87 of the
chd ) dren were 18 yvears of age or older, the propeoetion in the & -
1L oyear old range did not change, and the percentage dn the U vear
pr lewss group increased only slightly.

COLIRT ORDERED AND VOLUNTARY PLAGEMENTS

Tahle X below shows the status of placenents dn each model .
Am can be seen btype of placement ie fairly evenly divided hetweean
voluntary and court ordered status.  While Model TIL baw slightly
more court ordered placemants, & chi-sogquare test dndicated that
there was o significant differencens batwean mocal w.
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LENGTH OF CONTINUDUS FLACEMENT

The average number of years of continuous placsment for all
canes was S.17.  The average years in continuous placemnant +or
models L, TI1, and Il were Z.é6, 2.9, and 2.9 respectively. The
difference in means between moadels was not fouwnd to be sranificant
at. the .05 level. Data were included dn the test for 360 casam, 4
cased Mhad missing data and were not included.
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GENTINUOUS FLACEMENT LENGTH BY MODEL.
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The majority of cases (84.7%) had been in placement for aore
than 18 months at the time the project started,  The cases §in
phaceament for more than 168 momnthe were disteribubed as Ffol lowss 74
COOL77) im mocel L, 57 47.9%) inm model 11, and 60 G5, &%) in
meactel LTI L.
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Birnce MR placements couwld again dnfluence placemnsnt dueatdon,
they ware removed and data were agaln examined. The casam in
placement for mare tham 18 momths were distributed as followss
(N4%) din model L, 39 (4@0%) in moadel 11, and 47 (S@%) in madel

LEENETH COF  GURRENT  FLAGCEMENT

The overall average of years in cuerent placament for the
egntilre sample wasw L,.9.  In comparisgon, the average yvears in
currant placament were ®, @8, L.6%., and 2,004 for models L, L, L1
raspectively,  As seen in Table XTI below, the associated
probability level of 606 indicates that thewse diffarences betwsan
these models (8 not statlietically sigrificant.  Two-humdrad 6o
casen were included in the tewt, while the obther 69 were not
included becauwse the data was miasing.,
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Upon sxaminatian of the data avallable for the oriterion
intake variables of gender, race, age, langth of continuous
placament and lenath of cuwrrent placement we find that a
comparison by model yields no statistically significant
chifferencas,  On thease five variables theretore Lhe composition of
the three treatment group mnodels de not significantly different.
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RECRUITHMENT , SELECTION AND TRAINING OF BOARD MEMEERE

Introduction

Recruwitment did not occur until procedures, forms and
training components had been established by the project.
Minnesota Statuwte, Chapter Y34, Bubdivision 3 required that
citizen review boards represent the various soclo-economic,
racial , and ethnic groups of Hennepin County. It further
apecified that at least one member should be a foster parent, and
that no more than one person be emploved by the Department of
Human Services, a child welfare agency, ar the juvenile court.

Initial ldentification of Intecested Farties

In order to comply with these specifications, the Project
Coordinator began the recruitment process by focusing imnitial
contacts on several specific groups, including civie groups,
minority groups, sacial service agencies, professional groups,
corporations, persons who had expressed a specific interest in
the project and persons who were recommended within the various
racial and ethnic groups identified. In-person contacts were
made with some groups, and many times, personal telephone calls
werrre umed to contact the variouws individuals wheo had been
identified, These calls often led to the identification of
additional individuals who might be interested in serving on the
citizen review boards.

Appropriate individuals within corporations were identified
and contacted by telephone. When interest was expressed, a
packet of information which included brochures describing the
project and applications for consideration for the Foster Care
Reviaew Hoards were sent to corporations. In some chses, these
calls were followed—-up by the publication of articles in
corporate newsletiters.

In order to target etforts for the inclusion of foster
parents, a special mailing which included 2 brochures outlining
the project was sent to foster parents in Hennepin County. For
those foster parents expressing an interest, additional
materials, including the application waere sent.

Several newspapers were also contacted in order to publicize
the project as a means to recruit interested persons. As & part
of the recruitment effort, announcements, editoriales and/or
articles appeared in the following publications:
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Minneapolis Star and Tribune

The Spokesman

The Courier

The Sun Newspapers

Newsletter of Association of Retarded
Citizens of Hennepin County

Retired Senior Volunteer Program Newslebtter

Egsentials (The Foster Farent Newsletter
for Hennepin County)

Having through these means identified interested
individuala, & mailing which included brochures describing the
project, volunteer board member Jjob descriptions and applications
for consideration as foster care board members were sent. MAB &
result of the recruitment process, 99 applications were received.

Boreening

Before being interviewed by the selection committee, each
applicant underwent a criminal records check in order to idemntify
any felony problems. No individuals were screesned out at this
point. Eight individuals did not schedule appointmants to be
interviewed, which resulted in a total of &1 individuals who were
subsequently interviewed by the selection committee.

A aix member selection committes wan responsible {for
interviewing the applicants and was comprised of the fallowing
indivicual s
wody Baldwin Marketing Repremsentative, Fitney Howaes

Jim Kodadek Feychologist, Association of Retarded
GCitizens of Hennepin County

Elizabeth Moore Aesistant Director, Bryant Glenwood
Community Center

Emily Peake Director, Upper Midwest American Indian
enter
Feggy Studaker Citizens’' Coalition on Permanence for

Children, Inc.

Ralph Willenbring FPresident, Minnesota Foster parent
Asmoclation

Interviews were conducted by the selection committee in
teams of two. As & basis for the interviews, a predeterminged
list of questions was used. The questions were developed
initially by the project statf, and before the interviewing
process started, selection committee members had the opportunity
for dinput/suggestions on the questions they would be asking.
After the final list of questions had been determined, committee
members were asked to adhere to them during interviews., They
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waire also asked to bear in mind the requirements of the law
regarding the need to include minarity members, foster parents,
lay persons, social service professionals, etc. duwring the
interviews in order to represent a well-balanced cross-section of
the community in their recommendations.

As a result of this process, the selection committee
recommended 21 persons to serve as board members and 10 to serve
as alternates. Two persons selected as alternates declined to
participate. Additionally, one individual selected as a board
member tailed to attend the mandatory training session, and was
theretore replaced by an alternate, and a second individual
selected as a board member suffered a heart attack and requested
to be placed on the altermnate list, and was replaced.

The following groups are represented on the boards and list
of alternates:

() Members of Minority Communities
4 Males

24  Females

7 l.ay persons

7 Bocial Bervice Frofessionals

7 Foster Parents

The resulting list of board member and alternate suggestions
was sent to Michael Weber, Director of Hennepin County Community
Services Department and to the Honorable Allen UOleisky, Chief
Judge of the Juvenile Court of HMennepin County. Subsequently,
the lisnt was submitted to Leonard Levine, Commiwssioner of
Department of Human Services, State of Minnesota, who made the
formal appointments.

Board Gomposition

Fereons who were appointed were then amssigned to one oOf ®ix
boards. Utilizing the selection categories detailed above,
appeinteen were assignaed to boards to ensure appropriate
representation of these groups on each board to the extent
possible. A bried description of the resuwlting board composition
followss
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Jerome Eogert

Willie Hridges

Ellen Lepinski

Janat Conley

Sardra Humphrey

Board TE

Mark Molkain

Judith Odegaard

Myrma Emmons

l.ewlie Marcus

Judith Willenbring

A U4 year old retired white male,
formerly employed by AT%T, and a
foster parent for 24 yearts.

A 57 year ald black male who i6 a
Legal Services Adviwsor for the
Office of the Hennepin County
Attorney and an adoptive parent.

A 34 year old white female who is &
welf-employed personnel consultant.

A %7 year old white female homemaker
and former foster parent.

A 48 year ald white female who is
employed by Anoka State Hospital amn
a Clinical Faychologist.

A X4 yveaar old white male who is
amployed by the Sperry Corporation
am an Englinesring SHpeclialiost and im
also a foster parent.

A S7 year old white female who in
Budget and Operations Manager for
Northwestaern National Life Insuweance
Company.

A 34 year old black female who 1im @
nurse and currently working on a
degree in Hunan Services
Adminigtration, ‘

A 42 vear old white female who io &
social worker for 8t. Joseph's Home
for Children.

A 42 year old female who has been a
foster parent for 135 years.
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Linda Zuidema

Marvin Hanson

Marna Dahlgren

Catherine Heupel

Diane Landry

Board 11D

Joanna Fladwood

Nerma MoDuf$ie

o~

Board L1E

s e v ks o

§

Ella Gatews-Mahmowd

Vicki Rosholt

A 32 year old white female who is &
contract amalyst for Northwestern
National Life Insuwance Company.

A 52 year old American Indian male
who is & social worker/coordinator
for the Upper Midwest American
Indian Center.

A 34 vear old white female who is
Ferasonnel Director for the
Minneapolis Girl Scout Coumncil and a
foster parent.

A 30 year old white female homemaker
who has haod experience in the field
of mental retardation.

A 38 year old white female who has
had 1% yvears experience with foster
care and adoption with the
Massachusetts Department of Social
BServicoes.

A 37 year old white female who is a
case manager for A.l.D. Homes.

A ¥4 year old black female who is &
foster parent.

A 24 vear old black female who is an
assistant editor for the Twin GCities
Gourier.

A 41 vear old white female who
praviously served as a Guaredian ac
litam.,
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Board I11F
Barbara Fawfman A Y1 year old white female who is &
social worker/administrator for the
Minnesota Association of Voluntary
Social Bervice Agencies.
ynthia Debonpere A 5% year old black female who iws

self~amployed as & beautician.
Alternates

Syrile Ellimson A 5% year old white female who i®
wealf enployed.

Connie Kirby A A9 year old white female who is &
fomter parent.

Victoria lL.ewis B black female who is & retired
gocial worker for the Minmneapolis
Behool asystem.

Laura Pfeifer A 22 year old white female who is a
Resi dent Care Worker at Fomeward
Bound.

Jean Tatam A A% vear old white female who is &

retired social woarker.

Daisy Young A NS vear old black female who bham
been a day care provider. (This
individual was never able to
participate due to medical
problems,. )

Training of Board Members

Board members and alternates were required to attend
fourteen hours of training before they were ashked to conduct
actual reviews, Training sessions were held on May 29 throwgh
May 31, 1985. Training was conducted using lecture formats,
videotapes and role playing, and allotted time for discussion and
questions. Also developed as an accompaniment for the in-person
training was an extensive training manuwal , which covered several
topics in detail, and could be wtilized as a reference by board
members, The training component was designed to provide the new
board members with a framework in which to make decisions and to
provide a clear presentation of what their role would be.
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ALl new board members attended a general session on May @9.
This session followed a lecture format, and was designed to
provide basic information regarding such topics a6
confidentiality, placement facilities, permanency planning, the
role of the Court, the Indian and Minority Child Welfare Acts,
adoption and the special needs child.

For the second part of the training, board members were
broken into two groups with one group attending omn May 3@ and the
second on May 31. This second session incorporated the uwse of
videotapes. These tapes had been recorded by project staff and
showed administrative reviews being conducted by Henmepin County
personnel. The viewing of these tapes served as the basis for
discussions, illustrated how reviews are conductecd, familiarized
trainees with the forms that would be used, illustrated types of
cases that they would be reviewing, and sensitized them to
various issues with which they were likely to come into contact.

Ar informal evaluation of training sessions conducted by
praoject staftf indicated a high degree of satisfaction with the
training session by the new board members., Approvimately 90%
rated the sessions and the training mamual as "extremely
helpful . " '

Additional Inwmervice Training

Froject staft were always available to answer quaestions from
board members. Additional training needs were identified
throughout the course of the project. Ongoing training was
gupected to be a part of the project, and in response to
fregquently asked questions, in January 1986 additional inservice
training was provided. Topics included in this session weres an
overview of citizen review and how it citizen review is being
conducted in other states, child adveocacy, additional information
on the role of the court, termination of parental rights, the
apecial needs child., Additional written materiale (supplementary
information for the manual) were also provided for board members
at this time. For those persons who could not attend the session
it was videotaped for later viewing. Two videotape sesslons were
arranged by project staff to provide an opportunity for viewing
by board mambars.

Arientation of County Staff

Froject astafd met with the individual county units in order
to orient them to the study. After describing the study, what
wamk about to take place and how any changes might affect them,
the statf answered questions that individuals had about the
study. After & few monthse of project operation, a second serioes
of meetings was conducted by a representative of the Department
of HMHuman Services and the Froject Coordinator with wnit
wupervisors of each division. These meetings further clarified
the wstudy procedures and addressed additional guestions and
concerns of the supervisors regarding the study. In addition to
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these meatingw, project stafsf were available to answer guestions
on an ongoing bamsis.

In addition to these in-permson contacts with Hennepin County
staff, a brief article describing the Foster Care Review Froject
appeared in "The Family," the Community $Services Department
newslettar.

Riwcus®mion

The board members selected seem to well reflect the desired
board member criteria to provide a good mix of citizens., It is
mvident that an attempt was made Lo engage persons with &
demonstrated interest in the welfare of children and who
represented the socio—-economic, racial and ethnic background of
Hennepin County in the citizen review process. The committment
of these volunteers is evidenced by the fact that all 26 who
started the project remained active throughout the proiect.
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The following section will summarize Lnformation concarning
the process and outcomss of acdminietrative reviesws in the three
models as collected on the Adminiastrative Reviaew Suomary (Seo
Appendix A . Included dis information comparing ) muamber of
reviews conducted in each model , (2 modificatdions of case plans
in each model, CH barriers to permanency ddentifiled in eaoch
model , (4 bype of participants attending reviews in each model
ancl ) pase resolution in each model.

NUMEER  CF REVIEWS CONDUCTED LN EAGH MODEL

Table | shown the number and percent of reviews reported dn
gach model of foster cars administrative review., A can be I
although more reviews ocouwrracd an Models T oand TL, Che mamber of
raviews in each madel do nobt differ lmportantly.

Table 1
MUMEBER OF REVIEWS TN EACKH MODEL
R R R LR RR B B g T ST R R TR T R TR R TR R -HH R
MOLEL, N %

PR R iR RS R R TR TR R e R TR TR R R R F T TR 2R RN B~ e L et R R UH g
Model L 14X B A
Mecled L 1y A
Model L1 L A

TOTAL, R L
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Evaluators aloso examingd the number of raeviews concduweted per
chidld. Table ¥, below, sunmarizes Lhe number of revioews peae
echild by model.  The mumbers of firet, second and thirog raviews
ara rouwghly similar for the three models,

Tabyl e W
NUMEER  OF REVIEWS FER CHILD BY MODEL
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MODTFICATION CF CABE  FLANES
F Data concerning modifioatlone
of o . e (B i . ey LA oame s
CHE7) thw plmnw Wz 6 arwwpt@d withowt modifications. In the

other (42%) cames, the plans were accepted with mocdddfications.
Mo cases were not accepted,

Table 3 compares fraeguency of mocdifications in case planms
across the three models for firet reviews. Ao can be seoen,
changes in the plan were maeh more Likely in Model 1 and Model
Ll For model 1 ceases, the plan was acoepted withowt
modification in thirty-one (4A%) instances, Fear mocel LD camos,

the plan was accepted withowt change in forty-thraes (S4%)
instancen. For Model TIT cases, the plan was accepbted without
change in aixbty (@EI4) instances.

Tabla 5
ACCERTANCE OF CAGBE FLAN BY MODEL: 16T REVIEW
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Table 4 shows the numbear and frequency of ocase plan
mocifications for those cases whioch wera raviewsod a seconcd time
during the project. The total freguency of plan medification is
whightly smaller than for firet reviews: a decline from 424 Lo
XE% of cases modified. Comparison of models shows that
accaptance of plans withowt modification in second reviews, as o
first reviews, ia least frequent in Model [0 4% and Model |
(HL7)  compared with Model TLI (9774).

Tyme Trformation an fﬂ he matuwee of the
case plan changen was avallable for LEE 30 of cames that waere
madified, Types of change in each model are ﬂmmmmwixmm i Tl e
Sa Percentages oo nobt botal to 100% beoauwse more than one obange
wae possible in each plan.

(camer plam mocihfications ocewrrad alamifioantly mosea oftan in
three aredss services o ohild, services Lo parent and wvisltation
il W] AR Lase plans were more frecguently modified with rewspect to
services o the ohild in Model 1| cases A2 amd Model 1L (S49%)
cawen, auw compared with Model TIT ecases (I94) . Came mlarmy werre
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mor e frequently modified with respect to services to the parents
in Model [ cases (853%4) and Model (1 C9%) cames, as comparead with
Meacel LTI casem (14%). Chamnges in visibation plan wers more
fraguent in Model I CEHA) and Model 11 (427%) than Model 111
CL47) . There waere no signiticant differences amona the moodel s
concarning services to foster parents.

Table 4
AGCERFTANCGE OF CASE FLAN BY MCODEL s BND REVIEW
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Numbears do not total 1007 because mara Lhan one change was
posaibhle.
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BARRTERS TO FERMANENGCY

Number of ease plan barederost  There weere diffarancom amnono
the moadels in the namber OF came plan Dareiees odentl £ied,
Across the antyre sample, bthe average mumber of case pLan
barriersa was.Bl, In Model I1 the average was 81 and dn o docdels 1
and TLL, the average was 20 and 855 rospeoctivel vy, [l g
i fferonce in average number of case plan Darriers was bDiably
sgtatistical ly significant (p=,@Q@L).

Tvpe of o plan barcierss Typen of case plan Daer sl er s
icdentidfiacd in the roviewed cames are mummarizedd dn Tabla 5. T ke
percents do not total 1A% because mare than one bareiar may have

been ddentifiecd in 2ach Cane.

I fwenty-mime (134 of all cawsen, lack of clarity in
pernanaency qgoals was found to present a barrier Lo paeoanenoy.
I twenty=-$ive CLL174) of all camsew, lack of clarity in the ©ime
from for goal accomplishment was & barrler. In seven oasoen
CE%) y poala/eaxpectations for the child were mobt oleae, L
sevaenteen cases (74, goals/expectations for the parent were nob
olear. Im twelve casoa O304 , major 4omsues wers nob addreswsesc, n
fouwr cases (D7), placemant was nobt seen as meebting the newsds of
the abi o,

Tanks b e W
(AAEE FLAN BARRTERES TO FERMAMENDY By MOOE..
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KHE% Mot appropriate for statistical test of differences.
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There ware a two interpretable differences among the model
"Fermanency qoals not bheing clear” was reported in 20% of Model
I1 reviews, 14% of Model 110 reviews and S% of Model 1 reviews.
"Time for accomplishing goals not clear” was reported in 204 of
Model 11 reviews, comparecd with 7% of Model 11 reviews and 6% of
Model | reviews., Obther cell frequencies are too small to perait
caleulation of significance teato.

hw

Total number of client barriers: There were differences in
the number of client barriers to permnanency ldentitied. The
averacge number of client barriers found was 94, In Model 11,
the avaeraoge was 1.8 and in models T oand TID the average wap . /78
arnd 81 respectively. An analysis of variance of the oifference
hetween modele was moderately significant at a level of @557,

=

Bobe e mananey Table & whows the

Typeg.ef client baced
fraguency with which poswsible client Barviers Lo parmanency wee s
mentionaed in the reviews., The most frecguently mentioned ol ient
barrier to permanency was the dnability of the parent Lo make
progress toward goals, mentioned in one-thired CE2%) of the
raviewad cases, Also commonly clbted was the lack of cooparabilon
fron paraents, indicated in about & quarter 7% of the reviewed
(WY1 1 Imability of the ohild to make progress towaed ooal s,
lack of cooperation from the child and lack of parent/child
contact were mentioned less often.

Examining the sidx alient barriers acrose model btype does
not reveal any differences in the pattern of olient baeriars.,
Only in the category of ‘other’ client bareviers Lo parmanency
coes any diffarance anomng the models appear.

Tabhle &
CLOUENT  EARRDERS TO FERMAONENMCY BY MODEL
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P ane Loward goals ( 9%) ¢ B%) ¢ 4% (Y

loanerke of cooperation 19 et 15 @ I o 1
from parent s C247%) (35%) (R l7) CA770

Lachk of Cooperatdon 1 w 4 7 oKWK
from chilad ¢ 1% ( 3%) ¢ b%) ¢ A

btk of paraent b 1% &y b o 7
ghilad contact ¢ 7% (1A% ClLOEAD CLL70
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#dnk Mot appropriate for statistical test of differences.
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Total number of asaency bareiecs bo permanencyr  The total
ruamber of agency barriers Lo permanenoy was .o for the antl e
wamplea, The average for Model 11 was 41, The averages for
Models T and (11 were .13 and o180 respectively.  The ANOVA F
vinluwe of 6..5598 was statistically signiflcant at a level of WO

1@k mymtam bBareiers too permangneys  leoal mysten baredears
werr g raported in relatively few cases.  The average for Plocdels §,
ITU amd TIL ware found to be 17, 50 and 50 raspectdvely. g B

vinhue of 1, 1180 is not statiwtically wignificant,

Taotal number of bareier to parnanencys  The mean number of
barriers Lo permanency reported for the whiale manple was L9449,
Bareioes were most likely to be reportoed in Model 11 aocd Jeant
Likely to be repocted in Moadel L. The average mumber of bareiees
for Mocdel L1 was 2,70, The average number of baeviees for Model s
oand TIT were 1.268 and 1,80 respectively.  The ANOVAS F value of
7o REE0 1w signiflioant a level of . OQQN,

FARTIES FORTIGIFATING TN REVTEWES

| i e The @verage mumber of partaod pants
reparted for firest adminpistrative reviews for the the entire
wample was 5.7, The average number of participants in Model 11
wins graater thamn in Modelws 1 ancd TI1. In Medal TI the avers
rambier of participants was 4,17, This compares Lo mesns of H0E7
and 3,68 for Models I and (11 respectively.  The ANOVA F value of
Y. 9406 e wignificant at & level of ,Q0Q@L.

i

o

There were also differencen in muambaer of partdodpating
parties in the second review hearings which were held.,  The
overall averags mumber of partiolipants for all cames baving @
wacond review was lower than for flrat raviewss A RE For fleat
revi aws, comparecd with 3.7 for second eoviows,  Foro second
raviaws, the greatest average rmumber of participants wan in Fodel
FRLD GRS, the mnext greaatest 4n Model 10 CH G864 and the soalloest
in Model I (2089, The ANCOVA M value of LB.&767 is signdfioant
at o lavel of @QGOL,

Type of Marticipants., Table 7 shows the mnumber anc percent
viarious kinds of participants attended reviews, based on the 241
cases whaere thie information Mad beaen recordaed.  The percents oo
et total to 14 bhecausme more than one type of partloipant was
repressanted at @ach review.

Therea ara o number of differencaens in the typew of
participants represented in the three adminietrative roeview
mocels.  As wouwled be expected, independent reviewers ara mach
more Likely to be represented in Model L (984 and Model L1
(%% than Model § 8% .  Foster parents are more Jikely to
participant in Model [ reviews C587) than edther Model (0 C2A%)
or Model I (314) . Unspecified "obtbher” typon of pacrtioipants ara
more Likely din Model 1 G2L%) than Model L 14%) or Model L01
CA%)
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Table 7
TYFE OF PARTICIFANTES BY MODEL
A0 1 O 0 0 S 5 4 S 0 B 0 5 0 6 A 2 S 5 5 S0 6 S 5 4 0 0

I [ R TOTAL
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(4%) (WE%4) (W9%) (Pén'd)

GBupervi sor 72 7@ 7@ o o D4
(B4%) (B &) (YA (E3EI%)

Indepandent revi ewer 4 77 &t 149 « ane
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Group Home Staff - 4 & 135 w1856
¢ 4%) ¢ S CL1%) C o)

RTC staff ¥ & 1! L o WK b
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At torney - 4 K 4 Kot K
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Tevedd am Advocate ; - 4 ) £ AW
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Therapi st 4 7 I, 7 Wb WK
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(Ot e 12 17 ) X W QU7
(14%) A7) Y C13%)
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#un% Not appropriate for statistical test of differences.
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Number of Facticipants Excluading faency. Faecsonnel.  When
agency personnael (social workers, supervisors and independent
Feviewsars) are removed from this analysis, the average number of
participants reported for first administrative reviews for bthe
the entire wample falls to 2.08 for 146 cases. The average
number of participants in Model TID wams greataer tharn bn Models 1
arnd IT1., In Model I the average numbaer of participants was
B @9 This compares to means of 2002 and 207 for Modele ©oand
LT respectively.  The ANOVA F valuwe of @086 1o not sigmnificant
tndicating ne difforences between models.  The number of reviaws
which persons other than agency personnel attended does ol ffer
Powever , with &2 cawmen in Model LT, 5% camen Ao Model 11 and A
cames Ln Model LLL.

TIME THREN Y ADMINISTRATIVE REVLEWS

The average number of minutes required for the
acdministrative review for the entire sample wans U1, 08, Reviews
in Model | were slightly longer tham for Models 11 amd 100, The
maar For the Model T ocases in the sampla was somaewhat bhighaer, at
9.l minutes. This compares to sample means of 4b6.4 and 44,8 for
macels 11 and TIT respectively. The greater langth of time
needed to complete Model §| oreviews may be a function of the
Largear numbear of perosons inveolved in reviewing the coame.

GABE RESOLUTIONS

Tabhle 6 whows the number and percentacgen of ohildesn Teaving
ar remaining in placement among the three models.  There are no
chiftfereances among the modela,

I dnterprating this finding it should bBe noted that @
generally higher levael of leaving placemnent may Nave @oourrao
ovarall due T a county reorganization of the Chilad Welfaee
Dapartment, Social workaers o this division went fram bandliog
generalized o speclialized caseloadws. At the time this
rearganization took place, many workers sought 6o clone canemn
et ore thedr coameloacds were eedintedibuted to the mpecdaldzed
Wi tse TR ode wnelear what dimpact this may have had on the
project fincdingum.

Aocording to & record review conducted by project stafft et
the time of the project s caonclusion, 7 cases in Model L, & cases
in Model 11, and 6 cases in Model TIT who had been eeportad ae
Leaving placement had returned before the end of the project.
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Takrl e 6
CASE RESOLUTION BY MODEL.
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chia Souarae = 8, 1927, Not Significant
A mummary of children who Left placement by wnilt can be
found in Table 9. The largest proportion of childean laaving
placement ware child welfare cases in all models.
Table 9
CABES LEAVING PLACEMENT BY UNIT AND MODEL
IR LPID AR VOLAR ST UL ALOID I SHUDC SREBE CODCD TELE SNVIT S04 CREOD DVUOD UPRD SUR AUSED SRR MONSY FUORE OCFR0ETUD VOEER APPOD ODCER S2200 UMD 060 VA 00DCR WOUOD DOUCE SEAOR DEDRR BGD VOURR URKAR 5680 CRE LSS0 CRHD LLRH S0060 R VO LD OD000 WORE AR 6730 SOOI BUECE QORS8O MU LUBH B350

WUNTT I X R TOTAL.
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The number of cases who Laett placemsnt before a proisct
review was quite large. A seen in table 10, nearly throe-
fenrthe of all cases leaving placement did so beforae & raview was
conducted.,  This did not vary acromss snodels.
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Table 10
CABES LEAVING FLAGEMENT BEFQRE A PROJECT REVIEW
L 0 A 0 0 R 5 D S R 5 L 0 00 5 W0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 . 4 0 0 5 S5 0 0 0

WNTT I ) N TETe.
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Child Frotection 11 1% L Aot
C79%) (&) (32%) (78%0

Ghild Welfare 16 X i) Tl
(WATY P (78%) (74%) (784

Mental Retardation 1 ] 1 )
(@A) (i) (BSR4 (4%

Teytal i by ey 160
(7%) (7R%) (WY (74%)
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Table 11 shows information on the digposition of camen who
left placement. Such data were only avallable for 58 (43574 of
those 136 cames who left placement.  An can be seen, the oaiority
of children were returned to their parental homes.

Takle 11
DESFOSTTION COF CABES LIEAVING PLACEFENT
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Farental Home 11 4 & i
Flaceac with Relative - o )| 7
Flaced for Adoption - @ " &
Corractional Flacoement 1 @ ] i
Turned 18 Yearws Old o - w &
Moved OQut of County @ ! 5 )
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There were & total of 21 cases for whom the evaluwators ode
rot Mave information,  This total imneludes 8 cases from Model §,
b From Model 1 anc 7 from Mocdel L1I1. Several of these caeos
were mentioned Ln pending Termination of Parental Rights reports,
ne further information in avallable however eegaeding final
disponition of these Camnes.
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COBTS ASSOCTIATED WITH FLAGCEMENT

Introduction

In order to provide information om bhae oosts apsoclated with
pPlacemant in each of the models, Hennepin County s Accounting
Of+ice provided the evaluators with & bookkeeping listing for
g@ach child in the project. This Llisting provided information for
agach child regarding the type of placements, the cost per
placemant, and the duration of each placement. Additional data
were provided regarding other costs incurred duwring placement
swch as medical treatment costs, pharmaceutical costs, therapy
coste, transportation cowsts and clothing costss to the extent
that these costs could be identified by the evaluwators, theses
costs wers removed in order to provide consistency in bhe data Lo
he analyzed,

Data were not available on the Hennepin County Accounting
Bystem for placenent costs for those children who were in
Imntermediate Care Facilities for the Mentally Retarded (TOFMIRD
when these coste were paid for by the State of Minnesotsa Medical
Assi stance Frogram.  In order to derive a best estimate of costs
far the 31 mentally retarded children to whom this applied, Lt
wang assumed that these children were likely to have remained in
placensnt for the duwration of the project, and that thelre
placements cdid not change. A per diem rate for the facllitios
was abtained, and thi% rate was multiplied by the total number of

dayw in the project (487 ﬂmym) in order to obtain the oost
wtimates for this grmupu Table 1, below, shows the rates wsed

for these calowlations.
TevELE L
COBTE LSED FOR TOFMR FACTLITTIES
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Mesw  Qabe Laoerarm £ O BT i
Vasa Childrens Home ¥ O7L1.G8 $A¢,&H4"u
boaudr @ Elab e WA, 2N R, 70028
Northwood Childrans Mome L £4m,mfznav
Travilla of Robinsdal e F 9@, 7N AL AHH, &L
Home for Creative Living #1004, 99 HBAT P00, 43
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The following liasting defines bthe placement types as they are
cefingcd in the Listing of placement cocdew wsed by the accountin
syatem, and will be used throughout the body of this section.
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A
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PLACEMENT CODES

---------------

-----------------------------------------

-------------------------------------

------------------------

Vom0 e 14 K P e i 4 G 4 7 e O 7 o e

-----------------------------------------------------------------

children with emational or behavioral problens that preciude their placement in family care or
group homes,

--------------------------------------------------------------

usually privately operated and sponsored that provide 24-hour care for mentally retarded adults
or children.

---------------------------

alternative to residential treatment centers for disturbed children who would benefit from a
honelike setting,

......................

-----------------------

Court Services for children who have been adjudicated delinquent or who are awaiting
adjudication {includes Juveniie Datention),

-------
--------------------------------------------------

.....
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Averaqge Flacement Gosts

Fireat, coste for placement were examined to compare coblo
betweean each of the three models. The statistical test Analywsis
of Variance ' was used as the means Lo compare the average oost of
placement for each model amnd to determine whether these
diffaerences were statintically significant. Fabyle &y below shows
that both Models | and I1 exhibited a4 higher average placemant
cowt than Model TII.  The F probability indicates that these
differences were not statistically significant (again compared to
pow or less than Q5 am the chosen level to achieve statistdoal
wignificance) .,

TAkLE @
AVERAGE COSTS FOR FLACEMENT BY MODEL.

0 5 0 5 0 L 0 S S L L D S 5 0 L N O S 0 11 0
MODEL. T R S L R
MODEL T N e Lt e
MODEL TTI FL, WS Q8

TR D RO ETLPD VRO GRS U0 D00LH SERD UGH TR G MDY S8 ALES HVTR VALM BOVTD VREA VR LAUED LESH AT A0 LD RO HHEA ECTD VARCE LALED LILAD GEE0 VMR QR R0 RURNHARLD DO SUEGD SIS BASSH 0AAMD e B

F Ratico = , 1WE@ FoREeobakbi Lity = 860, nw

Theose conte were further axamined to determine i§ the
composition of each of the models by unit type Ohild Froataeoction,
Child Welfare or Mental Retardation) atfected coste reported for
wach model , @.¢., did a dispropartionate maumber of 1onger
charation MR placements etfect any of the models?™ Table &26
summarises the resultes of cost analyvees for each unit by model.

While some variation in average costs aceross moodels for each
wnit are apparent (most notably, a higher cost {8 asgociated wilth
ME placements), significance testse uming anal ysis of variances
indicated no statistically significant differemnces in unit costs
ameone model s,

TABLE 24
AVERAGE COSTS PER UNIT BY MODEL

UNIT TYPE MODEL I HODEL [1 HODEL I11 TOTAL

CHILD PROTECTION ¢ 6,924.65  $14,053.34 $7,393.36 $ 8,276,40
CHILD WELFARE $10,608.78 ¢ 9,309.23 $8,951.20 $ 9,609,25

MENTAL RETARDATION #28,891.18  $28,574.09 $29,454.44 $29,0268.80
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!

Takaler @E,  aummarixen the average coate for esch typs of
Beveral
due to a small number of placements within a catagory, togat e
with widely differing lengthe of placement .

nlacamant by model .

i ffarances arilse,

and are prioarily

TABLE 28
AVERAGE COSTS PER PLACEMENT TYPE BY MODEL
o T sumas= nasam
MODEL 1 MODEL 11 MODEL IT1
asm nmas ESEEEREEEAREEEEANEN
Hennepin County Foster Home $7,882.88 $ 7,204,83 $ 7,330,468
Group Family Foster Home $12,980,51 % 9,354,468 $ 6,981,948
{Agency Group Home)
Foster Care for MR/Physically $11,632 23 $14,441,53 $10,499.91
Handicapped
QOther Agency Foster Homes $9,481.32 ¢ 5,578,592 $ 6,979,268
DPW Rule B Group Home $12,054,35  $10,543,39 $13,684,43
(Treatment Group Home)
DPH Rule 5 Residential $22,053,95  $22,7BB.62 $19,094,24
Treatsent Center (Emationally
Disturbed)
DPW Rule 34 Residential Treatment $46,192.65  $38,149.34 $46,056,11
Center (Mentally Retarded)
Unlicensed Placement $ 4,151.88  § 5,657,54 $11,610,75
Independent Living Arrangement — ==-======- $ 4,842,062 =mmmmmemes
Treatnent Foster Home $16,194,.37  $15,411,07 $10,308,78
Restricted License @ = ===cemmee- $5,797.62 $ 4,480.18
Correctional Facilities $ 4,722,802  ==emmmee-- $21,371,30
Uther Type Vendor $11,891.01 ¢ 4,167.57 $7,319,30
Residential Treatment for the ~  =-==-====- $11,747.91 $14,970.96
Chemically Dependent
County §4,084,55 § 8,B22,38 $ 6,077.98
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e of Mental Retarvdation Flacements on Gost

Bince Lt wam noted that the cowts of mental retarcdatdon
placenents ware bigher than for either OChild Wel fare or Ghild
Frotaction camemn, an analysis of costs with these MR casen
ramoved was conduwetaed L arder o determine Lf this wouid
@ffectad any model differently.  Table 20, below, wshows the costs
for the entire sample in each model, and the comsts with bthe MK
camets ramoved.,  Ap expectecd, average oowste deopped.  As ocan be
seen Lhe removal of these cases seemed o effect all models
@opally, and again, there ie no statlistically sianificant
diffearences in costs between models when examined wsiong analyval s
GFf  Var L ane e,

TABLE 20
AVERAGE COSTSE FOR PLAGEMENT BY MOLEL
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MODEL. T ELE, 149,41 e, Q9
MODEL LI #1308, 29 H4, 700 . O

MODEL. TIX L, RN, QU $E, 751, 84
STV SR ECH TRTME SO STV BARR 1660 CTMIR LUMAD RLEDS STRTD D00 JR0OE LGOS0 RO 0D TR RL0SH RS SERR MIUR OOUOD CUURL RS EHUE0 SRR SLACH WORD GV QNG SUAED RURR KR AR TVRR VOEVE RECR RELCR G008 STTRE A CODOD LOOE SERE TALLE YR AN 44900 WSS it
F Ratio = ,E590 F Frobatbllity = (WBE%, ne

Ayeraaw Days in Flacenent

Nt , the average number of days in placement asuocité
with each model were edamined to deteroine  how bthe thires :
comparecd,  Again, CAnalysis of Variance ' was wsecd aws the means o
compare the average number of days in placement for sach model
arc to determineg whether these differences were statistically
wignifticant., Table 3, below shows that both Modele © oand L
b b ted & higher average nuamber of cdays in placement tharn Model
LITe  The F probability indicates that these differences were not
wrtatistically sigmnificant however.

TARLE 5
AVERAGEE NUMEBER OF DAYSE IN FLOCEMENT BY MODEL
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FoRatdm = 1,082 FoFrobabi lity » L @2é8

The duration of placement was further @damined by wumit type
(Chila Protection, Child Welfare or Mental Retardation) for each
madel . Table 34 summarizes the results of these anal yses +oe
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eaach unit by nodel.

Again, while some variation exists across oocdels for ;
unit, significance tests wsing analysis of variance iocdicated no
mrtatistically wianificant differences in duration within wnlts
amorng modele. An would be expected, because of the disability
invealved, the mental retardation unit cdisplays the longest
placement duration averall.

o=

TABLE 34
AVERAGE DAYS IN PLACEMENT PER UNIT BY MODEL

UNIT TYPE MODEL 1 MODEL II HODEL 111 TaTAL

CHILD PROTECTION 270,314 283,135 214,417 176,672

CRILD WELFARE 311,333 238,660 231,043 265,763

MENTAL RETARDATION 438.875 427,652 435,136 433,304

The average oumber of dave 1o each placenent type by model
wam also examinged.,  Table JE on the following page,  summard s en
this information.  For all models, we find that mental
ratardation placements exbibit bthe longest average cdueation.,
While several differences in the average days per placement type
peowr, bhare io no consistent pattern among the modcel s regaraineg
curation of placement,

. Days i

Hecause MR placemsnts tended to be of longer duweation, an
analysis was run o determine whethaer ramoving these cases would
have & differential effect among models.  Table S0 shows the
average days 1in placemsnt by model with and without MR cases.

Aw exproted, the average number of days decreaseod with the
evelustion of mental retardation cases.  This exclusion seamasd Lo
wffect all models eouwal ly, and again, wuesing analyosis of varianoe,
wa find ne significant differences between models.

TARLE S
AVERAGE NUMEER QF DAYE TN PLAGEMENT HY MODEL
WD CLED §FSED IO $4463 2R TIAA UL RSYTR SREED AVALH CRVRR £ FACR AEHRA ELUOD RFGRY 1NLED (R AN R S0 440D CO0R0 RN 1OVAD EEE2 FRURD SECRR VRN RUTR JNURL GLEK D0NLD VLD CARFD TRR20 ELUEC O6ERR YRR ROLEE MM IPRD EECEE O QWA 6 4T
MODEL. A FOR Al CASES WITH ME REMOVIEED
RUID ST LAIUE TR LI SR D ALY (VYD SSR0D MDD CRLOD VDR SEOEE COTRE IR ROVLD BOGR VAMLE VASED P ROLID L0V 500 SOESE SO CUUOL RO 6D 44400 VOLED SEME0 VAL SUFER SHEET SLLED UOVLE TR0 AERA SRR 4D A2 MDLIL S0 000D 60 000t
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FoRatio = L8577 FooPrabability = 208, ns
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TABLE 3B
AVERABE DAYS PER PLACENENT TYPE BY MODEL

MODEL I HODEL 11 HODEL 111

Hennepin County Foster Home 372,20 365,78 323.91

Broup Family Foster Home 338.00 294, 67 218,50
{Agency Group Home)

Foster Care for MR/Physically 415.50 457,00 386,00
Handicapped

Other Agency Foster Hones 327.82 410,535 362.50

DPW Rule B Group Home 248,73 155,47 244,87
{Treztment Group Home)

DPW Rule 5 Residential 274,11 218,74 204.87
Treatment Center (Emationally

Disturbed)

DPW Rule 34 Residential Treataent 457,00 434,27 437,00
Center (Mentally Retarded)

Unlicensed Placesent 245,350 381,67 298,67
Independent Living Arrangement  ===--- 457,88 mmeeee

Treatnent Foster Home 407,73 353,40 325,08

Restricted License 282,25 313,49 342,83

Correctional Facilities 148,58 =me=me- 172.08

Other Type Vandor 435,28 195,23 204,33

Residential Treatment for the @~ ~  ====a- 149.50 188, 0@

Chemically Dependent

County 393. 00 334,67 121,25
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NMumber of flacements e Ghild

The number of placements experienced by the children in the
project was aleo of interest. Table 4, shows that the number of
placemants per child did mnot vary greatly among the thraee modealw.
The majority aof children in the project (B@.,354) were in only one
placement cdueing the project, while 1% were in two different
placemants during the project., A total of 41030 placemsnts took
place during the project period.

TABLE 4
NUMBER OF PLAGCEMENTS BY MODEL

W LSO AL IR 120 R R MR SO (B 1D U ST EIUS W0 L0 TR AR MW L A LEVID LR LU LD LGRA ROAS RS LT R0 PLD VAR AR SRAE IRRED LTSD Q0T LITME WELEY LA LR RN ALK ED SO0 VLT TRE SO AR (R0 AR VSRR QIR R0 R YSRGS 000G SO0 (0 i)
B OF PLACEMENTES MODEL L MOREL, 1T MODEL. LT T AL

G0 90 {301 B30 RS U0 0 ERN LR VTS RS PUER R U L0 LOED (DU 0D VD 4420 LA GRS LELED LTRR USOAD NOMD G CAD DR ED DO U440 SR CANE 123 O LR GO LS AN AED RACH SULE D D UM IOAE R SRS AR PR SURE S AU CU0 B IRR LA I U2t 200 MR

b FLAGEMENT “1 G {3 et
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I S0 St HIDIY R SIS TR SN % SO0 (MDD IO CUTVY LALAE SCUTD WORRR AR STAR AESD SO0U0 V10 33400 SN0 OV AEEE SSA00 FL0D STALD LI COPRC CRCR AEOCS TVORR CAI0D (IR CEEE GELCR CURCR AR DNIBD SOSS TAVLR CHESS STTRD BRRE A0 DTN AECE 07440 12000 DAL DNEE Wb LSR8 INAL AS0IY B S22 B0 2RO 3000 L

Tabhle 446 shows the number of placements in each placanant
type by mocel , The most freguently used placemaent for all
models was the Mennepin County Foster MHome. Flacemsents for oall
thraee models exist in rouwghly the same proporets on.
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TABLE 4A
NUMBER OF CHILDREN EXPERIENCING EACH
PLACEMENT TYPE BY MODEL

ACSEEEENEINIRSERUASIEISSNAINAIARER L 1141
HODEL 1 HODEL 1I HODEL 111
SESREINSEEINEENANARENERRERER GNEEENUSERNGNAE AN ESARECRAEIRAENIR
Hennepin County Foster Home 44 3 35
Group Family Foster Home b 3 4
{Agency Group Home)
Foster Care for MR/Physically 8 8 &
Handicapped
Other Agency Foster Homes i 9 12
DPW Rule 8 Group Home i1 12 13
{Treatment Group Home)
OPW Rule 5 Residential 18 21 15
Treataent Center (Emotionally
Disturbed)
DFW Rule 34 Residential Treatment 12 15 12
Center (Mentally Retarded)
Unlicensed Placement 2 3 3
Independent Living Arrangemant == | =S
Treatnent Foster Home i1 10 b
Restricted License 12 13 12
Correctional Facilities 2 - |
Other Type Vendar ] 4 3
Residential Treatment for the - 2 |
Cheaically Dependent
County 4 3 4
23E3ZEIEREERINCANNE SRS IR ISR NISASERNIN S INNINANNANENIEEI RN IONAZDREEEINNS

Catarye: Luissd

I examining the mnumber of placements, dueation of
placemaents, and coste of placements, there are no significant
iffarences observed bhatween the models.  There i no appaeent
@ffect on number, type, duration or cost of placemsnts associated
with project participation. This observation of lack of observed
affectsa may be actual, or may be based on one or more factorss
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(L) The duratdon of the projecst wins not anenable o examining
long term effects of cltizen parbicipation om placements, ) the
role of the citizens wam wtrictly advisory in maburs with no
actual ability to effect thewe variablem, amd OO commuamication
of the resuwlts of the citizen review boards was mot cdone in e
consistent manner, 1.@., the results did not become amn officlal
part of the case record.  Given these comstraints on the project,

variables.,
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COSTS OF THE PROJECT

The question posed in the original data amnalysis plan
raegarding cowsts of the project was wtated as followss "What are
the coste (both for placements and operational administraltive
cowts) associated with each model?"  Defining the admindstratilve
costs for the project has been somewhalt problematic based on the
data available. The primary problem of dealing with the dssue is
the fact that no information is kept regarding the amount speot
on standard agency administrative review procecdurens. Bince thowe
data are not available, the assumption was made that the amount
of  time neaded to prepare for acdmindsteatlve reviews would b
gimilar for all three models. We have seen in & previous sectidon
that the time spent in the actual review was somewhat Longer an
the experimental models, however this amount of time showld be
affuet by the fact that project staft have taken over the
naotification dutles From caseworbere.,

Although a fairly complete breakdown of tobal administrative
coste was made available as follows, it showld be noted that the
costs of executing this project would not be the cowsbs of
duplicating the citizen review concept. The following ia &
Viwting of cowts asmociated with the project and a description of
@A, ‘

Reveer i mt i on Tatal

Froject Stats-Balarien %1 9%, DO, QK

e e e @, AR D@
Voluntaear Reimbursement o W @A DR RR
ther Charges B OR7 QR D% KRR
Departmant Admindsteation B Ly Sbd . DK R KRR

TOT AL FEREL,WR@. 00

‘i dmet atatf salarles are basecd om the following ratos:

Freoject Coordinator FR, A7, B/ menth
Fremieot Bhaf4 Amsd wbants B, @a . DA/ momth
Froiact G)erk 1, W@ B@/ month

#hFringe beneflt rates vary from approsgimately 18-18%, variation
is dependent,
upon factors sueh as the type of bhospitalization plan chosen by
individuala,

Roth salaries ancd fringe benefits were based on expected
full time employment throwgh October 51, 1986, howsver proie
workers reported that after February 1986, part of their time was
allocated to other projects,  Only 28-807% of time wag spent on
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praject related dutioes,
®¥HACtLal reimbursement expennes were s followss
~Food
~Hus Fare/Mi)eage

“Far ki M
wbhd el Caem

ey

il
7% .00
e . Y
HA7 . 0@

*udxCther Charges were defined by Hennepin County as
maating/office space, whilitien, statd mileage, postaow,
printing, suppliss and other GCounty Services.

Ar assumption e made that meeting/office space, wbilition,
staff mileage, supplies and other County Services would ramain
constant regardlensns of the type of review being held. Coste that
were directly related to the project operation hawever dncluded
the followings

Frimting of Statiomnery/EBeochuees WEHE . A
Costs of Sending the Newslebter BERE . O
Gownte of Frinting Traindng Material s k4, O@

This accounts far only #1600.00 of the amount allocated in
this category.

wRERRDepartment Admindstration represents allocation of
Pepartmaent level administration as reflected in the Commuanity
Bervices Department Cowst Allocatlion Flam, 1.68.. Department
Directar, Planning & BEvaluwation, Data Frocessing, ebo.  This fe a
wrtancard amount allocated on projects,

Digcummlon

Bamed on ouwr assumptions, the comsts of actually eomdueting
reviews did not vary muach across models. One endightemimg
comment wans recel ved from oa uni b supervisor who bad attendad
waveral reviews., This supervisor stated, "I suspect that owe
goch al workers have acd to spencd more time in peeparing the
Froijact Workers on case backgreaund tham they cam gemneral by spare.
Tiem spent in actuwal review i probably 207 more than reviews
prior to the Froject, which is not bad for accomodating for
formal review process amnd the dinevitable guestions £eom
eV ewerm, !

Froject statf dncdicated that special stafd wore probably not
necessary Lo carry out citiven review Lf an adeguate tracking
syt em for when reviews are odue ds o dn place, The additional
costes which may be incuwrred are in the areas of volunbese
ravi mbuesement ancd dn the procduction of materdals and time spent
Ao training reviewars. This would result in an expendltoure of
approsc mataly 5,700 plas bthe costs of personmel supplying bhe
traiming. The amount for personmnel could vary widely depending
an whether agency staff or owbelde commultants were uwsed to
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provide this training. Based on MHenpepin County salaries, aoency
wtatf could probably provide 3 days of training for between $400-
EHQW. Another cost wouwld involve the development of the training
grriculum, again, this couwld vary depending upon whether
materials ware cdeveloped within sach agency, by the wtate for
dimtribution to all countiesn, or if materials are borrowed from
already existing projects.

The real oguestion is whaether there i a positive benefit in
erxpending an additional sum of money to institute review., (oe
agaency supervisor etated, "The presemce of the review panels bhas
grcouraged the social workers I have observed to prepare well for
the reviews | think anyithing that has that effoct 6 positive...m
public restatement of the case plan forces a careful rethinking
prior bto the review, and agenerally reinforces the social worbker s
plan, "
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COMPLIANCE WITH Fuol, 96272
Arother question to be addressed by the evaluation was "To
what extent are cases in compliance with 96278, wecbtion 42770 M
speries Of two audite weling the criteria used Lo judge case
acceptability was undertaken to acdcress this §ossue.

RESULTS OF THE 427 CotE REVIEW SURVEY

This repoet summarizes the fincdings of o suwrvey of 216 camos
whiech are included in the sample of cases being wbilized in the
Fostear Care Review Project. GCases were reviewed twice daeing the
Lifetione of the project. The results of these two audits will be
tiscumamd conmeeutively.,

WHAT 16 A 427 REVIEWT  These casen ware reviewed in order bo
determine the extent o which camse files were o compllance with
Rule 427, & Bection of Fablic lL.aw 96278 whiah partains to
compliance with federal standards. Specific variables conpredsing
the review inotrument imncludeds existence oFf a welbben case plan,
timely periodic reaview, timely dispositional hearings, ounber of
the remaimning LB protections amnd whaether or mnobt bthe case wag
anceptable overall., A copy of the face sheet of this instrument
whi el was wbi lized by the evaluwators do found in Appancdix B,

DATA COLLECTION FROCEDURE,  The came surveys werae comploeted
by an dndependent roviewer.  This reviewer wis & formee Haennessn
Gounty Child Frotection worker, who was trained in aundlt
procedures by Jan Brenman, Frogeam BEval Qator, Gounty
Aaminimtration Unit, who conducts statewdde monitoring for the
Dewpartment of Maman Servi e (DHS) statf persomn.  The 427 rmav) ew
et wment wsed far this review was the sane one wsecd by
Deapartmant of Maman Service (DHE) reviewers dn mond tordng
ptatawide compliamnce. During teaining, DHE stafd ancd Lhe
Faviewer both reviewesed some of bthe same casen Lo ersuee
comparakbi lity of resul e,

TIME FRAMES.  The firet aucit period covered the time period
freom QOotober L, 19875 to Oetober L, 19264, Thg seoono aueld topar oo
coverad the mext yvear, from Cobober L, 19684 bo Ootaber L, 1968,

CONFOUNDING FACTORS. It was an hypothesis of the project
that citizen review would result in a bigher lavel of complilances
tham was currently the situation at HMennepin County.  Discussions
held batwean Btate, County, and evaluation statd in early
February comncluded that the citizen review project was mot
rasponsible for compliance because Lt had no awthority to ahanoe
current agency practice,. The manner in whickh the proiect was
atructured Limited the dindluwence of the project on compliance to
anly omne of the five criteria Listed above, that of timelinewss of
raviews, and aven bthis was not the came in several dnstancas.
HBocasse of the policy allowing couwrt hearings to replace olibizen
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reaviews, many reviews did not take place because they warae "chuae
for couwrt review." Often times these cowt reviews did not take
place within the prescribed time frames, thuws removing the case
from compliance, Additionally, at the ouwtset of the proiect,
several incorrect dates of last review were given Lo the proje
and thus were already out of compliance at the time that the
first project review was conductecd. T some ways the proiect
alao influenced timeliness of the reviews in the Model (11
comparison group when 1t sent out evaluation forms to be
completed in that group. Since the forms were sent out o waeek or
mora in advance of the date that reviews were odue to bhe
completed, they served to remincd this group of dopending review
dates as well. Margaret Loneraan, then the proisct director,
alao felt that the duration of the project was not Long enoual to
measure compli ance.

e

ADDITIONAL HMISTORICAL FACTORES., The above mentd oneacl
hypothesi s was also based on the assumption that agency
pperations would remain static theowabhowt the rest of the aoency.
Thie wasm not the cese, however. HBeginming in February L1984, in
order to increase compliamnce with FPole 96~272, & Hennepin County
hatft peraan began serving as the independent reviewse for the
madority of acdministrative reviews whioch were nobt o part of the
Fowter GCare Review Froject. This was done with the expectation
that greater consistency in the plana/reviews would rewsud b, I
addition, anothaer statt person was asslgned Co comnple @a full
auclit of each placement racord predior bo each adminlstrative
review wsing a checkliat provided by DHMS. Results of his review
wer e wumed to advise the ongoing supervisor of any missing
glements., Since these changes took place owtside of the
timeframes specified for the 427 audite, timeliness of the
administrative or in-court reviews was whatfected, Tt wass
powsible, bowsver, for revised placement plans for ohancoes in
placemant to be inserted in the case file. This may have served
tey dncreasse the muamber of cases in compliamce with weitten oase
recuirensnts. Since the second awdit took place from June Lo
August of 19686 it die possible that the outacome of the second
aucit was affected by these ohanges.

ey

(i Fevi ewec

A noted above., all casen in bthe Fomter Care Review Project
were subject ho the 427 review., A tobtal of 218 cases whioh bad
ferern A placement cdueding the specified time period, wera in
placemant long enough to gqualify for review, and waere awdi ted
during both auddte were selected from the project roster.  The
cases represented the three social service wumite, Child Welfare,
Ghilad Frotection, amd Memtal Retardation, and were disteibuted amn
followss
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Gample Dieteibubion Amang De

o drive

artment s

(uhi ld Frotection N om At CRLLER)
Ghiled Welfarea N OO @Y%)
Mental Raetardation N Cs, B87)
Urnmpecl fuoed N ¢ Ha2%)

TATAL, Now @E (1A%

Tnformation regarcding type of placemant (veluntary, couet-
aordaeraed  and state wards) wiag also collected.  The wample io
gimtributed along that vardable am Followess

Bample Distribution by Flacenent Type
Valuntary Flacement Moo AW R B

ot ~Creerac P acament N o= LR i)
Btate Wards Nom A4 (@ 2%

Fercentages do mnet total to 1O0Y becaunse some casesn belonged to
mara than one category.

Methaos

A ocomparison wineg mace among the cases seleoted from the
three project models in order to deterolne LF bhere el stood
differences between thaem i fraguency of compllance. & b~
mepuare teat of signifiocance was cal culated for aach of the
compard mons mace.  Bach oalowlated cohieaoguarea Pats o a correasponedng
hevel of significance which suggests the probabi ity that any
chifference betwaeen the coassw from the Lheee prooram e e
aecuwrred slimply by ahamnce.  The level of significance ohosen was
AU, which can be dnterpreted as oa S5% probabd ity that o any
Gitterencons betwean the COMPRAFLBON groaups occurred by ahanoae, and
ot beocause there existe any resal dlffarence betwesn the proaram
arwan from whickh the subsampl en casen were deawn, When the
prabability level correasponding to any comparison was found to be
graeataer than 05, the difference was deemed Lo be nol
whatistically signifioamt.

It whouwld be notaed that for some of Lhe cases, date were notb
avallable for some of the variables.  When dabta was miseing on
any of the compliance variables, those cases were not dnclacded in
that comparison.  For fthat reason, the total number of casew may
el ffer from table to table.  The number of cames miwssing for each
variable ias imeluded below the respective table.

LI Y o900l 3 1

o
s e

Writhen, Gase FlLans

In order to be considered acoeptable, a came muet first bave
a wiritten case plan. Table A, shows that 1682 or G5, 857 of casews
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cicd have a weitten case plan.  Differences belwesn the

FYFCICH G

madels in this finding were not statistically significant,

Tablae A
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MLAED P11 1IBE YIS SAETY P BHLHN AU TP G401 VYOS VWAL FAFYY YRR GL423 YV \SIE FLELE SRS 14100 UL IS G 01114 SRR 010 FYIOD AIANE LS Gy PP FTYVE VLAY MAYE PITTH GLSTY MPEYR MITLL GRS BRATD SHTTR AL BT C0pi B0

MODEL, [} Lr [

e s

3 R

(B0

YE 78

(BE%)

w7
(B17%)
NG 1@ 13 B
(12%) (197 (287
Chi-Souare w1, BAY3EE « D4
Dk 2

it

i omifioance
Misming cases

Feriodic Reviews

In order to be found in 427 compliance,
must be conducted within prescribaed tioneframan,
By one hundraed and fidty-four cames (7074) weras
ceradueted all
anmther 12 (&%) of cases, such reviews were nobt yet oue,
C24%) cases bad not complied with thie standard,
this finding were not statistically significant between the
meciel o,
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Rispositional Hearings

A third criteria for compliance with major safeguards s
digpositional hearings within prescribed tineframes. As seen Lo
Table G, one hundred and thirty=-sin cames (G4 werae Found bo
have condueted all dispesitional hearings within prescribed timne
Limits. In another 46 (217%) of cases, dispositional bearimgm
ware not yet due, and 34 (144 of casen bhad not complisd with
this standard.  Again, differences in this finding wers not
mwtatistically significant bhetweaen the models,

Takyle (0
Dispositional MHearing Within
FPrewcribad T met e ames
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Remaining 168 Frotections

Ore hundraed and fourtesn cases were found Lo be in
compliance with with the firet three major sateouards.  OF thess
remaining cases, all were also found acoeptable regarding the 16
Femaining protections.  Cames must have L3 or mare to be
aceeptable. Al can be seen below, the number of remadning
praotections ranged from 17 tao 18, with the majority 99 (B7%)
Miavihme akl 18,

Table D
Mumber of Remaining Frotections

Bd ghtaen 99 (b, @A)
Beventeen 19 (LB

Lyarall Aceeptability

(OF the 218 cases wswyveyed, L4 BEZ) ware found to be in
conpliance, meeting all of the criterda previouwasly examined. OAs
ween helow, this finding odicd mnot differ significantly betwaen the
madel s,  Fifty-two percent of the cases from Model I, S94 Ffrom
Model YT, and 487 from Model TI1 were found to be acceptable.



Camea Audit - 5

TERLEE B
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EY  MODE.

MODEL. ) X oy

AREE I 10 A A PTISE She D WA LAY BIRAG A VLR FIF O THPR GA1AD 1GOTY Bt TRAGE G O LA L0 IR F1LAS (R DA D11 LR AP A 4 S31S 19 T VIO SO PRI IR SR TR Y FTELS PO I SIS WA A A

YEE 43 40 ha 114
(R (W% (487 A

NG e i AW L@l
(48%) (41.7%) CEda) (47%)

W

Chi~sauare = 1,&67204 Significance lavel = 45354
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RESULTE QF THE SECOND AUDLT

The same cases wers aogain examined in & second awdit
covering the period ferom Qotober §, 1964 to October L, 1965,
ames were again examined for their compliance with the three
major sateguards of weltten cese plansg, timely periodic reviaws
arc timely dispositional bearingw. A case must comply with all
theraes of these safeguards in order Lo be acceptable.  In this
gecond audit, one hundred elghty=-oix cases (B77) were found Lo
have & wedtten case plan,  In one hundred ninety cases (GBED
pardodic review were held within the prescedsbecd bimedrames (in
one case, there was mno periodic review due.)

Fimally, dispositional Mearings were held within the prewscribed
td meframas in 149 (LP%4) of cases, anather 9 4,.2%) indicated that
climposi tilonal hearing was not yet due.

Gre hundred and thirty-one cases were found to be in
coamplianceg with with the first three major safequarcds. OF these
Femaldning canes, the nunber of remaining protections was not
reportecd for 11 cases.  For bhome one bundred and twenty cises
where odata were avallable, all were also found acceptable
Feagarding the 18 remaining protections.  As can be seen below,
the numbear of remaining protections ranged from Lé to 18, with
the majority 9% (774) having all 18.

Table F
Number of FRemaining Protecti ons
GBaeond Audit

Fid et e QxR (TT R
Beventeen 28 018,50
B4 herem [ I G |
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Gyerall Oceoptability

Cne bundred and thirty-one (60%) of the canen examined wero
foaund to he acceptable, that is, they were in compliance with all
three of the majior safeguards and at least omn 185 of the
adaitional 18 remaimning protectdonm.

The percentage of acceptable cases was aloo estanined acrons
the three models to see if any differences In frequency of
compliance could be found for bthis second audit,.  Aw Table G,
el ow indicates, Mo statistically sigmnificant differaences Ln
compliance with the was found among the theoee models, nor were
the cases of any model found to be more fraquently acceptablae.,

TABLE 6
CABES IN COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 427
BY WODEL AT SECOND AUDIT

NODEL 1 I I TOTAL  CHI-BRUARE B1G,
WRITTEN CASE PLAN 70 6l 59 186 3974, n.s,
(91%)  (87%)  (B5W) (8a%)
TIMELY PERIDDIC b7 63 37 189 4708, n.s,
REVIEWS {86%) (934 (B&%) (88%)
TIMELY DISPOSI- 50 49 49 148 5595, nes.
TIONAL HEARINGS  (e2k) (7240 (73%) (69%)
ACCEPTABLE 46 43 41 130 JJ438, n.s.

OVERALL (43%)  (620)  (61%) (60%)
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BEY TINFORMANT TNTERVIEWS AND SURVE Y
FERGE TVED BEFFECT IVENESS

Introduction

In order to better describe each of Lhe theee models, ancd bhedr
impacts, information was collected from key participants and observers
wf bhe process bthrough the wwee of questionmnaires and interviaws, Dat o
collection was undertaken in order Lo assess how key inforoants viewed
the effectivensss, advantages amd disadvantages of each model in terms
of their efftects on children, families, workers and the agenoy?

Gathearing of the subjective data was undertaken feom the
fallowing groups of individualsy:  social service paeesonmel (roject
astatd, social workers and admimistrators), cowt personnel Cluodoes
reteress) , foster children (when this s appropriate), natural
parents, foster parents orF care providers, sadvocates (as ddentified) .,
and review board memkere. The majority of data collection activity
took place from July throwgh September of 1986 after most of the
project had been completed,

el

Gtrateay for Iostednent Devel opment

Working with representatives of the Henmnepin County Community
GBervice Department, the State of Minnesota Deparbment of Human
Bervices and the Froject ' s Advisory Board, key quaestions regaeding the
peareelved wusefulness and effectiveness of the variouws moadel s were
ddentifiecd, Thig process resulted inoa listing of 158 differant @ temn
(Bee MAppendid 0G). From these §temss, targeted interviews and
gueationnaires were devised for each ddentified groun.  Buestd onma
focusad on the partidcoular review type experioncsd, and dn Those Cases
when this included more than one mocdel (a8 may De bhe oase §or sochal
workers, foster parents, supervisora, and review board alternates)
statements regarding odirect comparh sons were sought . Fercel ved
strengths and weaknesses of each review method were delineated and
comparisons will be made to ddentify differanocan dn o mockel funetd ondng.,

31 g

TYFES OF ITNTERVIEWS
Information feom Hoard Members

Tformation from board membars and alternates wan sought
regarding their training and comfort with their role.,  Thay were also
awked to assess thelr dmpact on the review process. © weithen
guestionmnaire was wased to gather some basic information from all board
mexmberw, anc this was followed up by group dintaerviews o fartbar
clarity and expand om the intormation collected (see Appendix D).
Wridtten guestionmaires were distributed in June, with the 01l ow-up
interviews taking place in August.
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Interviews with Social Service Fec-sonnel

A combination of & brief weitten guestionmaire administered July
was sment to all persons having project contact. Foows aroup
interviews with a sample of this group (9 supervisors and 9
caseworkers from each of the three soclal seevice wnits ware dovi ted
to attend) was used to collect information from social wservioe
personnel (see Appencdix B) . These persons dncluded socdal worloars,
Bup@erviaors, and independent panel members., These persons welre ashked
to compare and contrast the various models with whioch they have had
montact.

LRGN

Information was alseo elichted from Judoae Olienky and one court
refarae (who have had involvement with Q6272 trialw), an &
repreasentatives of the court.  Thaey waere dotervieweod to esamine thelr
vigws of the project, and provide recommendations for fubure
tmplementation of sueh @ prodect on & statewicde basis (aee Appendis F
for dnterview schedule).

Interyiewn with Bedmaey Gar ool ver s

Intervisws (wee Appendix () with primary careglvers matuweral or
foeter parent) took place at the time the interviews with abilbderaen
were conducted. Since so few administrative reviews were scohoeodul el
Sdurimg cbhe monthe of July and Auguet, this data was supplemented with
telaphone interviews with rancdomly selected paremts amcd foster parent s
wha had attended reviews.

Ionterviaws With hildeen

Bimee it dm extremely important when gathering dnformatdomn $rom
children to be able to establish & one-to=-ane rapoort, Lo per son
imterviews (see Appencdix M) were conducted at the timg of revisws with
the children wha (1) participated in the review process, () wWere aoe
L2 or more, 5 consented to be dnterviewsed, amnd () had the
appropriate cognitive ability to respond o questions werae
intervi ewed .,

B vy of Other Intecested Faetilos

Madvoeaten (as identified by the project) , and obtbers who
participated in reviews ( sueh as facility pereonmel , ouardlamn ad
Litems ancd attorneysn) were sent bried mad ] ouestionmadees (e
Appendix 1) to complete, The focus of these gquestionnalres was on
thaeir specific interaction with fthe reviaw boarcs,

Information from Project Staff

Debriefing interviews (see Appencic J) were held with all project
sraft at the comnclusion of the project in August., Levbear v W wer @
taped by the evaluwators. Trput was sought regarding thelr proiect
@rperiences, acceptance of the proiject, inplensmtation and obber
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contextual factors, and swoggeations for future wse of the citizen s
review model .

F XN KNGS

The following sections detail, in tuwen, the intormation gabtbered
from eath of the processes described above.
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RESUL.TS OF BOARD MEMEER DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES
BOARD MEMEER SURVEY REBLLTES

TNTRODUEGT TON

This section recounts the edperliences and opinions of ol bixen
Feaviaw board members, Twenty-mix board members weea mad led a
guestionnaire (Appendix D). A total of 2% members CFow board ahadres,
16 board members and five alternatoes) responded to the swyey.,  The
overall response rate was 96%.

The hoard member guestlionmaire consdatecd of theee major sections:
(1) Tritial Training, (2) Hoard Operations, and G5 Reconmendat i onms
for Future ITmplementation.  There was aloo an auxiliary section, to be
i soussed later, for board members who participated aws altermnates,

REEEULT

This aechion summarizes bhoard menber s wwpmm%wm i oeach of the
threw major pacto of the questionmaire. A complete Listing of board
member ‘s comments can be found in Appendix D,

INTTEAL TRATNING

The fivet set of ouestions had to do with board member Gl Tl al
training. Respondents were asked to rate the training program, the
training manual , and the praject stafd and also Lo comment on tradndna
topliecs and the amount of time expended for training. The final part
of thig section of the questionmaire gave informants an opportuntty o
provide additional comments regarding thedr teaining espeariance.,

TROTNING FELFFLNESS,  Table § shows the respondents evalwatd oms
of specitic aspects of dinitial training. The overall respor i
favarable, with G672 of intormants rating the prooaram as "very belprual”
or "somgewhat helpful™. As one board member remnarkecd, it nothing
@lem, Lt Chelped makel me & concerned and caring acdvocate of ciltixen
boards. " Several respondents mentiomned how "wel Leplanmaed, " Yweal -
prapared amd meaninogfual o bheir dnitial training was.  Foroone of the
board ahairsg, the most wuseful parts "were getbting acqualntad wibth the
other reviewers, the county statd and procecdures and the rasouwrcss
available to Hennepin County.,” While still]l another boacd member
men bl omed "the explamnation of cdubties and expectations of a Doeecd
mamiaer = which § bhad not been peaviouwsly ~ as Lheingd Lhe mowt
Pelpful "

¥

QfF the twenty respondenta who bac acell tiomnal ooamments, mine
(457 made remarked on the value of the speakers in the Lreailning
PP G @I Marmy found "Lthel speakaers 4o be & resowrce of knowledoe
and akill." In the words of one, "the individual presentations was
the most dnstructive as far o as Lobbtainingd backgrownd Dnformati on.
Ome of the board chalrs commenrted: "the speakers in the latar training
wer e very helpful, especially since § knew more about what was being
diwcusaed., " There were many positive comments concerning bhe soesston
N permananey planning aned the session on the role of the cowt,
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Another respondent ddentified the "discussilons, which freguent)y
followsd a speaker '8 presentation Las baingl the most helptul Laspect
of trainingld.

TARLE 1

KOARD MEMEER RESFONSES TO GUESTIONS CONCERNMING INITIAL TR DM MG
(N 25 )

3 N A T 0 R 0 O 0 4 0 70 P T W TR T S T A MR U8 0, Y T g A % 1 T

NOT  NOT AT
VERY  SOMEWHAT VERY ALL NG
HELPFUL HELPFUL NEITHER HELPFUL HELPFUL ANSWER

€2 O R O Y 8 O R R O e L 2 T T P o L Y 4 9 s 8

{. Overall, how helpful was 60% 28% 4} - 84 =
training in preparing you to
serve as a board member?

2, How helpful was the 49y 48% 8% = 4 -
initial training in teach-
ing you about foster care?

3. How helpful was the 324 443 12% 8% 4% -
training in teaching you

about the legal system as

involved in foster care

issues (TPRs, court ordered

goals, 18 month reviews)?

4, How helpful was the 52% 403 4 4% = =
training manual?

5. Was the amount and type 443, 48% - 8% - =
of information in the train-
ing manual helpful?

&, How helpful were the 36 4p% 12% - 4% 8%
video-tape presentatiaons?

7. How helpful were the 483, 443 8% - - -
speakers in your training?

B, How helpful were the role 28% 364 123 = 4 =
playing situations?

- 5 9 Y o Y L0 9 e e e S

Fawe of the board membera (2A7%) mentionaed the weltten materlal s
e bedng very useful,  One respondent specifically noted the valuwe of
the manual on issues OF TRR, court ordeced goals, amd the L8 month
revieaws Linl trying to get families together. Another found the
manual was extremely useful "In Linking concrete romouross,  silmoe
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most, 4F not all, concerne abowt meanings ancd btermlnoloogy were
answered, "  Appreciation was expressed for the avallability of
reference material, even thouwgh, in the words of one board chaie "
rnever saemed to have it when 1t was needed. "  The wed tten materidal s
weare praised by four informants for the information provicded on the
legal wystaem. Tnformation on the [ndian Ghild Wel fare Aot and
Mimority MAct was the most usedual for one of the board members,

Twey of the respondents (12 mentioned the wsefulness of role
playing whean commenting om thaelr initial traiming. A8 one nenber
indicated "the playing we learned help to see real Life situations of
how important our position am board members waere n bBaelping Fami Ll en
braken to be made whole agaimn in some cases.'” Another membar,
however, thought that the "Higoewst waste of time was the role
playing." In fact, "Lehel had forgotten all about L6, whioch imndicates
Few waeful Lt was. "  Only one of the Fesponcdents mentioned Ghe
videotape as bheing "most instructive in the beginmning) as Lo how a
Poare wouwld operate Land) the attitacdes and peoblems that wowlo be
presented.

One respondent thowght "s few aextra sessions of tealning, afber
Tl firmt fow canes might reinforae or olarify oeetal e preob ) ame.,
Freob ) eme and casen bave more meaning after exporiaencineg beidng on Lhe
beoarda.,  Getting board members togetber with staff ventiiatas problemns
arel dncreasses sharing knowledoe with everyons s sxpeciancas.  Aanother
mamber , however, sugaested that "more inltilal trainimg, orowm
chi meumesd onm, an well as actually going throwgh several mook reviews
woauld e very helpful, as it do very difficult tine wise to come bhack
For accitional treaining. "

MANUAL, USBEFULNESS, A majority of the respondents found Lhe
manual to be wseful. Ninety-two percent incdicated that they hao osescd
the project training manual as a reference, One respondent weote that
"the manual was marvelows. DL hope L6 has fuwetbher wee conasddering
wtaff time expended and expense. "  Koowing that the manual wils
available was most helpful for two of the board members.  As one
member raportacd, "Lit wasd meot so mueh Dthatd paeticwlar sections
atood out, but knowing the manual was always there an &
raference/refresher during the time | was a board oembar [was very
coamfortingd. "

For a number of members the manual was wseful only oueidng
training , @specially to review the Laws and olossary. m faet, one
member wuaoented that, "it may be & good ddea bto read amd reter to
Lhem during the training and then return them afterwards. ” Aot her
Fespondent cantioned, "D am suwee all bhe sections are very wseful
Lhutl there was too mueh information to absorb before the roeviews
Prercrirm ., "

Table 2 shows the respondent s rating of the ohapters in the
tralming manual.  ALL of the chapters were rated "vary wseful™ or
"ammewhat wsedul" by mere than theaee-quartern of respondents. M
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TaksLE &

BOARD MEMBER RESPONSES T QUESTIONS GONCERNING OHOEFTERSG LN
TRAINING MANUAL

(N l28)
NOT  NOT AT
VERY ~ SOMEWHAT VERY ALL NO

UBEFUL  USEFUL NEITHER USEFUL USEFUL ANSHWER

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Ch 1 = The Reyiew Pracess 82% 32% 4% 8% - 7

Ch 2 - Permanency Planning 443 364 (2% 4 = 3

Ch 3 - Child Welfare Laws 3% 32 8% 4y - -

Ch 4 - Services Provided - 243 52% 8% 4} - -
Resources Use

Ch 5 - Foras 20% 50% 8% 4% - 4

Ch & - Organizatiaonal 164 6% 8% 4% ] 4
Structure

Ch 7 - Blossary 40% 3% 4% 12% = 43

Ch 8 - Recoanended 24 b4 4% 4y - -
Reading

-------------------------------------------------------

mumber of dnformants commented on the usefulness of the chapters,
focusing particularly on chapters omne threough four exthibi ted The most
coamments, MAccording to ome, "imnitially, the information of the
proiect and the actual process wera mont valuwable.  An § Decdames
familiar with the process of reviews, the seaoblons On permanenoy
planming amd laws became important. "  Another respondent wan
particularly impressed with Chapter 21, "(thel why and implications
Cofl permanancy planning werae adeguately dealt with Lancdld exeellent
@ramplee ware ogiven.” A third respondent commented on the gsefulness
ef "Chaptear 41 Services Frovided/Resow ces WUsedt  TWhat s aviel lable
roouwr coammunity L8 necessary information far a person making
racommendations.”  The ochapter on Chilcd Welfare Laws was also
mentioned as being of particular wses "Listing of the laws applicable
to permanency planning and the Indian Child Welfare Aot were very
helpful in deciphering & mission.”

ADDTTTONAL, TRAINIMG TOFICHE., RBoard members were also olven i
series of gquestionsg relating to their training topics. First, board
membeara waere asked to ddentify subjects for whioch they wouwld have
liked to have recelved additional training. One of the participating
broarad chairs indicated the desire to have had "more breadlmning on Chiheld
differences in ahild welfare/child protection amd the regulations
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[thatl relate to each. [In additionl, it wouwld have been helpful to
have received information regarding the differences in the type of
people that might be seen, particularly in child protection cases."
In order "to learn how to get the most out of the review process,”
another board chalr mentioned that, "it would "have been helpful to
work with the welfare department." Moreover, while one respondent
indicated that "far more intormation about the dynamics of sexual
abuse should be included Cin the training sessionsl" another
respondent mentioned that training in "The emotionalism (the buman
aspect of reviews), (as well asl mental retardation options was
needed. "  There wam alwo mention of the nesd for more information on
"sarvices provided and resources used, Lalong with information onl
lawa" such a8 "Indian rights, Lin terms of) what ise the law that
pertaine to placement in foster home,"

Another exproessed concern from a board member was the need §or
"more information on what other states were doing in Cthel area of
citizen review, Video tapes from various citizen reviews done in
other states [would have been helpfull." One member expressed the
desire to have had more training in the psychology of dealing with
people.” Additionally, "The realities of what happens in couwrt and
court hearings and the way the county ie side-steppead and the county
attorney can sidestep recommendations”" was an area for which one of
the members reguested additiomal training. Fimally one respondent
raised two concorng by asking "(1) LI therel can be mome objsctive
paychologist present to try and explain certain situwations, [(that isl
help us understand the situation better and (2) Can boards demand the
court to follow through quicker - maybe call certain cases priority
oanen!

UNNEGESBARY TRAINING TORPICSE, Hoard members were also askod to
identify subjects they would have deleted $from the initial training.
Although nine members responded to this quemstion, none ldentidied any
aubjects as needing to be dropped from the current tralning program.
However, one member was critical of the training program for "not
covering the vital areas'"i; another thought there was "too much to
abworb in Lal short length of time’'s and & third argued that "all day
wessions were too much information for one day." A posswible soluwtion
to the time problem, according to one respondent, wouwlc be to allow
"meople Ltol leave early if Ltheyl had to [(whilel those with extra
gquestions could stay." Only one membaer indicated the need for "more
intensive [focus onl specific areas, Lsincel the amount of time spent
on training was somewhat too mhort."

AMOUNT OF TRAINING TIME. Two-thirds of respondents (68%) felt
that the amount of time accorded to training was "about right."
Sinteen percent thought that too much time was devoted to training and
sintesn percent that there was too little time.

TRAINING FOR BOARD CHAIRS. Respondents were asked to identify
topics that should have been included in additional training for board
chalre., One informant doubted that additional traimning was needed,
commenting that "Imyl board chair was very organized and knowledgeablw
and helpful." Other members, howaver, ldentify topics to be included
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in training for board chairs.

The four board chairs responding to the swyvey suagested the
following: (1) "information on examples of difficult situations that
might arise, questions to or not to risk,"” (2) "how to better
interpret the questions on the form that was filled out at the
meeting,"” (3) "more practice on running hearings and filling out the
forma," and (4) how to solicit comments and get the group involved and
work more on the options that were available for placement."

Some of the needed topics mentioned by board members were: (1)
"Tto becomel more familiar with the law," (&) "more training on how to
conduct a meeting - Li.e.,] move things along, elicit response from
all present, etc.,”" (%) how to manage the meeting - Li.e., wtilization
ofl conflict theory," and (4) "a little more in depth of the already
chosen topics."

TRAINING IN GENERAL. Takle 3 shows respondents’ overall rating
of training. As can be seen, around a quarter (268%)

TARILE 5
BOARD MEMRER OVERALL RATING OF TRAINING
(Nm 28 )
N b4
Excellent 7 wes
Very Good 12 487,
Good & a4,
Fair @ -
e @ —
TOTAL. a8 1 0@7%
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thought training was "excellent", about half (48%) thought it was
"very good" and about a gquarter (24%) saw it oas "good," '

In their general comments on training, most informants chosse to
reiterate their views on the most usedul aspects of thelr training
and/or highlight areas needing improvement with suggested solutions.
Many comments were positive in terms of the usefulness of training.
One respondent, for example, felt that the training was "satlistactory
fmiven thatl there waw nothing to compare it to," anether thought the
traimning "was excellent, even though much of the information was
already known." It was emphawsized that the information wams "given
clearly, Las well asl the manual for review and references."

Beveral of the board member s comments pertained to the wspeakers.
For example, although one respondent mentiomed that the manual Lwasl
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very impremssive in detail and statf presentation on the whole very
worthwhile and professional, several other board members found the
speakera to be a bit "long winded," causing some schecduling problems
for participating board members. As one board member reported, "1
feel the training was umeful but that it would have neen just as
aeffective if speakers would have been less winded. This would have
made the sessions shorter [sinceld it is difficult for full-time
employees to take two days out for training. ...the sessions could
poswibly be reduced to one day.” Another board member sugoested that
"Same, [ think could have been a little more parsonable and down to
garth, not talking in initials but spelling out what the initiale
meant. "

A number of suggestions were made for improving the initial
training. As one member noted, "wome psychology training would have
bean helpful Lsinceld no training was provided in the aream of how not
to be intimidated by irate parents and children, how to be alt ease in
a confrontational setting, how to make others feel comiortable in the
presence of board members, and how to be and not to be compawsionate,"
Another board member said "1 would have liked more opportunity to have
defined [Lthel role of board more and to have met as a board (59 member)
prior to deing reviews Lin order tol have some more role playing,
discussing appropriate responses, etc.”" However, thig member also
"falt at times that board members got into personal stoeries, obto,
which took away firam the overall ‘professiomnal’ type atmosphere Lthatl
showlcd have been created. .. training in the area of approprilate
things to talk about, etc. would have been helpful "

Other sugaestions related to typesn of needed training suboeguent
to participating on review boards. Ae one membaer noted, "yvou can only
teach wo much., The rest will be learned in the process of doing.”

Yet for another member, "more training atter a few reviews, and less
initially wouwld [have beenl helpful, [winceld it's diffioult to relate
to Cthel process until yvou've done reviews." [n expressing & eimilae
concern, another board member found "all of the information Lto be 1 &
bit overwhelming at first, eupecially when Lboard members] had no idea
[ofd how reviews would go. Small groups discussing MR/GCF/CW wouwld
have been helpful. CP cases were most difficult for me, while [ knew
wthers falt that way about MR coeses, "

Additional suggestions to improve the training experience were
tmez (1) "Cmaked the legal aspect by the attorneys more apecific’, ()
refer difficult cases to psychologists for advice (one respondent
"fwlt some parents were pathological liars but CI) wasn 't 1QO% sure"),
(5 '"have Ltrainingl either on a continuous basis - once a month -
Lwithl & different area of reviewing covered or more intensive
initially," and (4) "have alternates meet maybe twice vearly to
disouss mutual experiences and problems, "

HELFFULNESS OF FROJECT STAFF
The fimal gquestion in the training section of the gquestionnaire

asked board members to comment regarding the praject staftf and how
they provided guidance and assistance in during the project. As can
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be seen in Table 4, the overall reaction was positive, althouwgh many
informants did not answer the question.

There were many favorable comments concerning the relationship
hetween board members and the project staff, particularly with the
project coordinator and project social workers. According to one
respondent, "The reception we received from Hennepin County staff was

fairly positive Landl much more so am the project progressed.” The
genaral terms used to describe the project staéf were "helpful,”
"friendly," and "supportive." According to one board chair "...Lthel
staff were excellent." [ [not onlyl valueldl]l their opinions Lbhutl
appreciated [their)
TARBLE 4
BOARD MEMBER RATINGS OF PROJECT STAFF
(N 255)
NOT  NOT AT
VERY  SOMEWHAT VERY ALL NO

HELPFUL HELPFUL NEITHER HELPFUL HELPFUL ANBHWER

Project Manager | - B% 20% )] - 64%
Project Manager 2 - 28% 4% - 8% 608%
Project Coordinator 0% 8% [} = 4 24%
Project Secial Worker 1 324 g% = = 1] W
Project Social Worker 2 96% 12% 4% = = 28%
Project Clerk B4 124 8% s 8% i

asaistance and morale boosts. The information provided at
reviews were invaluable..." Aneother respondent commented,
"CTheyl ... were excellent and supportive in every way. [ feel
thaey listened to me and shared their ideas. Landl, 1 enjoyed
working with them." A third board member said, "The coordinator
and two project social workers were always professional and
cooperative, [ was very impressed with this staftf and enjoved my
ansociation with them., They were helpful but neot intimidating
with lay board membera." The only criticism came from the &
hoard chair who "would have liked more updates on camaes Lhoard
membersel had reviewed, i.e., court resulta, returning home, etc.,
Lford it seemed as if many cases just disappeared."

BOARD OPERATIONS

In the second section of the malled guestionnaire, respondeHts
were asked a variety of questions regarding board operations. Theae
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focusad on time commitment and scheduling, feedback, financial costs,
components of the review process, factors in permanency planning,
persons who shouwlcd attend reviews, the review format, benefite of time
utilized, purpose(s) of citizens on review boards, obstacles to
offectivenesn, and the impact of citizern inveolvement o review boards.
Board member’'s reactions to these issues will be briefly dewcribhed
below.

TIME COMMITMENT AND SEHEDULLING

TIME COMMITMENT Concerning thelr original time commitment of €
hours per month, four (16%) thought this was "more than enough' time,
sixteen (44%) thought it was "abouwt right", 3 (1274) thought it wan
"too little" in terms of fulfilling their actuwal monthly commitments.
Two board members did not anmwer this question.

Qf the fifteen members providing comments, three members said
that had 1t been necesmary, they cowld bhave committed more of thedire
time to the project, particularly since, "people who are able to
velunteer their time often have more time available then wis
required." UOne member even "wished Lahel had been schedualaed for more
reviews, " Another board member, bhowever, felt that, "the time
commitment was not honestly communicated Ceincel it was oftean more
thern 8 houwrs & month, particularly in the beginming."

HBeing board chalr added considerable hours to the original
monthly time commitment. As one board chair noted, "after keaping
fairly detailed records, the project took an average of 1é hours per
month," therefore, indicating that the time committed was too little.
This, according to one of the board chalrs, "caused quick burn out.”

RECOMMENDED TIME COMMITMENT. The proposed time of two years for
an individual to serve as bhoard member was though "too long'" by two
informants (B8%4), "abowt right" by eighteen members (7274) and "too
short" by 4 members (12%). UOne informant did not answar this
guemntion,

Thirteen respondents gave recommendations concerning boarcd member
length of term. 8ix specifically recommended a two year commitment.
"It takes 2 years to learn and understand the process and to he able
to see some changes, ... but is not so long that you couwld possibly

lose some of your objectivity." (Dthers thouwght a two year term "at
an 8 houwr per month commitment is difficult” and "any thing longer may
cause burn out.” One of the board chaire believed that a minimum

commitment was necessary to justify training, but also argued that
time commitment "varies from person to person, depending agreatly on
other commitments."

BSOHEDLULING ISSUES. BRoard members were ashked to express Lheir
feelings regarding the way their time was acheduled for training and
conducting reviews. OFf the twenty-five respondents, a large majority
(B8%) were quite satisfied with the way their time was scheduled. T
primary factor contributing to this satisfaction was timely notice of
reviews (48%). 0One board chair noted, "I was always informed about
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meetingm two weeks prior to each, and that was aftter the board had
already set times and days & months ahead." Other factors
contributing to board member watisfaction with scheduling inclhuded the
"availability of alternates," "staff support in letting the board
chowse the schedules", and "reminder letters'.

A few problems with scheduling were also noted by members
participating as alternates and two of the regular board members. Two
of the regular board members reported reviews had interfered with
@ither their schowoling or work, Bhort notice of reviews was mentioneod
as a problem by all five alternates. UOne alternate suggested that
perhaps, "more planning Lwithl longer mnotices probably cowld be
helpftul in scheduling Creviewal." Another alternate, however,
helisved that short notices were "unavoidable, because notice from &
regular board member might have been short.”

ADERUACY OF FEEDBACK

Table 5 shows how respondents rated the feedback they received
from varying sources. Highest ratings were received by staff
amslstants (724 "very" or "somewhat!" adequate) and the projsot
coordinator (48% "very" or "somewhat'! adequate) (it shouwld be noted
that no specific mechanisms were set wp for feedback from the project
coordinatorl. Lowest ratings were given to the cout RB7% "somewhat"
or "vary" inadequate) and to agency case social workers/supervisors
(28% "somewhat" or "very" inadequate).

TABLE O

ADEGLIACY OF FEEDBACHK FROM VARYING SOURCES
(N 205)

Somewhat  Very
Yery Somewhat In- In- No
Adequate Adequate Neither adequate adequate Answer

Staff assistants 48 24% 8% < 4% 164

Project Coordinator 32% 16% 24% L 44 20%

Court 16% - 6% 4% 241 200

Case social worker/ 16% 20 . 20% 20% 8% 16%
supervisor

Some respondents were satistied with the type of feecdback
received. (One member "felt well informed for each case reviewed
[becauwsel, a general update from the statf assistants and &
detailed one from the case social worker/suparvisor was on hand
hefore avery review,'" ancother board member revealed that "both as
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a board and individually, the feedback recelved was excel lent
Land] greatly enhanced our performance.’

Others informants were a aritical. One member was critical
of some social workers because, "they ware very arrogant and felt
as though they were doing me & favor by being there." Several
other respondents indicated that they either did not receive much
feadback (which according to one member "meant that not enouwgh
progress had been made since Lthel last review") or received it
only when it had been amhed for specifically.

Examples of the type of feedback that that would have been
considered helpful, included "updates," "information regarding
Cthe boards)] success/failure rates in permanency planning,”" and
wxamples of casesn with good and bad permanency planning by raview
boards." =

Several of the memberw lamented the absence of fewdback.
Accarding to onae member, "More feedback would have been helpful
ot onlyl am & learning tool, but in reviewlng A& case for a
second time." This same theme was echoed by a board chaira "It
wats difficult to make recommendations when we did not have
infarmation from the past, especially relating to reasons for
cowrt findingmw (i.e., TPR denied, etc.)." "Without feedback, you
are always wordering i+ the board has made an impact or not."
"Tnowingld that sugoestions or recommendations werae fol lowed
through, reinforces the purpose of the review board." There was
apecific concern about lack of feedback regarding court
proceadings.,

FINANCIAL COSTS OF EFARTICIFATION

Board membare were asked to comment on the financial burden
(@v3ny taking off time from work, using vacation time, etc) of
participating as a review board members. Of the twenty-five
respondents, slightly aver half (52%) indicated that there were
no comsta to their participation in the project, althouwgh one
member remarked that "had [ not been in the position I currently
hold, I feel it might have been different.” WVarious board
members pointed to their retirement, the structure of their work
schedule, and the expense coverage by the project as reasons for
lack of costs. Two board remarked that their employers
considered boarcd membership amn part of their job. A board chaie
responded "I never really measured the financial cost or thought
af it in that way. | was giving back wmomething for all I've
received from the county over the years."

Finmancial comt for other members typically resulted in
having to take some time off work, missing school, using vacation
days, arranging for child care, paying for parking and
transportation and/or buying lunch. One meticulous board member
reported the loss of "four hundred dollars in wages and one-
hundred and twenty-five dollars in transportation,”
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Many members thought that the costs involved were not
important. One commented, "the costs were not as lmportant as
having a review board," and another argued "the results owd
weighed the cost." One member concluded, "I gladly would domnate
Cthat timeld again.”

IMPROVING REVIEW COMPONENTS

Table 6 shows board member ratings of nine review components
as baing elither "very good,”" "adequate" or "needs improvement.'
Members who found that & component less than adeguate were ambad
to indicate how it needed to be improved. These comments are
suwmmarized below.

BACKEROLIND CASE MATERIALS. Twenty percent of board memberms
found that background case materials needed improvement.
According to one member, the quality of information "varied from
case to case, Some of the cases needed more information Landl
some of the county workers needed to update themselves."

Another member found that the boards "frequently didn’'t have
paychologist/psychiatric reports on clients who were seeing
someone regularly.... Reports from schools, group homes, etao.
would have often been helpful but were not available." A third
member asserted, "There were several cases where we were not made
aware of certain vital circumstances, usually because the case
social worker didn’'t want us to know."

TIME ALLOCATED FOR REVIEWS. Only one board members found
that the amount of time set aside for reviews was inadequate:s
"There wamn 't enough time to get involved as [ 'd like to have."
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TEELE &

BOARD MEMBER RATING OF NINE REVIEW COMPFONENTS
(N 255 )

Needs No

Very Good Adequate Improvesent  Answer
Background case materials 48% 324 204 a%
Amount of tiee allocated 44% 321 4% '}
for reviews
Information presented at 24% 5% 20% '}
reviews .
Board member attendance 44% 824 4} #%
Board mesber participation 36% 36% 8% %
Attendance of parents and a4 16% T6h ')A
children affected
Board recommendations 524 36% B% 4
Project social workers' 48% 247 8% '}
participation
figency social workers 2084 Ibh 35} 14
participation

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TNFCRMAT LN FRESENTED,  Twanty percent of dinformants found that
the information presented at the reviews needed foprovement. Cne
member conmented, “"depending on the attitude of Cthel soclal worbers
taware Lthel board, it was either very good or real poor.”  Other
members descirdbed agency soclal workers as "not too well prepared! and
"knew very Lithle about the cases.” Somet i mes thin seemned Lo be thae
Fasult of Large caseloads amd high rates of turnover.  For o eampl e,
although one board chair found the information to be prasentsel
"generally good, it was inadegquate if soclal workers were abwsent, very
Mew, ebo, ! Obkher times intormation was inadeoguate due to Laok of
coaoperations  "Most plans seemed prescribed prior to review, Lwhich
wam) frustrating., '

BOARKRD MEMEBER ATTENDANCGE .  There was only orne negabh ve resmonise
goncerning board member attendance.  The problem was that all board
memb e were aeldom present at reviews.,  The suguaested remedy was o
wlimimate five member bosrds and replace them with three meonker
kot o o
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BOARD MEMRBER PARTICIFATION. Board member attendance wai meern &as
a problem by only two members. One noted that "more guidelines on
appropriate responses, etc. would have been helpful in this regard."
The other commented the "(boardl]l needlisl to be better prepared to make
sugaeastions for cases and the county [sincel sugoestions didn 't staet
until approximately & or & months Lintol the program.”

ATTENDANCE OF FARENTS AND CHILDREN, More than fthrese guarters of
the board members (76%4) expressed concern with the lack of attendance
by parents and children. As one member reported, "Many times they are
Just not there..." According to a beard chair, "CALL] ahildren shouwld
be there except in those cases where it wouwld be damaging to them, ancd
in most instances I would also except mentally retarded children" as
werl ).

Baveral of the members found it to be helpful when parents and
children did attend the reviews. In the words of one board chair,
"having the child there does & number of very positive things: (L) at
brings home the reality of dealing with a real live human being to
board members, (&) it allows the child to participate in what iws
undoubtedly a very important event..., (3 it makes the reviews much
meore than perfunctory ~ which they can get when there's only county
ataff and regular reviewers there, and (4) for both parents and
children, 1t affords the forum where needed confromtation can ocour. "

Informants argued, "The county needs to stress the review more
emphatically,” and "Social workers (in some cases) did nobt appesr to
realize [thal importance of parents and children participating Land

consequentlyl, showld be more agoresmsive in this area.” UOne member
"questioned whether all social workers encouraged parents and children
to attend," A board chair suggested that "some sort of ‘polite

mandate’ on such attendance”" would resolve the problem. Others
asserted a need to "Try to obtain more commitmaent from
parenta/children to attend and Ltol give group homes/fostar
parents/etc. more pressure to attend or send reports at least. "

ROARD RECOMMENDATIONS. Two board members found that board
recommendations needed improvement. One member was "not very ol sae
fas tol exactly how or if board recommendations [werel really uwwsed"
and another reported that, "in six months time ow recommencations
waren 't implemented.” There was also some concern that "board members
fwerel hesitant to be constructively critical or otherwise of Lthel
county ‘s performance because of the county’'s presence.”

FROJECT S8OCIAL WORKERS ' FARTICIFATION. Two membaers thouwght that
the performance of the project social workers needed improvement. One
of the board chalrs thouwght "the project leaders ... need group
dynamic skill training." An other informant remarked that the project
social worker "Rarely said much, other tham reading what she bad
wridtten, "

AGENCY SOCTAL WORKERS' PARTICIFATION. Thirty-six percent of
infarmants found the performance of agency social workers to nedod
improvement., The general sentimant wams that agency workers "vramn the
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ppectrum’” from being "often excellent or good, and well-informed to

very poor." This often depended according to one member, "on [theirl
attituces toward citizen boards. We mneed to improve the Boardms
importance and/or positive involvement for [thel county." PFoor

preparation alwo seemed to be & problem. According to one membear,
"Some seemed to be unaware of pertinent information Landl waitledl]
until the day of reviews to make [necessary] calls." A board chair
thought this could be remedied by "lower case loads and less
turnover. "

PERMANENCY PLANNING

In this section of the questionnaire respondents were also asked
a variety of questions relating to permanency planning for cehildrem in
fomter care. Tasks consisted of (1) rating six factors in permansgney
planning, (2) recommending means to overcome perceived problem areas,
and (3) iddentifying the greatest barrier to permanency planning for
children in foster care.

BACKEROUND INFORMATION. Whemn amked, "Do you think youw were olven
anough information to have a firm grasp of permanency planmning?"
eighteen (724) raeplied yes, three (124) replied no and four (164) did
not answerr,

RESOLUTIONS TO FERMANENCY FLANNING, Table 7 shows thae
respondents’ ratings of six potential problems in permanency planning
Membaers who described & potential problem as "large” or "slight" were
ashed to indicate how it could be resolved. Theas comments are
summarized below. '

VAGUENESS OF FLANS. ALl but one of informants (9674) found that
vagueness of plans was & problem. COritical comments included the
following: "mot enough thowught going into Lthe plansl", "some plans
were Jjust holding patterns waiting for judgments," and "it didmn’'t seem
like the worker was using community services avallable to the abilad”.

A variety of recommendations for overcoming this problem were
offered, A third of the members believed more effort
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TABLE 7
HOARD MEMBER RATING OF SIX FOTENTIAL FROBLEMSE IN

FPERMANENCY FLANNING
(N 25 )

Large 8light Not A No
Problem Problea Problen Answer

Vagueness of plans 483 483 4 8%
Worker turnaover 32% 40 4 4%
Lack of timelines for TPR 764 16% 1] B4
Initiation of court action 44% 401 8% 84
County policy regarding 241 487 161 28%

holding pattern

Vagueness of court orders 324 11 364 :H

was needed dn making the plans very specific and conorete. "More
specificity [is needed] with regard to each separate element of the
plan" is required. A quarter of members recommended §iemer adherence
to timelines: "Flans for a child should be very specific and time
Limite placed and adhered to." Some of the less freguently mentioned
solutions were: "get supervisor, court and all involved in the making

plan,” M"use MEO standards for weiting plans,’” and "more supervision
on cases, with lower caseloads and social workers and supervisor Ltol
review in between 6 month reviews."

Ome board chalr sugaested that perhaps, "Training in specific
planming and setting more guidelines within the 6 month plan’” would
help in resolving this problem. Farents would certainly benefit from
more easlly understood goalws."

WORKER TURNOVER., Nimnety=-two percent of dinformants thowght that
worker turnover was a prablem. In the words of oner "One of the
greatest problems and where [the) review board is needed so the ehild
does not fall between the cracks." Another rewarded, "Most ochildreen
Mhave problems with changes, and "[esincel different personal

philosophies affect or effect different needs definitions [it] must be

hard on the family."

A frequently mentioned means to overcome the problem of high
worker tuwrn over is to provide time where the "outgoing! and
imcoming!” social worker can discuss the case(sn) et band. Others
informants sugoested lowering caseloads and providing "perksa'’ such as
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"More concrete guidelines and [thel ceoncise steps to be takend’
was the perceived resolution for many bhoard members. ACcording to a
hoard chair, "I+ this means the county’'s tendency 1o sit on a8 Case
where no movement is noticeable, then [ think the answer is strict
adherence to the use of MBO standards for weiting planm, commitment by
the county to act when certain goals aren’t met, and written crlteria
by the court system on what cames will be accepted, what evidernce is
auwfficient, etc." Anoather member asserted, "The legislature needs to
enact new laws that limit the holding pattern - put timelines to TRR -
Landl become advocates for the child not parents.

VAGUENESS OF COURT ORDERS. A little over half (B6%) of
respondents found vagueness of court orders to be a problem, “"Too
many court orders were not specific enowgh for workers to bave
gomething substantiated to go on," said one member. ANOther commented
that the ‘Goalwm as outlined LTwerel sometimes not specific.”

The most frequently mentioned remedy was Lo be more specific in
tourt orders.  One of the chalrs suggested, "BHe more specific in
initial orders or in case plans based on couwrt orders.” Another
member suguested, "Clarify couwrt orders Cond how long parents bave to
do specific things listed in order to meet the couwrt order (@.Q.,
ramain sober - 1 week, 1 month, 6 months?™)."” In feeling that "...
these orders are just a holding pattern," another member suggested.
"merhaps experts could be involved sooner to expedite situwations."

BARRIERS TO FPERMANENCY FLANNTING

Board membere were asked to identidy the greatest barrier to
permanency planning for children in foster care. More than half SE7%)
mentioned the length of time required to terminate parental rights.

A one board chair reported, "...the greatest barrier is the
reluctance of pursue THFRs on ahildren. A baby may be placed and
parents make minimal progress every six oonths for years wntil the
child is too old and unlikely to be adopted. It often seems so
mbvious looking from the outside, but we are told it's too early, not
ernough evidence, too late, not in the best interest of the child, sto.
Cwhichl is very frustrating..." Many respondents criticized the lack
of timelines for TFRs and the reluctance of courtse and soclal workers
to pursue them.

Many respondents (292) alwso criticized the system - courtms,
agency and social workers - for enphasizing parental rights over the
rights and best interest of the child. According to one baard membear,
"The court system focuslbes] on parental rights and Cthel rights and
protection of the child gets short shifted in Henmepin County. "
Buggested solutions to these problems include, "... Jjudging timelines
against the child’'s time fame," "enacting stricter laws that limit the
Malding pattern” and "becoming advocates for the child, not parents.”

MAnother frequently mentioned barrier to permanency planning is
vague permanency plans. Many board members emphasized the need for
the development of clear, concise long range plans.  One board chailr
mentioned that, "No long range goals are looked at., [t felt like
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everything is done in terms of & months rather than & lifetime."

Worker turnover was also perceived to be a barrier. AS one
member noted, "Trust in a worker is hard to come by and extremesly
impartant to the succesaftul conclusion of a placement." The kids are
troubled enough withouwt a different worker coming in every few
moanths, "

l.ess frequently mentioned barrisre to permanency planning
includer "lack of homes for adolescents, egspecially minority
children,” "court backlog, "serious lack of minority workers for
minarity kids," and "the ineffectiveness of our legal system that ties .
the hands of msocial workers.”

WHO SHOULD ATTEND REVIEWS?

Hoard members were asked to identify person who should be
encouraged to attend administrative reviews (Table 8). The overall
sentiment of the board membars wam that everyone who is currently
invalved or concerned with the child and/or has significant knowledge
of the came, showld be encouraged to attend administrative reviews.

Bath natural and foster parents were viewed by the majority of
hoard members as needing to be encouwraged to attend, even thouwgh "many
workers have discouragec foster parents from attending." The
importance of inviting foster parents was emphasized as "they are the
ones that live with the child" and can "add infarmation abouwt childraen
we canneot get in any other way, especially when children are shy and
quiet,” One member expressed concern for having natural parents who
are mentally ill attend the reviews: "omn & numbaer of occasions when
such parents came to reviews, all participants in the review seemed
unable to deal with this situwation.”

Children were aleo seen as needing to be encouwraged to athend the
reviews., Some respondents favoring the presence of ohildren did,
howaver , indicate that only children old enough should be allowed to
attend. This usually meant being 8 to 10 years and older. A board
chair, however, noted that "the child, even if very young, could be
introduced and then go to & play area. It would help & lot to meet
each child."”

Social workers were the next most freguently mentioned souwrce
that shouwld be in attendance, followed by supervisors, board
reviewers, group home stats and counselors. According to one member,
a report from some sources, such as psychologists and counselors,
would be sufficient.

THE ADMINSITRATIVE REVIEW FORMAT

Abowt half of informants (S2%) thowght that the administrative
review format iae simple enough for all persons participating to
underatand, Forty-ftouwr percent indicated it is not simple anough and
one person (4%) did not answer the gquestion.
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A commonly suggested change was "language simplification" (4%%).
Many respondents agreed that professional language used is

TAELE 3
FERSONS ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
CNma285)

SOURCE: N A
Natural Parents o 8Ba%
Fomter Farents 17 GE,
fhildren 14 i
Sacial Worker 1@ 4%
Supervisora ] el
Board Reviawer 5 A
Group Home Stadtff b il A
Faychologist/Counsal ors 4 146%
Guardians Ad litem . iy A
Extended Family Members i 12%
Brandparents @ B%
Child Protection Workers . &%
School Teatcher ) B%
Child Advocate 4 4%
Public Defender 1 4%
Service rendering people 1 4%
NDoctors 1 4%
Day Frogram Representative 1 4%
Minister 1 4%
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too confusing and difficult for the many dinvolved, particularly lay
peresons. One member recommended "spelling out the initials so
everyone knows what each one is talking about. Another felt that
forms are "not well worded" and need to be "made more to the point,
Laincel too many could be takern in different ways.," A third felt
that, "the checklist is cumbersome and often stifles discusaion.”

A mubstantial numbar of the board reviewers (45%) expromsad
concern about the inappropriateness of the review process for MR
camen. Momt agreed with the comments of a board chalrs "The format §s
mimleading and threatens the biological parents." [t was widely
recommencded the MR cames be reviewed differently or that "the review
form and be revised. One member suggested that the "format be
changed to swit various speclial needs groups — [i.e.l, MR shouwld have
a separate form, children where TFR has taken place should have a
modid fded Form, eto."

Leats frequently mentioned changes in the current review format
included:s "more intensive efforts to involve parents, eto,,” "filling
owt forms should npot be treated Jjust as & rowtine matter,"
"understanding the meaning and rational for asking guestions and the
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impact it has on each case,”" (4) the review shouwld be & synopsis of
the past six months, not a guessing game,”" and "the reviews should be
doneg in the same room each time for each child Land) the room showld
take on less of a sterile institutional feeling."

BENEFITE OF TIME UTILIZED

When asked, "Wam the time spent beneticial to social worbkers,
families and particularly the children involved in the program?" 84%
answered "ves," 4% answered "no," and 134 did mot answer at oall.

A rumber of general benefits were noted. The most common were
"the provision of new ideas, perspectivesn, and sugoestions from the
outaeide”" (937%) and "the provision of support and the feeling that
someone else cared and listened was an often stated bernefit' (H74).
One member summarized it this wayi'"parties involved knew someone other
than the aystem ware committed,”

Most inftormants felt that children benefited the most. This was
particularly true when suggestions made by the board resulted in
changaes in the way a case was hamdled., Another benetit was, "LThe
reviewl gave the child a chance to talk on his/her own behalf, to say
what they would like to see happen in thelr life regarding placemsnt.”
Also, "it often gave children supportive feedback from someone besides
the social worker." :

Families waere aleno seen as benefiting from the support and
concern of board members. Reviews provided families with a chance "to
publicly addrems thelir concerns’” and also "gave families support at
times, feedback other times and probably a push sometimes.” According
to one informant, "families felt their waws someone there who
represented thelr needs, wants and wishes."

Boeial workers were also seen as benefiting from the
administrative reviews, particularly from feedback the reviews
offaered. A one member noted, "Litl gave social workers a sounding
board, varied ideas, Landl feedback." [t was alwso argued that social
workera benefited from the support they received, particularly to
those wanting to take action, but thwarted by system.'

FPURFOSE OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (ON REVIEW BOARDS

When ashked what they perceived the major purpose of citizen
participation on review boards to be, four out of five respondents
identified "the provision of new ideas, perspectives, suggestions and
objectivity to the problems of children'". Among the specific comments
were "open up a somewhat closed system so that all of the
possibilities for children in foster care are explored,” "bring
community values to the whole picture....", "offer sugogestions to the
plan from a lay perspaective," bring a new perspective ..., e@specially
on cases that seem to be stuck—in-place," and "contribute valid
wuggestions as the citizens are not 80 close to the situation.”

Also frequently mnentioned was ensuring for permanency planning
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for foster care children. According to one member, "I hope we
question the professionals to speed up permanency plans.” MAnother
argued, "Leitizensl are more concerned abouwt time frames and
permanency than Lthel agency. L[Bincel plans were subject to (thel
support or criticism by the boards, the county was aleo chal lenged to
provide good and thorough plans."

Less frequently mentioned as purposes of the board were,
"provigion of support to children and familien,”" "serving as a
resmource to social workers,” and "helping the agency see some points
in the case they have overlooked." Many informants agreed with the
spirit of the statement: "Citizen participation keeps the county
agency on top of each and every case so that kids not ‘presently’
causing problems aren’'t lost in the shuffle."

QBSTACLES AND BARRIERS TO BOARD MEMBER S EFFECTIVENESS

Board members were asked to comment on obwstacles to baving
citizens involved in the review process and barriers to their
effectivenens as board members. Abouwt a guarter of these responding
(227%) reported that they were not aware of any obstacles to having
citizens involved in the review process.

A Nnumber of obstacles were mentioned by others. Threee board
members identified stadf attituwdes as o difficulty. One argued that,
"The blggest obstacle may be attitudes of staff" and another thouaght
"Some supervisore and their units are overtly raesistant as dncdioated
by their attitudes and verbal/behavioral responses, Lwhichl hinders
the process.” A third member guestioned the role of the supervisor:
"Sometimes the supervisor of the social worker tried to influence the
hoard about how they were to handle cases, [which consequentlyl couwld
be an obstacle."

Laarning and knowledge of the information was also percedved to
be an obstacle for some members. One bhoard chair, argued, "The laws,
policies, ete.., are so numerous Cthat it might help to bave each
board member have in-depth knowledge of a different area, L.e,,
Mimority Child Welfare, Native American legislation." Another member
expressed concern for families of MR clients: "these families fool
uncomfortable with ‘outsiders,  especially & large group , as with the
five mamber board." According to another member, "too many opinions
woulad inhibit the already questionable productivity of the system and
too many options seem to not get prioritized which could prolong the
process even longer,”" Some of the othaer obstacles mentioned includeds
"time commitment," "getting time off from work and parking,!" "the cost
of the syastem,!" and "heavy casne loads."

There were a number of other, less frequently mentioned, barriers
tey the effectivensss of board members. For example, one of the board
chairs mentioned that the "Greatest barrier was lack of information in
wome canes Landl also not seein) cases consistently due to couert
raviews, Another member believed that "Too long periods of time may
cause burn out, therefore causing a decrease in effectivenaesn. Some
af the ather barriere mentioned included: "getting time off work and
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having a baby," the initial learmning curve of board members," and
"feelings of inadequacy in an overwhelming situation.”

CONTRIBUTIONS OF CITIZENS ITNVOLVEMENT

Informants were asked to identify the largest impacts of citizen
invelvement on review boards, three areas were fregquently mentioned.
The first major, noted by about two thirds of the sample (&64%), is the
provision of fresh, obisctive perspectives. As one member said,

"o eometimes having an objective, non-professional viewing the
situation from a greater distance ancd possibly a slightly different
perspective can be helpful." Another commerted, "LCitizensl enter
the reviews fresh, without ‘burn out’, and may perbaps @nhance Came
plan by filling in the gaps and adding new perspectives.

Enhancing case plans was also & contribution mentioned freguently
4174 . A number of specific contributions of this type were

sugoested: "questioning the plans,” "getting social workers to thiok
and work harder on permanency planning,"”" "serving as an unbiased

observer/participant in addressing the direction of permanency
planning for children” and "getting people to cooperate with plans."

The support and concern of citizens was anothear major
contribution mentioned (2774). It was noted in several instances that
citizens, in comtributing Wheir time and effort and in demonsterating
that the larger community cares about children, can be a large support
to everyone concerned. In short, asw one board chale mentioned, "It
ahows commitment and concern for the situation and the children.”

Alsn mentioned as & contribution was the provision of "an
additional external (extra-agency) check on the services provided by
the professionals.”  As one member indicted, citizens "push the system
to keep on top of all cases.” Another menber argued that "1+ Wseed
effactively, boardls]l may be helpful in bringing about pressurae for
change. "

When asked whether their "own participation has made A
difference?" ninety-two percent said "ves’', one said "mno" and one did
not answer. The one member wha responded in the negative did s
becautme many reviews were missed due to work conflicte.

The majority (4774) spoke of their objectivity, ability to raise
pertinent questions and didentify system problems and, to conseguently
make recommendations, both on individual and systems level, as the
many ways in which their participation made a difference in helping
those invalved., As one member said, "...sometimnes someone from the
outsicde can see the ‘ideal ancd encouwrage people to work towards it -
@ven if it can’'t be obtained completely. LFarl sometimes people
withinm the system know the ideal will mnever be reached so Ltheyl don't
try for it."

Feoar others (29%), what made a difference, was the added benetits
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of the different perspectives they were able to bring to the reviews.
These included prior or current experience as a soclial worker, fowter
parent, parent, and/or minority group member.

Several members (177%) commented on their ability to get children
and families to respond or participate in the reviews as & result of
the care shown towards these families. One member "insisted that shy
or guiet children, parents and foster parents comment when process was
moving too fast." A board chair believed that [shel was "able to make
participants fesl comfortable and often glad they came."

FROBLEMS RESULTING FROM CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

About a third of the sample (J36%4), saw problems resuwlting from
citizen invealvement on review bhoards. One of the more frequently
mentioned problems again centered around the attitudes of the staff
and the potential that has for creating problem when citizens
participate on review boards,. M board chair reported that the
"mersonality conflict or oppomsition from social workers couwld
interfere with effective planning.”" While another member mentioned
"some initial uncomfortable feeling from staftd regarding oue
knowledge..." as potentially causing problems.

Another potential problem addressed by board members focusaed on
the citizen review board members themmel ves CIA64) . A one member
suggested, "I suppose some people could be overbearing or s0 quite as
to be ineffective." Another member believed that "there is & risk of
untrained citizens asking inappropriate questions.”

Froblems with breach of confidentiality or "data privacy" was
another issue for about a quarter of the sample (27%). As one board
chair mentioned, "In smaller communities confidentiality might be &
problem (although coming from a very small community it seens @veryons
krmows that 's going on anyway)." Several members expressed concern
with this potential problem because of the possibility of liability
cswite.,  As two members gquestioned:  "What couwlad liability be if
recommendations were followed with negative results? or "If a family
were to sue for a decision made by & review board, who is responsible?

ATTITUDINAL CHANGES BY AGENCY SOGCIAL WORKERS

Although mearly two thirds of informants thought that the
attitude of agency warkers was '"negative" or "very negative" (Table
?), B4% thought that their attitude became more powsitive over time
(Tabhle 10).

ATTITUDE CHANGES IN BOARD MEMBERS

Four out of five informants reported that their own attitudes hac
changed as A result of their participation as a review board member.
Mowst of these chamges were quite favorable. According to one, "I went
from participating to enthusiasm for getting involved." Many
informants came to & more understanding view of social worbkerms,
particularly in termns of having a better understanding of their wark
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load., One of the board chairs, "gained a great deal of admiration for
volunteers as well as county staff, struggling against overwhelming
came loads and a system that oftern gets in the way of doing what
they ' re hired to do."

Beveral of the board members mentioned thrir increased
dissatisfaction with the foster care system. A board chair "becams
acutely aware of mome system problems -« especially between sooial
aervice and Cthel court system,”" one of the board members became "more
aware of the problems in obtaining TFR w."

GENERAL COMMENTS ON QFERATIONS

The final gquestions in this section of "Board Operations!
provided respondents with the opportunity to reveal any

TABLE 1@

FERCEIVED INITIAL ATTITUDE OF AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS

N %
Very Positive ‘ ] -
Somewhat Fositive 4 16%
Neutral 4 Lé&7
Saomewhat Negative 14 Sé6%
Very Negative s &%
No answer 1 4%
TOTAL b 1 Q@a%
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TABLE 11

FERCEIVED CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF AGENCY SOCIAL WORKIERS

N A
Became More Fositive al 347
Remained the Same 4 L&%
Became More Negative @ -
TOTAL 2% 1A%

w boardm,

additional comments or suggestions they would like to make regarding

citizen participation on revie tr the current review procesms.
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OF the fifteen board memberms, the majority chowse to reiterate rassons
for mandating citizen review board (60%4) and/or provide suagestions
for improving reviews (534). Many of the members beliaeved that the
inclusion of citizen reviewers had a positive impact on the system foe
all those involved, particularly "where the plan 16 not clear and the
case I8 carried on for years." One member believed that "...oitizen
review beards cowld bave the ability teo foster & positive link between
those needing services and those praviding servicew, "

HBeveral members axprassed concerm for or confusion with their
role in making recommendations. As one member expressed, "Lwel nead
to determine if citizen review boards are "racommencding' boardns o
"decision-making" beards. Another suggested that "Citizen review
boards shouwld operate at the advisory level of awthorlty and have the
oppartunity to follow the case and to be heard it there continue Lo bhe
objections or cuestions,"

A concern about the "timing" and lack of court action was @l oo
expressed., [t was believed that "the courts shouwld be called in to
Lact] mooner so the vyoung client the child camn be placed in the beost
permnanent situation for his mental and emotional development" and that
"the cowt system sbould be more involved as therse seemaed to be & wide
gap between what we (boardl felt and what the court’'s actions were."

There ware also questions abouwt the relationship uebween agency
social workers and the board. One member believed that it is,
"ITmportant to educate all statt/social workers with respect teo
purposes of citizen review and try to make them less bthreatening.”
Aceording to another member, "In nome cases the agency and social
workere involved already know that permanent arrangements cannot be
macle, Lsnl Going through the review process may not be necessary. "

One member expressed disappointment that, "most of the people on
the review board were social service in backgrowned =~ 1.@., @x-social
workers, teacherws, etc., (and suggested thatl some caring, wsensitive,
ceorporation management would have helped give the program & different
wlant.
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did make & significant difference.” Another pointed to the
"objections of staft in some instances, expenses and privacy problem
in rural counties" ams reasons for not advocating the mandate. 2}

board chailr commented, "...it is something that can be done on a
voluntary basia,. When the succoesses are seen, ...it will become
adopted in most areas,"”

SHOULD MANDATE. Bome of the more frequently mentioned
axplanations far favoring the mandate included the provision of (1)
fresh ideas and objiectivity, (2) community involvement, O3 "safety
valves," (4) protection for the child and (&) aid to county workers.

Many respondents favored the mancdate because it wouwld "open the
review process up to new ideas" and "bring objiective community values
to the board”. A board chair remarked, "...the system is better off
for their added input in reviews,"

a means to get the commumnity involved., According to omne, "It gets
citizens invelved with community problems," and "proves to parents,
children, families, Landl] social workers that the larger community is
concerned about the welfare of children."

Another reason for favaring a mandate is belief that citizens
provide checks and balamces on thy system ("at least in large
caunties”) and "to county administration interpretation of
legislation,”" as well as acting as a "satety valve to ensurse the best
plan possible for children” and "in establishing quality asswrance, "
According to one member, 1f mandated, "the accountability is there,"
Furthermore, "...the system," as one of the board chalre argued, "is
better off for the added public awarensss for the system."

Beveral members stated a need for someonse "outside! to be
concerned with the best interest of the chilad, ewspecially for
"ehildren who are not yvet involved in the couwrt and consequently do
net have guardiam ad Litemm," Citlzens on review boarcds are saen as
being able to fill this need., Citizen inclusion, according to one
membar , "decreases the pomsibility of childran being lost in the
shuffle."

Bome members acdvocated & mandate because of the percedved
agsistance citizens can provide social workers. One argued, "It s &
means of establisbing both support and devils advocate roles §for
agency social workers." OrF, as another member noted, "A citizen may
well say what & county social worker may feel like saying but because
of the politics of the system can't."

HOUSBING FOR CITIZEN REVIEWS

Board members were also asked to comment on where citizen review
boards should be housed. Two thirds (37%) believed that Hennepin
Gounty Government Center was & reasonable place to bowse the review
boards., Or, as one member suggested, "In the facility for which most
of the cases are heard -~ Governmant Center, Babathani, eto."  Some



Effectiveness - 86

mambers thought reviews should be sited "Lwithin thel wsame buwilding &.
social service ataft for convenience and time saving of social work
wtatf." Obthers emphasized the nead for a "comfortable setting away
from the institutional setting which now prevails'" where persons
involved could "feel a part of the reviews, and not in and & part of
the agency." A board chair specifically rejected the mnotion of
housing reviews in the court wsystem, since "that wouwld just promote
greater rivalry.,"

ROARD GHATRES

When asked, "I+ citizen review is mandated, who showld chair the
baards? 447% sugoested a citizern member, 127 suggested a soclal service
supervisor, £68% suwgoested someons else and 1674 did not answer the
uestion.

Each board member wams also ashked to comment on the effect of
rotating board chairs. Abowt halt (487%) responded favorably, or at
least newtrally, toward the ldea. Several believed that rotating
board chairs would promote a diversity of perspectives, "provide
others with the opportunity to enhance thedr leacdeeship akbi Litdews,"
and distribute more falrly the onerous task of Filling out the raeview
F e m

About a quarter of informantes (24%) opposed rotation of ohade
responsibility. Most were concerned about maintaining the consilstenc
and continwity of reviews, Acocording to one board chale, "Calthowghl
it would give the chair a break, (it] would probably be disFuptive.”
Furthermore, as noted by another member, "not everyone is willing o
chair."

A few informants saw the issue both ways: "1t wawm nice to have
the same one 80 Lyowl work waell as a team, on the other hand, that can
gt too comfortable and Cthereforeld it might be good to have Lal
ravolving achaier."

’IMWLﬁMENTﬁTION FACTORS AND RECOMMENDAT LONS

Informants were asked to comment on how civilian review boards
should be implemented if they are eventuwally mandated, Their deaw
are summnarized below.

BOARD MEMBER DIVERSITY. Many amphasizecd the nead for a review
board that was diverse both in "experiences and exposure to soclal
services" and in demographic characteristios ae "age, ethmnicity, saex,
@tc.”"  One member indicated "liking the mix of foster parent, MR
exparience, minority experience, past social worker ancd ocaring
citizens" on the review board, while another member emphasized Lhe
importance of including minority representatlven.

BLZE QOF BOARD. There was disagreement concerning the necessary
size of the review boards. As one board chair neoted, "1 think having
Y people gave ouwr board a variety of bachkgrounds and experiences that
really made us effective.”" Other informants thought "two or thi-ee
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memhers was enough to brain storm and discuss facte. "

TRAINING REQUIRED. The training of staff and volunteers was

viewed by many members as being essential. As one member noted, "They
should be required to attend comprehensive traimning." Arother  memkber

identified the need to provide "& review of experiences amomg
voluntesrs in the beginming, after the first omne or two board
Lreviews, in order) to be able to ask general ouestions and listen to
other points of view.”" Also, as anobther member suggested, "Chaving)
evaluwations after each cawse hearing” wouwld be helpful.

BELECTING REVIEWERS., A number of board members mentioned the
importance of selecting reviewsrs who have a strong concern for the
processs "Board members should have a high degree of interests in the
wial fare of children and knowledge of how the system worke." "“"This
means, " according to one member, "careful screening of each board
memby e, "

SMALLER COUNTIES. There were many comments and suggestions with
reapect to the implementation of citizen review boards in smaller
counties., Suggestions included: "either have & traveling boaerd or
review cases in county where Lal board is available,” "look at malti-
county boards and/or swapping eitizen volunteers between counties,"
and "have 1| or 2 citizens on & board supervised from a staff in Lal
larger county." :

RECOMMENDATIONS Only @ight board members stated recoomendations
they would like to see instituted if citizen review boards are
implemented, The following are their recommendations:

1. "All citizen review boards should be implemented, "
2e "There whould be a wtatsd amsistant at all meetings."
Se "Social workers attendance should be required.”

4, "Hoards not be advisory [Lim naturel but have decision-
making authority."

Wae "Have all information available to citizens amc all
involved parties at reviews,"

6. "[Roardsl should be geographically dispersed to G OVEr
equal services to all county residents and the forms
shouwld be designed by the state and consistent across the
atate."

7. "If Lthel review ig mandated, it [shouldl apply to only &
counties ~ Hennepin, Ramsey, 8t. Louwis and also Bt. Cloud
and Rochester,"

B. "I don't think we did anymore towards obtailning
permanency than has been previously done. The systen ie
stuck in a rut. Everyoneg talks big but no one takes
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action. Have long range planning that looke at as many
permanency goals for each situation as possible, The
real problem is not citizen review or not ite permanency
planning!"

SFECIAL POFULATIONS AND THE NEED FOR CITIZEN REVIEWS

The final questions in this section pertained to special
populations and reviews by citizen boards.

VOLUNTARY V8 INVOLUNTARY FLACEMENT. Twenty-two of informants
(BB%) thouwght that both voluntary and involuntary placements shouwld be
reviawed by clitizens. The primary reasons for this opinion weres (1
the benefits provided by citizens involvement in reviews ancd G lack
of perceilved differences in the kind of children invelved in bhoth
types of placement. An one member arguacd, "Lit dsl vital to protect
the walfare of children in all instances." Fuarthermore, Lo el ther
typa of placement, "cltizens could provide useful dnformation,” such
ag "to check out facts," and "being able to see some things that the
workers may not feel is important.”

Only two of the twenty-one bosrd members responding (104 were in
opposition to both types of placements being reviewed by citliens.
Omne of the members argued "a voluntary placement is probabls done with
a great deal of care and concern.” The other member, &lthough
helieving that citizen reviews shouwld not be mandated for voluntary
placementa, felt that they could still serve a valid purpose.”

REVIEWING THE MENTALLY RETARDED. Twenty-one informants (B4%) did
nat believe mentally retarded children in placement shouwld be reviewed
in the wame marmner as other ohildren.  Most felt that this population
ia entirely diffaerent from the othersa, and consequently should be
treated differently, both in terms of the process and forms rendered.
focarding to a hoard chalr, "In this process the MR HSocial Service
LUnit has thelir act together better tham any other. This area is very
aprcialized and few citizens cam step in and offer help." Other
-memhersa believed MR reviews wers unnecessary sincer "their problem dw
more or less cut and dried Cin that the 1 child is evaluated by
professionals and their foster care is special " "Lthey bavel
hasically clear, understood, agreed upon case plans," which "remain
abhout the same,”" "Ltheirl parents Larel heavily invelved,'" and "there
are already many safeguards for this community of people, there is no
need for similar reviews."

One of the reasons mentioned for believing MR cases shouwld be
reviewsed has to do with the "rights" of children. One informant mnoted
"a retarded child shouwld have the same rigbts and protections as any
other child," another member argueaed "even a rubber stamp review
aftordm the MR person with the same rigbtse as non-MR persons.
Moreover , thought other members, "some of these people are not
merviced to the extent of what i avallable through existing progeams
A point in case would be Title 19 walvers." The comnclusion of another
informant was "the community at large nesds more understanding of the
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igsues involving MR population and such a review "givems the community
at large a citizen review person with more underastanding of the
strugales of families connected with MR relatives."

VIEWRPOINTS OF THE ALTERNATES

Before completing the questionnaire, all board members
participating as alternates were asked to addrems three additional
questions.

TWO V8 FIVE MEMBER BOARDS. Alternates were asked to compare
their experiences on 2 and & member citizen boards. Of the five board
membeara participating as alternates, two members (4O%) racommended @
three person review board. Accarding to one, "The smaller boards seem
to move along faster, Lalthoughl the discusslions on the larger boards
Llwerel more interesting." The other alternate thought ""five members
im to heavy Land] sometimes overwhelms the foster care providers and
AN agency supervisor takes over with two membear boards.”

DIFFICULTY IN MOVING FROM ROARD TO BOARD. Two alternates found
maving from board to board "very easy", one found it "medther!" easy
nor difficult and one found it somewhat difficult. According to one,
"feincel the focus of helping the child is the priority and everything
flelsel falls into place," this particular altermate did not find the
move to be difficult, '

(INE BHOARD V8 ROTATING BOARDS. OFf the fouwr alternates providing
comments in regards to their preterence, two identified serving on one
board as their preference, while the remaining two alternates chose
rotating boards. UOne noted the "considerable differences in attitudes
and skills of the boards" as reason for preferring the rotation of
boards, while another argued "serving on one board would provide more
opportunity for an alternates to become a better functioning member of
one group of individuale by (a) getting to know group members bebter
and (b)) hopefully to function better as a group because of increased
knowledge of how and why members of Lthel group respond in & certain
tanner . "
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REELL TS OF THE BOMKRD MEMEER FOGLIE GRCLIFES

‘ ANTRORUGTLON

This report summarizes the results of & series of Foster Gare
Feojeot boarad member foous group odiscussions, ALL twentyesix
participants were invited to attend one of three Foous groumps. M
total of twenty (774) board members and alternates participateacd im
this phase of the evaluation by attending one of the seesions. The
purpose of the discussions was to obtain feaedback from the mambers
concerning the project s effectivenesns., Mestings lasted abowt ninety
mimates and took place cduring the Lamth two wesks oF Auaust, 986,

This was slightly more than & vear after prodect reviews started,
Farticipanta were commenting on fiftean months of experisnoe au bosrd
mambers,. The sessions were Led by an dodependent evaluwator ancd were
auciotape recorded to ensuere accurate reporting of paetlolpant
conments, Each group addressed the same series of guestions (Sppenc s
(O
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Farticipant comments are summarized below., BEach seobion
summar i was participant Feaction o o Bpecifio topie ouuestdoan., T e
Tillustrative comments’ in each section do mot o exbadst the s
but are intended represent bthe scope and rlohmess of what waws waild,
with special attention to the most frecguently mentioned comments.

FEEL TNGES  AROUT BOARD  ME MEERESH L F

The $iret gquestion addressed by each Qroups was "Overal by Hhow do
vouw feel about the time you speot as oa bosrd memberd Was il
werthwhi les"

Mowt membara of the group felt board memberohip was a werthebb e
guperience. Many raported dnceeases bobb dn knowledos and an persaonal
growth.  Others felt that by advocating for disadvantaged okl adeer
Lhey were forcing a generally unresponsi ve bureaucracy to funetd on
mora effectively. Some ambivalenoces wam expraswecd conceraing e
capacity of the hoard to actuwally bring about mueh Sharmoe .




Effectivenanss — 93

THLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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= It was & learning experience. [t was inter-
eating to see how the system works and doasn’'t
wer k.

- Definitely worthwhile. Both from from my own
point of view and it terms of value of project.

= Learned about thinga [ otherwise wouldn’'t bhave
known about in my own life.

- A a previous foster paremt | felt too many
kids were getting lost in the system., [ feel
this project will help stop that.

= [ especially enjoyed working with the minority
peaople.

= It was an aye opeaner. A lot of people were not
looking out for the kids ... particularly
minority kicds.

= We brouwght new ideas to the system.

- There was a gamut of people involved., Sone
were very concerned, but others were not. In
one review the social worker fell asleep.

- We made some recommendations that resol ved
some problems. [t made me feel good.

= Time wis worthwhile., We didn’'t have enough
time to follow kids all the way through.
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FROBLEME WITH BOARD QFERATION

The second question in the discussion was, "What kinds of
problems, if any, were there in the operation of the board? Where
there barriers to youw effectivenens? Was the relationship with the
agency satisfactory?"

A number of problems with operation of the boards were
identified. Many board members had complaints about agency social
workers and supervisors, Some felt that many social workers were
wnprepared and lacked interest (one fell asleep during a board
mepeting) .  Others felt that agency workers were defensive and seomead
intimidated by the board., Exacerbating the problem was frequent
turnever of social workers., This meant that the workers did not know
@nouwgh abaout their cases to help the board make useful
recommendations.  Also a consistent problem was lack of full
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attendance at meetingmw., [t wam shronoly emphasized that foster care
children nesd to attend. Roard meetings where parents and ohildiren
did not attend were felt by many to be a waste of time.

JLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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= The inter-relationships of the system don 't
work well. The social workers, child protec-
tion workers and the laws don’t work together
to get the kid into a permanent setting.

- A major barrier is lack of training for bored
members to deal with parents who come to the
mexetings.

= Not enough parents and kicds were there. County
workers were lukewarm. Letters of invitation
really didn’'t sancourage people to attend.

~ Some social workers that really got involved
and really did their job,. Others cdidmn’t care.

~- Bouial workers amd supervisors were oo proe
tective of family ==— mot willing to push and
make waves., Specific goals shouwld be et for
families and there showld be consecaences if
the goals are not achieved.

o Te often & social worker wouwlcd come in with &
thick case file and msay, "1 Just got this
Came, !

- Supervisors reed to be more active. Some
Just sat through the meeting wntil it was time
for them to mign the form,

- Some social workers went out of their way to
work with the board and seriously sought our
help. Otherse wanted us to ratify what they had
already decided to do.

= Clients need someone to advocate foar them and
guide them. The wsystem is very complicated and
there are many services avallable. Social
workers cdidm 't always seem up on this.

= Whern all the players were in the room ~-- the
child and the parentsg - [ could evaluate the
gituwation much better.

- Bome social workers were intimidated by board.
Supervisars often seemaed like they wanted to be
in oeontrol.  If the board recommended somathilng
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they didn't like, they didn't write it down.

-~ Hoard lacks power. ['m not suwre it should have
power, but it was frustrating not to see things
get done.

- Feedback ig important. In some cases we would
as for monthly updates to make swre things
moved along. This seemed to work,

=~ Hoard sometimes too large. Five members is oo
many. Three would be anough.

- Often too many peaple in the room. This can
intimidate the family.

- LIt wasl frustrating when parents were
obnoxious and disruptive. They should not be
allowed in the meeting if they behave like
thims,

= Bome social workers were not prepared. Meetings
were too long becauwse we had to try to sart
things out.

- Some workers were intimicdated and defonsi v

- Goals were not specific enough. Flans often
hao no timeline.
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EFFECT ON KIDS

The third gquestion was, "MHow, if at all, did the proiect affect
the kids whose cases were reviewed?"

Board member response to this guestion wams wide ranging. Many
members commented that children wheo attended the meetings seemed
plessed that someone was concerned abouwt them. Obther board members
felt that at least some reviews had stimulated progress in cases thatb
ware stagnating. A few board members were not able to make a Judgment
on the effect of the project on kide because of the relatively short
time they were involved and because of the abmence of feedback on
cases, Most board members felt that children must attend thedle
reviews if it im to have much effect on them.
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TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- A lot of kids liked it. There were people
there who cared what happened to them.

~ Bome went home early becausse they had & review
coming up. '

- I know we got two TFRs started that wouldn
have gotten started otherwise.

- Dlder kids (eight and over) should be & the
reviews., Some workers didm’t push to get the
kiclws there., [t Lthe kids and family ‘sl
opportunity for input and we learn more about
the case if they attend.

- Ite impartant for minority kide placed in mnoo-
minmrity settingm to attend. We can piock up
on things not apparent to those not tuned in to
the child’'s cultuwre.

= If kid is there, they may need support to deal
with and wnderstand the things sailcd abouwt them.

-~ Also, for some kides it ie not appropriste to be
in same room with crazy parents.

= Need to attend to cultural needs of minority
kics. Farticwlarly if they are placed in white
familiem,

=~ Many hkids laft the reviews with smnilews on bthedr
faces, '

= Review can force communication among those
concaerned if they are all brought together in
the same room.

= T don't know it we had & beneficial effent.
You'd need a control group to judge that.

KIDS REMAIN IN FLACEMENT TOO LONG?

The fourth question was: "Does it asem to you that some kicds
remain in placement too long? [ yes, what camn be done about it

There wam naearly universal agreement that some kicds are in fonter
care placement too long. Many board members fell that the legal
mystem puts too much eémphasis on maintaining parental righte and that
social workers are reluctant to challenge this., There was also
concern that about lack of specificity in goals and planning for
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mases., This was felt to encouwrage inaction.

TLLUBTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- We could all go on with stories. It's just
awful.

- My lawt case was a girl who entered fowter care
when she was thirteen months and ie now fifteen
years old.

- The system is designed to preserve paraental
rights rather than act in the best interest of
the hids.

= Court recommendations are neot backed wp. T+ &
parent shows the slightest sign of bheing ine
terested in the ohild, they start all over at
meuare one, There needs to be more account-
akbility.

-~ Farents are given too much power.

~ Workers are reluctant to start TFRs. They
don’'t feel they will be backed wup by the couwrt.

-~ Gome social workers do not want to rock the
bowat. They are scared of the couwrt.

= Courts won't do TFRe., The lLaws must change.

~ There are wome problems with minority ohildeen.
Indian Child Welfare Act needs reviasion.
Children are passed from family member to
family member. Indian advocates do not want
Indian ahildren adopted by white families.

- ldeal families are not available for minority
children., Some people refuse to consider leoswe
than ideal options.

w Exrpectations for soclal worker performance mot
clear. When there is a change in social
worker there is a change in philosophy of
proaviding services.,

w“ Some kicde need long-term ocare, but this shouwld
be something other than foster care. Foster
care ashowld not be a long«term option.

= Griteria not clear for making decisions about
cases,  This means that many kids just deift
along in the system.
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- There are other ways to provide permanant care
and still have foster care, but Hennepin GCounty
chooses not to do this,

- There should be a push for open adoption where
biological parent can still see the child.
Older children particularly still have ties
with thelr family. These should be respected.
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RIDG SENT HOME TO AVOID REVIEWSY

The fitth question was: "Did it seem that some kide are wsent home
to avoid reviews?"

Most board members felt that kide often were sent home to avold
reviews., Others didn't know if this was true or not. It was widely
sumpectaed that this practice was a way to aveid having to deal with
difficult cases. A suggested remedy is to hold schedulaed reviaews
whether a child bas been returned home or not.

TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- Abhaut 1/%-d of the cases that were schedal ed
for we were sent home Just before the revioews

~- Review should take place whether child goes
home or not.

- Kicdms sent home shouwld be followed-up to see if
they re-anter the system.

- We need criteria. Feroanency plans are nob
spellaed out well enough to make decisions.

- Foards should be part of the process that
decides if kids go homea.
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BEST TIME T0 SCHEDULE REVIEWS

The sixth gquestion was: "What would be the best way to time
reviews? Showld they be every six months even when a court review is
dene?"

Mout board members felt that roeviews shouwld be helcd every six
monthae whether or not a court review is to be conducted. Some,
howaver , were concerned abouwt unnecessary duplication of effort g
betwaan the two reviews and sugoested that they be held together. [t
was recommenced that there shouwld be flexibility to schedule revioews
more oftern tham s8ix months in cases where greater attention is needed.
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TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- They should be done whethar there is & court
review or not

- It would be nice to recelve fteedback on court
decisions.

- Gourt reviews are often perfunctory.  Admin-
istrative reviews shouwld be held when
sohedul ed.

- Bome shouwld be done oftener than six months.
This would depend on the individual case.
Younger children may neesd to be followed more
afteny; also children in crisis situation.

“ Twe reviews would be too much paperwork. L
two reviews are necessary they should be held
together.,

= (lder children feel they have too smuch county
involvement., Case goals need to be clear.
Intent of judges needs to be specified. There
shouwld be better coordination.
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FEEDBACH

The seventh question was: "What about feedback?™ Did yvow receive
adequate information concerning the effect of your recommendations on
kids whome camses youw raviewesd?"

Al though there were numerous comments on the efforts of the
liaison workers to keep the boards informed, many members commentead
that feedback was adeguate only when it was specifically recguaested.
The relatively short duration of the project was also cited as &
problem. Fresumably more information would be available on Cases
reviewaed a number of times.

TLILUWSTRATIVE COMMENT S
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= Tts frustrating when you don't know what
happened to a kid,

- Feadback ocourred only if you saw & kid again,
I+ case when homae or to the cowt, we didn't
finc owt what happened.

~ If we asked what happened, then we found out.
I learned to do thims,
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- The liaison workers were very good. They kept
us informed. They tried hard to answer our
questions.,

- Remtricted scope of project limited potential
for feedback. We would have gotten more feed-
back and it wowld have been more impoartant §f
this were a permanent institution.

= We got feedback only i+ we pushed. The court
ignored us., Tte would be & bad ldea to move
this system to the couwts. Hebbter to remain in
Muman services —-- with buffer for citizen
input.

-~ Foadback wasm weak. Showld be awtomatic. We
got good feedback only when we asked for it.

=~ Training of social workers shouwld emphasi s
importance of feedback,

-~ Liaison workers really tried to give ws feod-
back. There was not enough time to see real
effects on the kids.

- Documentation of board deliberations iw
eruetal v Some social workers demied that we
mace recommendations that
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DEFINITION OF SUCCESSFLL AND LUNSUCCESSFLIL REVIEWS

The elghth question was: "How would vou define ‘successdul ® and
‘unsueessstul © reviews?! ‘

Most board members had claar views concerning the attributes
which distinguished suwecessful from wnswecessful reviews. There was
wide agreement that coses were most likely to be succesasdul 4 there
was adequate information to guide deliberations. Information was most
likely to be adequate 1f everyons concerned with the cease attended the
meeting, if social workers were prepared and if there was a spirit of
cooperation in the meeting., Many also felt that the reviews were most
likely to be successful if they were goal oriented and if criteria for
decision-making were concraete.

TNLUSTRATIVE COMMENTES
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- [Reviews were successtull when everyone really
understood the situation. This happened only
when sveryone was premsent and when everyona
participated ~—- including social worker,
child and foster parent®.
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- We were successtul when we had backaground
information. [t is8 important that board
mambers keep their objectivity.

- I falt most successful when something concrete
came out of the process (when we made some
decigion that wouwld help the child more along)
and least successful when it was Jjust a bureau-
cratic exercise.

~ I was leamt swuccessful when social workers
were not prepared.

= Reviews more most successful when they were
goal oriented. When criteria were tangible.

~ Important for ftfoster parents to be there. Then
they can ventilate. Also, when many people are
present a kid's anger is distributed and not
focused just on one person.

~ Neaded anough information to make recommen -
ations.

- Reviews couldn’t be suwcoesmsful without
cooperation from agency social workers and
BUp@Irvi Gors.

- Everyone needs to be therey particularly the
child,

= A succeasful review was when thingms were aceom-
plished. Whan svervone was there and there
wat understancding.

= Wheare goals are clear and there is open shar-
ing among everyone. Sometimes workers and
supervisors had & hidden agenda -~ this
hindered things.
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CABES WHERE BOARDE WERE EFFECTIVE AND INEFFECTIVE

The ninth question was: "What factors were characteristic of
cases where the boards seemed most effective and least effective?!

A number of factors were ldentified that board members felt
contributed to ineffectiveness., Many board members sugogested that the
citizen review format is inappropriate for mentally retarded bida.
Their comments are discussed in the following section. Other board
members felt that older children were difficult because they ware
about to leave the system. There was also a suggestion that there are
barriers o helping minority children because of most beoard members
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lack of underwtanding of other cultures.

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- Older kids were difficult. Many had been in

placement & long time. There prob
going to be a lot of changes.

- Consistency of board is important.
members didn’'t show up enough.

ably werae nob

Seamer bear ol

= I+ minority kids are being reviewsad, | want to

know what kind of home they are pl

aced in or

what kind of treatment facility they are in.

I want to make sure that relevant
followed.

- Some parents were really Grazy. I

L aws are

£ they are

digruptive they shouldn 't be at the reviews.

= There is social pressure on parent

®m to try to

qQet thelir kids back., There shouwld be some way
for them to say that they don’'t want the

responsibility of being parents.

- Roard was most effective whan workers were

least threatened and confident. T

wame workers who talked abouwt the
genuine respect.

Mese were
familiae with

- Boards were least effective when workoers were

defensive, hostile, guarded.
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FROBLEMS WITH MR CABES

The tenth gquestion was: "Some problems have been reported in

reviewing MR cases using the current format.
be cdone in reviewing these cases differently?"

What do youw think shouwld

A number of suggestions were made for changes in the review

format for MR camem. The most common sugoesti

on wae to discard or

reviae the review form. It seems to suggoest a capacity for change

that most MR ahildren do not poossess. Tt was
mases do not need to be reviewed so often and
five membher board.

aleo sugoested that MR
do mot reguire a full
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-~ MR cases were difficult, Form does not apply
to the profoundly retarded.

- MR cames are different from the others. Bub
process i8 still useful. Many parents came in
angly ancd left pleasased that we were interested.

= Had less impact MR cases. Nor should we have.
MR# are a whole different case. Freqguently
change is not a part of the plan. Intent was
to find & secuwre place for them. Very often
parents are heavily involved and so these kids
are less likely to be neglected.

- MR need to be reviewed, but not in this wavy.
Maybe just a single citizen to check on them
every now and then.

- It im tough on MR parents to face five people.

= Forms not appropriate. GOuestions don't fit
the camens.

=~ Process cdoesn 't work for MR cases. For the
most part are they are long-term and nothing is
really going to change. AN acdministrative
review every aix months is8 redundant.

- Reviews are mandated, but don’'t nesd to be so
aften; maybe a year of even every @ighteen
monthes.

- Reviews seam bad for MR parents. Makes them
guilty.

- Reaviewsn are neaded for MRs when there are prob-
lems with placement. Maybe parents should have
auwthority to ashk for reviews.
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RECOMMENDED LEVEL OF BOARD AUTHORITY

The eleventh question was: "What level of authority showld
citizen review boards have ... advisory or something else?”

There was some disagreement concerning the proper level of
auwthority for citizen review boards. A majority of members felt that
the board should remain advisory, although it was emphasized that the
board meeds the auvthority to receive follow-up information on Choem.
Others felt that an advisory capacity is not ernough and that the board
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shouled have power to enforce its recommendations. 6 appeals mechanism
was suggested where social workers would have to request permission
not. to follow-up on recommendations with which they disagread.

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- We represent the community and the social work-
@re represent the bureaucracy. It i ouwr jJob
to mducate the social workers concerning
community mneeds.

- Hoards shouwld be advisory, with powaer to
maritor and follow-up cases. Bocial workers
shouwld have the real auwthority.

- With more training, baard would have more
impact it it bad some more authority.

- It would bhe neat if there were guardian ad
litems for everyone. [If they were at the
reaviews they would put more pressuwre on the
msystem to follow through on recommendatlons.

- Burden shouwld be on social workers to provide
proot as to why board recommendations werse not
followed, Give them a chance to appeal board
Fecommendations.  Administration would review
the appeal and enforce recommendations that
are upheld. As it is8 now, social workers oan,
and often do, ignore the board.

- Many social workers respected our suwgoestions
and incorporated them into the plan.

- L[The boardl should be advisory, but shouwld have
pawer to make recommendations —-- to add things
to the plan.
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RECOMMENDAT LONS

The twelfth and )ast question offered board members wasy "What
are youwr suggeations for changing the way the board operates?"

Many suggestions were offerecd,. Most of these highlight ancd
summarize issues raised in the previous discussion. Specific
recommendations concern the aize and composition of the boards,
training for board members, length and amount of time committed to
bwing a board member, scheduling of review sessions, and the role of
atatt asmistants to the board.
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TLLUBTRATIVE COMMENTE
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SIZE AND COMPOSITION

Boards could be smaller, but with an odd number
of participants to break tie voltes.

Twe member panel was sufficient to do the worhk.

Members of boards need to respect differing
values and cultures of families. Selesction of
board members should pay attention to this.

My board was tom homegeneous.  Too many Buman
service types. We need more administrative
people and people with business experience.

There should be more effort to mix wup types of
people on the board. To do this it might be
necessary to have larger boards.

Not enough minority members, More should be
recruited. Make sure the board ie represent-
ative of community.

Too many professionals and people with foster
care experience were on the board. We need
more "normal” people.

Froftessionals should chair the board., It iws
primarily an administrative task., Use someone
net connected with the case.

THATNING

i

Training for the boards is critical. The
manual was excellent., You need something to
take away with you.

Traiming meeds to be on-going. When you start
out vouw don’'t know what youw are getting into.

There showld be more traiming in mechamnics of
running the board. Role play and practice
would have helpad.

Chairs of five member boards shouwld have more
training.

There shouwld be more training in minority
concernm. Without knowledge of the law,
particularly the Indian Child Welfare Act, the
board couwld make a mistake that would result
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in court intervention.

- There should bhe more training 4n mental illness
and sexual abuse. Even the social workers were
quite ignorant,

TERM OF COMMITMENT

- Should attend to board member burnouwt. PFeople
should stay on board for a while and then get
off (about 18 moanthm). This should be wstagger—
ed B0 there are always experienced members.
Alwo, have option for membars to serve |onger
or to return at later time.

~ Hoard members should have staggered appointmant
®m there are always superience members.
Contimuwity with ehild showld be stressed. They
shouldn 't always be seeing new faces.

~ Paople on board shouwld bave lengthy commd tment
but mot too long (say two years.) Avoid
institutionalization of velunteers.

= There was & problem with absenteeism. Board
members who can’'t honor thelr commi tments
shouwld be discharged,

- Neeed to be flexible. Bood people bhave bumy
sohedules and can't always attend., Use alter-
nates when regul ar members can’'t attend. Maybe
more alterpates are needed.

= The time commitment of board participation was
much more than expected., Need to kesp that
manageabl 6.

w Yo naeed to be on it more than six monthe teo
see 1f it will really work,

~ Need to keep the boards together. You devel op
constructive relations with other membera.

MEET ING SCHEDUL.E

= Boheduling of meetings shouwld be flexible. The
project was very conslderate about that.

= There mshould be flexibility in timing of
reviews., Hoard should have power to ask for
A omonth reviews.,  Should also have the power to
aslk for mini-reviews to check on interim pro-
e,
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- Evening review meetingms for parents who work
during the day would be helpful.

ATTENDANCE

= I Don‘t know if the supervisor shouwlcd be thera.
On the other hand, reviews may improve commun-
ication between social worker and supervisor.
Sometimes the board resolves conflict between
gucial worker and supervisor.

~ It dis important for everyone to be there.
Attendance must be emphaslzed.

PROJECT S8TAFF ASBIBTANTS

- Facilitators were excellent. They knew what
they were doing; were objective and inform-
ative.

-~ lLiaison is very important., Liaison workers
welre very good.

OTHER

- Hoard members should have mpportunity to venti-
late., Summary at end of session was good.

~ Newd more informal and social events to buwild
morale and cohesion., Bive recognition to hoard
membars.  We nead strokes.

~ Overall, people should have more feelings for
people. Showld focus on family and not just
the child.

= Litizens ask gquestions that parents are want to
ask but are afraid.

= The role of the board showld be made clesrer to
the social workers.

- Ghild protection cases showld be reviewed s
waell as child welfare.

- Hoard should have power to remove craxy and
disruptive people from the meetings.

- Need to pay attention to riahts amnd views of
parents. Emphasize that in volunteer place-
ments natuwral parents do not surrender all
control .
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« This kind of review process shouwld be imple-
mented in other counties imn the state.
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HBURVEY OF HENNERIN COUNTY FERSCONNEL

In order to gather information on the opiniong of Hennepin County
social workers and supervisors who had attended reviews, at the
monclusion of the project, & swevey (Bee Appencix B was sent o oall
personnel who had attended at Least one review, A total of L40
Questionnalres were sent, 104 to social workers and Sb o supRrE v SOF .
fime MAppendix B for open ended comments.  Table [ shows Uhe Dreeacdown
of persons sent surveys hy uanit.
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Reminder notices were sent to those who had not returned thelr
completad swveys after tLhree weaks,  The final ; Ceaw Wy
oui e oo, resulting in the following percentaces st Lt Dy uma
A can be seen, the child weltare and mental retardation umnits
gxhibited & very high response rate for a mal led ouests onmnadee.
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Fable LTI omn the following page shows the fimnal compositLan of
cruestd onnalres recelved by wunit.
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Respondents were ashked bto indicate how long they bad bean
emploved in their current capacity. The results of this question are
whown below. Responses ranged from less than one vear to 28 years,
with the majority of responses falling in the 1 vear or less category.
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Respondents were aleo asked to indicate bhow many raeaviews which
included citizen members that they had attended. Table V indicates
that supervisors attended significantly more reviews than individual
social workers, since they may have supervised a number of cases
aelected for the project. The majority of socdal worbkers (785%)
reported attending one or two reviews, while 88% of supervisores
reported attending more tham 2 reviews.

Twenty—-one (81%) of the supervisors responding had acted as board
chairs in Model 11 reviews.
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TARLE V
SELF-REPORTED NUMBER OF CITIZEN REVIEWS ATTENDED
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Table VI summarizes agency personnel ‘s initial attitude toward
the idea of citizen inclusion on review boards. The largest
proportion of bhoth social workers (474) and supervisors (SO%)
indicated that they were unsure of the idea. Only 14 (13%) indicated
that they were initially positive toward the idea of citizen review,
however a larger proportion of supervisors indicated a powsitive
initial reaction.

TABRLE VI
INITIAL REACTION TO THE IDEA OF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDES
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TR TR LD T ROV YD R OIS CTRD U301 EREY D VIO GO0 ERR AR (132 0 YOS ST SIUAD LIV SR EUMH OIS JSEAE LR 20 BHAN U8 SUID (MR U RS0 [ETID NL0LD SOCH SR LSS EOAD SO0 0TEE a0 MVAH 53060 VML ULLED OO0 OVD SRMD LBOOD ASH 10000 L2 2R AATD SO ST UMY M0 S 0360 0 w2 i S0

The majority of negative comments explaining initial negative
raactions centered arouwnd problems with MR reviews, problaemns
accommodating additional requirements, expected criticism and none-
integration of the project into case functioning.

FROBLEMS WITH MR REVIEWS. Many of the more negative initial
reactions centered around the review of MR cases. One respondent
stated, "my initial reaction was more in terms of MR clients than
clients from other programms. I do not think thig type of review is
needed or appropriate for the MR program. Our families are pub
thirouah so much as it is and bave problems other families do not face,
an additional reviews just add to their burden." Another MR worber
commented, "it was a questionable use of time. MR placemsnts are
genarally valuntary, these are long term placements, and 1t is8 rare
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that they change." Bimilarly, "AlLl of my MR placements are already
aver reviewed by administration, etc., court advocates, MR guidelinens,
health department, state MR roviewms."

ADDITIONAL REGQUIREMENTS. Some respondents felt that the addition
of citizen participants only added to the problems of case managQement.
One soclal worker commented, "whern there i not time to do all of the
necessary work to meet practical needs, it is particularly distracting
to do things that do not seem to meet & practical need.’” Another
stated, "their [CRE'#] attitudes inevitably only add more pieces to
the already complex questions. They have their own biases, they are
ot neuwtral, each having their own ax to grind, mo to speak,”

EXFECTED CRITICISM. Another aspect related to initial negative
reaction was the feeling that citizens would criticize and second-
guess worker 's decisions. One respondent stated, "my initial reaction
wam that the boards were in place to monitor the caseworker and to
hold the woarker accountable (which ism 't wunreasonable) , but T wanted
the foous to he on how to better serve the olient and the abild in
placement, I wan concerned the focus would be omn "coming down' on the
worker for not providing swfficient services an dn reprimanding). My
experiences, while not extremaely helpful, were certainly not demeaning
in any way." Similarly another worker wsaid, "originally I felt it was
a question of my integrity as to why I placed a child,"

NCON=INTEGRATION OF THE FROJECT. One problematic aspect of the
project was that it was not percelved am a part of the ongoing systen,
but rather as amn additional estermnal requirement.  This was clearly
shown in one worker ‘s comment, "the are not an integral part of the
ayatem, do not learn or understand the wlitimate rewponsibility of the
gocial worker,. The system is cumbersome enough without this addition.
Chetks ancd balancos mesd to stop somewhere - and again ~ the assionecd
social worker is wltimately responsible anyway."

Opinion of GCRE's After the Froisct

Agency personnel were also asked iF their opinion of Citizen
Review Hoards changed after they had experience with the project.
Table VII showm that many persons did change their attitudes based on
their experience with the project. While %174 of workers opinilons
remainecd the same, 40% became more positive. Among supervimnors, S9A4
became more positive. UOnly 10 persons (9%) sald their opinion was
more negative at the conclusion of the project.
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TARLE VII
HOW OFINIONS CHANGED OVER TIME
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Remained the Same 41 (%1% 9 (JLA) e (4b6%)
Became More Negative 7 (9% SoCLen 1a ¢ 9@%)
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Five primary reasons for more positive feelings toward Gltizen
Review Hoards were given, these included, support for social worbkbers,
support for families and children, appropriate board operatidons,
community education, and inclumion of outside perspectives.

SUPFORT FOR BOCIAL WORKERS., As a reason for change Lo & more
positive opinion, several social workers volced simi)ar sentiments in
that they were surprised that the boards were supportive of their
work.,  One stated, "Citizens weren 't as judgmental or critical as
anticipated. In fact, most of the time they were very supportive of
how the came was being handled." Another saicd, "1 feel the citizens
review board generally supported me and also it let me krnow that they
underatood the needs of placement in some circumstances."  Yet another
commented, "I was impressed with the concern and sensitivity of board
members. By and large they were nice people. they offeraed positive
feedback to social workers and generally were supportive of their
wor k. "

SLUFFORT FOR FAMILITES. Several personnel expressecd the opinlon
that the boards helped to facilitate the review process for children
and families, For example, "The citizens were well trained and really
aeaned interested in the childremn in placement and what was best for
them." Another statecd, "Can be a good process Lo help ws keep focus
on child's needs as well as families." Additionally, one worker felt
the citizens could perform in ways differant from agency personnel ,
"The board was able, in one instance, to advacate for my client/child
in & way that I and other service providers could not oo in gilving
direct feedback to child and commenting on this particular situwation.,”
Another commented, "it gave parents, who are coping with the idea of
placing thedr child, & chance to get a sympathetic hearing."

AFFROFRIATE BROARD OFERATIONS, Several respondents were
complimentary in their remarks concermning board operations. Workers
made the following comments, "...J1 feel the persons involved were all
guite sensitive to the issues and confidential mnatuwe of this review:"
"Feople omn the boards were generally genwinely concermnaed, asked
relevant guestions and were not ‘a pain in the posterior’ -~ by asking
mot picky irrelevant guestions - this was much apprect atedy”
"aaamemnbers were more sincere and sophisticated in their input tham [
anticipated.” Fimnally, "All participants attempted to understand the
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indivicdual came, the issues and dilemmas invelved, to take into
considaeration the perspectives of the clients and worker rather than
imposing their own views on the case initially. The boarcds operated
in an effective problem solving mode."

Bupervisors also had many positive thimgs to say regarcding board
operation. One stated, "Hoards were knowledgeable of thelr charge.
Frepar-ed prior to starting assigoment, f.e., learned about agency,
courts, resources. Approached assignment with best interests of
children in mind, but also aware of limitations and barriers in moving
toward permanency.”" Another stated, "Sensible, informed
participation. where continuity of involvement was experienced, the
consistency of insight was very good."

EDUCATION OF THE GCOMMUNITY. Several agency personnel  al oo
commented on community education being a positive outcome of the
project. One social worker stated, "I ses some positives in that
citizen participation improves communication between ouwr agency and
the community. I€ makes us senwsitive to the ideas and concerns of the
coammunity and it helps the conmunity gain a certain comfort with ow
agency by dispelling myths and educating.'" Another stated, "1 think
it's important for citizen to know what their money is being spent for
angd the quality of workers in this agency, and the work done.,

Citizens meed to know the difficultiens we face as social workers and
the high rate of success we experdience - wusually the negatives hit €
press,

TNCLUSTON OF QUTSIDE FERSPECTIVE. The inclusion of an outeilde
perspective was seen as valuable by several agency personnel.  One
supervisor statecd, "Internal revisws are often not very meaningful in
that co-professionals tend to endorse each other ' s work for a variety
wf reamong. I feel the public sector meeds to bae informed and
waduwecated about the cases we deal with and that is is important for wa
bt get their feedback.” Another supervisor saicd, "At first 1 thowaht
witizen board members might not understand what problems we deal with
and would be amnother administrative hurdle rathar than a haelp, X
quickly discovered they did understand and wanted to help clients and
Wwe! Having someone from outelde the system either validate vour
thinking or offer suggestions for changes proves valuable (and
wel comed) " A social worker stated, "I enjoyed sharing the
expaerience and, at times, the responaibility of plamnming for children
in out of home placement, Like the sducation aspect of the process
(citizens came to wee how social workers made decisions) and aloo the
citizens’ perspectives from outslde the system."

When attitudes were reported to ramain the same or to becoms more
negative, other themes were identified,. These included problems with
MR reviews, amount of time neecded for these reviews, & perceived laock
of knowledge on the part of board members, and a lack of impact.

FROBLEMES WITH MR REVIEWS, MR workers continued beo feel that thi
type of review was unnecessary for their clientm. One worker stabted,
"I felt Just a general non-relevance reqarding MR cases - considering
heyand my case and spesking to other workers -~ not a real meaningful
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tormality.”  Specifically, "The model, in most cases, did not fit MR,

CREs TIME CONSUMING. RBoth workers and supervisors felt that the
process was too time consaming. One social worker state, "The reviews
are time consuming and seldom helpful in determining what direction in
which to proceed.”  In & similar vein & supervisor commentead, "Thera
ie considerable concern abowt the amount of time the review process
takaes and this is a reality. Placemant units do betweasn 10 to 20
reviews per month (60 are listed for CW services —approx.) with the
involvement of 3 county stads people amd others and with an average of
more thamn an howe per review, it 18 costly. This time must be
balanced against other ways time shouwlod be spent.”

LACK OF KNOWLEDGE. Some workers felt that the review boaerd
membigra dicd not have enough knowledoe to adeguately review cases. One
worker @tated, "I feel inexperienced people have a narrow view of the
fowmter care sywstem." Another stated, "Competent board members weere
mmlacted, they were qualified to review plams but wera oot gual i filed
or edperiencecd anowgh to make casework suogentions, "

LAGh OF IMFAGT. Several felt that the process did not vield
conerete romsul e, A social worker said, "D didn’t see where 1t mace
any difference in case plan or goals," and similarly, "Saw ne
chifferance in outoome or mach in progress. ' Anothaer felt that the
process resulbted in rubber atamp endorsement, "Another hoop foe
workerm, don 't feel it was wmefal, Ffelt Like another way my  ducdoment
was heing questionaed, invasion of my privacy for clients; a time
consuming, ansiety producing process o rubber stamp an alraeady
developed plamn. "

Fatinges of GCitizen Review Boards

Agency personnel were asked bto rate Citizen Review Boards on
seven aspectse of functioning on a five point scale from stieongly
agrea to strongly disagres. These areas of functioning includeds
(L) CRECs demonstrated knowlaedae and wnderstanding of the
aclministrative review process, (&) CRE's demonstrated knowledoes
and understanding of the substitute care system, 3 CREB'a
lemonstrated knowledoge and understanding of the legal system, (4)
GRE s asked questions that were relevant to the case, 5 CRE's
cemonstrated sensitivity toward involved personms, (b)) CRE
demonstrated a respectful attituwde toward attending parties, (7)
CHRE & sugaestionsg were releavant and practical .

Table VIIL shows the percentage of respondents indicating
that they sither somewhat or strongly agreed with each of the
areas of functioning. Ratings of the functioning of the review
Doards waere generally high, with the maiority of rewsponcding
agency personnel reporting that they either agreed or strongly
acraec that performance criteria were met ftor each of the seven
B R R
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TABLE VIII
RATINGS OF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS (CRH's)
(PERCENT WHO SOMEWHAT OR STRONBLY AGREE)
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CRB's demonstrated knowledge and
understanding of the administrative
review process 73 (923%) 38 (100%) {3 (94%) ns

(RB's demonstrated knowledge and
understanding of the substitute
care system b7 (86%) 28 € 93%) 75 (B8%) ns

CRB's demonstrated knowledge and
understanding of the legal system 45 (38%) 24 ( 80w 49 (a4%) #%

CRB's asked questions that were
relevant to the case 62 (79%) 27 { 90%) BY (BZ%) ns

CRB's demonstrated sensitivity
toward involved persans 69 (88%) 26 ( 930 97 {98%) ns

CRB's demonstrated a respectful
attitude toward attending parties 73 {95%) 28 ( 933%) 181 (94%) ns

CRB's suggestions were relevant and
practical 32 (68%) 23 710 15 (78%) ns
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##Chi-square difference significant at the p ¢ .81 level
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and gquestions (other two citizens seemed bo understand) .

UNDERSTANDING OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW FROCESS.  This item
tied for the highest overall rating. For this dtem, 47 persons (45
strongly agreed and another 96 (514) agreed that CRE members
demonstrated knowledge and understanding of the administrative review
process. A supervisor noted that there was "good managaement and
training of volunteers.,' Another supervisor adds, "Ditizen revieawers
meem to have been adequately trained for their task in the important
aspects of placemants services and laws.  Thay also seem to have
prepared adequately for individual reviews, which ie a compliment to
the Statf Assistants."

UNDERSTANDING OF THE LEGHL SYSTEM.  The lowest ratings were obven
in regard to understanding the legal system. While 63% elther agroed
or strongly agreesd that an adeguate understanding of the legal sywbams
as it applies to substitute care was demonstrated, another @&8% ned ther
agreed nor disagresd, and 1357 either disagreed or steonaly ol sagreaed,
(One respondent commented, "Citlzen Review Hoards seem Lo assume Leoal
ramedl es where none exist, " -

LNDERSTANDING OF THE SUESTITUTE CARE SBYSTEM. Twanty-eight (26%)
informants ‘atrongly agreed’ that citizen participants demonstrated
kmowledge and whaderstanding of the substitute ocare sysbem,  OAnother &7
(A1) ware somewhat in agreement, 8 (774 neither agreaed mnor olsagreed,
anc five 4%) somewhat disagreed. One person sugoestecd, "thedr
knowledge of our options in case planning was limited by their lack of
evparience due to not working in the field."  Another stated, "board
members seemned to wderstand the foster care placements but no the
euardi anship~adoption process (with some notable exceptions.)”

RELEVANGE OF RECOMMENDATIONG, This area also received a
ralatively low endorsement.  One agency agency respondaent expl ainecd,
"I found the review board members to be generally supportive of the
child, but not experienced enowab o offer mnew dnformation for
planmning and reviewing the placement.” On the other hand, ane
rempondent commented "I was pleasantly suweprised to find that citizens
wer@ not offernsive, seemed understanding but mad sugaestioans in the
araas they though warranted it."  Another stated, "1 felt supported by
their judgments and recommandations, "

RELEVANCE OF BOARD S QUESTIONS, One third of the respanding
parties strongly agreed that he question of the Citizen Review board
members were relevant bto the handling of the case. U4 (G00) somewhat
agreed, twelve neither agreaed nor disagreed, and seven disagresd
somaewhat,  As one dnformant raelated, "review boared members seoemed bo
improve aver the months in their knowledge and understanding of
Pl acament ssuen, a8 incdicated by thelr guestions.” Anotbher wsaicd, "1
cannot respond Lon this item) becauwse there were hardly any guestions
awked on the guardianship cases.  They ware all very mice and very
reepectful bt had little to add to the work being dome with state
war e,
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Scheduling of Reviews

For the most part, little difficulty was reported in the
scheduling of reviews with Cltizen Review Boards (see Table I1X).  The
majority of respondents (7874) reported that sehecduling witg oaiy or
very @asy (40%) or were neutral on this item CH72) . One supervisor
reported, "The difficultien presented by the Project relate largely to
logistics., The scheduling is complicateds removing it from oue
control has been & frustration and, at bimew, & majior dnoconveniemnece.
Communication regarding scheduling was not adequate for the firet foew
monthis, but FProject stadd macde concraete offorts to dmpeove in that
area.

TARLE X
DIFFLGULTY TN SCHEDULING REVEIEWS WITH CREC @
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INCREASED COMMUNITY UNDERSTANDING. Agency peresonnel werae al so
amked to enumerate what they faelt were the benefits of oibleaen
invalvemaent on review bhoards,  The most commonly mentioned bhenetit was
the increased wunderstancding of placement §ssues aalosd by bthe oibizen
participants, and in turn, by the community as & whole.  One
raspondent stated, "I fewl the more information (knowladoge) the
average non-invoalved citizen has about soclial services, bthe better off
we all are.”  Another agreed, " the public may become more
enlightenad’ abouwt bthe difficulties involved in the foster care
wywtem, "

TNGREASED TNTERACTTION WITH THE COMMUMITY. Some felt that the
increased community involvement in the substitute care sysbtem might
Fesult in long—term bemeditsn to the providing agencies,  One
respondent sugaested, "...the general public will have a better
understanding of the difficultioes we sometimes face in dealing with
the issue of permanency. They could in some way assiat in getting
funcing, additional resources, or statf to do a "better ' job."
Anather said that citizen involvement would provide for, ¥
understanding of the complexity of the placement process and bthe many
difficulties that can be encountered - wider exposure of social workar
competence, and better interaction with the commuanity in general .

AM QUTSIDE PERSPECTIVE.  Another freguent theme was that oltizen
invalvemant provided & new, sometimes cifferent perspective on
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placemant altermnatives, As one responcdent salcd, "o it s dmportant to
viaw the placement process from many perspectives ~ qualified persons
from the community certainly represent one perspective. Tt helps keop
the workers within the system from developing a narrow view on how the
placement process showld operate."

GREATER ACCOUNTARILITY. More than one agency statf member
sugaesnted that citizen inveolvement wouwld result in greater agency
accountability; "the parents amd social workers are accountable more
directly o representatives of the community. "  Another pointed owl
the valuwe of, " other ‘heads’' to challenge need for placement and way
to resolve [thel need for placement ~ but only if volunteers arsa very
astute and know our aystem and children’'s families needs well.,"

reblems with Citizen Invelvement

o it B 0200 S N v v Seton Aty ws snive aette e o B BN S

CONFIDENTIALITY. Agency personnel were also asked to enumerate
what they felt were the negative aspects of citizen involvement on

review hoards, The most commonly voiced concern was that of
maintaining client confidentiality. One respondent state,

"guestioning of client-family values, decisions, lifestylos,
wepecially in a voluntary placement of a handicapped child, Lis al
canfidentiality/privacy violation for familles. Another agreed,
saying, "confilidential Cie a probleml and the difficulty of appearing
Beforae o grouwp of stranagers to discuss one’'s Life peroblems.  Also
there is the possibility that & citizen reviewer would kEnow or be
awara of a client in another context.”

TOO MANY FARTICIFANTS., Some respondents objected to the larger
mamber of review participants. One said, "the larger number cowlod be
overwhelming to clients who may already feel overpowerasd by the
‘aystem.  Having only 1-2 would be preferable to H." SBimilarly, "La&l
Large number of people ~ at time limits client participation,”

TIME REGUIRED FOR REVIEWS. Another negative dssue ralsed by
agency staftf was the amount of time required by citizen review hoards.
One stafd person stated, "Overall, citizen reviews took much more Cime
than regular reviews and the owtocome doesn 't appear to be diffarent.”
Arother said, "the most problematic thing wouwld be time congumplion,
as aur ordinary reviews have basically been a paper process, ancd f we
were bo team each case, 1t wowld take & lot of time."  HLill anothaer
infarmant agreed, "in general it seemed a lot of time to spend with
Little resalt — that ds, no placensents were changed as & resuwlt of
being in the review."

UNDERMINING AGENCGY DECISIONS, Some agency personnel were
concarmed that the citizen review boards might work fto undermine the
position or the decision of the agency.  One dndividual said, "it
would he a problem if the board opsrated to ariticize the system in
SRl Welfare Services - the board needs to work cooperatively with
the system to devise moare helpful ways to serve clients ~ the foouws
meeds to remain on the client and what their needs are.s"  One
respondent radsed the problem of, "resentment from agency personnel
that an owtsdder’ ds telling them how to do thedr jobs. 1f the
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review e in a locked format there may be no opportunity to dial ogue
ovaer points of disagreement."

GUAL TFTCATIONS OF BOARD MEMBERS. One person sugaested, "[thel
potential to get uninformed citizens not familiar with the fowter care
process who may ask dreelevant questions, or lack understanding to be
gensitive., " was a possible problem. Another stated, "one lLamon’
couwld eoreate quite a shir with media, stoc.  On btoe other hand, a
respondent said, "as long as their role is clearly defined and they do
ot become ‘policy setters’, limes of accountability are olear,
training and clarity of expectations adeguate, and board menbers make
Lald commitment for at least 1 year €0 ensues combinwity anc eachietion
of people involved for [Lthel client -~ 1 cam 't think of any major
prok ] ame.

Reconnendations for Implementation

SEHOULD CITTIZEN TNVOLVEMENT BEE MANDATEDDY  In rewsponmse te Shw
guestian, only 18 respondents (L84 felt that ciltizen involvement in
raviews should be mancdated.  The proportion of supervisors who
endorsed this was somewhat higher tham social workers 267 versus
LS4y but not at a statistically significant level. One respondent
said, "don't know," and ten persomns did not respond to this item.

TeklE X
SHOULD CITIZEN REVIEW BE MANDATED?
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WO SHOLLD ACT A BOARD CHATRY  The Largest percentages of bobth
warkers and supervisors felt that a social service suparvisor shouwld
marve as board chair. Twenty percent of respondents @eouponded to tihis
ptem weing the ‘other’ category. Many of these were respondents who
ined cated that edither o citizen or & soclal servioce SBupervisor weul o
be acceptable. Thirty-one persons did mnot respond to this dtem.
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TeELE XTI
FFMANDATED , WHO SHOULD CHATR BOARDE?
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HOW MANY CITIZENS SHOULD BE INCLUDED?  The inclusion of & citizen
hoard membersa was by far the most frequently andorsed sugoestion, with
aver half of the total persons reoponding to this item indicating this
option.  Approximately a third of respondents dndicated that the
inclusion of three citizen mambers wowld be preferable. Thirty-four
respondents (31%) did not answer this item.

TRBLE XTI
TFE MANDATED, HOW MANY QITIZENS SHOULD BERVE QN THE BOMRDS
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HHOWLD VOLUNTARY AND INVOLLUNTARY FLACEMENTS BE REVIEWED?  The
majority of respondents 9% indicated that both voluntary and
involuntary placements showld be reviewsd by citizen boarda. Forty
Frasponcents CI6%) disagresd.  Thirteen (1272) refused o answer.
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TABLE XTLX
SHOULLD BOTH VOLUNTARY AND ITNVOLUNTARY FLACEMENTS
BE REVIEWED BY CLTIZENG?
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Among those who thouwght both showld be reviewsd, many sadd
sgimply, "1 don't see any reason to treat bthem differently.”  The
opiniong of other was represented by the respondent who sadd, "Lit el
probably important to review all aspects of Bow & child gets dnto
placement — and how long Lhe/shel stave in placement ~ Mow placenaent
preooremnses, regardless Lofl whether Lthe placement) s voluntary or
invaluntary." Similarly, amothaer sid, "1 had both types reviewed amd
did mot asee any reason o exelude dnvoluntary. In practice we bave Lo
wark for the cooperation of clients. Court orders do oot Bold
placemaent together and seem o impress kids only the $iret timne
around.”  And another said, "Limbo in placement (voluntary o
involuntary) iw shill limbo ~ Lit's) detrimental to kids." Similarly,
one respondent stated, "I fail to see what difference there il between
a cowrt-ordered and veluntary placement with regard to assessl o
appropriateness, lLemngth of stay., involvement of family, case plan,
gt . The providers are the same, and services showld be meeting tLhe
meed of the client and family regardless.

Gome respondents felt that dnvoluntary placements were special
cases that did mnot lend themselves to review by citizens., One
Fasponcaent said, "In dnvoluntary placements, parents are ofben Roshis e
- resistant. More people escalates things." Obthere felt that bhe
raview of dnvoluntary placements duplicated the services provided by
the court., One respondent said, "Lthel cowt already raviows
invaluntary placemaents —~ acdditional reviews arae cumbersomes acdadl tional
work for overworked staff."  Another stated, "7 see no point dn Raving
long=term couwt-orderad placements reviewad by citisen panals. The
aituation is spelled out, plans of action are clear-cut and nothing
henaeficial would be gained."  Another added, "Involuntary ol acoemsnts
are already reviewed by the cowt and imn this county the ochildren also
Mave oguardian acd litems to represent them - in adadition the soodal
warker must deal with the parents, treatment resources, parents
attorneys and often minority advocates ~ to have another set of people
to overses the process from "oubside” the system seems Lo me
Aucennive."

O the othaer hanc, some agency respondents swogoested that
valuntary placements were not appropriate for administrative review b,
citizens.  One stasd member recsoned, "becawse olients who are
valuntarily placed generally are in long term placements, there are
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not goals for the family, amd the object is not to return home, "  In
contrast, another agency warker sugoested, "voluntary placements are
often more problematic than couwrt ordered placements.  Foster oaea
‘Wrift ds more likely to ocour in voluntary placements. "

SBHOULD MR PLACEMENTS BE REVIEWED BY CITIZENGTY Forbty-three (14
of agency respondenta felt that MR cames showld be reviewsd in the
wmame manmer as other cohildren in placement., Forty-one persons (49%)
of those responding disagreed., Twenty-six individuals did not answer
this question.

TARLE XTIV
SHOULD MENTALLY RETAORDED CHILDREN BE REVIEWED
IN THE SAME MANNER A8 OTHERS IN PLACEMENTY
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Among those who jdid not feel that the same review process was
appropriate were those who felt bthat it was & diffioult and
unnecessary hardship for parents. One agency statt member reported,
"marents seem to feel they ' re being beld responsible for thaeilr aohild s
condition, guilty oar suspect of something. They e@xixperiences enough
pain and complications in regard to bthedir ehildren s oconditions,

This opinion was e@chosed by another respondent who said, "the majlority
of these placements are volumtary and done by parents who are carino
and concerned and totally invalved with their children s heal th and
werl fara,  Most parents will resent the involvement of ‘strangers’ in

elealing with the private, personal atfairs of thelr familises."

Bome respondents falt, "Lthael issues are different - wusually
there are not ‘goals’ for parents/childeen. Foems don 't apply to both
Camat many guestions are not applicable for voluntary placement

sitwationa." Similarly, "Lthel case plan is generally long-term out
of Mome care due to the ohidld s naoecs. CThed current emphasi s of
administrative reviews on reuniting family is wsuwally misplaced. |
believe came situations certainly bear reagular reviews (maybe vearly)
Bt with an emphasis on appropriateness of placement amd auwdiliary
e vi cem.

I conteast, many agency raspondents felt that the range of
available services for MR clients warranted the same review as obher
placemaent types,  An it was put by ome respondent, "with oall the ine
Mame services and other support services avallable for MR chi ldeen,
owt of home placements showld be mondtored as closely as other
placemaents,” Another suggested, "alternatives to placemsnt can be
reviawed for thelr appropriateness ~ Ff alternatives are not
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avallable, this cdeficit can be docuamented and other services can be
developed and implemented to correct this situation.,"

It was pointed out by one respondent that “some ME children are
placed for similar reasons that other childreen are in placement.
There shouwld not be the assumption that being retarded aubtomatically
equals placement. There are already many review mechanisms but they
lomok at different things for different reasons ~ pDErFhaps some
coordination of these efforts wouwld be most effective." Another
anency stafd member related, "I am working with a couple of borderlineg
retarded, and the same review process makes soense for them.



Effectiveness — 125

RESUL TS QOF WOREER

AND  BUFERVTBOR FOGUS BROUFS
ANTERARUC L LN

This report summarizes Lhe results of two foous group sessionss
GUne with Supervisors, and anothaer with Caseworkers, both groups belno
involved in the Foster Care Review Froject. Nine individuals were
invited to attend each session, The ordterion ased to aelect those
be invited was attendancs at the greatest number of review session.
Boolal workers had participated in 4 to & boards, and supervisors bad
attended 11 o 28 sessions.  Attending bhoth sesslons were
rapresentatlves of Child Frotection, Chilo Welfare, and the Maental
Hetardation divisions, Three representatives from each anil wera
invited to each session.  The purpose of the foous Qroups was to
abhtain feedback from social workers who had had cases reviewed unicder
the project and Supervisors who bad participated in reviews whare
catirena were present. The meetings lasted & Lithle moare Tha one
Py and ware conducted the second weesk in Oobober, idy by an
independent evaluator.  Although in ditferent order, o G LA W
aloed Lhe same serdes of guestions (Bppendix B, Thres Pamem weree
audiotape recaorded to insuwes acowracy noeeoordlng conments.,

e

FRESUL TS CF  CABETWCRKER  GROUF

gach topie aresd (o presented in three parbtar (L) the actual cguestson
mesee bo the foeuns growp members, ) oa brdet synopss s of what wi
wadd, and €5 somne representative comments from parbilolpants., e twe
groups are beve separated for compardson pueposes, wibth the
Laseworkers presented First,

O EFFERENGE  INOTOME BETWEEN CUTEZEN AND ADMINLE TR TIVE REV TN

The firat gquestion addressed by Case@workersa was "From your
g e d mree, was the amount of time that vow needed to peepacs for
rEevi ews wheare olbiraens were invaolved any diffarent crom the amoust of
i mer neaded to prepare for the agency s acdmindetratdve reviaew.

Mot of those responding stated that it took more Gime Lo meapaes
For raviews whearea ol birens were Jnvelvec, The acelitiomal Clme was
meedad for preparation, organizing the meetings, and soheduling those
vl ved ., Twey Cameworkars repartaed that the weviews where cibizens
weire dnveslved odid mot take more time than wsual .

FLLUSTRAT TVE  COMMENTS

o e o mer Lt took marea time, Deoause Flewst o ae oraami mer
came o me and wanted a fila, but tham would @l so

chi senases with o me who to dnvite to the meating. I ey
warntee A verbal case summary from ome, even though L ha
acdmimi stered b at the time of the raview,
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~ More time. [ would spend more time working with the
coordinator, just trying to organize the meetings.

—- gpend a lot more time with the the citizen review.
Spend more time scheduling everyone involved., It's not
Foutine and not worth the time.

= Would also say more time consuming. Scheduwling was
real arbitrary.. .l was talod when, and that was wsual ly
inconvenient.

EASE R DIFFICULTY WORKING WITH FROJECT STAFF

The second guestion in the discunmnt o was "Were the project staff
@asy or difficult to woark with imn terms of scheduling revisws and
putting together case summard s

ALl of the Caseworberse roported that the project stadt wers easy
to work with, although they frequently mentionsd that it was mors €ilme
consuming ane that scheduwling wam a hassla.  When asked to expandd on
the comment that the projiect staft were easy to work with, bwo
cagaworkers nentioned that the project stafs bad helped in the
preparation of materials, and one mentioned that the stafd went out ¢
their way to accommodate the schecdule of the Caseworkar.,

TLLUSTRAT IVE COMMENTS

1 ot s o
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=~ Project staft wswally prepared the materials and [ dust
clid my stufsf. Boeheduling was & bicg pain, . he woule sav.
"You need to be there at suweh oand suel & times " and [ owowld
have to wsay, "I can’'t be."

- 1 hMad mno problaems with the staff of the roview projiect.

= Mowre time consuming, bub Mot difficult to work with,
Btatd want out of their way to accommodatea. .. trying to
wehedule things far anough ahead.

~ Ne problem working with statf. A lot more preparation
than wusual though.

~ Hobkh project staff eaasy to work with, in many cames Shey
prepared the case sunmary for  omne. Thelr was & hassle with
heing in am owtlylng office and having o mend cames, anc
then not getting them back for a week, but that s just
apacific to my office.
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FREFERRED MODEL FOR GITIZEN REVIEW BOARD.

The third question asked, "You were in & unique position to
participate in and observe the operation of both types of oitixen
review boards (1) one of which imcluded five citizen members and
wam chaired by one of those citizens, and (2) the two citizen
mambar boards which were chalred by independant agency
Bupervisore, Which of theme two models did vou prefer and why?"

Mawst of the Caseworkers responding to this questdon
prafarred the two citirzen mamber board.  The reasons for thias
preference varied: one thought the smaller board was ]ooss
threatening to the child involved, one thouwght the btwo membar
baard required less preparation on the pert of the worker, and
another thought that the less formal atmomsphere of the smaller
group facilitated better questioning from the citizens and were
mear e manaceabl e,

TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- I had bath types and I cam’'t tell youw which [
preferred. The ones with more people involved lasted
longer because there were mare questions asked.

- 1 thought the smaller group worked mach better, Teaes
many paeople dinvolved in the five member board, Loo many
people for child bheing placed,

~ The +ive member board was too crowded.  You baod teo be
wall prepared for all the questions that they wouwld
amk.  Too much preparation.

= The amaller boards were more manageable. The bigoer
ores tended o be more formal.  Things |Looasened wp in
the smaller ones, member gquestions were bethter.

EASE OR DIFFICULTY WAORKING WITH CITIZENG ONM REVIEW BOARDES

The fourth question wam, "On the whole, would you say that
citizen involvement on review boards helped or hindered the casework
procews?  This includes case planning."

Two=thirds of the Caseworkers poalled commented that ol tizen
involvement on review boards made no differance on the casseworhk
EIE €300 GBS o Two Caseworkers said that citizen involvement hindered the
casework process by complicating things and by violating the privacy
oaf the parents.



Effeotivenens — 126

DLLUSETRATIVE COMMENT &
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- Hindered. I othink it complicated things in - mowt
cases. Just another imposed review board that [ don’t

= [ don't think it helped or hinderaed.

L odon 't think it made any difference...there were btwo
peccasions where they brought wup things that [ hadn 't
thowght of, and in that way they werae Palpful.

- No differencs. I think that it’'s & violation of
privacy for parents.

= N@ eifterence, Shouwld have a certain way to meleot
or apt thoase that are in the project.

= Neither, I othink 4t i9 & serdiows braeach of
confidential ity

WHERE GETIZEN REVIEW ROARDS SHOUWLD BE HOUSED

The fifth question wam, "Many suoeoestions bave bean macle
ragarding where citizen review hoards showld be howsed §f fthay were
mandatecd.  These suggestions have included (L) within the social
Bervices department, 2) within the cowt system, amnd R as an
independant outside agency.  Whioh of these opbiong oo vou think wowl
worls best, and why?!

Al though two=thircds of the Cameworbers really did mnot know where
they wouwld like to see the citizen review bhoards housaed, two of these
stated that they thought the boards should not be with the cowt.,  Two
athaer Caseworkers thought that i+ they couwld change things, the
citizen review boards showld be within the cowt syatem, as that was
where the mast difficully was,

FLLAJESTRAT TVE COMMENT S

A A G S U A S I B Y e

w Tk showld mot be with the cowrts.

= IF the board couwld ahange things, | would want thaem
attached bto the cowt because in Child Protection
that ‘6 where most of bthe difficulty getting things de.

w The couwt. That s where the main problem s,

= Inappropriate to have it with the court.
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HOARD MEMBERS SLUPFORTIVE OR NONSUFFORTIVE . OF CASEWORKER EFFCRTS

The sixth question asked, "Did you feel that citizen review board
membera were generally supportive or nonsupportive of the work that
yauw were trying to do?  Why?!

ALY of bthe Caseworkers found the citizen board members supportilve
of the work the Caseworker was trying to do. This support dsuwally
followad a certain amount of explanation to the board members. One
Caseworker maid that citizen reviewere asked approprdabe oguestions
that didn’t put the client on the spob.

T LUSTRATIVE  GLAMMENT S
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-~ Supportive. Asked appropriate questions. Didn t ashk
guestions that put the client on the spot.

- Supportive, Tt took a lot of explaining to tell thaem
what we had domne, but once we had dome that they
accepted what we had done, and were supportive.

w Supportive., Certainly a lot of explanation inveolved
in telling the board what [ had done and why. Had to
tell them what is poswible in placing & chilel.

- Generally supportive, Home people who weren 't
familiar with the agency cowldn 't understancd some of
the roadblocks.

- Bupportive. After a certaln amount of eduacation.
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MOESBT FOSITIVE EFFECT OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

The seventh question asked of Casewarkers was, "What would vouw
dddentify as the most positive aspect of citizen involvemant on review
boarcds?"

The majority of the Cameworkers found no positive aspects of
eitizen review boards beyond what was already being domne. One
Gasaworker thowgbt that citizen involvement had the positive effect of
increasing awareness of the placement process to those outside of the
agency.  Another Caseworker was provided with some support in the dob
they waere doing from the clitixen board members.
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TLALUWETRATIVE  COMMENTS

= I really domn't think that there s any positilve
effect, beyornd what we' re already doing.

= Frovided some support in letting me know that T was
doing a goad job.

=~ @ives awarensss to someons owbsdode the agency. as far
as what we do... what s involved in placing & achild.
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MOGBT NEGATIVE EFFECT OF CITIZEN ITNVOLVEMENT

A the elghth question, Caseworbkars were askecd, "What wouwld youw
identifty asm the most negative aspect of citizen involvemant on review
Boarde?!

Bomajority of the Caseworbkars thought that citixzen involvement
was a breach of conflidentiality., Two representatives of ohe MR
wivision thowght eitizen involvement was dnappropelate For MR
placemant. '

TLLUBTRATIVE GOMMEMTS
~ ElLament of bridge of conficdentiality.

= There s Nno way to insuwee that private citizens woul
not. be discusmsing these cases &bt & restawrant or the
corner drug store or whatever.

Gonfidentiality. What if the parent doesn t want
anyone else there?

= I think it's inpapproperiate for the MRs. These
parants go through enouwgh withouwt private citizens
interdering in thaedr affaire.

=~ I think because of the special needs of the ME s
these people have no ddea of everything mneeded dn thedr
placement .

ADDITIONAL COMMENTSS

Ther 1amt ouestion asked of Cameworkars was, "Fimally., are thore
any oather camments you wouwlad Like to make regarding cltizen review
that yow wowlead Mike to see dincluded in owr eaport®!
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Two Caseworkers brouwght up the need for effective screeninag for
potential citizen reviewers. Twice cited also was the ldea of alients
having the option of not having citizen review.

TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENT &
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- Should be tight selection and training proceduares o
citizen review memberar confidentiality should be
drilled. I think also the client should be able Lo opt
out of it.

=~ MR division shouwld be exempted.  The parents showld
be able to decide whether or not Lo be a part of it

= T think we shouwld be more concernecd with the
mativations of board membere.
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SLIFERVISOR FOCWS BROWE RESULTES
FREFERRED MODEL FOR CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD,

The firat gquestion asked of the Supervisors was, "Youw were in a
wnigue peosition to participate in and observe the operation of both
types of citizen review boarcds (1) one of which included five citizan
meambers and was chaired by one of those citizens, and ) the two
gitizaen membar boards which were chaired by dndependent aaency
Bupervisors., Which of these two models did you prefer and why?"

Al though two—thirde of the Supervisors did not think it was worth
the time to continue having citizen review boards, fouwr of the wsix
respancding thouwght if mandated, the five member board showlcd be
wtilized, Controversy, variety, support, and balance on the §ssues
warae the reamons given for preferring the five member board.

Orne Supervisor preferred the two member boards, as they
facilitated oiscusslion.

One Supervisor thought nelther model was working, and had no
Preterence.

TLALUSTRATIVE COMMENTS

- Mot werth the time to continwe amb & mocdel. otk
the five member board lead Lo more of & balamnce on some
imsues, and alwso some issues would be brought out that
wouldmn 't have beamn om a two maember board.

= 0F o at o were to continue, T owould say, "No, it s nmot
warth the time." [ oguess structurally the five member
oA ot more souwnd e far o as variety and support.,

= I liked the smaller boards more. Feople were more
apt to talk in the smaller Doarcds.

“ DPDicdn 't think @ither of them were working, so | really
clon "t Mave a praefterence for elther version.

= Don 't know how much citizen input was of real value
in awsessing the appropriatensss of the placemnent. i\
@njoyed the five membaer panels more because there was
mere controversy. Tmelimned to agree with [Tphersonal
mame.l that the procedures wsed prior to the project
meamac Lo work 0.k,
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DIFFERENGE [N TIME BETWEEN CITIZEN AND AQDMINTETRATIVE REVTEW

The second oguestion asked wams, "From your experience, wias the
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amount of time spent in reviews where citizens were involved any
different from the amount of time rneeded to conduct the agency s
administrative review?"

Almost all of the Supervisors agreed that more time was needed to
conduct citizen reviews., The extra time needed was a product of
different factors including: having to educate the panel membears,
coordinating schedules, more work involved in preparation, and
hedghtened ankiety for parents,.

ne SBupervisor dicd not feel that the time spemt din oitizen
reviews was not all that different from the time nesded to do a
complete review without them.

TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTE

=~ In some situations it was Lmorel. BEven when the oamse
aituation was gquite simple they needed to o inteo it
in some depth, and § domn’t think that was essentdial.,

=~ T doan’'t think the time was bthat diffaerent, Lothinmk
tw do the complete review, you end up with essentially
the same amount of time.

= Traemendously more time consuamimg, Decauwse in MR when
we have a Long term placement we ' re reviewling servioe
plans amd resources, but we ' re nobt going aver the noeed
for that continued placement. Tthas s in depth all the
L mea

- Raviews, conducted under the project were sohaduled
for we, B0 that we had to work around our schedul es.

B that meant coordinating the schedules of the
workers, Supervisors, and in the instance of the two
member panel y arranging for another SBupervisor to ohade
that. This became cumbersome at times. I definitely
think it was more time consuming teo wbtilize the panels.,

= A lot more time wams needed for the citizen review
panel s, because youw had to educate them and oo theouoh
the whole process with thaem.

= Meowes time. Also heightenad the ansisty of the
parents who, a lot of times, bhecame real anxious that
theair cohild would meed to move.

EASE QR DIFFICULTY WORKING WITH PROJECT BTAFF

The third gquestion asked, "Ware the proiject statd easy or
clifficult to work with in terms of schedaling reviews and providing
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vou with case summaries?™"

ALl of the Supervisorae found the project stafs easy Lo work with.
Among the esxamplens given were: expedliting the invalvement of didficult
clients, assisting with soheduling, ancd facilitating the caseworh
[P IR B 1

One SBuperviwor stated that while the project staffs abtibudes
were nice, their was still difficulty in teving to find a schedule
that would acoommodate e@veryones.

TLALLETRAT TVE COMMENT S
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-~ Attitudes were real nice, but the situation locked
them into some rigidity. It was hard to arrange
achechil es to accommodate some OFf Gur reviewis.

- A good as possible. Wasn 't an issue with the
project at all.

- Ir mome cases L think they expedited the invol vement
af aome very diffioult clients. They Cproject staffl

took away some of the scheduwling, weiting, or calling

for us to a large extent.

- Aw helpful s peowssible, cdicdn 't get in the way of
pulling case summaries. Facilitated things.
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EASE OR DIFFICULTY WORKING WITH CITIZENS ON REVIEW BOARDES

The fourth guestion ashked, "0On the whole, how easy or diffiounlt
thigd you find it to work with citizens on the review bhoards?!

The Huparvisors umanimously found the citizens on review boards
to be easy to work with, Two of the Supervisoreg found the oltizen
members an aswet in relaying to the clients what they could expect
from placement, one fourd it easiaer Lo work with the citizens as the
project went on.  Also mentioned were the citizxens knowlaedge of what
they ware doing, respect for Caseworkers amd Supervisors, and olient
acvoracy.

FLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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- Relatively @asy. It became sasier as the project
went on. Onee they got educated as far as our needs and
what specific concerns ans far as the MR uanit were
COnGernad.
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= I thought they were particularly weld trained, They
basically knew what they were doing.

~ No problem. Carried their awthbority guite well.
Respectful of workers and Supervisors involved.

- Thay ware an influeance on reasonable Limits as to
what the child could expect from placement.

~- Sometimes they preached a little common sense Lo the
client and seemed to help them understand some
reasonable  limits as to what they could expect out of
the placement.
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WHERE CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS SHOULD BE HOUSED

The fifth question was, "Many swgoeastions bave been mace
ragarding where citizen review boards should be housed if they were
mancdatecd.  These suggestions bhave imncluded (1) within the soolal
serviceas department, () within the court system, and (X as an
independent owbside agency. Which of these options do yvouw think would
work best, and why?"

ng-hald of the Superviasore thought that the citlzen review
hoards should be housed close by, but two added the stipulation that
they maintaln an dindependent funoction.

Gre Supervisor stated their opposition to having citizen review
boardas at all.

TLLUSTRATIVE GCOMMENTS

~ L ocouldn 't see them as being boused away from the
program they re working on, it Jjust reguires oo much
integration, I their going to be peremanent, o like
to see them housed close to Child Welfare.

~ Fractically it would be good if they werae olobe by,
but have some independent sort of setting. Definitely
against them being in the ocourt wsystem.

~ Glose by, but maintain an independent function.

EQARD MEMBERS SUFFORTIVE OR NONSUPFORTIVE OF CASEWORRKER EFFORTS

The sisxth oguestion asked, "Did youw feal that citizen review boaerd
membhers were generally suppoartive or nonsupportive of what Caseworkars
werre brying to do® Why?!
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All of the Supervisors polled saicd that the citizen review board
members were supportive of what the Caseworkers werse Leyving to do.
Two mentioned that the citizen reviewers were an imopetus to the
Caseaworkers. One Supervisor sald that the cltizen reviewers gave
another stance on what the §esues waere.,  Anobthaer Supaerviaor wonder s
at what the support of the citizen reviewers meanty "were they doing
suweh an owtstanding Job in all bthelr placements?”, or "was the process
really serving any purposes!

TLLUSTRATIVE GCOMMENTS
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= Very supportive., Their were a couple of fnstancaem
where they wanted the social worker o go beyond the
goalsm that were wset for bthe case.

= Very supportive., [ sometimes wondered what that
meant. Either we were doing an owtsteanding dob o dn oall
our placements, or @lae the process didn't serve much
PUF ISR .

- Very supportive. Some instances where they certainly
pushed my social worker , in a way that L couwldn "t push
them.«.imn & positive way.
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MOST POSITIVE EFFECT OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

The seventh guestion was, "What would yvouw identify as the most
pomitive aspect of citixen involvement on review boards?"

One-~half of the Supervisors thought that community awarenass was
the most important aspect of citizen dinvolvement omn review Doaecs,
One Bupervisor thought that citizen invalvement offered & common semnse
mode of assessoent. One Supervisor felt that a ehilad i placement was
reassured by the citizen members’ interest. Another Superyvisor £ouwnd
N positive aspects of citizen invelvement on review boarcs.

TLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTES
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- A common seMBe nacde of aseessnent.

~ Ganeral advantage of opening up the placement process
to public scrutiny so the taupavers have some
wnederstanding that the kids are getting proper
placement and are receiving the servioces that they
rneeac .

~ f youngster dn placement de resssueed Dy someone dn
the community, some total stranger, @xpressing real
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care and concern about what bapperns.  BEvervons s not
getting down on tham.

-~ Bomething akim to community education. Also, sharing
responsibility for service provisions., Especially in
MRy, their are inadequate resources for the people we
sarve. Spread responsibility.

~ Think community education i real big, and also to
keep the providers responsible for their care and
wervice provisions.,

MOST NEGATIVE EFFECT OF CLITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

The eighth guestion was, "What would you didentify as the most
negative aspect of citizen involvement on review boards?!

Twe Supervisors found bthe extra time involved to be the mosl
negative aspect of citizen invoalvement on review boards.  Two obthers
found citizen review boards to be another mystem of cheoks and
balances that was unnecessary.  MAnother two thought that sernsitive
iswues might be too much for citizen members on review boards.

HLLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
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=~ The most negative thing is the time factor. Another
hoop Lo dump throagh. Here in Menmepin county we
already have enouwgh checks and balances.

w The time involved. The repeated presentation of
information.

= mAnothaer laver of checks and bhalances that 1 don 't
think i8 necessary.

o A RARen review board members] not oall that well
tralned Lo deal with these kinds of sernsitive L ssues,

= Gowld be devastating if reviewers are nobt Lrformed on
mensitive 1sesueas,
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ADDTTLONAL COMMENTS

lintt Ly, bhe Supervisors were asked for any obther aommenta they
would Like bto make regarding citizen review.

Only one superviosor macde an aded tiomnal comment . this was, "1 think
that it is important that owr processes and purposes are known, "
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PNTERVIEWES WITH JUOTCTMAL, FEPRESENTST T VIS

)

To mbhtain the view of the cowt, interviews (ses Appendis F) werae
attampted with 3 membera of the Jjuvenile cowt syeten.,  Of these, ona
parson declingd to participate stating that he had not ereced ved any
information on the project, and did not feel citizen involveasnt was
necessary, "the way it stancds ds swffioient, mneutral and unbil asec,
Imcluded in the interviews were Chief Judge OLlesky and one cowel
refaras. Obher Juwdges of the juvendle court bad not recel ved
irfarmation on the proiect, nor the products of reviews.

oLt e

Ome respondent Pad reocel ved information on bthe project at a
Frarmanaent Child Flacement Froject, while Jucdge Oliesky, as prastoing
Judee of the Juvend le Court was dnvelved from the baalrnming of the
project in the selection, implensntation and review of the work
product of citizen raview boards.

Jueae Oliesky felt that the dnformatdon vaced ved feom 5w
Review Boards was very adeguate for the needs of Che cowet, [ e
marmer an o whid ok dueliodal reviews were ooncdueted cdid not o abhange w bk
the aval Labhility of citizen raview boards, the reason ¢l ven et
the dnformation was ot sharaed wi btk red e oo,

Theare was, however, felt to be a difference in the overall
patterme of aklhvilad placement. Nawmerel e Wel e Departbment Lo Lake o
Look fFrom an outside position as Lo whal was godlng on. Wave bhaem soms
input.  Frod to recaleodltreant workers to move kicds. .. look at
alternatives., Encouraged parents and ohildren o spealk W and vol oe
their o he 0 Gooe addition o complacency an the old process -
Freal  ebimalous to workers, "

Hoth respondents felt bthat Clbtizen Review Bod Fravel macle @
diffarence in permanancy plansg for ahildeen. 1 tal b Chat
reineg there there was & "watohdog' effect that! BOEVENT Y OIE e e
attentive to thelr duties and the lLaw." Tt was felt to bhe a stiondlus
Lo become "more acoressi ve, more searching as to what sl ternatid ve
there would be for abildeen, rather than just. . e status ogue. "

st Ty

=

Three wiays n whick ohildean have bemedfi ted feom citizen ravioaws
were ddaentlfied by respondentar (1) Life planning servioes, (2 kids
Mae the opportunity to speak out on thede owen bekhal$, and B enmoein
that permansncy planning Lo followed,

EHoth responcents felt that the probdect Bad an sopact on fami D as,
fostar parents, caseworbers and advoeates,  One rewspondent +telt bhat
juelorers wera someawkat affoctad, amnd baoth felt thak L awvers waea
prababr by mot atrected. One respondeant stabted. "ALtorneys and  fudoges
Wik bomtdll have bto exerolwe bheilr own dndepencent  Judoments., !
taleli ticmal Ly .y "L cdorm b Boow Phow muah atborneys ara anveolved i tivis
process, suspect falrly minimal ly until they get to couwrt raeview. "
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Both respondents reported that they held neostive opindons when
they firet heard that citizemns wouwld be incladed in admimnistrative
raview boards. Both felt that "it woulad be Just another Laver of
Bureaucracy. "  One respondent commented, "S80 many people coming into
court =~ if everyone is making o deciwsion, then nobody is making &
decigion.” The other stated, "I was skeptical ~ somewhat besibant to
andorse another buresuwcratic, thivd paety group. "

Both respondents reported that their opinion of citizen review
bhoards became more positive over time. "Once 1 saw that 1t waw really
run by competent people and saw some of their work product, it erased
most of my doubbts.”

Baveral impacts or contributions of citizen involvement on review
boards were identified by the respondents. One respondent stated,
"Their presence as ombudsmen, watoeh dogs.  As obiective and detached
observers in the Child Welfare System. Now view them as nobt juaast
another layer of bureauwcracy, but as a participatory democracy.  The
ather respondent added, "Good impetus o Bureald of Social Services or
the Welfare Department to look at altermative to persanent placement.
To give independent look by people fram outside the agency. Good
review to the extent that otbher alternatives were beling sougbt owt. "

Some problems resulting from citizen invalvement were alao
icdentified, Both respondents falt that the selection of people
sarving in this capacity was critical. One stated, "Crucial to have
high profile of people committed to work," the other added, "those
people are making decisions without any accountability - people are
unly as good as thelr comnscliences and talents allow. " Cost and
finances were also mentioned as & concern,  One respondent also felt
the process could be "demoralizing - & second ouess, arochaie
auarterback kind of thing that inbibits workers by having someone
Tooking over their shoulder, "

Froamary benetits wseen aemeroging from the process dooluded better
accountability in child placement, a stimulus to look for new
solutions, amn owbtside review = a chamce of & fresh look.

Ned ther respondent saw any legal problems associated with olbdsen
FEeview.

boards had a role in judicial reviews. One respondent felt Chat these
racommendations cowld play an advocate role.  The other stated,
"CRecommendations) showld be gliven some prominence and credence, and
raal guestionineg. TH there is some diametric opposition bebwesn
worker and GRE, the cowrt should bhe the fact finder. Ask people to
Justify thedir pomitions,  In some cases necessitete a good second
look,"

The one respondent who answered the guestion faelt that GRR
membiers werae very adequately prepared to review substitube Care oAb .
This was based obn bthe opinion that "the county did an excellent job in
training these people. My impression from seeing report and meeting
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in parson —~ these are really high guality folks."

Both respondents felt that the county had benefited from ol tioen
review. One respondent felt there was "more acoountabi Lity - kaeat. b ear
services, "  The other felt that the outside third pacty opinion has
Feally been beneficial in stimulating the search for alternative
I ER RN € R .

Respondents were split on whether obhildren showld be involved in
review. The respondent who felt this was not necessary faelt thalt it
duplicated efforts of the court. The obther stated, "It s their 1ives.
They shouwld feel they have some control over what s going on for then.
Glves them a feeling that they bave & say. Sometioes nobt gettlneg
enact view point of the kid from worker, guardian or attorney."

In terms of how CREs shouwld be comnstituted 14 mandated, oane
respondent stated, "Including % membere - this is large enouagh for
background ancd small enough for consennus and allowing for dnddvidual
input."  The other stated, "It shouwld be bhowsed in the wel fara
cdepartment if they have awtonomy . The other place wouwlad be the
court, "

Both respondents reacted somewhat negatively to the sugoestion
that administrative review be extended to corrections. "L would be
agalnst dbh. Corrections dis & totally different fielcd.”  Similarly,
"The State has a matrix of kids under theilr juwisdiction.  Look for a
neec betore implementation. Are there too many kids in corrections
for too long under that jurisdiction? My impression is that there is
a push to get kidae out of the corrections system oguickly."

Both respondents agreed that involuntary placements showld be
Feviewed by citizens, however thaey diffaraed sonawhat on valuntaey
placements., While one respondent stated, "Just involuntary beoauses
they hiave no business being involved in private affaire of the family
= a family is a very delicate wnit., This would take awthority away
fram parents,”" the other stated, "To some axtent involuntary -
abviously a need to get a kid back in & home o permanent placement.
Iodon't know about voluntary - &4 it ds an abused system. Euppcrt  F o
hath. Leave kids too long in limbo - tend to be more paraent-orlemntaed
than kid-oriemnted.  Our system i ves parents chamnce after ohamnce, o
the meantime, the kid is the one that suffaras, "

As a concluding comment one respondent stated, "1 think CRBs have
& very healthy role - they encouwrage those asked to participate.”
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i

BURVEY OF FARENTES AND FOSTER FORENTS

ATTENDING FOSTER CMARE REV EWES

ENTRGLL

This report summarid zes the responses of & suevey of parents and
taster parents who had participated in bthe Foster Gare Review tveoisob.
Interviews were attemphed with 30 parents and foster parents who badl
attended CGitizen Board Reviews., A btotal of twenty-e@iant intaervi aws
(82 wenre completeds fifteen of fiftean (LOBZ%) foster parents and
thirtaeen ouwt of fitteen Ed) matural parents,  Bleven ot Eheyge
interviews were complated in person at Lhe conoeluslon ok boara
maetinegs during July and Auguet. The reoalnder of bthe dntervionws were
corncducted by telephone with randomly selected respondents who were
Erown o have abttencded abt least one review, Mooy of L s vey
inwtrument and respondent s open-ended commente can be foumd dn
Apperidl s G,

FREZEUL T 6

The results on the individaal guestions in the suevey dnsbrunent
(Appendiy G are summarized below. Where pertinent, responses of
natural parents aond fFoster parants are compared.

CLARTTY OF FLUREQSE .,

Fhe Firmt oquestion in the oquestlonnaiie askecds "Did vouw
wndaratand the Administrative Review Feocess, bhat ds, was the ourpose
macle olaar to you?  As can be seen dn Table L, most of those who
returned a guestionmailre felt the purpose ofFf Che review pDrocess was
claars twanty (714) felt that the puepose was very olear, 6ive CLER)
falt that the purpose was somewhat olear amd these 0L%) felt Ghe
P @mm Was aomewhat wmel ear .

Feostar paramnts were somewhat more Libkely to find Lhe proooss
clear than mnatuweal parents. Nearly foue-fiftihe (E7%) of roster
parantas, compared with abouwt hald GEED of mnatwral pacents fowrd e
purpose of the reviews "very oclear.”  GOne foster parert oommeart e,
UThe Letter wan furry dn o explaining the overall puepose ang Doodon b
balieve it was specifically spelled out beforse the reviow. ™ @ocording
B oaneother, Yewamoboedy wmat down oame escpldadomeae the owepose Lo me, )
Just amsumec thay would go through bhe oase. Uowatd o havver Ld ke a
topy of tha form before thay Pamdeod St out, "
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TAMLE 1
FERGCETVED CLARITY OF FURFOSE OF REVIEWS
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FRIGER REVIEWS ATTENDED

GOverall, mnineteen of the twenty—eight informants (GB%) reported
they had attended more than one review. Eleven foster parents (75%)
compared with eight natural parents (G2%) had attended more than one
review., The sample median number of prior reviews attended was three.
There was no difference between foster and natural parents in nuober
of prior reviews attended; the median for each was three., Six
informants (fouwr foster parents amnd two natural parents) , about &
fifth of the total sample, had attended both citizern and mon-clbtizen
eV B W .

ENCOURAGBEMENT TQ ATTEND

Twenty seven informants (96%) reported that they bhad been
encouraged to attend the review; LOOY% of foster parents and 94% of
natwral parents reportecd bedng wrged to abtend.  Enoowuragament
typically took the form of & letter and in some cases & Follow-up
phope call from the ohild’ @ came workear,

FARTICIFATION TN REVIEW

Twenty~six informants (93%) saicd they were sncouraged to
participate in the review., There was no difference in perceived
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of fouter parentes anc 98% of natweal parents repocted bthat Lhesr
participation was waed.,  Ercouragement wsual Ly came trom Bhe wamber s
of the board.

foiofbesn dnformants (H47%) saicd that they bad ashed guestions
during the review. This was 6074 of foster pacrents and 46% ot natuwral
paraents,  Thirtesen of the fiftean who had asked oguestions B/74) feltb
that thair questions had been answered.  This was B4 of mnatuwral  é&nd
B of foster parents who bad asked guestlons.

Tweanty—fouwr infarmants (B7%) made comments during the ravi ews.
This was B&%4 of foster parents and B474 of netweal parentas. @bl but
e ot those who made comments felt they ware Listened by otihaer
partieipants,  One mnatural paeent was not certaln, Morae than a tiviea
of dnformants who made comments C39%) felt that ohanges had beon made
ir o the proposed plan based on thedr remarks,  There was oo dif forence
hetwsen foster and natuwal parants in feeling that changes baod boean
macies 417 of foster parents and S6% of natwral parents thooant chanoes
ware based on thelr aonmentss

WHG SHOULD ATTENMD  THE REV TEW

Takle @ whows dnformamt sugeestl omns comncarming whe shoulod et band
foster care admimdstrative raviews, Those mowt reconnamcded By Lhe
total wample includeds natuwral parents (79%) , foster pacernts CZ87) and
the rasponsible case worker (S7%) .

Thare ware some oifferences betwean matural parents and foste
parents, Foster parents most freguently mentlonesd foster parents
CB7%) v followad by mnatweal parents (75%)  bthe oconcermedd oasawor ber
(477 anmd the ahild 477%) . Natuweal parents moast fregquentiy mentioned
natural parents BN o followsd by social worbkeers (GBY7%2)  and foster
parants (Ga%) . Foster parents were more Likely Lhan natural parents
o recommend presence of the citizerns and the ohild concermed an bhe

(o FUIRE ,

e wense of most comments was bhat the raview should be attendod
by all cancaerned with the case.,  ALthouwgh some mnatural paerents wers
concernaed abowt the threeat to conficdentiality of anclucing ol tlsens dn
the reviews, most informants seemed Lo weloome pacticipation of
communi ty velunteaars., Marmy drformante sugoested Chat the comncaerned
chilad shouwld be invoalved, but & number also cawtbionesd that only ol der
chaddren and those able to wnderstancd bhe procesedinogs showld be
irvi e,
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TAELE

BUGGESTIONS AS TO WO SHOWLD FarcmIeIEaTE LM REV L EWS
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ATTITUDE TOWARD CITIZEN REVIEW RBROARDES

Table 3 shows the responses of informants when asked, "Whan you
were firet told that the administrative review board would include
citizens, how did you feel abouwt having citizens (persons not employed
by the County) invelved in handling cases?"

Nearly three guarters (724) of the total sample of informants
ware initially "very positive" or "positive' about citizen
participation in the review process. Foster parents tended to be more
positive than natwral parents., Two thirds of foster parents (G77)
were initially very positive compared with two fifthe G5 of natural
Parente.

There were many positive comments about citizen raview bhoards.
Une natwral parent remarked, "...lt was good to have someons in there
who didn 't know anything about what was going on and could bear $from
both asides and farm an unbiased opimion.” A foster parent salcd, "1'm
impressaecd with the citizen involvement because [ feal more aobion will
take place.,. The citizens are part of the community who also want
changes Lo ooour. I think they 11 get the ball rolling. A thied
foster parent commented, "this kind of process gets citizens involved
ant educates them about foster care.

About & fifth of intormants (214) were initially newtral and two
(87) were negative. Most of these were natural parents who wees
concerned about confidentiality. One stated, "I did not like the idea
of strangers oglving suggestions and advice about dssues they have no
knowl edge of "

CHANGE TN ATTITUDE TO CITIZEN REVIEW

When asked whether their view of citizen review boards had
changed, abouwt & third (364 maicd their view had become more positlve,
GL7 said it had remained the same, one (47%) aaid it had become more
negative. Six foster parents (4074 comparecd with four natural  (S1%)
parents became more positive; 9 foster parents (G0%4) and a@ight matuweal
parents (L% did not change their opinionss no foster parents and one
(87%) matuwal parent became more negative.
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TivkslaE 5
INITIAL REACTION TO IDEA QF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD
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ADYVANTACGE S

Overall o throee quarters (75%) of respondents sew advantages Lo
citizen involvement on review boards. This was 93% of foster parents
and 4% of natural parents.  Five irnformants CLB%) . all maturad
parents, saw no advantages. Two informants (8%4), one foster parent and
one natural parent, did not answer the ouewstion.

Many who saw advantages commented on the commitment of olbisen
board mambers. In the words of a tfoster parent, "LTheyl really seemed
to care for these foster children. Their feelings went a lot deeper
than the county authorities (who appear to bounce them around.) "
Qthers thought citizens bring am important outside perspective to the
proceacdings. A patwral parent remarked, "Cbhedrl comments and
concerns ware retreshing and inviting." A foster parent saild, "They
brought out new facts and provided new ddeam.  Two beads are bebter
than oned"

DTSADVANTAGE S
A oguarter (2E%) of all dnformants sew problems in the oitixen

review bhoards, while 717% saw no problems and omne (4%4) was uncertain.
Natwral parents were more Likely bthan foster parents to see
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clifficultisss Five matuwal parants GRS compared with Ghees 4 oster
paraents (L34) saw problems with citizen review bosrds,

Moast who seaw potential peroblems with citizen invol vement
commented on the complexity of foster care Cases. Aoaore
fowter parent, "It s odifficult for bhese psople to dreaw e
conclusions about dasues that they have no previous nowle
Others were concernaecd abowt comfidentiality. A natweal pear
Fraemarked, "Thers are possibllities of running into these
af ter the meeting. Ioddom bt like the fact that bthey have knowlacdge
about personal things that are occwrring in my Life,"

COMPARISON WITH OTHER REVIEWS

The six dintformants who bad attended both citizen reviews and
reviews which dicd not include citizens were asked Lo comparae theie
TGP BB Qwineg to the thae smal b mamber of dnformants with doal
experience, the views of foster parents and matuwral parents will not
he comparad in this section.,  Foure (727) found citizen boards mowsl
waefuwl y one (L4%) found the other review process mnore wsetul and one
CLA47) thowght nedther was useful .

A foster parent who found citizen reviaw more belofal raase e,
"I o the two others that didn 't imclude citizens we just went throuwah a
checklist and the adminiztration solely ran dt.  There was mno balking
and na anteraction.  No valuwable input was obbtained, " @& natureal
parent who found glitizen review more effactlve commentecd, "I was more
ompen. Gitizens asked me quastions which really enlightensd me. "

e natuweal parent who found nop-oitidzen review more usetul
Mowever . remarkacd, "ENameoltizen ) reviewers asked oore senslbilve and
pertinent gquestiong e oand rightfully so, as they bad more backoeowncd
and krew the ohild, !

GENER ML, COMMENT

I their gemeral ocomments most informants were positilve about
citizen review, Foster parents tended to be slightly more positive in
their appraisal of Citlzen Review HBoards.,  GOne foster parent
comnaentad, "1 encowage the legislature Lo continue having il bizens on
the board, Tt e great for all parties invelved," (According to &
matuwral parenty, "1'm very impressed with the way Hennepin Gounty s
hamal ing the revieaws Cincluding citizens) . Tom alad to bDe part of
this process, " A Ffostar parent comnaluded, "L d duwst Like to see L 1o
more counties.  We bhave ohildeen Dfeom) thres other counties. s s
bracd din obther counties that we are oot even dntormed of olBoussl ong or
wroouraged to attend, "
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SURVEY OF GHILDREN & TTENDING FOSTER  GARE REN LEWS
INTRODUCT LN
This raport swummarizes the respongas of a swevey (o ADpar )
of  ahildren who had participated inm the Foster Gare Reviaew Feoiseot.
Due to the small number of raeviews el cdueing Juwly amcd Aueust when

interviewing was domne, o total of only three doterviews werae congletad
with children following their reviaws,

4

AL thraee obidldren Entervi ewae werae from GRE L Wel fara. Vees Franed
axperienced Model | reviews and the thierd, & Model 1L raview, T wWe
wer g Femeal @u o amel Qre wo o mal e AL ware oleler obd b oheen .

MALL three ahildren had previowsly been asked to atbond reviaws.
Twer of tbhe ahidbelren Moo askecd oguestisons ewedng bhe reva aw ame Falt
that thelr gquestions were answerecd.  Ome respondent  acde
eyt of btheair ability."

(IR R v I A R

Twe oot the threa obddoadeaen Pacd made comments dues mo Bl oeewd gw
process, and both felt their comments were Listened to.  Une. commeanted
howaver , "some of the guestion made me macd o~ 10 was so fFroasbrating,
Fim mot & baby - they treat me Like & child. Mot eeal ly Like & abld,
bt T obad o keep going over oy ouestions ancd answers Libkae L owas s
sicla " Nesme falt that Ghaeilr comments bheouwght aboaut any chanogess oo
thedr case plans.

MLL threse indicated that they had been askhed what they thowaht
cluring the cowese of the review.,  Adoditiomnally, all three felt that
theair attendance at the review bad macde & oi fferance. Gimves v essp o clem
shated, "“"They ware able to see changes Ln omy atbitude feom e@arlder
rravi ewis. ' The wsecond stated, "1 was able to awb ouestsons anc wass
able to dinform them,"  Fimally, the last responcdent offered, "L had a
Lot of dinput. Ioastplained things that thaey probably wouwld not have
got had T oot been there, Like oy Mamd modeling ™ dob. Lt owveod just
raac Aty At woulad have wseemed odumb oy But U Bad to explain and mow |
mi.ght get the mnoney - amne of the volumtawes Dreoueght b up. [ P
alwo able tol olear up what the social worker weobe odown about 14 1
warted b see my mom oand dacd, and why 1T owas oat home. The point they
et owt oof dt dicdn Tt make senae, L ohad bto o explain pt, "

Crly ane respondent eeporetoed fealing uncomfortable begs R
werr e paople on bthe boarod who didn bt work for Uhe county., Bhe ol ted
avimg o oo over family detailes as wncomtortanla, additional ly, she
gtated that one citixen member makan Par mad and gabta an b PrE eV e
et Lhdekdmg she s old ermouwgl far bhaeogs, but o the abher one wias
Heomi "y

Mo oFf  bhe thiree ddentidfied any bad thinos bappening i T NN
of citilzen dnvolvement, and all three identified positive Lmgs that
haet happenedd, "They brouwght uap o stuwfd 1 owasn b thinking abowt. @&

vl wnteer Drouwght wp things my sochal  warker ahouwld have - omy sooial
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wor ker seemed like he was off in bhis own world.,”  Another stated,
"there was a new idea about working ~ a volunteer picked up that T was
interested in doing that."  The third saicd, "one of the volunteaers
geamad real personal - he seened to notice my feelings.”

When asked what they would like to say to the people in aharge,
all three had positive things to say. One respondent, while
qualifying his statement that he just didm’t Like meetings, and this
one was too long added, "It did help in thinking about what s going on
with me." The mecond bad somewhat mixed feellngs, "1 Like it - Ik
the people, they ' re not self-centered. One volunteer lady [ Like
because she was up on things and paid attention.  The obther one qets
on me and I don’'t know why and the other volunteer sticks up for me.”
The third respondent wat entirely pomitive, "They skhoulod keaep cdodng
this. Tt helps kids to know there are a lot of people who are
interested in them,"
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GUIRVEY COF  TNTERESTEL FERGONS ATTENOING FCOETER Gk FREN L

INTRQDUCT LN

=3

Thi s report summarizes the responses of a suevey Cses CApopendix 1)
of interested persons, obber than Foster Gare Board membarsg, Hanmnapin
Gounty stadf, obildeen, parents anc Foster parentes whio bad atbaended o
Fowhar Lare Reviow mesbhlngs. Thewe persong dncluded peesons Lo bhe
roles of cuwardian ad Litem, attormey, residential tresatment a1 b e
whatt, other relative, private social worker, proabation of o,
cloctor or therapist, minority or other advooata, and a Faw whose rolas
W@ s f e,

RESF CIMEE FRESTE

Geventy-five interested parties were ddentified as attending
reviews dnclucding citivens throwgh May SL, 19860,  OF thisg group ot 7,
only & had malling adoressens suffioient to be dncluded. W e @
guestionnaires mailled to individuals who had attended GLtison :
Revigwes, @ were returned becauwse adodresses had okhangeacy 19 weres
caompletead.,  This is a r pomse rate of A4

COMFQEBTTION OF  SaMPL.E

The aample dnclucded wix non=Haenmepin Couwmty Social  Workeaes wsad
five guardian ad litems (267), fouwr group home representatlves (D104
one peyehologiet, omne probation officer, one minoeity social
raepraesentative and ane attorney.

FRES LI, T 6

Theg rasponsses to the individual guestions in the surviy
Insteumant (Appencdix 1) are summarizec below. :

LR TY  QF LR CIESE

The firet couwestion in Lhe guestionmal e askaocy "Dig vow
wrederstand  the Acdmimd strative Review Feoceass, Ghat ds, was Lhe puepe
macde olaar to yvou?"  Saeventeen dnfoarmants (YA fell that bhe purpose
wats  very o laar and two @A) felt that the purpose was mnecde sonewhat
[ =TT Twe dnformants commentaed that they were ancertain of the
authority of citizen board members.,

FECE O ERENV TEWE

ot e CE4%)  raportacd attending more bthan one raviau,
The mechian numbar of roviews attended was saven, althowgh one per y
mad o that they had participated in "more than 200 reviews. " Twel ve
infarmants (Z7174) had attendesd Dotk ol tizen ancd mamn-ai bl ean rav i Gus.

ENCOURAGEMENT  TC ATTEND

Beventean informants (PB%) reported that thay bad bhaen anoourage
to attend the review., Encouwragement typihoal ly took the forn of a
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letter and in many cases & follow-up phone call from the obhild’ o
social worker.

Table 1 shows informant suggestions as to who showld participate
in such reviews.

TABLE 1

SUGBGESTIONS A8 TO WHO SHOULD PFARTICIFATE IN REVIEWS

]
Natuwral parentws " SR YA
Foster parents 1@ W47
Social workers 63 GR2%
Guardian ad litems 7 X7
kil : KyA
Therapi st s i YA
ALl persons dnvol ved 4 s,
Growp home representatives o 1&6%
Supervi sor “ 1@%
School representatives 1 5%
Cowrt representatives 1 WP
Citizens 1 8%
Ney citizens ! YA

FARTICIFATION IN REVIEW

Eightesn informants (94%) wsaid they wera snoouraged o
participate in the review., The sowee of this encouragemant wams
uswally the membears of board.

Twelve intormants (634) said that they bhad ashed oguestions duedng
the review and all twelve felt that thelr questions had been answerad.

Al nimetesn (1A% informants made commemnts cwring the reviewn
and felt that they were listened to. About a Fifth of the informants
(21%) felt that changes had been made imn the proposed plan based on
their comments,

EVALUATION OF CTTIZEN BOARD

Table & shows informant respomses o & serion of ouestdong
concerning the performance of the Citizen Review Roards.

The overall tone of avalwative remarbks was positive. A guarcdl an
ad Litem commented, "At firest | was skeptical of Loitizenld
irnvelvement , but they made a believer out of me. ALl acted in a very
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courteous and professional manner.” A privaeate agency social worbkere
remarked, "The citizen review members soeemed well {nformed,

knowl edgeable and caring. [ have no complaints or concernms. L wam
impreesed,

A probation officer, however, wams not so sueer "ee. o my Golient
resented ‘outsliders’ being involved in her case. Withouwt speoding
time with her, her psychotic mother, her oraey fatbher and bee @ bthiok
file, I don’'t think they could make & meaningful assessment. M
guardian ad Litem thought, "... use of
citizens for administrative reviews seams to be the same role as
guardian ad litem withowt baving any training or dnvolvement in bthe
case concerning the welfare of the children.”

TARLE 3

EVALUATION OF CITIZEN FOSTER CARE REVIEW BOARDS

STRONGLY SOMEWHAT NEITHER SOMEWHAT STRONGLY
ABREE  AGREE DISAGREE DIBAGREE

- 5 2 e 0

CRB members showed know- 79% 16% 2% 3% %
ledge and understanding of {15) {3 ']] (1) (a
revigw process

CRB members showed know- 534 42 a% 8% 5%
ledge and understanding of (10) (8) () {0 (Y
substitute care system

CRB members showed know- 53% 374 2% )] 10%
ledge and understanding of (18) L7 (8 (8 {2
legal system

CRB members guestions were b3% 21% % 5% 54
relevant to the case at {12) (4) (1) tn (1
hand

CRB aembers questions were 74% 213 )] 34 0%
sensitive to persons and (14) { 4) () (1) (1)
circumstances

CRB members demonstrated B4% 113 o, [} 5%

respect toward the parties (18) (2 ( Q) {0 (Y
attending the reviews

CRB recommendations were 423 371 54 0% 164
relevant and practical ( 8) (7 (1 (a {3
to the case at hand

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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ATTITUDE TOWARD GCITIZEN REVIEW BOARDES
Table X shows the responses of informants when asked, "When you
werre firat told that the administrative review board would inclade
citizens, how did you feel about having citizens (persons nobt enploved
by the County) involved in handling canesy!
TARLE 5
INITIAL REACTION TO IDEA QOF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD

N %

L e P T T R e R TR TR I )

Very positive wh 1é%
Fositive b REN
Neutral 4 WA
Negative 4 21A
Very neagative @ 1@%
TOTAL 19 1aa7%

Many of those who were inttially positive about citizen
involvement saw a need for owtside input in the reviewms. A
paychologist commented, "Sometimes | feel the social workers in the
wystem’ get cauwght up in procedures amd it 48 good to get fresb
perepectiven.,”" According to a group home representative, "CL1 thought
having community input woule be helpful Landl also educational foe
citizen membera, '

Most of those mneutral adoptecd & "wailt and see' atbtitude. Typical
are the remarks of a foster home workers "At first | was not suee of
their role. T felt that they may not understanc all the ressons for
referral into a foster home. It was more of the attilitude of wnknown
on my part,"

Among those indtially negative, the greatest concern bacd Lo do
with capacity of citizens to deal meaningfully with foster care cases.
Ar attorney commented, "My initial comncern was that the members wouwld
not understand the dynamics of the cases, as most are quite complex,”
A guardian ad litem said, "I couwldn’t guite see the necessity amd 1
guess it would have made mne really angry 1F they overtuwrned the
county ‘s (and my) position."

CHAMGE TN VIEW QF CITIZEN REVIEW

When asked whethar thaeir view of citizen review boards hao
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changed, abouwt half (477) sald their view had becoms more posdbtive,
Xa% said it had remained the same, 1674 said it had become more
negative and one (E4) did not answer.

ADVANTAGES OF CQITIZEN REVIEWS

Around three guarters (74%) of respondents saw advantages Lo
citizen involvement on review boaards. Three informants (164) saw no
advantages and two (10%) did not answer.

Most af those who saw advantages to citizen reviews commented on
the enhanced objectivity of the process. Acoording to & group bomes
representative, an impoartant contribution of citizens La .o having
interested persons with no stakes providing input."  Many also thowght
that citizen involvement is, in the words of foster home worker, ...
an accountability check; making swe what is bewst for the client is
happening.” A social worker argued, "clients ddentify with eitilzens
and feel more comtortable, "

FROBLEMS WITH CITIZEN REVIEWS.

A Little over halt (532 of informants saew peroablems o the
citizen review boards, while two (144) wsaw no problems and six CEE%)
W uncertain.,

Many of those who saw problems with oitiven involvement were
concerned about the capacity of mon-professionals to deal with comples
cases.  According to & group home therapist, "Home seemead undnf ormed,
sometimes dragging the process down with gquestions which werea ...
irrelevant.”  Qbthers were concermned about confidentiality.  The same
therapist noted, "Some parents of cases being reviewed felt
uncomfortable with citizens dinvolved.” A guireddan ac 1item was wary
of the impact of "...a ‘do gooder’ that may not be waell informed of a
particular situwation."

COMPARTSON WITH OTHER REVIEWS

The twelve informants who bad attended both ocidizen reviews ancd
reviews which did not include citizens were asked Lo compare Gheir
mupariencen. The results are depicted in Table 4.

AR can be seen, thaere was Nno real consensus. Many informants
expressed dissatistaction with administrative reviews in general .
According to a social warker, "ALL placement plang and reviews mess.
the boat in respect to formualating truly helpful plans and goalae o
clients."
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TEELE 4

COMPaRISON OF CITIZEN AND NON-CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDES

N %

ther review more helpful o 17%
Ritizen review more helpful - V7%
Garn 't Decide/Dont know a L7%
Both helpful 4 oy
Nexd ther helpful s V74

TATAL L 1 @@

BHOULD CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT BE MANDATED?

Eleven intformants (U8%) felt that citizen involvement in foster
care reviews should not be mandated, three (16%) felt it showld be
mandated amd Five (674 did mot Mave an opinion,

Many of those who felt that citizen reviews should not be
mandated were concerned about maintaining the guality of the process.
In the words of a guardian ad Litem, "LCitizen reviewsl showld only bhe
wsmed when high guality is maintained.” A probation officer asserted,
"oww it competent people hold the jobs involved in facilitating
placements, [ think they can be trasted without all the review
procedures involving people who never have had any contact with the
client.”  Noting that "The guality of reviews [ have attended varied a
Lat," & group home worker concluded, "1 believe the process of review
is betwean the county and parents and pertinent professionals when
appropriate for dnput. 1 think the disadvantages of citizen input
outwel gh the advantacges, "

Some informants recommended against mandating citizen reviews
gven though they had a positive view of the process. According to a
guarcdian ad litem, "My experiences were edxceptional but § odon 't
balieve [citizen reviews) may be all that good.  There are many people
Iokmow o owould not want in that position.” A private agency social
worker raemarked, "I have had only positive experiences in Mennepin
County. This is not true in a cdifferent county where & director
dominated the review and essentially vetoed the plan of all othee
meambaer g, "

Those who felt that citizen reviews shouwlcd be mandated noted many
advantages of the process. A groun home representative commented, 1
Meope that citirzen participation will comtinue and that 4t remainn
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separate from County policy/procecdure in order to be useful as
evaluation tool." A social worker argued, "The citizens bring
perapective to the process and bring more comfort to the ohild

family anc bring another level of accountability to the system.

an

MorMeEwW

ard
n
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GLIMMEARY  OF  FERQIECT  STARE TN TERVT WS
Introduection

At the conclusion of bthe prodject.,. debriefing interviews were helod
with all project staft. Interviews were taped by tho eval wator
Irput was sought regarding their project experiences., aooeptand
the project by others, implenentation and obher contexbual
and suwaogestions for future use of the citizen review model . @
the interview schedule can be found in Appendix J. e Folloawing s a
wummary of thelir conments.,

Barriera/Feoblemns Dueing Toplementatlon

Am with any new project, thaere wers certaln problems dueing the
implemantation phase., Inditimlly there wan sams resistance to Uhe
project by agency statf.  An example of thie was ditticulty in
obhtaining information on Model TTL cawmes inittiallyv.  Froject stafd
fallt that resistance nay have been promobed when they took over tihe
raview scheduling process. The way im whioh the project was
ghructuwred did not give them any power Lo achanoe this, At blmes,
mroject stafs falt thay ware mot being taken seriously.

e restructuring of G La el fara sarviome served Lo fnoraas

giffiowlties regardina ddentificatiom of case soolal worbar s,

e dmet stafd sometimes Felt gulte dsolated. While howsed within
the agency, bthey felt that communi ca OP WA momet i mes poore. Loane b ot
trwe dncdependent aperation put them dn an awkward position, Foe
grample, the fact that the Froject Cooedinator did not dieectly
supervise project statf was sometimes problematic.

dad  Job Fuanections

Freomijeat statd wam asked to ddentidy those Ffuncbiomns moeen as
gusantial 4f citizen review ware mandated, e Fol Lawima wenm e maan s
central in getting such an effort operatinoy

(L) recruiting and training volunbeers,

Cad) review notd i oatdon,

CR) preparation of case summari es,

CAY o e mad rber e e,

(8) feedback of review resulbts to eelavant dacd vioual s,

(b)) @ centralized, coordinated syetem rasponsibla o
tackineg when eeviows are chue and notifyving parth el panta.

ok the Howbt @gency

While all statt meobers felt that the agency statt & was sompwhat
nepatdve ancd appreebensi ve, thay also agreecd that thedr abttl fode ;
more positive.  MAe staff becams more familiar wibth them, they be
mexr e e et d ne
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Mawt Neeative Mspecta of the Feodeo
WAL LU LUAE SR O G T W T SRR T VAR VAT B ISR s AT S A L G IV T 1O SATE EVRE A e T I e e A D ) e

Geveral stafd members felt that the project goals waere nobt olear.
Fer example, while there was some expectation that the project woulad
wffact compliance, it was nobt organdtzed to do wo., It alao rveel b
il luminate confusion regarding whaether court reviews can substd tute
for acdministrative reviews,

o ke treatment of all cesews (a wteiot adherence Lo yorm) wae
wometimes a problem,  BEepeclally noteod were MR reviews., P
momet i mes resulbecd dn o dnsensitlve oguestions bedng askoec For Lhe weke
ot Form.  Staffd saw the meed for a difFarent formnat Lo deal with thasa
G

Lk of tay to day support from agemcy acdmind stratlon wam
sametdmes a frustration dn o dealing with operational odfri i ties,

e

amitdve Aspects o

Wtafd werae able to point to several accompllshments Lheowghot
the praject s dwreation.  These Lol udeds

Lo Froved that youw can get oool commi e oeopla bo
participate on the boards, and that thaey wero
rawpactecd.,

E
=

L%

Bhowee that olient comndidaentiality waw mot e problen
during the conduct of this proiect.

A Prodect was a viable, objective advocate +tor ide

L Fostar care.

&, The project helpacd to make permanenoy olannilneg e
prei e d by s,

A Trceaanecd commanilty awaremess, seeveod o RO fuamot o on
and kept kide from becoming invisible to bhe oomnmuni

-;'l \'fj il

bo Frovided suppoert for sochal workers, representecd a
frenn pergpective and generated new ddeas.

e Bl at e Boaeo membeara about bhe aoency.

B Frovided a syetem of consistent notdfloation for
RV L R . "Changeod 1t from a stelotly aoency Funetldon
b an o ageney/fami by /eommurnd by funation. Lt Laet every-
mre know dt owas dmportant, !

Factore For  Loplanentatlon

Bhatf identified several factors that showld be adodresosoed §F
e tiren review e mancated. A Pagh opriority was the need for an
idependently operating system to track and schedule reviews, and wibth
the ability to follow-um on cases that have been reviewed to exaning
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progress this wouwld help to "give meat'" to thedr reocommanciatn ons.
Ihere would need to be a hiagh degres of coordimation "wibth court
Fraeview to bring to light issues that meed to bhe bighlighted.” 10 was
alan suggessated that a lialson bBetween bosards ancd bthe sooial sorvios
agency dw neacdaed.

Good training of board members was seen as essential., This was
HEEN @B AN ongoing process addressing permanency o ssueEs ., commurd catilon
anc negotiation skills. [t showld encompass training regarcing the
Law "in arder to establish a consistent agency and coamunity approach
in carrying out the legislation',
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OESERVATITONEG AND  RECGOMMENDMAST TONE

Im examining the ouwtcomaes of this project, 6 i doportant o
in o mindd several important fFactoross

The ahort duration of the project severely Limited the eval watl ve
gffort, Because the project was in dte implamentation stagoes
throughouwt much of the timeframa of the evalwabion, oueh of the
pvaluation was belng conducted whi e bthe "bugs' wera belnog wor ked
out of the system, For exanple, incorreoct cdates werea someblmes
givern for the fiest review to be conducted by the peobdsct, and
raviewg were sometines held by Menmnepin Couwnty staft wi thout
project Anvolvement.  Many ebdloeen partdolpated dn only ome
raviaw throughbowt the duratlon of the project, prosect dmpact
cannot be assessed neaninafully on thile bawis. A Longer tarm
sy would be neaded An order to o eliminate these problans.

H

ft the outoet of bthe project, Gt wan ebated that e pedmary
abjective of the Henmepin Couwnty Foster GCare Review Peoieol :
escavmd e bheee models of Feview din order to determing the
whi ey provides the best opporbuni bty oF assurerlneg  peenaner
children and achieving complianee wibh Fubd e L

MENALY T v s was  an e e
P jeet o, of citimen raview 3 Lawtra
compliancs ie based on several different factors, bo a Limnibad
g bent, the project was only able to influence one of these
Factors., Iroescaminming the compliance §ssue, conplianoe arol
raview showle be viewsd as separete dssues, 0 48 0 mportaoeh
Faaldae that citiren review will not eneure compliance, and song
other machandism moust be sought bo o acloreans bhaa s,

i

R TG A AR

g bt

The @seuwe oFf where Cltizan Review Boards showld be bouseod L an
important one,  One of the peobleams dmn peoviodimg bimely eevi ews o
casas dn this project centered around the fact that the proisct
ai ol mot have the power to oall reviews.  Reviews weea feeoguent )y
cancel e because dispositional hearings werae duae o oowet, U Fves s
Faarings often had to be postponed, amd therefore the cang weuld
Mot recelve any type oF review within the recommendac T mekrames .
The projea whowl o have bacd bthae powsr to provide @ oraview o g
casan, ot dt did mob,

I considdaring where cltisen reaviaw boards showld be Phowsaed, b
important Lhat these boardes showld mat be dsolated feom bhe soola
SBEr VoL s/ oot st e TE am dndependent agenocy weare wset W,
Faviews wolad be conmsidered svents dsolated from peactiows, andg Lt
wonl o e even more oiffionlt o Pave an o bmpact WEorn permananoy

b anmimg  aned  comp bl anges.

Information generated by citizen rmaeview boards must be properly
chi ssmemi mabed and stored. v thve amalyesio of the 487 raview
gaotion, At wams found that dm some cases, the dndoarmation that
case ravigw had been belod had ot baeen entered fnbo the case $10)Le
I ac related exampla, reports feoam Ghe oltizen raviaw Doarde was
forwarded to Judge Olissky, however @t was mnol mecoessard v
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forwarced to the judge hearing the case. Trodw dmportant that
infarmation generated at case reviews be wsed o dinform b
Juchicdal as well an the caseworhk procass,

In considering the size amd makewp of boardas, the two menbar board
margrmecl Lo Mave the broacdest aoceptance. Ttowas felt that the £1ive
paiewon boards were sometimes overwhelming to oliente. I
2ramining the resulbtes of the reviews, 406 6 alseo evident that
thess boardes did not take mueh Longer to concduet than the sbandard
agemncy review.,  MAdditionally this paetioular compesi bl on seemed o
@ernable dnput from agency staffs and ol blzen raviewers,
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FOSTER CARE REVIEW PROJECT
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW SUMMARY

—

CHILD CASE MEM
NAME NUMBER_ - NUM
LAST THIS BOARD START END
REVW - - - REVW - - NUMBER TIME: TIME:
PARTICIPANTS: (circle numbers of all present)

01 father 06 rtc staff 11 attorney

02 mother 07 social worker 12 therapist

03 child 08 unit supervisor 13 Indian advocate
04 foster parent 09 independent reviewer 14 other (specify)
05 group home staff 10 guardian ad litem

Placement plan for the next six months as presented by
S 01)
02)
03)
o4)

continue current placement
change placement facility
child to return home within six months
pursue termination of parental rights

QUTCOME: (check all that apply)
plan accepted as presented

the social worker

plan not accepted

plan accepted with modifications (if not accepted explain below)
Modifications made by board members were included in the plan:
services to child yes no visitation plan yes no
services to parent yé€s no permanency goal yes no
services to foster home yes no other yes no
IS THERE A NEED FOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL? yes no
IF THIS IS A MINORITY CHILD, IS CHILD IN A MINORITY HOME? &eé no
IF NO, DO PARENTS AGREE WITH PLACEMENT IN NON=-MINORITY HOME? yes no
IN THE LAST SIX MONTHS: # of parental visits with child
# of social worker visits with child

# of
# of

social worker visits
social worker visits

with parent(s)
with foster parent(s)

111

BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY (circle numbers that apply)

THE CASE PLAN

01 Permanency goal not clear

02 Time frame for accomplishing goals not clear
03 Goals/expectations for child not clear

64 Goals/expectations for parents not clear

05 Major problem/issues not addressed

06 Placement does not meet needs of child

Other




THE AGENCY

01 Lack of resources/services
02 Lack of training

03 Caselcad too high

04 Staff turnover

05 Agency policy

06 Other

THE CLIENT

01 1Inability of parent to make progress toward goals
02 Inability of child tor make progress toward goals
03 Lack of cooperation from pareqt(s)

04 Lack of cooperation from child

05 Lack of parent/child contact

06 Other

LEGAL SYSTEM (attorneys, Jjuvenile court etec.)

01 Lack of permanency training

02 Disagreement with agency plans
03 Case load teo high

04 Staff turnover

05 Time delays in obtaining TPR
06 Other

NO BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY
00 None ‘

COMMENTS OF CHILD:

- -

COMMENTS OF NATURAL PARENTS:

COMMENTS OF BOARD MEMBERS:

COMMENTS OF OTHER PARTICIPANTS:

’ - %
- > S ) «

signature of board member) (po}soﬁ complleting form)
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Date:

CHILD WELFARE - CASE RECORD SBURVEY

[] Voluntary Placement:

- (Agreement Date)
. ' - [ Court-Ordered Placement:

(Court-Ordered Date)

[] state Wara: _
: : (T.P.R. Hearing Date)
CASE NAME: | | CASE RECORD NUMBER:
CASE DATA:
A. DATE PLACED: 8. WRITTEN CASE PLAN: .
(Date - Mo/Da/¥Yr) ' ~(Date)
C. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS:
(Dates Completed)
D. DISPOSITIONAL HEARINGS: | ‘
(Dates)
FINDINGS: FY 86
None
Major Safeguards: ‘ Yes No Due

Written Case Plans
All Periodic Reviews Within the Prescribed time
Dispositional Hearing Within the Prescribed time

of the 18 protections acceptable. (Must have 15 or more to be acceptable.)
FY 86: ACCCEPTABLE ( ) NOT ACCEPTABLE ( )
A. WRITTEN CASE PLAN Yes No N/A

(1) Does the plan describe the type of home or institu-
. tion in which the child is to be placed?

(2) Does the case plan discuss the appropriateness of the
. placement?

(3) Has the case plan been designed to achieve place-

' ment in the least restrictive (most family-like)
setting available consistent with the best interests
and special needs of the child?

(4) Have efforts been made to place the child in close
proximity to the parents' home consistent with the
best interests and special needs of the child?

(5) Does the plan make provision to ecarry out any
*udiclal determination made with respect to the ehnd
n accordance with Section 472(a)(1)?
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Question Response Checklist
Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project

QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PICT
PERSONNEL ATTEND STFF
{, Did you understand the AR process? | i
2, What didn't you understand? la la

What information should have
been received?

3. Have you attended other AR's? 2 ! 2
4, How many reviews have you attended? 2 2a
5. Were any reviews you attended in the 2b 2b

past not conducted by the FCRP?

6. Were you encouraged to attend the 3 3
Adeinistrative Review today?

7. How were you encouraged? 3a Ta

8. Who should be encouraged to attend/ 3b 29 3b
participate in these reviaws?

9. Were you encouraged to participate in the 4 4
Administrative Review today?

10, How were you encouraged to participate? 4 fa
Who encouraged you?

11, Did you ask questions at the AR today? 5 2 5

12, Were your questions answered? Ja 2 Ja

13. Did you make comments during the b 3 b
review process?

14, Were your comments listened to? ba Ja ba

15, Were changes made in the proposed plan 7 3b 7
based on your comments?

16. What kinds of changes were made? Ta 3 Ta

17, When first told, how did you feel about 8 7 9 14

citizens reviewing the case?

18, Why did you feel this way? Ba Ta 16a



QUESTIONS

PAR/FP

CH  CRT  AGCY
PERSONNEL

BOARD

OTHERS
ATIEND

PIcT
STFF

19,

28,

21,

22,

23,

24,

25,

26,

27,
28,

29,

3.

3.

32,

33,

34,

35

What is your opinion of agency staff's
initial attitude toward Citizen Review
Boards?

In what ways has their attitude changed
overtiae?

Did your participation change your
your attitudes?

In what ways?

Overtime has your view of citizen review
boards changed? How? Why?

Are there advantages resulting from
citizen involvesent on AR boards? What?

fAre there disadvantages resulting from
citizen involvement on AR boards? What?

Coapare experiences with AR reviews with
citizens v, no citizens.

Other cosaents regarding the AR process?
Were you asked what you thought?

Do you think your being at the review
pade any difference?

In what ways has it made a differance?

Were you uncoafortable because of people
on board who don’t work for the county?

Hhy were you uncosfortable? What made
you feel uncomfortable?

Did good or bad things happened for you
because of people on review board who
don't work for the county? What?

Have you received information about the
Citizen Review Board Project?

How have you received this information?

8b

10

11

12

it 12
{1a

10 13
i0a

ba

ia

36

Jba

37

37a

35
35a

38

4

34b

16b

17

18

19

2

4



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT AGCY BOARD OTHERS PICT
PERSONNEL ATTEND 8TFF

36. From whos have you received this ib
inforsation?

37. Is the information received ¢roa CRB 2
adequate for the needs of the court?

38. Why do you feel the information received 2a
is inadequate?

39. Has the manner in which judicial reviews 3
are conducted changed since the CRB?

48, Hea have judicial reviews changed? Ja

41, Do you think that CRB have made any 4
difference in patterns of placesent?

42, How have CRB made a difference in the L]
patterns of child placeasnt?

43. Do you think that CRB have made any b
difference in permanency plans?

44, How have CRB made a difference in Ja
permanency plans for children?

45, Are there other ways children have b
benefited from citizen reviews?

46, Do you think that CRB have had impact b
ons families, FP, CW, Atty, judges,
advocates?

47. What have been the largest impacts made 9 34
by citizen involvesent on AR boards?

48. Do you feel there are legal probless 12
associated with citizen revien?

49. What types of legal problems? 12a

30, What role should recomsendations made by 13
a CRB play in judicial reviews?

31 Are CRB meabers adequately prepared to 14 2
review substitute care cases?

52, Why or why not? 14a 2



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH

CRT

AecyY BOARD OTHERS
PERSONNEL ATTEND

PICT
STFF

33

34,

39
36,
37,

3%,

60,
81,
62,

63,

b4,

b3,

b,

67,

48,

Has the county benefited from citizen
review? '

How has the county benefited from
citizen review?

Should children be involved in AR?
Why or why naot?
I mandated, what fors do you see CRB taking?

What would you recossend regarding the
inplenentation of adeinistrative review
of children under the jurisdiction of
corrections?

Should both voluntary and involuntary
placesents be reviewed by citizens?

Why or why not?
What is your job title?
What unit are you with?

How long have you been esployed in your
current capacity?

How many of your cases were reviewed by
boards with citizen participants?

How many reviews have you personally
attended where citizens were included
as board mesbers?

Which roles have you perforsed during the
AR project: CW, Superv., boardchair that
include 2 citizen members?

Board members demonstrated knowledge
and understanding of the adeinistrative
review process,

Board meabers demonstrated knowledge
and understanding of the substitute
care systea,

15

152

14
16
17

16

19

19

19 43

19 45

1A

1B

iC

iD

1E

iF



QUEBTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PacT
PERSONNEL ATTEND 8TFF
9. Boards seabers demonstrated knowledge 3 19
understanding of the legal systes
as it is involved in foster care
issues.
8. Board meaber's questions were relevant 4 {1
to the handling of cases in which you
were involved.
71, Board aeaber’'s questions demonstrated 5 12
sensitivity to persons involved.
72. Board mesbers demonstrated a respectful b 13
attitude toward the parties attending
the reviens,
73. Board mesber's recosmendations were 7 14
relavant and practical to the case
situation,
74, Comsents regarding the areas of board 8 1%
functioning rated in the previous seven
stateaents,
75, How did you feel about the way your time 19
was scheduled for training and conducting
reviews?
76, How difficult was it to schedule reviews i1 20
for the project boards?
77. Do you think that citizen involvesent on 14 39 20
review boards should be mandated?
78. Why or why not? i4a 3% 20a
79. If mandated, where should these citizen IH] 4
reviews be housed?
88. If mandated who should chair the boards? 14 #H
81, If mandated, how many citizens should be 17 3

on the board?



QUESTIONS

PAR/FP

CH CRT ABCY

OTHERS
ATTEND

PICT
STFE

82,

83.

4.

86,

87.

89,

9.

.

92,

93,

9.

I mandated, what factors should be taken
into account during the isplesentation?
How might implementation be different for
smaller counties? What components of the
project do you feel are essential? If
you could make one recossendation that
you knew would be instituted, what would
that be?

Should mentally retarded children in
placesent be reviewed in the sase manner
as other children in placesent?

Why do you feel this way?

How helpful was your initial training in
preparing you as a board aeaber?

How helpful was the initial training in
teaching you the foster care systea?

How helpful was the initial training in
teaching you the legal system as it is
involved in foster care issues?

How helpful was the training manual that
you received?

Was the asount and type of information
contained in the training manual helpful?

How helpful were the videotape
presentations used in your training?

How helpful were the speakers used
during your training?

How helpful were the role playing
situations?

Please comsent on the sections of training
above which were most useful to you as
2 board member

Did you use the project training manual
as a reference?

--------

20

20

L] 7-9

4

LYY

1-8b



QUEBTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERB
PERSONNEL ---ATTEND___
95. How helpful were each of the following %
sections of the manual in your work as
a board sember: Review Process, Permanency
Planning, Child Welfare Laws, Services
Provided, Foras, Organizational Structure,
6lossary, Recoamended Reading?
96, Please comment on the sections of the b
sanual which were most useful to you
in your work as a board meaber.
97, Is there additional training you would 19
have likeJ to receive at the beginning?
98, On what subjects would you have liked to ifa
receive additional training?
99. Were there areas of training that you i
feel should not have been included?
180, Which subjects would you have deleted f1a
froa the initial training?
181. Nas the asount of tise spent on training 12
appropriate?
102, Bhould there have been additional 13
training for Board Chairs?
183, What topics should be included in 13a
additional training for Board Chairs?
184, How would you rate the training received 14
to prepare you as a board mesber?
183. Any additional comments you would like 15
to sake regarding your training?
186. Please rate the degree to which project 16
staff have been helpful to you in
carrying out your role as a board meaber,
107, Additional comments you would like to 14b

pake regarding the project staff and
how they provided guidance and assistance
in terms of this project.



QUESTIONS PAR/FP  CH  CRT  AGCY
PERGONNEL

BOARD OTHERS PIcT

188,

189,

18,

i1,

112,

113,

114,

115,

116.

117,

==

Was the time commitment asked of you
sufficient to do monthly commitments?

Dpinion regarding a two year coasitment
to serve as a board meaber.

How adequate was the asount and type
of feadback received on the cases froa
staff assistants, project coordinator,
court, case sacial worker/supervisor?

How did the feedback or lack of it effect
your functioning as a board mesber?

What was the financial cost to you of
your participation as a review board
aeaber?

Rate each of the review components in
terns of ovarall adequacy for you to do
your job during the revimw process:
backqround case aaterials, asount of
tine allocated, inforsation presented,
board seaber participation, attendance
of parents and children affected, board
recosmendations, project social workers'
participation, agency workers'
participation.

For each of the cosponents you indicated
as needing improvement, indicate how it
neads to be improved.

Do you think you were given enough
information to have a firm grasp of
permanency planning?

How large of a probles were each of the
tollowing factors in permanency plannings
vague plans, worker turnover, lack of
timelines for TPR, court action, policy
regarding holding pattern, vague court
orders.

For sach of the components indicate above
as being either a large or slight probles,
what would you recossend to overcoae

these probleas?

17

i8

2

212

2

23

24

2

2%

27



QUEBTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PICT
PERGONNEL ATTEND 8IEE
118. What do you see as the greatest barrier 28
to persanency planning for children in
foster care?
119, Do you feel that the AR format is simple h{
enough for participants to understand?
128. What would you change about the current 38a
foraat?
121. Was the tine spent beneficial to social 3
workers, fasilies and children involved
in the progras?
122, In what ways? 3a
123, What do you see as the sajor purpose of 32
citizen participation on review boards?
124, What would be the effect of rotating 42
Board Chairs?
125, Are you aware of any obstacles to having 3
citizens involved in the review process?
Are there barriers to your effectiveness?
126. Have there been any probleas in the Focus 2
general operation of the board?
127. Inclusion of MR cases in the sample. Focus
128. What were the characteristics of the Focus
children who were reviewed
129. How do you feel the project affected Focus
these kids?
139, How did you feel about the amount of Focus
feedback you received regarding your
recoamendations, your effect on kids?
{31, What about barriers to your Focus 2

effectiveness?



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PICT
PEREANNEL ATTEND STFF

- - TR 2

132. How would you compare your experiences Focus
on 2 and 5 citizen boards? How
difficult is it for alternates to sove
fros board to board? Would you prefer
to serve on one board or have the
ability to rotate boards? (For
alternates]

133. Relationship between the project and Focus
the agency in which it was housed.
How do you feel the Social Bervice
Workers responded to you and to the
review process in general?

134, What level of authority should citizen | Focus
review boards have, advisory or
soaething else?
135, Describe your job duties. |

136, Which of your job functions are 3
essential, and who could carry them out?

137. HWhat ware the most positive aspects 5
of this project?

138, MWhat were the most negative aspects b
of this project?
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FProgram Evaluatiomn Resource Center

S@1 Park Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 53415
(612) 348-7811

MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 24, 1986

TO: Board Members and Alternates
Hennepin County Foster Care Review FProject

FROM: Nancy Larsen
Project Evaluator

RE: Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project Evaluation

As the Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project begins to wind
down, we begin the most important part of the evaluation process -
gathering information from those who participated in the project.

Board members and alternates are being asked to help us in two ways.
First, by completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it to
us. Second, by attending and participating in a group interview,
called a focus group. The reason that we are collecting this
information in two stages is that some issues that have been
identified are more easily "talked about" than written about, and
these issues deserve some discussion.

We request that you complete the enclosed questionnaire as soon
as possible, and return it to the Program Evaluation Resource Center.
Flease have the completed questionnaire in the mail to me by August 4,
19846. It is important for us to receive them guickly so we can
analyze them for inclusion in the final report and also identify
additional themes for discussion during the focus group. We realize
that this gquestionnaire is rather thick, but we wanted to make sure
that you would have ample opportunity to express your opinion on
issues related to the demonstration project.

Please remember as you complete the guestionnaire that your
responses are confidential, so please be as candid as possible. No
one but the Program Evaluation Resource Center staff (which is
independent of both Hennepin County and the State of Minnesota) will
see youwr questionnaire. Your individual responses will not be shared
with project staff, Hennepin County personnel, or those persons
involved in the project at the State of Minnesota. Your input is
anonymous in the analysis of the data — your name will never appear
together with the comments you make.

Below are listed three times during which focus groups will be
conducted. Within the next week a Program Evaluation Resource Center
staff person will be calling you to find out which of the three focus
groups you can attend. We will be limiting the size of the groups



to ten persons in order to facilitate discussion. We will do our best
to accommodate you at your preferred time. Focus groups are expected
to last approximately one and a half hours. Scheduled times for the
focus groups are:

Tuesday - August 19, 198646 2:008 A.M.
Thursday — August 21, 1986 1:00 P.M.
Monday - August 25, 1986 7:00 P.M.

We hope to be able to make use of space in the Hennepin County
Government Center for these meetings. You will be notified of the
precise time and place for your group when the schedule for these
groups has been finalized.

Thank you for your interest and participation in this project,
and thank you very much in advance for your help in this evaluation
endeavor. If you have any gquestions, please feel frze to call me.



CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS QUESTIONNAIRE
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P e e e e I e He e e e e H I A e T e e T K e A N P A e e B e e I U e e e B N e e B e e e e U e B N e N e e e N e e e N e
SECTION I
QUESTIONS REGARDING INITIAL TRAINING

INSTRUCTIONS: FPLEASE USE THE GRID BELOW TO ANSWER THE FOLLOWING
AUESTIONS. CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER GQUESTION.

AUESTIONS VERY SOMEWHAT NEITHER NOT VERY NOT AT
HELPEUL HELPFUL HELPEUL ____ALL HELPFUL ___
Overall, how helpful was your initial | 2 3 4 3 (5)

training in preparing you to
participate as a board member?

How helpful was the initial training 1 2 3 L 5 (6)
in terms of teaching you about the
foster care systes?

How helpful was the initial training | 2 3 4 5 (7
in teras of teaching you about the

legal system as it is involved in

foster care issues? (These include

TPR, court-ordered goals, 18 month

reviews)

How helpful was the training manual { 2 3 4 b (8)
that you received?

Was the amount and type of i 2 3 L 5 {9)
inforsation contained in the training
manual helpful?

How helpful were the videotape | 2 3 4 3 (19
presentations used in your training?

How helpful were the speakers used { 2 3 § 5 {11)
during your training?

How helpful were the role playing | 2 3 4 ] {12)
situations?

(1)



1-8b. Flease use the space provided below to comment on the
sections of training (i.e., 1-8) which were most usetul in
you as & board member.
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7. Did you use the project training manual &8 a reference?

Ymﬁllllllllullni ‘1:“5)
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Pa. How helpful were each of the following sections of the
manual in youwr work as a board member? [FLEABE CIRCLE
ONLY ONE RESFONSE CATEGORY FER MANUAL SECTION. I

MANUAL SECTIONS VERY SONEWHAT NEITHER NOT VERY NOT AT
USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL______ALL USEFUL
Chapter 1- The Review Process i 2 3 § 5 (14)
Chapter 2 - Permanency Planning { 2 3 4 3 (15)
Chapter 3 - Child Welfare Laws | 2 3 4 5 {16)
Chapter 4 - Services Provided/Resources Used 1 2 3 L] 5 (un
Chapter 5 - Foras 1 2 3 L] b {18)
Chapter & - Organizational Structure 1 2 3 4 3 (19)
Chapter 7 - Blossary | 2 3 L] 3 128)
Chapter B - Recomaended Reading { 2 3 4 6] (21)

{2



1Q.

11

?b. Flease usme the space provided below to comment on the
sections which were most useful in vour work as a board
member .
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Is there additional training you wouwld have liked to receive at
the beginning of the project?

YES.IIIIIIIIIK'l (GD tD ima) (;?n’:g)
NQII.I.IIIII.II2 (GO to 11)

12a. On what subjects would youw have liked to receive additional
training®?
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Were there any areas of training that you feel shouwld nept have

been included at the beginning of the project?

Ymmlllﬂﬂ'lllllll (&3‘:’ tn 116“) (:“n:f!:)
NOwwennunnnnnenid (Bo to 12



1la. Which subjects would you have deleted from the initial
training?
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12, Was the amount of time spent on training appropriate?

Much Too LONQesenonnnnawal
Somewhat Too LONQ.wssesend COMMENTS s
About Right.ssvesasnsannand
Somewhat Too Short.iswieana.d
Much Too Shortesessnnnns e
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13. Should there have been additional traiming for Board Chadrs?

Yes..llll.llll'l (an tD 1:&5"&) (:2?5)
Nollllllllll.l.:-’ (BQ to 14)

1%a. What topics should be included in additional training for
Hoard Chairs?
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14, Overall, how would you rate the training that youw received to

prepare you for your role as a board member’?

(&)
Excellent.cnvovaanal
Very GBoode ceeennneem COMMENT G
Goodeseuvennaneunnnd
Fairsswswnanannnansed
POOFusasesonnnnannaid
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15. Use the space below for any additional comments that you would
like to make regarding your training.

FTAUA Vhotn S LM VTS SIS L4 RLIAE S MEIR S00R 11 ST SEDI4 4 BIAR MR S0 Y A1V ASEM SV SV FUAFR P St L L1 LA TR POALE TRTSH I HTTIS APTIR UUTER BPTO LA SEUM EAALE LIV UTER LIRE R S NGO G0 B T SR PR AN TR ST T HE R AR I s

AP VA0 L83 43 RS 1AL VAU 49V AR ELA CITM TATVE GAARY 14T 400 IRy BUIFA T7ST LIV MO SFER SR NHS GRTR BIRTD FIITE YIS0 LI (9000 460 00D SNMR (VLEG LALA 1AUTE DAL LSFSD 1DV AP FHG RUNIY ATAS SAASL VAL VNG 1AIRS VIEVL ALIPY NEATY SIS ATMT AU LAY L0 MMM S90BE AP A1) S0 TN INCT I

lé. Please use the grid below to rate the degree to which proiect
gtaff have been helpful to youw in carrying oubt yvour role as a
board member. Rate only the social worker (staff assistant) who
is assigned and works with your board. Alternates, please rate
both social workers if you have bad contact with them. CHECK
ONLY ONE RESPONSE CATEGORY FER QUESTION.

BUESTIONS VERY SOMEWHAT NEITHER NOT VERY NOT AT

HELREUL _____HELPEUL HELPEUL_____ALL HELPEUL __
The Project Manager (Shirley Bartknecht) { 2 3 4 3 (27)
fhe Project Manager (Margaret Lonergan) | 2 3 4 6] (28)
The Project Coordinator (Dianne Dee) { 2 3 4 3 (29)
Project Bocial Worker {(Jean Lindgren) | 2 3 4 5 {38
Project Social Worker (Richard Spratt) ! 2 3 4 b (31)
Project Clerk (David North) ! 2 3 4 3 {32)

-----------------------------
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16b. Use the space below for any additional comments that you
would like to make regarding the project staff end how
rms of this

they provided guidance and assistance in te
project.
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17.

18,

19.

4V Soaen (9L VIR WIS S BTN KPS B FRURY PN GOLIR FTSSS ANA 1IOER 44008 fFoee SSARA MBALE FYOOR ASC DTSR Sresd OUAR SAGH) TERSS SOsdF TFPRN TIOSE RGA BHBS FIIIY 1T ST FHLBL YN 10T BT LU0

D L R

SECTION II }
AUESTIONS REGARDING BOARD OFERATIONSG:

Was the time commitment you were asked to make sufficlent in
terma of fulfilling vour actual monthly commitments? (i.@., Wam
vyour ariginal time commitment of 8 hours per month sufficient to
complete your work as a board member?)

Time Committed Was More thanm Enoughecenssaonennsl ()
Time Committed Was About Right.scsennnnsconnsnned
Time Committed Was Too Littlessensnsnnovnnnnnennd

COMMENTS e

LAOM bers 417ED PYORY FESU G1300 S00CA WA A4FOA DITSH S FPS6S YOTER LYYH SUISE FEA GRS VETYR FEERS TG VUISP ASVOP 4000 FUTSN PedSY by FEIN LIESH FINTH EVLD SOUIN MY RANTY BHOTY AHD (D 110PS 21

The proposed time for an individual to serve as a board member in
thisa project was 2 years. Is a two year commitment:

TOO LoNQeseannsesal (B To 18a) CE4)
About Right.senesad (Bo To 19)
Too BROrtecncscnana (Go To 18a)

18a. How long time commitment do you recommend?

1NV TR Wiy LIS ASTS (4 GISTR SO0 DLIY FTUAE TERE Y AFUSD YU FOA LRGSR BT LR LI IPTIY (NEET LR ESUR (IR PP H9ATR 0TI DYARS ISED DTS T10MY 4900Y Sre Treem 80000 HIPY BAUIS St
(14 S0 TSI 1SS R0 HBORR IO M R RS 1

P TN P10 Ghne0 §OY D000 Se0m Vi TS0 FV VRS SOOD FIREY FTULE SRR AR AITEE 41 LAY ARRAR 11D T TSR ST I SRS I TR ke o)

How did you feel about the way that youwr time was scheduled for
training and conducting reviewsa? (2.qQ., did yvou get enough

notice, etc.) Flease comment on any issues or problems related
to scheduling.

nat nm e
TANUE VIMD SARAD ANRR SUIED LAOE TED THEK SV 19 06EYE FFALA VOOTE ALMY LSRR YR L3000 SOOTP VOAD BRALD (00 SO0 M1 BLAD SO0 1YY AUTVE ATPY 1L TTOTE SRS MEYY FEFTR A0FIT LAY ARFYE SUTR SEM MVPAE VOEED SR L TR 0
n e @ s e v L ] I I M T T Y LTS T T T ST T A SR AT T 1 S LT v e n
o Ly s vy st daees ey TRp—— 040 V000 M3 SATTP BEEYY TP RIIEH S1AVD HEVRS MASD VG AAS AFFS (T8 WIERY U1BSR FISED 000 BETVE SUURL THIEL AL WA S1IY THRS HERS P PO £ e e o e e v e
s 1o s s - i i o o Gae g G s v A (h i rruse svvin sive e TN IR A1 T W 1 e Tt e e e oo . s b v v e o
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20.

21.

How difficult was it to schedule reviews for the project boards?

Very Difficult..csesnuwal
Somewhat Difficult.saaneed
Nedthereosenosonnanasannnem
Somewhat EasYenssesnnaend
Vary EaBY.enersnnunannnnrd

¢80

How adequate was the amount and type of feedback you recelved on
the cases you reviewed from the following sources?

Sources

Very Sosewhat Nei ther

Ce

dl

staff assistants

project coordinator

court

case social worker/
supervisaor

Bomewhat

Inadmguate

Very

mamam-

{36)
(37)
(38)

(39

N

2la. How did the feedback or lack of it effect your functioning
as a board member?

e v i - 1w
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What was the financial cost (@.Q., taking time off from work,

using vacation time, etc.)
review board member?

to you of your participation as A
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23, Based on your experiences as a review board member, rate each of
the following review components in terms of overall adequacy in
order for you to do vouwr job during the review process. CFLEASE
CIRCLE ONLY RESFONSE CATEBGORY FER GUESTION. ]

Very GBood Adequate Neads
LAmprovemnentk

Ity A e G4 G000 b behan (4sd FAL S 1AAAD Ve WA TS A (TR PeLis et 111 LAIFS PO 1B Sbd PAIL FIN U018 RN Do TAITE SUOTE 4Pl 40K A3 HOAFR 48RS S1LAD RIMA PHLY U110 SANNG b FeFSH (1ER SURIR AN Lekie SIS B0 FTU 4IPS Soese

‘a. background case materials 1 2 5 (40)

bB. amount of time allocated 1 @ - (41)
for the reviews

c. information presented 1 2 . (42)
at the reviews

d. board member attendance 1 " o (435
2. board member participation 1 2 & (44)

f. attendance of parents 1
and children affected

Ex ]
=
o2

AN

Q. board recommendations i - 5 (46)

he proiect social workers’ 1 2 H (47)
participation

i. agency social workers' 1 & ) (46)
participation

OIAY TN HODIY VUAID M STEOY AN PSR U ETITD 10008 AR AINRE S0080 700 EH1ER 81040 SNEHS 00008 SAACD LMY ANARD FTTTO SKOP0 ASUFR WD VTRIN T11EE WY AEANH SAKE RPN OPEMU RETID AAITR W\EPD HAVER YOTUR TFOY AFEOY £4000 PTEAD 00 GEAAN VAOPE 160 FETS ASFON BAORE DIPAD THOOR 46099 HUUR SATAR RO €SLCY 04000 FELAN MY EOY TARRY IS 00

*24, For each of the components that vou indicated above as neaeding
improvement, please indicate how it needs to be improved.

a. background case materials

UNNN J01OE L DALY AFRAR (100D GHLIL LILRR ABRRY LISAR Fhoen FUASY RAATY STE NATOS UASNE LONE WU CHHIE SO AR GTR SUERG (DIIE IR SNODE TR VAALE B4 FERER SIS D TRRLG WY

LIS s 1 IW 0GRS VU SR 4G DI S EISO ST FIUTE AT FVATE IEMY AFUIS LAAR LAPEY VLLAY DAY ATV FTVES ived TSAA 4IPS TLAW MIF TS LU S0 AR 1L SETTR FLAAS EVUED LAV TUID TLISH TUS TR YU TN TIARY TRLER ST 8T 6NV BAFE WA VHITE SR VLD SO TR AR

b. amount of time allocated
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c. information presented
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. board member participation
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(Guestion 24, continued)

€. board member attendance
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f. attendance of parents ancd children affected
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0. board recommendations
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he project social workers’' participation
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i. agency social workers’ pérticipation
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295. Do you think that you were given enough information to have &
firm grasp of permanency planning?

YEE--.-----.-J. (4"‘?)
NQ-------..--E

2b6. BRased on your experiences as a review board member, how large of
a problem was each of the following factors in permanency
planning for children? [FLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESFONSGE
CATEGORY FER QUESTION, 1

& Blight Net A

a. vagueness of plans i 2 A &)

b, worker tuwwnover i “ 5 (51

|

=5
—
=
FE

R
~—

c. lack of timelines for 1
TFR

e
i
|

d. initiation of couwt action 1

(7
=
ka3
i
s
N

@. county policy regarding i 2
holding pattern

. vagueness of court orders 1 2 - (W)
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#27. Far sach of the componerts indicated above as being ellhaer
laraely or slightly problematic. what would you recommend to

R I WA U sl TR v 1Y fTie TR

overcome these problem areas?

Aa. vagueness of plans
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b. worker turnover
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c. lack of timelines for TFR
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de initiation of court action

Liam 48004 Arimn G40 S99 WPOSE TPRS SR FREOL BEOY Get9S R4 FERSH AVESS SUTPR MHLLA SOSAd SETE LIRS PYITE WYASR SES 44LA TIATY TIFTH ETTRE 41710 VUL £1100 1B SRR 1108 AU AAITY LNTE WSH sunn

IOSE St 40V B0 PV VAIYY V80 1090 L1 $10) 1A YD MV S0 TR U0 TN (EDFR (TS LN FMASE F34a £146 TS A M4 SAID 11644 AASEY SMAA TOITY FTY S0 SHFH TSATV FOLAY IESLS VIGRY FITRE BTG IOVER 0 VASTD TLAP SSMUY VONCD MRS LS UTER TELSE 1TWE 19D FUATD STRSD G170 106 FHAPY YT OV TRIEE SULRS FEVIE HOUTR 1IN 000 A IIVED eV

e. county policy regarding
holding pattern
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f. vagueness of court orders
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28, What do you see as the greatest barrier to permanency planning

for children in foster care??
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From your perspective, who should be invited and encouraged to
attend administrative reviews?

BV U LTI (0 LA SIS VY LI CAA LA 1T (LR G0 SR AN FURAM 1P SIS VLR Y B ST G344 Amad LERP ST Y FSID BS0I0 0A /OVPY FITVY ATFLE 11N 410 Dl §77SH VBTN FAS48 A LD AT RV GSIG FLAVE LSO AN G 00N T DIVME FIV SIS VIO V0D OIN B L W1 STV

TUUNN TLSH AL OG0 M08 UNTRR O1S18 PA830 A0 BITHD SO 5174 WORA TS0 SORVG BUTSY YA KETR BENTE HITRS MU ELOD HSOSR GS5S0 GAFTA $O4S3 WY AOETD SFDY 11AG3 OFSEY NSOMY EATEL VPR BAYUE VPVH OVTER Bbesd SNIES GEEE VIV WEEST TRV BEVAD PERAE VAT EDND BUPRE VARG TRETD EEARY GRS GFEOY ETEOD SURFE 0L WS

e G e (7 e Y Vs (14 VR AU D YT (TR ATV S LAUTY TUETY o0 TISNY A SIAKD MRG0 FLA FISG FLACA S0 PR SYFSR PV AFY 4TSN LHATE WAPY FVASY £y (SR VOYY VIMAD TIG AT UM SO0 PYOT) FIAIY $0690 LI AT AT SEASA TRV OWIT IOTEE IVEER DO 00 AP 91T U TN 00N SR

LAdka 11IH L WIS SUTHY TR BN bord R DR A1LSS DIFSR L1030 FHEY BUNYR (IUGH CITAD WAGRS UMU30 G7SSR UL FAES BOSGO BRVPY LuRGR EXTIS SN GIPEY SLSLY UWTP SCTER TNTYE DIAIH IEE MIRS VAAAS GmrTH RIASD M) RSO St pernd 7 SEIVE ESPYY AEOTL VTR GHALY BV UYL MOAAR ACVVE 0AOOR VNG GS00) YA LI TN KRS Wakd W A0

Do you think that the administrative review format is simple
enough for all persons participating to understand?
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d@a. What would you change about the current format?
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Was the time spent beneficial to social workers, families and
particuwlarly the chiladren involved in the progeram?
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Slas. In what waya?
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What do vou see as the major purpose of citizen participation on
review boards?
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Are you aware of any obstacles to having citizens involved in the
review process? Are there any barriers to your effectiveness?
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What would you identify as the largest impacts lLor contributions]
of citizen inveolvement on review boards?
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34a. Would you say vour own participation has made a
difference?

Yeslll.lllllli (GQ T° 34b) (5156)
Nolll.l.lllllz (GQ TQ 35)

J4b. In what ways?
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Do you see any problems resulting from citizen involvement on
review boards?
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I%a. What problems do you see resulting from citizen
involvement?
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Would you say that the agency staff 's initial attitude toward
Citizen Review Boards waws:

Very FoBitive.iswsvunans
Somawhat Fositive..essns
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Bomewhat Negative.swanwa
Very Negative.soesnansan
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Sba.  In what ways has their attitude changed overtime?
Became more positive..seesensal (a1

Remained the SAmM@..ceovannoesnni
Hecame more negative. oo vsouns am
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Did your participation as a review board member change your
attitudes in any way?
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X7a. In what waysa?
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Use the space below for any additional comments or suggestions
you would like to make regarding citizen participation on review
boards, or the current review process?
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SECTION ITI
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION

Do you think that citizen inclusion on review boards should be
mandated?
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I9a. Why do you feel this way?
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It citizen review is mandated, where should these citizen review
boards be housed?
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If citizen review is mandated, who should chair the boardse?
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What would be the effect of rotating Rosrd Chailrs?
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If citizen review is mandated, "ow many citizens should be on the
board?

Personm (=)

If citizen review is mandated, what factors should be taken into
account during the implementation. How might implementation be
different for smaller counties? What components of the proiect
do you think are essential? I[f you could make one recommendation
that vouw knew would be instituted, what would that be?
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Should both voluntary and involuntary placements be reviewed by
citizens?
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4%a. Why do you feel this way?
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Should mentally retarded children in placement be reviewed in the
same manner ams other children in placement?
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4ba. Why do you feal this way?
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47, Within the next month, you will be asked to attend a discussion
group to further help us evaluate this project, Helow you will
find & listing of topics we are planning to include, please add
any other topics to the list that yvou think mneed to be discusnsed,

FOCUS GROUFP DISCUSSION ITEMS:

A. Have there been any problems in the qQeneral opsration of the
board?

F. Inclusion of MR cases in the sample.

. What were the characteristics of the children who were reviewsd?

D. How do vou feel the project affected these kide?

E. How did you feel about the amount of feedback you receilved
regarding your recommendations, youwr effect on kids?

F. What about barriers to vyour effectiveness?

B. How would vou compare your experiences on 2 an U citizen boards?
How difficult is it for alternates to move from board to board?
Would you prefer to serve on one board or have the ability to
rotate boards? [For alternatesl

H. Relationship between the project and the agency in which it waws
housed. How do yvyou feel the Social Service Workers responded to
vow and to the review process in general?

I. What level of authority should citizen review bhoards have,
advisory or something else?

Thank you for your assistance in this evaluation.
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FOR ALTERNATES ONLY

How would you compare yvour experiences on 2 and 5 citizen boards?
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How difficult is it for alternates to move from board to board?
Would you say that it ims:
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Somewhat Difficultescnnnonnaoi
NeitherlI.'Il.l.ll.ll.ll..lll:‘:;

Somewhat EasYeersrnenssnssonnnd
Very EasYersesvssssanasnnanusnnsd

49a. Why is it difficult?
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Would vou prefer to serve on one board or have the ability to
rotate boards?

Sarve on one board. cesvsssonnsnunannnannnenl (7@)
Have the ability to rotate boardB.essssnnanni

S@Ba. Why would vou prefer this?
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S@a. COMMENTS CONTINUED:
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Thamnk yvou for your assistance in this
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FOSTER CARE REVIEW PROJECT
BOARD MEMBER GROUF INTERVIEW FORM
August 18, 1986
INTRODUCTION

HELLO, MY NAME I8 et 4 REFRESENT THE PROGRAM
EVALUATION RESOQURCE CENTER, AN INDEPENDENT OQORGANIZATION RETAINED
BY THE STATE TO HELF DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FOBTER
CARE REVIEW PROJECT.

AS PART OF THE EVALUATION, MEETINGS SUCH AS THIS ONE ARE BEING
HELD WITH FOSTER CARE BOARD MEMEERS TO GET THEIR VIEWS ON HOW THE
BOARDE HAVE FUNCTIONED AND HOW THEY COULD EE IMPROVED.

YOUR REMARKES ARE CONFIDENTIAL, BUT: I WILL BE TAPING THE INTERVIEW
80 THAT I WON'T HAVE TO SPEND TOO MUCH TIME TAKING NOTES.



8.

9.

10.

1.

12.

Overall, how do vou feel about the time you aspent as & board
member? Was it wor;hwhile?

What kinds of problems, if any, were there in the operation
of the board? Were there barriers to your effectiveness?
Was the relationship with the agency satimfactory?

How, if at all, did the project effect the kids whose cases
were reviewed?

Does it seem to you that some kids remain in placement too
long? If yes, why? What can be done about it?

FROBE: Some difficulties with TRFs have been mantioned.
Do you see speeding up this process as an
alternative?

Did it seem that some kids were sent home to avold reviews?
What could be done about thias?

What would be the best way to time reviews? 8Bhould they be
evaery six months even when a court review is heing done?

What about feedback? Did you receive adequate information
concerning the effect of your recommendations on kids whose
cases you reviewed?

How would you define "successful" and "unsuccessful " revieaws?

What factors were characteristic of cases where the board
aeamed most effective and leant effective?

Some problems have been reported in reviewing MR cases wsing
the current format. What do you think shouwld be doane in
reviewing these cases differently?

What level of authority shouwld citizen review boarcds have
ees advisory or something else?

What are your recommendations for changing the way the boaed
operates’?

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THE MEETING!

()
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HECTION Ty GUESTIONS REGARDING TNITIAL TROTNIME

Comments regarding the most useful sections of indtial
training to participate as a board member .

I falt that the peraanency planning theory/philosophy by Mard)
heoowimell, and the role of the cowt by Molly Flowers were Lhe mosl
Lreformative for me.

Information about the Indian Child Welfare aot amnd Minority Aot
Information an the Legal system.

FReacidng the manwal on dosues of TEFR cowert orderacd aoal s and bhe 168
moanth reviews trying to get familiss together. The role plaviog we
Learmed help to sese real Life situations of how dmopordtant owe
position as board members were dn helping fami Liaes broken to be made
whiale again in some cases., [ feel wa made a difference in ow
@V L WS

The general kEnowledoge from experienced people.

Lodmlt it was all very helpful. 1 think & few extra sessions of
training, after the first few cases partioipating as boned member -
might reinforce or aclarify certain problems. Froblems and cas
Mave more meaning after experiencing being on the boards.  Getting
facvard members together with staff ventilates problems and incresses
sharing knowledge with e@veryone s @dperi ences.

fenl e playing gave me am insight as to how it will feel being an
their situwation.

I found the speakers to be & resowce of knowlsdge and skill within
their disciplines.

I like concrete resources, the manual was extremely wseful to me.,
Mowt, it not all, of my concerns about meanings and terminology was
anwwered.,  Migoent waste of time was the role playing. I ohac
fargotten abouwt 1ty which indicates how weeful L6 was.

Fothowaht everything was helpfal . T oappreciated the weltten
materiale being available for reference (althouwgh I never seensd o
have it when it was nesded, T cowld look things wp Later) . e
speakera in the later training were very helptul , especially since |
fkrew more about what was beling discussed., The traimning was very

weal L~p L anned,

Bl Ginditidal traimina to prepare to participate as & board member)
B Gimitial traiming to teach about foster care aystem) and #7
(speakers wsed during training) .



-

A A proftessional social worker already very familiar with fostear
care and the administrative review racguwirements, the most wsaedful
parts to me were getting acouainted with bthe obther roeviewers, the
county staff and procedures, and the resowecen avail lable Lo Hennepiln
County. You should not judge the usefulmess to me of the treaining
i@ good measuwre of it usefulness to obtbers not as famlliar with
Lhe aervice.

The wspeakers and discussions which freguently fallowad o apeakear o
prasentation were the most helpful Lo me.

Gverall initial training was most helpful to me. My provious
training and experience had already provided me with knowledge of
the foster care systomn. I'herafore the explanation of the dution and
expectations of a baard member ~ whiah [ had mnot besn peaviowsly,
wangs mowt helpful.

Training in the legal system was extremely interesting to me. I el
Mo ddea that so many people were involved, from Judges, Guardian Ao
Mitem, Tndian Advocates, Social Workeecs, Supervisors and foster
parents, As & private citizen 1 had no nobtion on how the placensnt
of fowster children progressed from shelter to bome to emancipatlon.
The training L F nothing @lse has oade e & concerned and caring
advocate of citizen boaeros,

Iohelieve in the futwre that more tnitial tradming. group

i mewssions as well as actually going through sevaral mock reviews
would he very helpful. Have oore dnitial teailming as d6 da wvery
chifFicult time wise to come hack for additional traimings.

l@arming about the legal system was mowst belpful, a8 far as
participation in foster care ravioewn s concernse.,

While I certainly do not know all there is to know abowt the fostaer
care symwtamn, please know that § had baen workiong in the sywben for a
Mumber of years, That s why the traiming was probably |ess osedul
Ly me than to others to whom the system was New.

Training sessions ware well prepared and meaningful. However, | did
Mot appraciate Mew Wiker ‘s comments regarding the role of woclal
workars but 1 may be too critical of my own professi ons.

firva juelicd al maybe & better descriptlon.

The legal was most wseful. I enjoved the speakers as thaey oowld
answer cuestl ons. I am a foster parent, so I uanderstood the system.

The dndividual presentations from department employess was the most
instrwetive as far as backgrouwnd information. and probably he
videotape was most instructive (In the beginning) as to how a board
woud o opaerate, Juwst am an example of the attitudes and problems that
wouwld be presentad.,



(e G2

thon Yhy Comments on Uhe most ueedal sectlons of the traiping
manuial

I am sure all the sections are very uwseful, but T felt there was Loo
mueh infaormation to absorb before the reviews began. Ferbhaps somes
condensing would be appropriate.

Indicated use of the project manuwal as a reference, but also said
"hat limited." (1) Forms (2) Review Frocess (3 Organdzational
Structure

The Review Process — questions needing answers baving names and
telephone numbers of persons in the planning group.  The review
takes place every & months unless in cowt, Review the existing
placement/permansncy plan.  Evaluate progress toward permanency make
recommendations relative to achieving permanency goals.  ldentify
and document barriers to placemsnt..

The dnformation of all other resourcen available.

The more irnformation a board member bas the bebtbter ~ and sbharing

e peEr L ences makes board membaern more seroltlve. Dowenadel L to wee
the attormney s office have some representation so they understood
the total situation in fombter carae review. Tewn mueh bime ol apsen in
foster care for decisions Lo be made legally., The county s not
the-e for the olient.

The raview process helped to prepare me for the actual reviews.

Listings of the laws applicable to permanency planmning and the
Indian Child Welfare Act were very helpful dn deciphering & mission.

Glossary ~ helped to detine things more clearly. Recommendeed
Feacding - wseful, helped re-direct the initial focus.

Child welfare laws/services provided/ resouroes wsed.

Initially, the history of the project and the actual process were
most valuable., Asg 1 became familiar with the process of reviews,
the sections on permanency planning, and Laws became more Loportant.

Bl (the review process), B2 (permanency planning) , #H4 (servicoes
provicdes/resauroes used) o ancd #$5 CForms) .

Sew l-6h (A a professional soclal worber alraady very $familiar
with foster care and the administrative review reoud rements, the
mest waeful partd to me were getting acquainted with the other
reaviswers, the county stafd and procedures, ancd tTha roesourcas
available to Henmepdn Couwnty.  You showld mot dudae the wsed ol meses
te ome of the training as & good meamsure of 1ts wsefuwlness o obhers
Mot as famillar with the service.)
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There were not so much particular sections that stood owt but
knowing the manual was always there as a reference/refresher dorelng
the time [ was a board member.

Farmnanegncy planning — why and implications were adequately dealt
with, Excellant examples were qlven,

After the inltial training, § put my manuwal away and did mot roefer
e it agadn. It may be a good idea to read and refer to them dawedng
the training and then return them afterwards., L odid read throwg
them during these days of traindmg amd did reder bo b and foamd it
wsetul understanding the systemn.

Invitd sl by §oused the manual o understand the Lawn after that 1
mesver umed the manual .

Lir rasponse to Chapter 4 of manualr  Seevices Freovi dec /Resouwr oo
Used]l  What ‘s avalilable in our community @6 necessary Lofoemat i on
far a peraon maklng recommencdatl ons.

Ghaptersa 1-4 most wsetul in bringing me up to date.  Marvelows
marual anc hope it bas further ume congidering stadft bime expenced
AT BX PGB .

Fofoung the resowces most helpful.

Frowing that [ bhad it to refer to was most helpful, but actuwaliy I
clien “t use iU very much atter the first few months, except Lo reviaew
the Child Welfare laws or find a term in the glossary.

Auestion. ldas  On what subjects wouwld youw bhave Liked to recedve

el tional Lraining?

Yam, [ndiamn rights as far as what is the lLaw that perteaios Lo
placement in foster home.

(L) Gan there be some obiective psyohologist present to btrey and
@xplain certain situations help ws wunderstand the situation bettee.,
Fayohologists to help evervons uamderstancd case bebtter. Cad o loan
Pbaards demand the couwrts to follow through guicker -~ maybe ocall
mertadn cases priority onen.

Iher emotionalism involved Cthe buman anpect of rovieows) .o Mental
retardation aptians,

Bervioces proaviceod/resouwrces weeod - L awm.

I owould have Liked more training omn differences in ahild
werlfare/child protection and what regulations relate to each -« &l so
cifferences in people we might aee, especially in ahild protection
£ 8 ,
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More dintormation on what other staten were doing in arss oFf cirtlzen
reviaw - maybhe even video tapes from variouws b tisen reviews done 1o
other states,

Fayehology.

I was a group chair. I fewl it wouwld have been baelpful to work with
the weltare department to learn how to get the most oult of the
FEVIEW PrOcess.

(L) On a number of occasions parents who are mentally 411 (with
children in foster care) came to the review., ALl participants in
the review seemecd unable to deal with this situwation.  Maoh
irformation, [ felt, was not addressed becawsse of & fesar of
upsetting the mentally ill parent. () Far mare dnformation abowt
the dynamics of sexual abusme shouwld be included.

The raalities of what happens in court and couwrt bearings and the
way the county is side-gtepped and the county attorney can side-shep
racommaencations.

Guentian Llas  What subjects would you have deleted from the indtial

e

traiming’?

MNesrye
Meare
Mg .
Isearer
Nothing § oean think of.
INEIM 6
Neme
NEIER

N6
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aeation 12y Comments regarding the appropelatensss of the amount of

time spent on ftraining.

= Toe mueh to absorkh in shoet length of time.

Faople could leave early 36 had to amnd those could stay i+ had exbrea
(W TR T2 N o T



ALL day sewsions were too much intormation for one Gay.

- Didm 't cover the vital areas.

- More intensive specific areas.

Eyeiellent.

Ghmetion 1das  What topics showld he dncladed in additional treadining

for Board Chalra?

= How bo better interpret the guestions on the form that wam £0) ) ed
ot at the meetingn.

w5 was not a board ahalr.,
e ow bo keep the review moving.

"

= Ftmototally unaware of the purpomne of the Board Ohade. bowam on e @
mexmbye@r bheoard.

= Mewre Fami Liar with 1aws.

= What bhoard chairs could do to assist thelr Doarcds, edamples of
ciifficult situations that might arise, questions to/not Lo risk.

= More practice on runping bhearings anc FL10Ing owt the forme
= ur board chailr was very organized and knowledgeable and helpful ana
boeicm 't feel mbhe wam lacking in anything that wouwld bave dmprovedd

that specific skill.

= More training omn how b condaet s meeting, move things aklona, elicit
response fram all present, eto.

w Mot applicable to me, [ rFrecelved mno tSradining as oo Doaed ohasrparson.
- kHow ta manage the meeting. Conflict theory.

- How to solicit comments and et the group inveolved.,  Woebkaed morae on
the optlions that were available for placemsnt.

ey bd bt le more A depth of the already chomen topiocus.
=~ We had an excellent chairperson, but she was experidenced.  Foe those

whes werea mot, beaining in the mechanion of chairing & meeting woul o
gz witalks.
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Gomments regarding the overall training recedvaed to
prapara for bthe role of boarcd membear .

A L have nothing to compare it to, | felt it was satisfactory.

Ther dnformation given clearly and the manuwal for raview and
et @r e e .

Boreening people properly -~ o that you get open mindecd oo
Judgemental board members < then experience is bthe way to Learn -
learning thru experience of participating on the boards.

You can anly teach so muech. The rest will be learned an the process
of  ceing.

Gowla have been bettery but did provide some information which was
weEful

It s chifficult o relate to process watil vou' ve done reviews.  More
traiming atter a few reviews, and less inditiacly would be helpful.

Bea L-Bb (As & professional social worker already very ofamildae
with foster care and the administrative review reguicements, the
mest weeful parts to me were gebtting acquainted with the other
reviaewsrs, the county stafd and procedures, and the resowrces

avad Labla to Henmnepin County.  You should pot judge the wsefulness
Lo me af the training as a good measure of 1ts usefulness to others
et am familiar with the wservice.)

I hindsight I wowld have liked to have had some training in the
pwychology of dealing with peopla.

Exoel lent, even thowgh 1 koow mueh of the dnfoaraation.

Mamuwal very impressive in detail and staff presentation on the whole
veary worthwhile and professional .

fuestion 18 Additional comments regarding training.

= frerhaps the section about the legal aspect by the attorrneys coulo

have been more specific.,

- Appreciated having the in-service later.

~ The training was adequate and the speakers for bthae most part present

thedr material well. Gome L othink cowld bhave been a Little more
personable and down to @arth, net talking in initials but spelling
it what the imitials meant.



-~ ¥ found the discuasions after the cawses very important. ofaeel the
staftf involved with my cases were helpful and experienced. They
helped me a lot — again it might be interesting to refer certain
problems to psychologists to explain and clarify peroblems - @.g. 1
felt some parents were pathological lLiars bDut wasn 't 10D% sure.

= g preferred the training either (&) on & continuous bDasisy onoce @
month, a different area of reviewing coveraed or () more Jnbensivae
imitially. Not so spread out for short periods of tlne,

- Swe 14 comments (l.e, [t's difficult to relate to process wntil
yeu ' ve dome reviewsn.,  More training after & few raviews, and Loss
imdtially would be helpful.)  Training and manual were good and
weetul.  ALL of the information was a bit overwhelming at first,
especial ly when we had no idea how reviews would go.  Small groups
disouwsasing MR/CF/CW wouwld have been helpful o CF cames were oosh
gdifficult for me becaune | felt least informed, while | bkoow obhors
falt that way about MR cases.

= The wpoeabers that want over theilr tlme Limit caused scehecaldng
preoblans o~ and i one case [ thowght the speakar wams not well
organi zed and wstill went over,

= The traiming wams very helpfual. Fowenddd bave L ked morae opportoni by
ty have detined role of board more and to have met as & board 8
member) prior to doing reviews to have dong moare ol eepl /Ry ing .
discussing appropriate responses, eto. At Limesn § ofelt board
meambers oot into personal stories, etoc, which took away from the
overal l "professional " type atmosphere, [ thouwght showld have baaen
np et e . I thdnk teaining in ares of appropriate things to talk
abouwt, etoc. wouwld have helped.

~ We waere trained in bthe structure of the foster cace systemn, the
levggal wystam and the variouws agenociss that suppoet it What we were
ot teained in owas how ot to be intimidated by irate parents or
children, how to bhe at ease in a comnfrontational wsetbting, how Lo
make others feel comfortable in ouwr presence, how to be
compassionate or not compassionate when the sitoation arose. )
raeally cowlad bave used some peyoholoagy teaining.

~ 1 feel the training was very useful but that it would bave been jusl
am effective if speakers wouwlcd have been "less winded, "  This would
Mave made the sessions shorters; A6 68 diffioult for ful l-time
@mp ) oyeeas to take @ days owt For o treaining.  The sesstans ool
powaibly be reduced to 1 day.

~ Wowule it be possible for alternates to meet maybe twice yearly o
chi geuss mutual experiences and problems?



Ruewtion Lléby  Additional comments regarding the project stafd and bow
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they provided guidance ancd assistance in terms of the
(L I -Tiel i

I felt that Jean was very objective with the information that sbe
pave to Hoard Members, She was able to explain variows roles and
what responsibility that workers bacd.

Riwhard was helpful in baving case studies ready and in interpeetdng
the raview process for ws, He gave exeaellent introduactions befors
@ach revioaw,

Jean Lincaren sent out mobices a week or more before reviews and
discussed materials with ws & halft how hefore revisws. After
reviews, did our evaluwation of cases and our recommencdations and
harriers to permnanency. Dianne answered guestions we had about the
Froject, also furnished s with newsletters and update training
dates of Janwary 19686. Bupplied us with reimburgemnent forms for owe
parking and Jasch.

Jean Lindaren was always a positive influence.

Diane, Richard and Jdean - were the staft L oworked with.  They were
exeellent and supportive in every way. I feel they Listened to me
and shared their Ldeas, I oenioyead working with theam.,

Richard Spratt was very helpful in every way with the review
P CICIER B

Neorme .

I ofeal stadsd were excellent. Everyons wat belpfal amd feidandly.
They were suppartive, answeared gquestions (even those that L n suwee
weremeacd pretty dumb at times) ., and treated ws very professionally.
valued thaeir opinions and appreciated assistance and morale boostes.
Irformation (backaround, updates, @te.) provided st orevieawn weres
dhread walb e I can aonly imagine the frustrations invol ved in
coordinating reviaws with so many people and getting necessary
information.  The only area I would have Liked more would have besn
anorer to updates on cases wae haol reviewed, d.e., couwrt rasults,
returning home, eto. It seemaed as 1f many cases just disappeared.

Inomy opinion, the Froject Coordinator dicd an excel lent job. The
projiect seemed to run snoothly.  The reception we recelved from the
Hernepin County statd was fairly positive ~ much more so as the
project progressed.  The project social worker (Jean Lindogran) was
@reeptionaly 1T'm mot suwee we wowld have functioned measrly as well
without her concise summaries of the cases and her very tactful
Linkage with stats and clientes. I oecamnmot dmagine ws wading theouwgh
the tong of case material prior to each review!



Jeran Lindgren was the stafd pearson T oworked most olosely with ang
#she was excellent. There were times when | felt ouwr bosrd needed @
little guidance and she bhandled situations tactfully and yet

hanest Ly,

ALl guestions raised by me were satilsfactorily explained - such ag -~
what happened in certain cases - continued follow-up, eto.

Righard was very helpful.  He tried very bard to provide )eadership.
[ fwel the support he recelved from the wunit was Limited. Diane Dee
was always available to help. She was very bknowledgeable and was
the driving force holding the program together., The brue success of

i

the program was due cdirectly to Diane s influente.

Not only did Jean Lindgren provide excellent summaries of each ocanse
on paper, she spent time discussing each case with W before the
raview began. [ believe this type of treatment of the cases is
PYENG B A Y o

The coordinator and two project social worbkern waera ol winy

professl onal and cooperatlve. I was very impressed with this staff
anc enioyed my asmociation with them.  They were halpful bot potb
intimidating with Lay bhoard member s,

My were all eager to bisten or anmwer any oaestdons we bad.

Fiehard Spratt was ouwe primary guidance sowrce and was exoel Lent,
et i the extra information he provided and Bis demesnor. e Wil
vy @ncouraging in his positive feedback and bept s on track, 1
man t o speak highly enough of the job he did.



GECTION Iy  QUESTIONS REGARDING BOARD QFERATTONE

wtion 17s  Comments regarding the sufficiency of the time
commitment in fulfilling actuwal monthly commitoent .

H

The timne commitment was not honestly conmundecated ~ Lt was often
mera then 8 hours a month -~ particuwlarly i bhe Dbeadnmiog.

= I could have apent more time 16 L6 had been necessary. I oreally
falt good about helping families find permananey.

= A% an alternate 1t was fine ~ [ couwld easily give mnore of my time to
the project at the present time if needecd.

= Bukficient for the time | bhad available,

~ Hedng boarod obailr added additional bowes. Feowies vine dacd oreat )y
month-~ta~month, @.¢.. gome nonths no reviews, obhar moanths S-4 dave
e red.

= 1 kevep Fadrly detallaed time records for myselfys the project took an
average of 16 houwrs per month,  While some of thisg tine was spent
reprasenting the two-lay-member parnels as chair, that was Limnitecd.
The bulk of the time was spent in reviews and preparation o
revi ews and fol low-up aftter reviews.

- Am it seened more tham 8 hows some monthe Lt owas less obbher oonthe
arcl musl have abouwt averaged out.

= NVaried fram month to month -~ some months was more bthaen the
commitmant of B hours., -~ obther monthes was Less,

~ Because I am an albtermnate, no exact time coomibment was made.

= The time commitment initially was mach morae tham 8 howrs per month
whieh caused quick burn oub.

- ofwoan alternate 1o found db o diffionlt to atbend reviews with sbhorb
notice as my supervisor is not willing/able to accommodate this, As
a resalt 1 odid mot do o am many reviews as Lo owowld Mave 1ikad to.

e @metually, I owiah 1 had been scheduled for more roviews. Feople who
are ablae to volunteer thair time often have more time avallabhle then
was regquired for this project.

~ s an alternate | served on 22 reviews according to my notes.

= Gome months it required more thamn 8 houwrs but obher months mot as
mueh time was spent.

~ It ovaried greatly from month to month - wome months dnvolved 4 Powes
while other were lLét,
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How long of a time commitment do yow recommenc?

Tt takes o Jot of time to gain expertise —~ Ferbaps 3 or 4 years
wolld be better.

Unee a person is involved in this project T obthink 2 years is fair.

Judging from my own experience, | would suggest one yvear - anybthing
Longer may cause burn out. That fremh approach i very LDmportant.

My actuwal involvement was less than a year. The citizen involvemnsnt
whowld have been 2 years not one yoar.

Althouwgh 1t was a 2 yvear project boards evaluwated case for about 1
Y& ME

I think this varies from peroson to person, depending graeatly on
Glther commitoents. I feel a minimum coammitment Lo necessary to
Justify traiming, bat after that some might want o continue |onger
than othaers.

This was supposed to be & @ yvear commdtoent but as a board meobers |
particlipated for Just over one year after the project bhad baegun
that was just right, two years at am B bhowe/month commitment is

- L
Adifficult,

Twe yaars seemecd approprd ate. Iowenld racommeanc o omdmdmam of 3
ywar, (less than that would be a waste of trainlng, etc.)

Twe yerarm.

I recommend that the commitment be only 1 year no mora. MAlao that
the monthly time be @ howss or Less no more.,

I a volhunteer pertorms to level dewsired by a project supervisar,
that person shouwld be able to be called upon for as long as thaey
indicate availability.

I feel @ years is about right, but feel you showlad be able to
coantinue if you wish. [t takes 2 yvears to learn and understand the
process,  Also o be able to see some changes,

Twe years saounds lodeal ~ atter tralning. Tt wowld give enough time
to be somewhat experienced and knowledgeasbla, but mnobt so Long bhat
you could possibly lose some of youwr aobjectivity.



How did youw feel about the way your Lime wam sobhacal e
for training and conducting reviews?

I feel there was enough time and notice. I odicn 't pave any proabl ems
with this.

I was satisfied with scheduling amnd timing.

Got enough notice ~ but it was sometimes difficult Lo get away from
warlk to attend the rovieaws.

The soheduling was just Fine. Had all of two weeks to make plang.
No problems with the time. Knew also a yvear ahead as of the
tentative dates for monthly meetings.

I was always informed about meetings two weeks prior to each, and
that was after the board had already set times and days & oonbths
alraact

I could be very fledible mno problem rule of thumb ~ more planning
Longer notices probably could be helpful in scheduling., BEveryone
wath able to come to the training sessions. -

The schedule was fine. But a few times it interfered with my
sehooling ~ therefore, I had to miss & few reviews.

Fi e

Enough notice was glven., § appreciated having the alternates
avai lable.

ALL right, but mot very muach dnvelvement in the reviews by paeants
and because of the county ' s presence there was reluctance on the
part of board members to be constructively critical or otherwise of
Gounty performantca,.

I felt scheduling went exceptionally well, especially conmidering
the number of people involved., My board felt that il 18 necessary
to have social workers at reviews and reviews sbhowld be eaesob
if o s/she 1s unable to attend. As we set dates for reviews, | 3
Mad enough notice. For questions 28, I feel proisct stafd cowlo
angswear this quaestion bewst,

Ney problems ~ @verything was well orogand e,

Bince there ware only two of we, scheduling was no problem at all.
e related problems  ohildren schedaled for review would swudden)y
to home., That may or may not be a problem., Did they go home for

the right reasons®

0 reamember correctly the time motice for dnitial training was
auite short -~ the notice for scheduling reviews was very adequatea.



= Riehard coaladn 't have areanged the eoviews more corvenlently what e
there was one or five in & day. b oalways recelved notioe in
aclvances. Traiming, as [ recall, dnvalved eacly moaemivgs il Late
afternoon, probably necedsary in order to keep aumber of days down
but not real convenient for me.

o Seheduling was done with board members schedulaes o mind and dorne
o oor 4 momthe dn acdvance. Gmer eocammencatdon woul o be to meest
in rooms with windows!!

= Netices were sometimes sbort - L am not sure this was unavol dable
because notice from a regular board member might have been shoeb.

o Lh owae goond, basically.

= The wstatf was very supportive in letting us as & bDoard choone oue
sehedule for board reviews ourselves., The reminder letters were
axtremely helpful to me and mueh appreciatecd bo show o oy bosoe to
get time off. I was mot dinconveniencaed by the training because of
my Flexible work howwrs.

= We always had enough time to plan for reviews., W always kogw the
dates well in advance.

e ey WL Ghaee, AB oan altermate I ofownd Gt difEicult to abbend
revieaws with short notioe as my superviesor is not willing/able o
aceommocdate this, MAe & result T did not do an many raviews an L
wollad Mave Liked tol)

e Foreced ved anough mnotioe with dnformation about place of raview,
wh e . Theare were no problems.  This was due to the orgamisation of
Jerar Lameopean .,

g arn @l ternate | ooccasionally served on o shoet nobdos but thie oid
mot present problens for ome.,

- Tt wat hancdled very well,
“ i chard was very accommodating to the schedualaes of the board

members., We often times were able to combine separate dates into
one longer day or work arouwnd inconvenient times, e@to.

Guestion 2iay  How did feedback or Lack of &t effect youwr functianing
as @ bhoard member

= Regardlng some moclal workers, | felt that they were very aeeogant
anmd felt as thouwgh they were doing me a favor by being there.
-~ I felt that any information ashed for was glven swificient)ly.

= Diey b recall receilving much feedback at o all.  Wowld bave
appract atecd upcdatom,
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Iiver fewcdback helped to know that what we were dolng was effectively
helping families and foster care children and teens have aome needs
met while waiting to know of permansncy for their Lives.

Without feedback, you are always wondering if the boerd has made an
impact or not.

An an alternate | got no feedback on cases - 1 feel very objective
in my contributions to the boards. KReeps oo less enotionally
involved ~ mixed feelings.

I osugoestions or recommendation were followed throwah.  That
relnforced the purpose of bthe review board. 1T always vonder about
tmases with no feadback,

Dich not recel ve foedback from persons othere than R Spreatt and
Dianne Dee. Oocasionally from BW and/or supervisor - norae so Framn
MR D v i on, :

Btadd assistance was wseful . She made omly one negatidve swuggaestl on
tey me. She asked that ©| not offend the mobher of & retarded adopted
chilady its o long story, but T felt she was out of Line.

Bome was good but initially staff were hesitant in being "opsn' with
a "Hoard., " Bomewhat uncomtfortable at the beginnimg.

It made a great ditterence when social worbkers wers absent o
uwnindormed thoamselves (new Lo case, eéto.). It was diffioalt to make
raecoammendations when we did not have information from Ghe | b
wapaclally relating to reasons for court findimgms (1oe. . TEFR deniecdd,
@hte) .

I remember two soclal workers who seemsd somewhat buarmed ouwt and oid
nat really appear to be on top of their cases, so 1 wonderaed about
the effectiveness of their follow-up services,

Bince one of the major system problems as | see 1t is the
interrelationship between social service and the cowt, the lack of
any court fesdback was indicative of that problem. Lothink the
court functioned as thowah we did not exist.,  On the other band,
foadback from the project statf was excellent amd a blakl mati vating
faet e,

The feedback receilved was often asked for specifically and was gl ven
then or researched, then glven. Lodid not ask any source other thaen
Richard Spratt about feedback,

didn 't feel we received very much feedback except from the stadf
amsistant. I think more feedback wouled have been very helpful in
reaviewing & casae for oa second time amd also juset as & Learning tool.

Wey sl ways bad & general update from the staff assistants and a
detai laed one from the case social worker/supaervisor bDefore every
FEV L EW Iofelt § owas well informed for each case reviewead.
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Richard did an excellent job of providiog "up front" information and
wummaries of cases. Sometimes Lt would have been nice to kEnow what
Mappaened to the casens atter we reviewed them.

Iwouwla have liked to bhave heard more about our swuecess/fai luare
rates in permanency plarning, examples of cawes with good and bad
permanency planning by review boards as a teaching tool, eta.

If yvau are asking if we received follow-up information, 1L was mnot

acdenuate.  And for me, that means that not enowgh progeesns baod besen
made since last review.

Lresponding to question # 2000  As an alternate | seldom recel ved
casas more than once.

It affected the ideas or suggestions for changaes.

We recel ved sxcellent feedback, both as & board and dndividual ly,
It greatly enhanced owre perf ormame e .

L onads  What wag the fimnancial cost bo you of youwe participatlon
asm & review board member

I tried to arrange my schedule to be at the board meeting. L
wan Tt oo muach of an dnconvenience.,

My time wsed was personal time.

Farking, Some ehild care.  Mad to take vacation time from worlk,

I really can’t say because my schecdule was in beeping with ony day
off work.  The tradming did invelve some time of 6 work, but the
Fresults out welghed the oowt.,

A oA retired person, my schedule wal very opan, my coste were only
parking and lunches and even thowgh T cowld have recelved sone

compensation, [ mever tuwened in & voucher foar el ther.

Ioam very flekible at this time in my Life ~ matter of setting
Predorities for me no problems din participating.

I missed a few mormning meetings from school.  The review board and
my schaol mesting werea on the same morning for about 4 months. No
time was taken off from work. Iowerhad @venings.

Zero.  No monetary cost o Sobhedule was raeareance,

Wages - #4680, 030, Transpeortation — $125.00

Mong =« but dfF T was not din the position T cwerently baold T feel it
micht have boeaen ol fFferoent,
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I have very little financial cowt, as the majority of my work fug in
the evening.

My primary problem was time off from work, as after the project
started, my time spent attending commitment cowrt hearings increasecd
wubstantially.

Nemeas my employer perceilved this project as a bonafide pairt of my
Jab. They picked up all incidental expenses, Like parking.

Mi i mal ~ only I wiah the reimbursement scbhedula would have baaen
discuwased early in the selection process. 1 almost didn 6 get
involved because 1 odidn 't realize ohild care would be a covered
X DRI B 6

Morme - all of my eupenses were covered by the Froisot.

The financial cost For ome was minimal .

Ney Fiamancial cost as 1 oam now retired.

T mueh bime askead.

he only time [ lost was personal time which § oaladly woule domate
AG AL

I never really measured the fimancial cost or thought of it in that
WAY I felt | was giving back something for all [ve received from
Lhe county over the years., L obthink D'm still way abaad.

Bix vacation days.

e e

Lom retirec,

Ioeomesty do not kpow as Dodid not keep any record.  For ome the
costse were not as dimportant as having a review board.

I was fortunate in that my company counted it as F 1o worked so |
dicdn “t meed to use vacation time.  Obther than occasional babysitters
for btraindng, I oancurraed no financial cost.

(hestion @4 Resolubions for review conponents @dentifiaed as neading

A

Loprovemeant s

BACHEGRAUNMD CABE MATERTALSY
= Gan always ask oquestions.

w Marded from case Lo case — some needed more dnformatlon o wome
the county workers nesded to update themsel ves.



Fear alterpaten going to a second review L odidmn b get good
infarmation at what happened in flrst review.

Fraguently didmn 't have pasychologist/peyehiateric reports on
clients who were seeing someons regularlyy reports firomn
sehools, group homes, etc. would have often been baelpful but
ware rot avallable.

Tham may be Limdted becawme of peivacy 1awm.
Iocan think of several cases where we were not made aware of

certain vital circumstances, uswally beocawees bhe case sooial
werker didn 't want us to know,

Bo  AMOUNT COF TIME oLLOCATED FOR REVIEWS:

nm

gt

There wasn b enough bine to get dnvelved as 1d Like to have.

(o INFORMATION FRESENTED:

nn

Gometime social worher wasn 't prepared or knew very Little
about Camse.

Bometimew the plan wamsn 't elaear and Ffor some of the workers ot
@kl had alear information.

It dnformation lacking we can always ashk cuents ong.
Most plans seamned prescribed prior to review.  Fruasteatiog.

Dapending on the workers it was el ther vory ool ar o real poore
dependead on the attitude of S.W. toward boare.

Gemeral ly good, but inadequate 4 social workers were abeent
very new, @to.  Need more participation from parents, ohilldean,
@ho .

High worker tuwrnover often left a worker teying to proessent a
case bhat was brand new with information not all that olesr for
social workers bigh case loads often meant that sugoestions
made previouwsly had not been carrcied out -~ noo B4 me !

By the project social workers were excellent - some agency
social warkers were not too waell prepared.



D. BOARD MEMEER FORTIGIFATTONY

bt

un

Mo meating was aver cancel led even df ome cowlan "t comea.

They nead to be better prepared to make suggestions for cases
and the couwnty - sugoestions cdidn’t start wntil approximately 3
or A& months into program.

More guidelines on appropeilate responses ebo. would bave basn
Malptul.

o BOAKRD MEMEBER OTTENDANCGE

I oweloom mat on o board whaere all membars of my boarcd weree
prewent.  BEliminate % member boards and go to 3.

Fo  ATTENDANGE OF FPARENTS AMD CHILDREN AFFECGTED:

e

-

I question whether all social workers encowraged parents and
chilodren to attend,

I Feel it de diffioult to make decisions whan youw have no
peraonal contact with those involved. L ofalt muach more capable
with face to face contact with the obhildren.

SBometines they were notified by letter but | feel the
importance of the meeting and affects on their Lives wasn b
wstremss and more effort put forth.

Vary faw parents or foster parents attenced.

Many times they are just not there. Tt doss make a difference
o meet thaem.

Tt owould help ws with recommendations iFf we couwld speak with
the dnvalved ohild and parent.

G teery ciel mot attaend,

Fargly oicd the parents come/ ehilodren am well.  Disooverding am
a raviewer .

A lot of parents didn 't show up - County needs Lo stress the
raview onore emphatically.

Vary halpful when they are there, Seemed deop-off on second
time appearance when no progress had been macde.

It wam very helpful when the families ancd/or childean attenced.
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Far too few parents and childeen. 1T'm not sure how Lo get
hetter parent attendance — cowt orders? 0 wouwled Like to bthink
that lay involvement might be an dncentive to parent
participation.  Your statistics wouwld be a better dncdciator of
that than my "feelings.” A far as children are concerned, |
really believe that the childeen showld be there except in
those few cases where 10 could be damaging to them, (L wenal of
In mont instances also except mentally roetarcded children.) |
don 't agree with the county philosophy that exempts ablldreaen
under the age of 12, I remoember one eeview where the fomter
parent brouwght along an LE-manth old ohild = wheo had & gereat
time!  Maving  the chilld there does a number aof very posibive
thimgs: (1) it brings home the reality of dealing with & real
Mive human being to board members, This du mo "hyvpothetical "
() it allows the echilo to participate in what 46 wundouwbbedly @
verry dmportant event,  Feoplae aee making cdecdsions abowt whiat
will happen to the child that affect & large proportion of its
life, The kida know what's going on. Iothink it 's weong to
exclude them, 1) for the older child who does get invited, |
thimk mandating attendance is Just ome more push towared
responsibility for one s acte and practioe in decision-malking.
Foddon "t think it s right to bave reviews withouwt them, 4) @t
makes the reviews much mare than pertunctory - which thay can
get when there's only couwnty stafd amd regular reviewers thaea,
(3) foar both parenta and children, b affoards the forum whera
naeaced contfrontation can oo, For all thoese reasons Lowoul o
wrge that mueh more stress be put on parent-child attendanoe.
Iowowle like to wsese mome sort of "polite mandate' on sueh
attendance.

Iorealize this im probably no ones "faunl t. "

Farhaps the wording of letters sent amnd follaw-up by social
Wear gy

Try teo abtain oore commitment feom parents/chi)dean o athaend
and give group homes/foster parente/etoe. more pressuee to
attend or send report at least. '

Tao many times there were no parents preaesent. odon ™t krnow who
man fix this but it showld be stressed that parents be there,

Mare parents and the alder childeen nesed Lo be in attendanoe.
Gl (In some cases) oid not appear to realize dmportance of

parents and children participating. SWs shouwld be more
agoresslve dn this aroa.
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BOARD RECGOMMENDA T T OMES Y

i

I feal these are important but 1 receilved no feedback on tham.

Comment: in & manths time owr recommendations weren
implemented.

Board membars hesitant to be critical of county.

Not very clear exactly how ar if board recommendations really
waet .

FROJEGT SO0CIAL WORKERS ® FARTICIFATION:

~ Rarely said much other than read what she' o weitben.

“ (Heoc.

= T think the project leaders both Richard and Jean meacd group
dymamic sakill training.

AEENCY SOCTAL WORKERS © FORTICIFATICNS

~ L falt that some social workersa more o than others waere ol ad
teo have the input.

-~ Gome seamsed to be unaware of pertinent information, walting
until the day of reviews to make call for some of the work that
Tofelt whowld have been an ongoing working of the workers - not
all, wsomes,

~ Saemed defensive.  Alwaves seemedd threatoensed by swgoesti ons.

= Gaod to very poor depended on attitude toward citizen board -
neecd to improve the Boards dmportance amd/or positive
invalvement for county.

- Ran the whole spectrum.  Often excellent and well dinformeds but
at. times not very helpful at all, so this end needs work,

= (nly as described in 24~ (loe., Miah worker turnover often
laft a worker trying o present a case that was Drand news Rgh
came loads often meant that sugoestions made previouwsly had not
been carried out ~ no time!) Solution would appear to be | ower
cass loads and less turnover.

Sometimes there ware social workers who § o falt were more of @
hindrance thamn am asset.



~ GBome SWe spoke of case wark as only manipulating the
grvironment. A few poorly prepared and dicd not appear to be
doing an adequate job. However, many were doing a really
profansional , Ehoughtful job.

- Most participated very well, but a few left a lobt to be

desired.,

Guestion @y Commente regarding the amount of information given Lo
haver @& firm gramp OF permanarncy planming.
~ @Sald yes, but also added, "In some ceses others weren 't wso olaear,”

=~ The child s plan seemed 4o many cases to have abreacdy bean declded
OF M CPRMGE .

e D ofedt O understood db, but often wasn b muree the oounete, social
(TNT Vil P Y- P o (o v B R & I

thwnm 27 Resolutions for factoars in permanency planning
indicated as belng either largely or slioghtly
problematic.

A VAGLIENESS OF PLANS

- Bet cdeacdlime or follow theowgh on plans.,

o Bl ang for oa ahild ahowld be very specific amed time Limilts
placed and acdhered to.

= This goes along with "o,  There should be concrete plans and
timelines -~ mno action, orF not enough action, then TFR

w To get with supervisor, cowt and all invelved in bthe making of
the plans and each one understanding what e reguired to meet
the pmlan.

= Mot enough thowght going dnte permanancy past & monthsg.,

= L fellt some plang were Just holding pattermns waiting foe
Jurcigymennt s

= Flans ancd meetings were often vague and evasive to the issue of
F /Py

~ Gome had good case plans other had ceal vague.

= Traiming in speciftic planning and setting more quidelinas
within the & month plan.,



o mimply more speciticity with regard to each meparate element of
the plam.

~ Ume MBO standards for weiting plans. Can o yeow tell at the and
of the time period whether or not something Mas been
aceompl i sheol?

= In one case in particuwlar it cidn ‘t seem Like the worker was
Wweing community services avallable to the child.

~ More supervision on cases ~ lower caseloads and SWoand
superviaor review in between & month rFreviews.

wo @yl use of "pat!" phrases and glve specifie plans with
frequency/timelines/who reasponsible to do it ineluded.

= This dmproved after working with social worbkers theowgh
BUACHEBHLVE reviews,

~ Reguire specific rather than general recommendations be made.
Have some form of accountability.

- Mere input from several parties in developing came plans.
- Chviously, the answer Rere i for more specific informatson.

Farants wonld certainly benefit from more easily wunderstood
goals.

- In several cases, SW did not either have or present plan?
= Needs moreg time lines in plan.
= I maw an dmprovemant while being a member -~ 1 firmly believe
that working with the board instigates more specifics of the
plan.
B WORKER TURNOVER:

- (ne or 2 camses this had happemnad, seemnecd to be somewhat &
Pty ] eam.

oI @ couple of cases, & new worker was assioned and ToFelt macde
improper decisions abouwt child.

- Gometimes & prablem ~ when turnover LG8 Pecessaey, maybe
outagoing and incoming worker could work together for & while.

- Geome had Just gotten the case and bhaod to go with what the
former warker bad worked on, T think they need to koow the
paraon dnvolved on btheir own ancd work with them on thaet bawsis.

= IF a worker has had the case tar a short time, the praviouws
woar ker should attend.
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I+ there was turmnover it took work time to wnderstancd the whole
problem.

Mowt ohildren have problems with changes.
Higher pay wages. More incentives to motivate staéf.
County GWF. haws very high twenover rate.

I wish I knew, Fossibly bethter orientation of new socdal
worker by old.

That was only & problem in one case that L oremember.

Change county policy about re~organlesing every week and
ahifting caseloads, Yo' ll always have some tuaenover, bt at
doesn 't have o be as extensive as it has been.

DifFfarant parosonal philosophies affect or effect didfferant
neads definitions muat be bhard on the familv.

Ney racommenciation obber than bhe wasuwal "lower caweloacs and
e b,

I odon't know that it ocan be overcomse completely but agency
whouwld try o be sensitive to it.

Iothink thiws area s an outeriagbht ol waster, tha movemant of
workers ia mothing but harmful to the kide and the entire
mysteam.,

Two many worbers for btoo many i ladren too aften/allow
promotions and raises for working with the same ol ldraen.

Mot knowing the org. structuwre of Meonepin County., ©oaannob
camment .,

Chamges in staft cauvmes camemn to move S Dack Burmers.
Bupervisars need o prevent this from happening.  There is no
wreuse for this happening.

A problem in any ageney Buwe contimud by dnoworking wibhoabilceen
showld have priority.

Une of the greatest problems and s where ravioew boaeod dn
needed so0 the ahild does not fall bhetween the orackes.

This seems to be chronioc ~ Pbigher pay, Lower caselond. Ferbaps
aome sart of rotation system or streess and burn ot management .
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LACK OF TIMELINES FOR TFR:
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Maeded to be olearer.

Ney chilea showld be in Limbo for more than ) vear.

Need detinite timelinegs and effective lawyvers willing to rishk.
Bame haod been cases FOr many Yenrt. It was as if bthey wers
afraid or couwld not entores working on the plan and the

toamelines waere not consi deread.

Farents not meeting Qoals, again and again, and court keeps
civing another chance.

Evervone seems unable to take this step fast emnouwgh for client.
SBet time limits and stick with then for the sake of the chilad.

Wor ke often unwilling to addeass TFR or present to ocounty
attorneys office.

l.es paperwork.,

County shouwld pursue THFR within 2 years of ohild in foster
CAF R,

Terrible problem - needs to move muach more guickly Lo kaep
children from becoming "too old" for adoption. Set tlmelines
at time of firoet placement, w0 parents know they mast move NOW
to get kids back.

Im some cases TRFR s shouwlod be begum soomner.

Mirnges on (a) above (L.e., Wee MEBO standards for weiting plans.
Gan yvouw tell at the snd of the time period whether or not
momesthing has been accompllshaed'®) Bt &l o reoguires @

commi tment by the cownty to act when certaln goals aeaen "t met.

The icdeal wouwld be nice - | realize the reality of cowrts and
legislation,

More supervision and attention paid to timelines.

"Second chances'" given and re-given. Work to selt dat

& for TER
@arly on and follow threo with check points prior to TPR

It seemed to me that workers hesitated too long to wee TRR.

THFR weemed to be a dirty work - sending the ohildren Bome was
the goal. Is this always realistic.

Moy @ pressuaee on o oot system.,
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Bome workers don’'t even know the steps needed to be taken to
initiate a TFPR., PMore training e needed bedfd T T Tl 0Tl A
gliven such a caseload.

Aoency pholosophy ground o protection of parental rights,
Great reluctancs res TRR @,

I f bhetter case plans ancd follow threw were done ~ the timelines
could be shorter, as they are too long.

TIATION OF COURT AGTICON:

Needed to be olearer.

Any sdtuation meeding court action showld be accomplisbhecd
within ene month.

The cases we reviewed the couwrt action wan wncl ear - Ghe
interpretation of what Cowt was looking for.

Twe many legal complications in THFR,

Geowet too busy to relate to coase (Foster) oot tine needaed.
Takeaw too long cases shouwld be reviewed within 35 monthe.

Gounty attorney often not willing to present o cowbt - pee SW.
lattnh OFf mealousness.  Motivabtion on babalf of sooial workers.

Hecause of back log for court as well as "worker decision” Lo
initiate court action i# a concern,

More receptive cowt sysatem (DA 87 680 social workers are not
so reluetant to puesue TRR W,

T wome cases 1t should bhe Degun soorer.

Wi ttan criteria by oourt symsbtem on what canes will be
aceepted, what evidence is suwificient, eto.

Bame as above.

Weork with cowrt systen to spesd up cowet dates, eto,, once
action is taken to go for TFR need to inprove cowet 1 ow
smahow !

What? Juast another formality.

More pressure on couwrt system.

Eamier access to asst, county attys. mast occur for the
WO B e 1
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Few GWa agoressive in this area. My be intimicdated by couwrt
and attarney.

Bocihal worker hands are many times tied. [ feel we need
changes in 1aws.,

GOUNTY POLLCY REGARDING MOLDING FATTERNS

-

Nesded to be clearaer.

Toam met swee dust what this means buwh 46 40 means boaloding
decisions about children, too much time is taken.

e number 268 (l.e., LAW The legis)latuwrse needs to smnact new
Taws that Limit the holding pattern - put timelines to TRFR -
hecome advocates for the ghild not the parents. Top notab
Lawyers who care about childeen showld wisk in TRPR cases.
Counties showld have & paid advocate working with the
legislatwe every session - making recommendations in the |aw
where it needs to be changeo. I feel Ly about the
ineffectivenesns of owr legal system that Mands of
goclal workaers! !

The clarity here wam vague. Why prolong the action for years
(wome 10~13 vears) before THR.

I really dom't understand this frustrating part.

Eepacially with the court process or resistance to inltiate
counrt processn. Also workers unwillingness to address Long-term
mbability,

More concrete guidelines. More concise steps to be takoen.

Pom mot sure what this means but it sbhouwld never be used where
childran are invelved., A little progeress every & months §or
y@ars ie not enough.

I this means the county s tendency to sit on & case whera no
movemant ie noticeable, then | think the amnswer e striot
acherence to (&), (@, ) and ().,

Geems too flexible.

Urdform ouwidelines entoroced with workers regarding amount of
time given situations to change and what i8 consideroed
"mermanency' - Ia & permanent foster home really permarnaent (nob
Always)

What

I'm mot sure what youw're ashking bhaeo,
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VAGLENESS OF COURT ORDERS:

Merercleacd e be ol aarear.,

Too many cowrt orders were not specidic enough for workers o
have something substantiated to go on,

= 1 was in some review where one & ling or sentencs saying what
was expected and it all seemed 8o wunclear as Lo what waw
wrpected.,

~ I feel these orders are just a holding pattern « parbaps
experts couwld be involved soomer bo expedite altuations.

~ Goale as owblined sometimes fot seecl fic,
o BErplanations.,

o Fe o more specifio dam dnibtial orders orodn came plans Damecd on
court orders.,

- SBaee (&) above .e., ume MBO standards $or weiting plans. Can
vend tell at the end of the time period whether or oor somaething
e been accompllshed™)

~ Glaedfy dn couwrt orders bow "long! parents Pave bo oo spend i
things Listed in order to meet the couwrt order. CRemad m sok e
= 1 wesk, 1 month, & moanths®™)

= L don 't think unless there was a cowt/police problem that they
were ever more bthan standarc,

= More input from several parties o developing case plang,

=~ Nert emouwgh timelines,

bareiar to parmanancy planming for ahildran dn

fomtar care.

hirezk ©F an effent on the social worker part to place ehilad in a
permanegnt home.  Some were to comfoartable imn having child in fostaer
mare and didn 't want to rock the boat. Alse questioned how mueh the
BUPBFVE SO Was awarae of what was godng on in the cases. [ question
T,

Am § omee dt, the goal of the Coumnty. is to patoeh the familly
togethaer,  This is mnot always realistlc., Id @ ahild is removed from
the home before the age of 5 and the parents don 't provicde a proper
@rvironment within 1 year - the child shouwld be placed for adoption,
One year of a 9 year olds life io 1/7%5 of this Llife. When you are
UR, a year is only 17850 of a Life. Time is long to a child.
Timelinew shouwlad be Judged against the child's time frame.
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LAW  The legislature needs to enact new laws that Limit the holding
pattern ~ put bimelines to TRFR - become advocates for the ahdld not
the pi Tap notch lawyers who care about ahildeen showdad ek
o ; Counties should have a paid advooate working with the
legislature every session ~ making recommendations in the Law whara
it omeeds Lo be changsd. Lo feel v aly about the
ineffectlverness of ouw legal systen that tiew to hands of soolal
workera! !

Wai time for the case plan to be completed by parents or applying for
TFR when the parents are mnot interested and the children are left in
fostar carae or shelters, aroup bomes or Greatment canters.,

Complacent court s and social workera, not belng £irm eonouah wi th
parents to meet goals o TERR.

Termimating parental rights of inadeguate and problem parents ~ dFf
the couwrt could intercede sooner maybe some kids couwld be in @
permanant home sooner. Once parents are recoonized as unfit it
takes too long to terminate rights in many cases., Actuwally it talkes
we too Jong to find parents untit when they really are

The real parents who state they will achange but most Likely naever
wi. L = evervhody keeps boping inclucding the courts.

Couwnty worker and couwerts wawi Llingmess o becin TRR when necassary
and o be aswertive to plan.

itk of chrdve on behalf of the soolal workers/paraents and foster
parents.,  Too many people benetit Financially becawse ohilldren are
in o placement,  The social worker prolomngs the obild s absent $rom
Mome, the parents feel less than human, becawss of thelr
imadecuacs es they feel debumanized amd poweerless, the Foster bhomes
continwe to collect difficalt care ratos for a ahilad who d6 oot used
anc baiological ly homel ess.

Deverl opment of clear, conclse cane plans, resouwrces avallaible and
couwrt decision as well ag couwrt backlogs.

Fofeel the greatest baredlee ds the eoeluebance to pursue TFR e on
chiladren, A baby may be placed and paraent make mimnimal  proceess
@very & months for years wuntil the ohild ie considered too old and
ki kely to be adopted, Tt ooften seams s obviows Looking f1romn
outsi cey, but we are told it's too early, nobt enowgh evidence, Loo
Late, mnot in the best interest of the ohild (M elto — very
frustrating for s anc T'm sura for social workers.

FPramally the length of time for a THER. In mome casas, bhe TRR s
should have probably been begun soomer considering the many
Oppartund ties some parents were given to get lrvolved and never did
for any sianificant period of time.

The county s unwi llingress to "make waves," to confront parents who
are Just cdrifting along.
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Looking at specific needs of specific ahildean,s  On one hanod we naed
good legislation and timelines wowld appear to make the process
@asier on the obther band we need Lo realise the differences and
unigqueness of all people, it.e., adoption is not the answer for all
Ghi el en.,

Caseloads too bhigh and worker turnover.

Willinaness of workers/agency/oaourt system o erforcae ohidlad s rights
over parents rights -~ Moving toward TFR s soon enouah that oklbdlad has
not already sat for years in foster care ancd bas more posstbildtles

for adoption.

hack of homes for adolescents, eopechally minoeity abi e,

The greatest bareier [ have seen e the worker tuwenover. Trust in oa
worker dm hard to come by ancd extremely dmportant Lo bthe s eessful
conclusion of a placement. The kids are troubled eoouwgh wibthout &
different worker coming in every few monbthws.  MAleo, ve nobtlced
mwer i ous lack of minordty workars for ominority lics.,

The sywsteamn! e dw locked into & certairn way of dedng thinas. I'FF
dwet congilderad din even the most mnatuwral oasens. Takes Goo muoh
time anc edffort Lo bueck the systam.,  The good people Duaen out. Mo
Loang range goals are looked at for the aohilldean. Tt el Ldbke
@veryhtiineg is o cdome din berms of & moantho rathaer than e L fetd me.

Vaguenass of plans and tendency to keep trying whan thers appears Lo
e little hope of Loprovement.

Boctal workers allowing ceses o exist in foster care am they are/if
nothing ouwtrageous s happerings not knowing the systen and what
legal steps are available to provide for permanency for the
childrany slow tao provide intensive caseworh.,

The cowrt system foous on parantal eiabts and riagbts and protectidon
ot child gets shoet shift in Henmepin County.  Menmepin Gounty.,

phi losophy &lso dinterferes with parmanency planninag. We aee plaving
@ owaiting game and one that does not benefit the ahildean in may
Aratances.,

Wer maed o shorter time frame for permanency.  Whaen thare §s oo workar
tuwrnovaer « the new worker shouwld start wherae the other one Left off
et freom sauare one again.  We need stricter Laws ancd they must be
followed.

)

Iy Minmesota, the Indian and Minority Child Wel fare Aot Tk e e
gimply aren t enough minority foster Romes and the placement with
exbtanced family members is woually totally ineffective from the
CLAB@E WE BAW.



Fersons who showld be dinvited and eacouraged to atte
administrative reviews.

The social worker, child if older and parents and in some cases bLhe
foster parent.

Foster parents, birth parents, orand parents and any ohilad 8 vears
old or older. They know what ‘s going on.

Ghild (perbaps older thamn 1@, parents, social workers, child
advocate, eto, - 1 guess evervone who ocuwerrently da invited,

The parents, foster parents or counselor of arown bhomes or of obther
facilities. Ghildren when old enowah.  Thesse are Lhe persons
immeciately concermed with the ohilderen.

Boclal workers, supervisorsg of social workers, parents foster
parents, ogroup hame ocounselors, ouarcdans, ohilo protection workarm,
cleyest car

Fostar parents thaey seem bto acdd information abouwt ohildean we cannot
gat 10 any other way, sspecially when children are shy and gquiet.

Natuwral parents; foster parente; ohildy social worker, and anyones
closely conmected to the child,

Farents/foster parents, possibly extencded family of appropriate to
the plar.

Any and everyvoans who has entered the ohild's Life simoe the
removal /placemnent away from home.  School teacher, parents, toster
parents, minister, closest relative,

Everyone involved - Foster, natural, P.D., county.

(1) Child ~ even if very yvoung the child cowld be dintroduced and
then go play in another araea ~ wouwld help a Lot to meet eackh obild,
Ca) o oparents ancd/or other dnvolved relatives, (30 guardian acd Litem,
() day program representatives, 5 therapist, whaen applicabla, (&)
fostar parents, residential stafd, ebto.

Iowiosh more fami lies and/or foster o ldeen wounld feel ooamntortalle
attamedinga.

Everyone wha is cuwrently dinvolved with the obild - sspecially
parants and children -~  see 240F)

MAnyeorme with significant knowledoge of the case.

ALL parties invalved, those representing the parties and at least
pre b jectl ve eVl awer .



Anyone dinvolved with the ahild omn o regular basis - parentse, fontoe
parents ar four hame staff, the child GF old enough)  and
paycholagists (counselors) meen on a Faogular basio or o report form
this soureea.

Farenta children (foster parents alao).  Soodal woerker amd
gupervisor.,  Citizen board memker s,

Farents, board, and service rendering people cwerently dnvol ved.

I had no problem with this, [ thought it was very well planmed on
who would attend these reviows.,

Review boards, parents, foster parents, grandparents, social
worhkers.,  Anyone who caras!

Fresent attendess work well togethere.

The ouwardian ad Litem, parents, foster parents, school teookers,
b o ol Ldeen, soclal worker and supervioor, spaeclal by tral ned
i bdmen reviower s,

Iy ackdi tiomm to appropriate county sbtaff o parenta, Fombear paromts,
grown home stafft, ahildren (probably 8 yvears and older), mantal
fraalth workers, sducation counselor.

Faarents, ohild, foster parents/abaft.  Many woarkers Phas b soouracsd
foster parents to attend and they are very important as thaey are the
aned that Live with the ohild.

e obi Loy, not necessarily 18 amd over, foster paraente, bioloolcal

parernts, ebto, More or Less those Ghat are oweerantly dovited,

Whaat woule vew echange abowt the ocuereent admind steratd ve
v ew format

Make sure all persops understand what ' s going on or what s being
wald especially if the parent and child are present.

Te many terms arae wsed that the people dnvelved oan b wncderstanc.
Mary people birth parents seamed of low mentaliby and simpli £loabti on
18 MECHNsarY .

The form is not appropriliate for MR cases.

The formes for the special meeds child. Spell out the initials so
wveryona konows what each omne de talking about.

Make the guestions more o bthe point, to many couwla be taken in
ol @r el ways.,



H

There ig always room for comments - [ think they (thare aomments
showld be recorded and understood better.

Fearmat is confusing for lay people. MAlso uses professional
Jargon/language.

The format is misleading and threastens the biological parents. e
reviaw shouwld be a synopsis of the past &6 monthe.,  Nobt a8 guessing
gameay full of conflicts.

LUnderstanding the meaning and rational for asking oguestions and bthe
impact it has on each case.

The ahack List i cumbersome amc afton std fLan old saumei or. bW
frever sure what 1ts’ purpose was or how it was wsed after review.

The MR format shouwld probably be revised.
Guestions are not well worded; they try to cover all the le

Brak don b convey much to lay people.  Evern the prove
urcleratand them alwava.

A Al I a e
Ga el goocom b

Bome of the wording on front page needs Lo be very simple as
invalved parties are Likely to be too nervows to ask questions and
to be able to interpret some parts.

Feormat shouwld e changed to suit varlouws special nesds groups - MR
showlad have & separate form, obbildeen where THFR bhas taken place
shoauld have modified form, ebao.

Erlamimate most of the MR cases

Lowould eliminate the review form and come wp with one desi gred
gapeacially for citixen review boards anc ome for the mentally
Mandi capped kids.

Fave thaem come n bthe same room each bime for aanh ohilo. Paven  tive
rooms take on less of a sterile institutiomal fesling.

The MR format is most inadequate.

The form dteelf does not serve the best interests of the nental ly
ratarcdecd commumity.  Some parents of MR ohidldean aee detensive abowt
the questions on the cuwrrant form used.,

Meor e dntens ve effort o dnvolve parents oto., Itombheode mot be just
a routine matter o £ out a form.  MAleo, present administrative
revi ew form s not appropelate for MR @

I tfeel a different format showlad be wsed for MR

Yemw Cabove) from bthe stancdpoint that we bad an escoel Dert cmad epmarson
whea would explain 4t to the people and made them feal comtortable.



Question Jlas Ways in which the time spent was beneficial to mocial
workers, families and children involved in the program.

- It gave the child a chance to talk on his or her behalf, to say what
they would like to see happen in their life regarding placement.

- Presented new ideas - provoked thought - supported families and
children. Good to have people "outside" the agency involved in the
proceas — I think families and children felt supported. Social
workers felt supported - got new ideas - alwso felt challenged at
timas.

- Some suggestions were considered and was helpful for children
involved in program. One of our reviews a black youth was able to
have her hair taken care of in the special way needed. Some
children went home to live with family.

- I hope 80 = I hope the children feel we care and progress is being
made for the clients (them). [ do feel when these problem situation
are aired in this setting clients and families have every
opportunity to get help and hopefully learmn to understand the
variety of help available.

- The familiesn and involved children pleased that citizens was trying
to help them.

- Hopefully, not able to know in most cases.
- Social workers seemed bored; routine!

- Worker felt better about the board and reviews am well am families
able to publicly address their concerns when they felt it or they
were being heard and not ignored.

- (@ 31) I certainly hope so. (AF1a) I feel that when social worhkers
were receptive they liked discussing their cases, the work they had
done, the problems they were having, etc. They alwso listened and
were open to new ideas, some requested assistance. Hopefully new
suggestions and perspectives benefited children. Social workers
seemed to appreciate board’'s support for TPR, and I feel families
and children generally appreciated that others cared and listened.

I was surprised at opennemss during reviews.

- Primarily because of the increased sense of emotional support for
all concerned in working toward the same common nbjective.

- Broader source for input to social workers; evidence of community
concern to parents and childrem; more substantive reviews; improved
plans for children and parents; support to social workers wanting to
take action, but thwarted by aystem.



- Parties involved knew someone other than the system were committed.
A forum makes it clearer that all involved feel "something" needs to
be done.

- Bave mocial worker a sounding board, varied ideas, feedback, atc.
(if worker not defensive — a few were). Bave families support at
times, feedback other times and probably a push sometimes. Gave
children feedback from someone besides S.W., supportive often.

- Pertinent questions were raised.

- To the social workers because they were challenged to provide good
reviews, To the families because I felt they felt some one was on
their side. And to the children because our greatest concern was
for them.

- I think the children benefited the most. I think that we brought a
new perspective that the children may have benefited from. The
families felt that their was someone there who represented their
needs, wants and wishes. 1 also felt that the parents who came
opened up more.

-~ There was always plenty of time to ask many questions and become
relaxed around one another.

- Hopefully, for children, with so many people involved, nothing is
left unexplored.

-~ I can’'t answer for the SWs but several families and older children
actively participated and appeared to gain from the process.

- If one of the above did not having a good working relationship with
workers the board was a good sounding board and was non bias. I
feel also that families and particularly teens felt that msomeone
else cared.

- To the children and foster parents especially - they were without
exception pleased with being involved in the process.

Buestion 321 Major purpose of citizen participation on review boards.

- I feel that the citizen can be objective and not caught up in the
aysatem and have the interesats of the child at hand.

- Private citizens bring a fresh perspective to the problems of
children and can in many cases help suggest new avenues of thinking.



To open up & somewhat clomed system so0 that all of the possibilities
for children in foster care are explored - i.e., to ensure
permanency planning for foster care chi}dren.

To help the agency see some points in the case they have overlooked
and if npot the agency evaluation of itself. The people involved
feel they have someone to listen to them and make suggestions on
their behalf.

To have honest and concerned citizens more inveolved.

Citizens bring in community valuem to the whole picture and support
program ideas opportunities for children to develop their potential.
I hope we question the professionals to speed up permanency plant.

To be objective in suggestions and recommendations for the child's
best interests.

To offer suggestions to the plan from a lay perspective and to
monitor/guarantee parent involvement in the plan and process.

Hopefully to help find a balance in the placement plan. To offer
suggestions and express concerns. To listen and learn. Alaso to
exemplify a humanness to the review procems, s0 the parent doesn’'t
feel alone or inadequate.

Providing an outsider perspective and quality sugaoestions for
workers.

It brings a new perspective and support, especially on cases that
seem to be stuck-in-place. Sometimes people not directly involved
can be more objective and make objective recommendations. It can
also give support and a "pat on the back" that this case is going
well - good job.

To provide increased overall perspective, to contribute valid
suggestions as appropriate as the citizen are not 8o close to the
situwation, and to provide a sense of support to all concerned as
everyone shares the same objective.

To ensure the most appropriate and least restrictive plans for
children leading to a permanent family for every child as soon as
possible.

Weighing community understanding and philosophy into how legislation
i8 being interpreted by agencies.

Objective viewpoints - "fresh" minds.
(1) BGiving new/fresh insights or validating old ones. (2) keeping
the county agency on top of each and every case #0O that kids mot

"presently"”" causing problems aren’‘'t lost in the shuffle.

To help identify needs of children and to make recommendations to



workers, agencies, legislature, etc.
Frovide a broader perspective on case progrese and goals.

I feel the major purpose is that an outside source was ensuring
permanency for the kids, the county was also challenged to provide
good and thorough plans because these plans were subject to suppaort
or criticism by the boards.

To provide fresh new outlooks. To assist the social workers and
recontirm their decisions or to disagree with their decisions.
Healthy disagreement may provide new insight. Citizens hopefully
can help with the burn out factor.

To enhance permanency planning.

To ask questions from a non—-agency point of view and to make
recommendations from the same perspective.

(1) Education process for lay board members, (2) improvement in
community support for program — considering cost etc., (3) resource
for SWs - depending on their attitude, of course.

They are more concerned about time frames and permanency than
agency. They also had different ideas and were more in tune to
permanency for the child. They have non bias viewpoint bamed on the
needs of the child without adhering to bureaucratic policies.

Objectivity., It camn be very gamy to get a narrow perspective when
working with this everyday as a social worker. The input of people
ouwt in the "real world" is essential to provide a balance. I mumt
also note that most of the workers I met on cases were either not
married and/or had no children and these things also can affect the
vigion or the balance of what a "normal" family life and childhood
should be.

Guestion 331 Are you aware of any obstacles to having citizen

e

involved in the review procesa? Are there any barrisrs
to your effectiveness?

Sometimes I felt that the supervisor of the social worker tried to
influence the board about how they were to handle cases. This could
be an obstacle.

None. None.
None. Only barriers to my effectiveness were timing - there were
times that I could not leave my job to attend reviews., [ al®so had a

baby in Feb. which kept me from attending some reviews.

No I'm not unless the Social Workers feel they are being checked
upon by someone other than their supervisora. Yes there are if the



workers don't cooperate with the citizen reviewers. I didn’'t find
this true of the reviews I participated in.

Time off for working people, parking. I had no barriers.

I feel listened to but maybe we could be organized so we could
impact system with one voice. This group of volunteers should have
a meeting evaluating this questionnaire s0 we may be able to act as
board members. I would like to see citizen board members meet to
brain storm on these questions 32, 33, 34 and speak with one voice.

Too long periods of time may cause burn out, therefore a decrease in
effectiveness., -1 can mee no ochstacles to having citizens inveolved
in the review process if selections of board members continues to
the best.

Yes. BSome supervisors and their units are overtly resistant as
indicated by their attitudes and verbal/behavioral responses.  Thias
hinders the process. These supervisors need to re-evaluate their
positiona within the structure - i.e., it doesn’'t matter where their
values and opinions are.

Perhaps too many opinions would inhibit the already questionable
productivity of the syatem. Too many options seem to not get
prioritized which could prolong the process even longer.

Neo.

When I consider the total number of children involved in foster care
and the few we reviewed, the task seems staggering (but definitely
worthwhile). The laws, policies, etc. are so numerous = might help
to have each board member have in—-depth knowledge of a different
area, i.e., Minority Child Welfare Act, Native American legislation,
etc. Greatest barrier was lack of information in some cases - also
not seeing cases consistently due to court reviews.

The only barriers are whether or not our recommendations are taken
sariously by the professionals involved.

Coast of the asystem? System attitudes (both worker and
administration).

No - not after the initial learning process —~ any new experience
leaves us on different wave lengths.

None, Barriers - the fact that the mocial workers do not have to do
anything that is suggested.

No - as long as the citizens are very aware of the confidentiality
laws. My only other concern is for families of MR clients, where
the family can no longer care for the child and therefore places him
= 1 think families feel uncomfortable with "outsiders" (especially a
large group - as with the 5 member board) looking at their case.
Barrier to effectiveness - some S.W. felt citizen boards should not



have access to all the records - not clear or uniform guidelines in
this area.

Frivacy laws.

It's & good process and selection was good to weed out unqualified
people.

Neo.

The confidentiality issue always presents a problem,. The time
commitment another. The load must be light. In out state people
may be harder to get as they know each other. The barriers are:

the initial resentment of social workers, the initial learning curve
of board members, the feelings of inadequacy in an overwhelming
situation.

The biggest obstacle may be attitudes of staff. In rural counties
there could be a problem with confidential nature of information.

No, except they must abide by the confidentiality. I feel citizens
can be very effective. I would like to see Minnesota Review Board
more like the Del aware Review Board.

I believe the department feels more positively about the Roard
members now but we did encounter negative attitudes in the
beginning.

Auestion J4: The largest impacts Lor contributionsl] of citizen

involvement on review boards.

To get social workers to focus on the child’'s needs and if goals are
set follow through on them and try to make decisions on what should
happen with child to get him or her placed.

The fact that a private citizen is willing to give time and effort
can be a large support to everyone concerned.

Guestioning the plan/system for child. Giving fresh and creative
input - new ideas. Showing that the larger community cares about
our children.

I feel meeing some of the areas of their cases and plans that are
unrealiastic and suggesting some helpful ways to get people to
cooperate with plans.

Betting the mocial workers to think and work harder on permanency
planning.

The freshness of out looks.

Berving as an unbiased obmerver/participant in addressing the



direction of F/FP for the child.

Again, I'd have to say the greatest contribution I feel, is the
agpect of "being one of the outsiders." Farents can appreciate
someone else other then case workers, paper work, etc. being
involved.

Better perspective for workers on case planning and supportive role
in suggestion for TFR'a.

I feel everyone felt they were being heard and what they had to say
was important. Again, we could be objective in questions and
recommendations. I feel having to come before the same people every
mix months might give some parents more motivation to work on goals.
It would be nice if we could help speed the processes.

Providing an additional external (extra—agency) check or reviews on
the services provided by the professionals. Sometimes having an
objective non-professional viewing the situation from a graeater
distance and possibly a slightly different perspective can be
helpful.

Community awareness of the problems, the kinds of children needing
county intervention, the lack of resources for children.

"Fresh," objective ideas.

(1) Pushing the system to keep on top of all cases — I seem it as A
type of quality assurance - a group of people (with no vested
interests) looking at all the alternatives for a child and saying
this is our best alternative. (2) A way of establishing more
uniformity between social workers and how cases are handled. Making
less dependent on an individual social worker's perspective or bias.

If used effectively boards may be helpful in bringing about pressure
for change. Members may be able to take action which an employee
may not be free to take.

Broad perspective. Get ideas from others who care. Fresh
perspective by people who don’'t have to deal with same issues
everyday.

It shows commitment and concern for the situation and the children.
I don't feel that it was in any way a negative response by citizens
to change the asymstem but & way to help.

We enter the reviews fresh, without "burn out", and may perhaps
enhance case plan by filling in the gaps and adding new
perspectives.

Bame as # 32 (i.e., To amk quemtidns from & non—-agency point of
view and to make recommendations from the same perspective.)

Minority board members made significant contribution to staff and



white board members.
A non bias viewpoint based on case history.

Objectivity. It can be very easy to get a narrow perspective when
working with this everyday as a social worker. The input of people
out in the "real world" is essential to provide a balance. I must
also note that most of the workers I met on cases were either not
married and/or had no children and these things also can affect the
vision or the balance of what a "mormal"” family life and childhood
should be.

GQuestion J4b: Ways in which your participation has made a difference.

By making suggestions to workers encourage them to place kids in
permanency as far as their placement are concerned.

I have seen both foster, birth parents and children respond to the
care we show.

Support for foster parents involved in the review process ~ [ think
I came across as a foster parent. My questioning of the legal
system.

Some changes were made and the children’'s reeds were met and the
parents. Some of them saw the need to change for the good of
family. Special needs children’'s families felt good about their
decisions and not guilt.

Enlightenment for myself and the social workers that too many
children were getting lost in the system.

(1) Opened up discussions on points I felt important. (2) Insisted
some shy or gquiet people (parents) or foster parent or children
comment when process was moving to fast.

Some of the involved children were the age of my children. I could

aee what were missing and offered suggestions that may be helpful to
these children.

Have frequently asked, if the plan was vague, — "What direction is
this going or How long is it going to continue." Important to F/P
to identify a time frame and proceed accordingly.

I've made suggestions which have been implemented. I'm an
opinionated person. I've noticed a sigh of relief in the faces of
the biological. parents. I've made a difference because [ care.

Providing & minority perspective as well as being knowledgeable and
understanding the system.

I feel 1 was able to make participants feel comfortable and often



glad they came. [ think recommendations and questiona from myself
and my board were intelligent and helpful to those inveolved.

Not really becaume of the many reviews I have had to mizs because of
my work conflicts (going to court hearings for continued
commitments) .

Have identified and expostulated on system problems. Have made
constructive suggestions both on individual plans and system.

As an experienced social worker in another state, not currently
employed in the system, I believe I had the resources to contribute
some suggestions that I had personally tried. As an objiective party
to the case I could at times, perhaps naively sugqgest alternativew.

Opportunity to emphasize "permanency planning”" for children who have
been in foster care for a number of years already. Sometimes
someone from the outside can see the "ideal" and encourage people to
work towards it - even if it can’'t be obtained completely.

Sometimes people within the the system know the ideal will never be
reached so0 don't try for it - but by trying something better that
"status quo" might be achieved.

I think I participated - asked pertinent questions and made some
suggestions as to resources, etc.

Helped with making parents and children feel like they're involved,
doing something good. Helped workers to better formulate specific,
measurable goals. Helped to resolve conflict between family and the
system.

I tried to play devil advocate by not taking sides, i.e., the
county, the foster kid, or parents. I made my decisions on what was
good for the kids.

I felt that some of the decisions that I made with the help of the
board members were made through the eyes of a parent rather than a
social worker. The biggest difference was made in me. I know how
large a problem we are faced with.

I feel 1 contributed by adding a different perspective and
suggesting alternative case plans in a team effort.

I usually stress the fact that while we adults take owr time in
making plans, etc., the children continue to grow older and more
neeady.

Actively urged lay board to participate and make recommendations for
case plan.

Bacause of my role asm & citizen I can support or oppose any entity
than would benefit a child.

My main concern is the screening process and how citizens would be



Guestion 35a: Problems resulting from citizen involvement on review

boards.

Acceptance from social workers and supervisors,

I suppose some people could be overbearing or so quiet am to be
ineffective.

If no contract is made...some board members may back out of the job.

Perhaps too many opinions would inhibit the already questionable
productivity of the system. Too many options seem to not get
prioritized which could prolong the process even longer.

Fersonality conflict or opposition from social workers could
interfere with effective planning. Some parents, children etc.
might be hesitant to attend reviews. In smaller communities
confidentiality might be a problem (although coming from a very
amall community, it seems evervone knows that's going on anyway).
What could liability be if recommendations were followed with
negative results?

Probably not if review boards become accepted as a part of the whole
problem.

Ferhaps some initial uncomfortable feelings from staff regarding our
knowl edge - questionable or accurate.

Fossible Froblems — breach of confidentiality — if it ococurred who
is responsible. Liable suits — if family were to sue for a decision
made by a review board with citizen on it - who is responsible.
These are only possible problems that need to be addresased but are
not reasons in themselves to ngat have citizens on review bhoards.



- There is a risk of "untrained" citizenm asking inappropriate
questions. Screening would eliminate this error if done in
conjunction with an emphasis on professionalism (i.e., at interview
stage ask "what sort of questions might you pose to a parent).

- Data privacy issUeB...

- Maybe threatening to staff - but not all instances.

Question 37a: Ways in which your participation as a board member
changed your attitudes.

- Someone needs to look over the social workers shoulder to make sure
they follow through on their cases and make them accountable.

- It made me realize that nothing is cut and dried and when you are
dealing with the lives of families, it can be very complicated.

- Made me more aware of our ineffective and cumbersome legal system.
Makes me question how much children really are important to us -
made me more angry about ouwr feoster care system.

= I understood better that the work load of some of the workers wam
heavy and may have caused them to be negligent because of ®O many
clients., The changing of workers for clisnts and not having the
information and time to work out the best in a shorter time before
FeViews.

- I had no idea how many resources were available for foster children
and parents of foster children.

- I went from participating to enthusiasm for getting involved.

~ I'm more determined to remain inveolved in the issues pertaining to
children; specifically foster children.

- 1 no longer have the confidence that the best that can be done is
being done -~ more realistic, I guessa. It brought me face-to-face
with types of people I had only heard and read about - most aren’'t
terrible, just need help. I had to face the fact that there are a
lot of needy children, and a lot of people who care about them.

- It gave me a greater appreciation of the complexity of the entire
foster care situation - from the worker’'s point of view, from the
child's, and from the family 's.



Buesti

Became acutely aware of some system problems — especially hetween
soclial service and court system; gained a qgreat deal of admiration
for volunteers as well as county mstaff, struggling against
overwhelming case loads and a syatem that often gets in the way of
doing what they’'re hired to do.

Social workers need to be aware of their need for continued
training.

I had a really good feeling that Minnesota was open to the idesa of
citizen involvement as it could easily be judged ams irrelevant ar .
interfering.

Made me more aware of the problems in obtaining TPR'sa. Made me more
aware of how important the S.W. i8 - a client who enters the system
could have very different things happen to him/her based upon who
his/her worker is and how they approach things.

I don’t think my attitude changed because of my long term
involvement with children and families.

More respect for the social workers and families.

Like maost citizens I was unaware of what happened to foster kids, I
didn’'t know who cared or if anvyone cared about them. But when I
perasonally became inveolved in a non professional role in the
planning decision I found that I cared.

I realize how busy the social workers are and what a toll it takes
on their lives. 1 also understand more about why thinge are and
aren’'t done.

I am more understanding of all parties involved in foster care.

Reaffirmed my belief in the need for citizen review boards.

N8
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Additional comments/suggestions regarding citizen
participation on review boards or the current review
process.,

I like the process. I felt very positive about being involved. I
think its open the system. [t reminds worker that someone is
concerned and someone is8 looking out for the kide and it makes
workers more concise about what i®s going on.

Update the boards on previous cases. Make clear parameters for
board recommendations. BGood to have diversity on citizen raviaew
boards. Wish we had a little more prep time for cases.

I would like to see citizen participation continue because 1 feel it
has a definite impact on the results of some of the caszes where the
plan is not clear and the case is carried for years. Suggestion and



recommendations from citizen reviews help the worker do a more
effective job and frees aome of their trying to do other things that
are needed to bring families together or establish permanency for
children.

My writing is not the best - please call me for clarification.
Essentially I feel citlzens help the process move along. Citizens
also can express their honest opinion without feeling any political
or bureaucratic pressure. I feel more professionals should be
called in to label mentally ill participants i1l or inadequate and
the courts should be called in to [actl] sooner so the young client
the child can be placed in the best permanent situation for his
mental and emotional development.

The social worker has a lot of work its just a continuous process.
That ‘s why the review board is needed ~- fresh ideas and
suggestions.

The current review process was okay. I understand that it was only
a pilot program. There'w room for much improvement. Citizens need
to remain involved to add some equilibrium to the review process.

After seeing such a wide spectrum of social workers and plans, I
feel it is very important to have objective citizens on the boards.
I would like to see a policy regarding what to do with review
recommendations, as this varied from worker-to-worker, and within
the court syastem. I feel people from the court system should be
more involved as there seemed to he a wide gap between what we felt
and what the court’'s actions were. (I hope this will be mandated as
is or with constructive changes).

There is a large aystem effect of a project like this. First, one
gains a group of knowledgeable advocates for childremn - potential
usefulness unlimited. Second, the system itself takes notice.

Staff make conscious efforts to look at system problems. A kind of
Hawthorne effect. So the overall system improves. (That ‘s not to
say that the improvement lasts beyond the project). As we know
well, fiscal incentives drive any system whether its a county or a
family. An improved system would evolve from fiscal rewards for the
appropriate movement of children into families. Likewise, [ believe
that exempting low-income families from any fiscal responsibility
for a child in care is to encourage longer placement than necessary.
I know this is state law and you can’'t change it. But the
incentives are wrong!

I was disappointed to note that most of the people on the review
board were social service in background - i.e., ex—-social workers,
teachersa, etc. I think some caring, sensitive, corporation
management would have helped give the program a different slant.

I think citizen review should be mandatory for any "public service"
agencies dealing with children as clients. Children often aren’'t in
A situation to speak up for themselves or to be heard if they do.
Need to determine, though, if citizen review boards are



"recommending" boards or "decision-making" boards. Important to
educate all staff/social workers with respect to purposes of citizen
review and try to make them less threatening.

In some cases the agency and social workers involved already know
that permanent arrangements cannot be made. Boing thru the review
process may not be necessary.

I think it is a must that citizens be included in the review
process., Social workers burn out, parents and children feel leses
threatened when there are private citizens involved. I also think
that the review process has just become a rubber stamp in many cases
and with outside participation it makes everyone stop and think a
little more.

MR cases should mot be included in citizen review process. There
are already more safequards for this community of people.

Serving as alternate on the lay board has been a positive
atimulating experience for me and I am sorry to have it terminated.
The project staff and board members were dedicated to their goal and
I felt they made a significant impact to that goal.

I feel they should be all citizen review boards. 1 believe all
agency staff should be more informed about the function and benefits
of citizen review board.



BECTION III: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTWRE IMFPLEMENTATION

Auestion 3%2a: Comments regarding mandating citizen inclusion on

review boards.

It brings outsiders into the system. The accountability is there.
I feel that some kid are forgotten if this wasn't in place.

If it is not mandated, 1 believe that we would see in house boards.

Opens the review process up to new ideas. FProves to parents,
children, families, social workers that the larger community is
concerned about the welfare of children. EHecomes a "safety valve"
to ensure the best plan possible for children.

That way the agency will know that it is something that they have to
include in their reviews and that it will be helpful for them. If
this project was mandated I feel it would work well and many lives
were changed for the better because of it.

To get fresh ideas and to get citizens involved with community
problems.

I think citizens bring objective community values to the board.
Citizens also listen and relate to all the participants which may
help burn out = when they request clarifications or support of
special positions - hopefully leading to resolutions.

BHecause without mandate few counties would involve citizensa/lay
persons.

Citizen participation, from my experience, will offer diversity and
room for suggestions. If a board is mandated by legislature or/and/
Commissioners of Human/Social Services the public would be more
acceptable to the issues and concerns.

I think it is very valuable and feel that if it i® not mandated,
many areas will not use it, as I am sure the organization of such a
program is a tremendous amount of work. All children should have
the benefit of such a review process.

It would be premature to decide they should be mandated until we
have had an opportunity to review the results of the project to
assess whether or not they did make a significant difference.

I think the system is better off for the added input in reviews and
the added public awareness for the system. It will never happen in
87 counties unless its mandated!



Provides a checks and balance to (at least in large counties) county
administration interpretation of legislation. Also, a citizen may
well say what a county social worker may feel like saying but
because of the politics of the system can’t.

At least one or two objective parties should be inveolved - I guess
that would be citizens - certainly not someone within the system ~ I
guess because of the objectivity and naivete involved.

(1) A way of establishing quality assurance. (2) a means of
advocating for the child (pot a part of system and all that
entails). (3) a means of establishing both support and devil ‘s
advocate roles for agency’'s soc. workers.

I think the inclusion of citizens on review boards decreases the
possibility of children being "lost in the shuffle.”" By that I mean
that children would no longer be left in foster placement for long
periods without some action.

No, I feel that it is something that can be done on & veluntary
basias. When the successes are seen, and there will be successes, it
will become adopted in most aream. I think it sahould be mandated to
gqet it going, but I @ay no because there will be so much resentment
from the Social Service Community that will just hinder the entire
process.

It is an effective way to enhance permanency planning.

When I first heard about this project and the proposed legislation,
I felt that the children already had the msafeguard of the guardian
ad litem. However, all the children do not have a g.a.l. because
they are not involved in the court, yet. Because of this there is
need for someone to be concerned only about the best interests of
the children. Citizen reviewers may fill that need.

(1) Objections of staff in some instances, (2) expense and (3)
privacy problem in rural counties.

So agencies can’'t have the option of using or not using review
boards.

It would be the only way to ensure the objectivity and the very
purpose. Obviously, the less bureaucracy involved in affecting real
children’s lives, the better and within just a county framework
(i.e., before citizen reviews) the review boards could not help out
but have their own narrower scope in dealing with permanency and
homeless kids.



GQuestion 4@0: If mandated, where would citizen review boards be

housed?

Outside the system if possible.

I believe they should be statewide mandated with uniform standardms
and with individual board established for each county. This should
be under the jurisdiction of child protection.

The present structure seems to work.

A special office building where information is easy accessible for
the reviews and people will feel they are a part of the reviews and
not in and a part of the agency.

At Hennepin County Building.

Convenient for workers and clients. The government center is fine -~
children and foster parents should be included in reviews if
possible.

In Minneapolis.

Unclear question.

In the facility for which most of the cases are heard: Bov't Center,
Sabathani, etc.

Within the county Gov't Center.

It would be nice to be on "neutral ground," but I think convenience
is a priority so as many as possible are able to attend.

NOT in the court system, as has been suggested. That would just
promote greater rivalry between them and less trust. I think it

needs to be within the social service system with safeguards for the
citizens (such as the right to appeal).

In a separate agency with a liaison staff in the soc. service dept.
or as a separate branch within the agency (2nd choice).

Same building as social service staff for convenience and time
saving of asocial work staff.

?

In a comfortable setting away from the institutional setting which
now prevails,

With the county.

Volunteer services.

-



- Wherever the board and agency agrae on.

Question 42: Effect of rotating Roard Chairs.

prip— P S

- He or she can participate in.the overall process and worry about
keeping notes.

= You would get diversity of perspective
- Not sure - Nice to have the same one so can work well as a team. 0On
the other hand - that can get too comfortable - might be good to

have revolving chairs.

- It would help others conduct reviews and new questions asked and not
the same one. Some people are more personable than others.

= I found as a chairperson, that being so involved with thn'completimn
of forms that I couldn’'t get as involved as I would have liked to in
the conversation.

= I have no opinion or joint sharing.

- Everyone is not willing to chair.

= Inconsistency in skille/time/willingness.

- Provides others with the opportunity to enhance their leadership
abilities.

- Yes.

- I would like this as I feel it gives a different perspective. I
know being chairperson made me talk more tham I might have
ntherwise, but it also led me to leave questions to others, as my
role seemed more of a moderator tham a questioner. I would like to
see the process as a non—-chair.

~ I like the idea of rotating the chairs.

- Less consistency, which is already a problem with rotating social
service supervisors as chairs. But, please provide special training
for chairs!

=~ In my opinion it takes some time to adjust to a board chalr position
and if rotating it should be done every fifth review or so.

- 1 don't see it as real helpful.
- 1 believe there would be no negative effect.

- Bood.



No continuity. It would give the chair a break but would probably
be disruptive.

Not sure.
No continuity.
It should have another purpose besides giving members an

opportunity. The chairs should be well trained and diplomatic. If
this would be possible with rotation - great.

duestion 44: If citizen is mandated, what factors should be taken

e A A

into account during the implementation? How might
implementation be different for smaller counties? What
components of the project do you think are essential?

If you could make one recommendation that you knew would
be instituted, what would that be?

Keep it open to outside review. Make training for social worker and
board member dealing with minority.

Board members should have a high degree of interest in the welfare
of children and knowledge of how the system works. They should be
required to attend comprehensive training. Fewer board members and
less frequent reviews. 8Strong citizen involvement. Diversity., My
recommendation is that the boards not be advisory but to have
decision—-making authority

Felt we had & good number at S5. EBoard members should make up a
diversity in terms of experience and exposure to social services. [
liked our mix of foster parent/MR experience/minority
experience/past social worker/caring citizen.

The selection of board members be persons concerned with families
and what can be done to help them be together and live together with
BLUCCEME .

For smaller counties, if volunteers are not available, either have a
traveling board, or review cases in county where board is available.
The one recommendation I would make would be that there always would
be a staff assistant at all meetings.



I think 2 or 3 people are enough to brain storm situwation and
discuss facts. The training of volunteers is essential. The book
is essential. I think there should be a review of experiences of
volunteers in the beginning after the firsat one or two board to be
able to ask general questions and listen to others point of view.

Geographically dispersed to cover equal services to all county
residents. The forms should be designed by the state and consistent
across the state.

Too many questions! (A) Careful screening of each board member, ()
Implementation of suqggestions from board members, (C) Evaluation
after each case hearing.

The various laws. ICWA (Indiam Child Welfare Act), MNICPA
(Minnesota Indian Family Preservation Act), MHA (Minority Child
Heritage Act)

I think having 5 people gave ouwr board a variety of backgrounds and
experiences that really made us effective. S8Smaller counties might
require a discussion at time of scheduling so members cowld
disqualify themselves at that time and alternates found. My one
recommendation would be that social workers attendance should be
required.

I would have to think more about this one.

Confidentiality; caseload size and tuwnover; pool of volunteersy
travel factors; staff and administration attitudesy # of children in
placement; court attitude and willingness to cooperate; general
awareness of permanency as & Qoal (need for permanency training)
volunteer training. Look at multi-county boards and/or swapping
citizen volunteers between countiesy travel time and distance could
make a big difference in some counties. Training for baoth
volunteersa and staff; some sort of "project staff'"s volunteers)
sufficient funding; acceptance by administrationy appeal route for
volunteera., Guaranteed access to court with court orders (clearly
written) to compel cooperation (Ha!)

Need to look at what number of reviewers is essential - 9 member
boards are nice, but not neceasary. In smaller counties may even
have to have 1| or 2 citizens on a board and have them supervised
from a staff in a larger county. Essential that some saparateness
be kept between citizens and agency o citizens don’'t become just
another staff member. Must feel some autonomy. Recommendation -
have all information available to citizens and all involved parties
at reviews!

An integrated review board - age, ethnic background, sex, etc. where
possible inclusion of minority board member when reviewing minority
children.

That the end goal would be Permanency! I don't think we did anymore
towards obtaining permanency than has been previously done. The



Question

system is stuck in & rut. Everyone talks big but no one takes
action. Have long range planning done that looks at as many
permanency qgoals for each situation ams possible. The real problem
is not citizen review or not it's permanency planning!

Screening, training, staffing. Smaller counties might face issue of
conflict of interests.

If review is mandated, I would recommend that it apply to only &
counties - Hennepin, Ramsey, St. Louis and also St. Cloud and
Rochester.

Bmall counties may need to use exchanged board members. All., All
citizen review board.

tion 45a: Comments regarding whether both voluntary and
involuntary placements should be reviewed by citizens.

Yesa, again the social worker should be aware they have a job to do
that is placing the child in a permanent home or back in their home
and not in limbo.

A voluntary placement is probably done with a great deal of care and
concern.

Because both carry the concern for permanency planning for children.

I feel this way because placements are very important and a citizen
will be able to see some things that the workers may not feel is
important.

The permanency planning for the children is needed regardless of
type of placement.

The client is the child - since the community pays for the child it
should have some impact into the placements, understanding this
whole problem by citizens participating may be able to educate the
rest of the community. I think a special review board can do these
cases together 1/month - they seem more or less cut and dried with
ataff understand options beast., One board member suggested a plicture
of client in every review to personalize.

Just to check out facts.



A voluntary placemant can becoma an involuntary one if necessary.
The goal of the board is to provide P/P for all children in
placement. Choosing to place your child does not mean non-

invol vement.

Voluntary placements are as important as involuntary placements.
Each situation involves a child in placement.

I saw no differences in the need for reviews in CW/CP cases, and
some seemed to go from one to another. Plans were often similar and
children’'s needs did not vary greatly.

I don't feel citizen reviews ahould be mandated for valuntary
placements, but they could still serve a valid purpose.

It is often accidental as to whether a placement is voluntary or
not. The problems are not always that different. Children need the
protection regardless.

There are countless options to ways of thinking in any came - court
action doman’'t mean a placement is all it can bhe.

Both can get lost in the aystem.

The format should be different but the purposes are the same.
Farents "voluntarily" place their children and never decide that
they are ready to have the children raturn home - county is in
position of having children in placement where decisions need to be
made as to what next. Involuntary placements need to be coordinated
with court system but still reviewed by citizens.

In either case om occasion, children have been in foster placement
for long periods of time. Hopefully reviews would decreame this
possibility.

I think that an outside opinion is always helpful whether or not
it‘'s voluntary or involuntary. Feople are always looking for help
in confirming or denying decisions.

Citizens could provide useful info.

Vital to protect welfare of child in all instances.

Because both kinds of placement can get lost in the system.

The suggemtions that a Board member might make or a Board

recommendation should not really be affected by a voluntary or
involuntary placement.



Guestion 44a1 Comments regarding whether mentally retarded children
in placement shouwld be reviewed in the same manner ams
other children in placement

- The forms should be different for mentally retarded kid.

- I believe that we need an entire new format and form for MR's -~
because their problems and needs are entirely different from that of
an abandoned or abused or neglected child.

- Parents are too guilted - they need to have this guilt removed - not
added to. A different form needs to be used.

- Because they are persons the same as others only they have special
needs and the forma can be changed to meet their needs.

- Because a large majority of the MR cases, were children that really
had no future except where they already were.

- But listening might be important. But I feel I have no input into
the problems. The problem is more or less cut and dried - child is
evaluated by professionals - foster care is special - there are only
80 many options - [ feel I just listen and have no input.

- Forms and process does not apply to this population.

- Usually MR cases as already pre-determined. There should be,
however, some way of evaluating the structure.

- Limited resources available and no reunification problem and
basically clear, understoond agreed upon case plan.

- Although many (most) will not go home, they may not be in the best
placement available., It struck me in reviewing these cases, that
everyone involved (parentas, social workers, children) seemed open
and pleased to have someone listen to their concerns, joys, fears,
dreams, etc.

- Their needs and situations are 80 different that they require a
different kind of review.

~ The form used is clearly not appropriate for the vast majority of MR
cases. At the very least, that should be changed. Most MR canes
are juat that, with parents heavily involved already. The cause of
placement is different from CPS or CW cases. For a few MR cases,
there is8 almo parental failure of some sort and the review is
appropriate. But for most it’'s not.

- This I've given countless hours of thought - at first my inclination
was to say no. Yet, the more I become familiar with MR cases the
more I realize that some of these people are not serviced to the
extent if what is available through existing programs. A point in
case would be Title 19 waivers. Also, the community at large needs



more understanding of the issues involving the MR population. Even
a "rubber stamp" review affords the MR person with the same rigbte
as the non—-MR person - and gives the community at large a citizen
review person with more understanding of the strugoles of families
connected with MR relatives. One way the citizen review board can
promote human relationship understanding.

Form and forum could be simpler due to fewer possible alternatives.

Often times there were no alternatives to placement for the family
as they could no lounger care for the child and there are no
opportunities for the child to be returned home or moved to a lews
structured environment, etc. 8till shnould be reviewed - maybe fewer
citizens involved and a different format.

In all of the MR cases reviewed in which I was a participant plans
remained about the same -~ resources are somewhat limited in MR
CABEB.

I felt in this process that the MR Social Service Unit has their act
together better than any other. This area is very speclialized and
few citizens can step in and offer help.

MR format inappropriate.

There are already more safeguards for this community of people.

A retarded child should have some rights and protection as any other
child.

I feel the MR forms shouwld be different.



FOR ALTERNATES ONL.Y?s

Question_48: Comparison of experiences on 2 and 5 citizen boards.

- The smaller boards seem to move along faster. The discussions on
the larger boards are more interesting. Trade off - 3 citizens.

- I was only on a 2 member board.

- I felt there was more participation from a greater number of
citizens in the 5 member citizen boards, although parents may feel
more at ease with fewer participants.

-~ Five members is too "heavy" - sometimes overwhelmed the foster care
provides, etc.

- Prefer 2 rather than 5 but would recommend 3 person board. Five
member board is simply too large in number and an agency supervisor
takes over with 2 member board.

Guestion_49a: Comments regarding difficulty in moving from board to
board.

- It is8 not because the focus of helping the child is the priority and
averything falls into place.

Buestion_S@0a: Comments regarding preference in serving on one board
ve., having the ability to rotate boards.

= I think it would facilitate optimum - resolution of cases moving
them along as fast as possible to allow child, the clients, and
foater parents to participate more.

- I believe serving on one board would provide more opportunity for an
alternate to become a better functioning member of one group of
individuals by (a) getting to know group members better amnd (b)
hopefully to function better as a group because of increased
knowl edge of how and why members of group respond in a certain
manner.

= I would be able to make & stronger commitment if allowed to
participate in advanced scheduling.

- Considerable differences in attitude and skills of the boards.



Additional Closing Comments:

- To summarize my feelings I'd like to say I feel as an ombudsman for
the family in crisia helping all the facts and option surtface and be
understood by the family. 1 feel mstrong and adequate for thim
experience because essentially I'm a "good consumer" and know my
right or more important how to protect them and ask for them., I
feal frustrated when not enough facts or knowledge about the
situation is presented and will ask for more input - pasychologists
etc and more legal advice from attorneys but on the whole of family
court could keep up with the case good decisions could be made
faster. [ would like to mee attorney gereral 's office or Jjudges
hear our frustrations on lack of continuity their delays cause young
clients.

- Because of some personal health issues my time commitment wams
severely limited. Yet because of my community involvement in the
aspects of children in "crisis situations” I wouwld have liked more
opportunity to have been more a part of this program. I continue to
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